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Introduction 

This document is Volume 3 of 5 volumes.  Volume 1 should be read before as it explains how to use this document and contains background 

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

are not repeated in summary responses in this document. 

 
 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep1501 Mr Mark Williams; Rep1531 
Mrs Sally Myers; Rep1559 Ms Emma Roche; 
Rep1561 Mr Toby Roche-Biddle; Rep1589 
 Judith Durey; Rep1599 Mrs Belinda Taylor; 
Rep1616 Mr Nigel Taylor; Rep1643 Miss Chloe 
Taylor; Rep1778 Miss Fiona Connell; Rep1779 Miss 
Sara Waddington; Rep1781 
Mr Douglas Connell; Rep1782 Mr Paul Screen; 
Rep1788 Mr Kenneth; Rep1789 Mrs Myra Connell 
Connell; Rep1821 Master Noah Taylor; Rep1830 
Ms Kumiko Yokoi; Rep1833 Mr Russell Taylor; 
Rep1850 Mr Thomas McArdle; Rep1861 Ms 
Pamela Thorpe; Rep1865 Miss Emma Quittenton; 
Rep1868 Miss Hayley Quittenton; Rep1893 Mr 
Andrew Thomas; Rep1895 Master Kyle Ravji Patel; 
Rep1900 Mrs Ranna Patel; Rep1903 Mr Dinesh 
Patel; Rep1910 Mr Y Lau; Rep1912 Miss Sharon 
Tubbritt; Rep1925 Ms Esther Lam; Rep1930 Mrs 
Sarika Mandalia; Rep1933 Dr Mirren Mandalia; 
Rep1938 Mr David Love; Rep1962 
Mr Christian Murley; Rep1983  Douglas Crowe; 
Rep2002; Rep2046 Ms Valerie Bayne; Rep2097 Mr 
Neil Brown; Rep2101 Dr Graham Brown; Rep2141 

I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little 
Chalfont be classified as a “main settlement for growth” and that adjoining areas 
of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for housing and 
employment development. The main reasons for my objection to any 
housing/employment development on these identified areas of land include, but 
are not limited to, the following:  - This land is designated as Green Belt and its 
development would therefore be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should 
not be treated as a repository of reserve building land.  - Except for the former golf 
course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas of land are within the Chilterns Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much 
appreciated by local residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in 
contravention of local and national planning policy. - Any housing and/or industrial 
development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little 
Chalfont village. - In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 
12.4%) of new housing compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 
5.3%, Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%). - Any new housing estates would 
severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions, parking, 
train services, schools, healthcare, water and waste management. In particular, I 
would like to draw your attention to the fields between Stony Lane and Westwood 
Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for residential 
development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area of open rural 
land crossed by a well used public footpath and borders on mature ancient 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Mr Micheal O'Toole; Rep2181 Dr Tanya Miller; 
Rep2234 Mrs Paulis Quittenton; Rep2329 Mrs 
Marjorie Collins; Rep2330 Mr Thomas Collins; 
Rep2369 Mrs Christine McArdle; Mrs Mary Curtis; 
Rep2376 Mr Paul McArdle; Rep2396 Mr Hugh 
Pightling; Rep2404 Mr Gavin Biddle; Rep2435 Mrs 
Julie Holmes; Rep2568 Mr R Strudwick; Rep2580  
Kerion Brown; Rep2596  Sarah Jameson; Rep2623 
Audrey Dolitescher; Rep2664  Tim Adams; Rep2665  
Robert Adams; Rep2768  Kate Brightwell; Rep2805 
Mikel Walsh;  

woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an unacceptable 
form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland 
and the open space of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village 
character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that this area of land was one 
of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 
(HELAA) at Stage 1. Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, 
Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been selected as planned test areas for 
employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is 
an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between 
Little Chalfont and the settlements to the east. Any development here would be 
an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the rural 
setting of Little Chalfont.  

Rep1502 
Mrs Denise Boyle 

I am writing to state my objection around proposed plans for a 30 year housing development plan in the 
Beaconsfield area which would impact the current grounds used by the Beaconsfield Rugby Club. This club plays 
a significant part in the local community and is a key social aspect for youths in the local area.  In my opinion, 
part of what makes Beaconsfield special is that it has a variety of sporting options for youths and adults in an 
area that would not really offer anything else of a suitable standard, which would potentially result in anti-social 
behaviour and other associated problems. In addition, the congestion in the village already today due to the 
current housing setup and local establishments is difficult enough, adding a further housing estate of such 
magnitude would only further cause problems in this area that the local routes could not cope with. Part of 
Beaconsfields charm is its quaint village feel and the fact that such green belt land is maintained, I strongly feel 
that reducing this green belt space, especially when it will impact a key social community club, would play a 
significant part in the downturn of this local village. 

 

Rep1503 
Mrs Gill Soulsby 

I object strongly to the proposed plan to remove green belt status from this area - Area 15 - Botley and Ley Hill. 
The preservation of the Green Belt is essential for the quality of life of residents. Many local and visiting groups 
benefit from this and adjacent areas through social, sporting and health enhancing activities such as riding, 
cycling and walking and the area features in guide books bringing in participants from further afield, including 
London. The fresh air here is a draw as much as the countryside's attractiveness. Loss of land to housebuilding 
would put stress on the local infrastructure, especially the narrow lanes. I would also be concerned about the 
effect on the land of building and consequent drainage issues, easily noticeable at the moment; underground 
springs and clay soil mean much land gets waterlogged. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep1504 
Mr Frank Potts 

I am a Bucks resident for the past 4 years living in Oakington Avenue, Little Chalfont. I was shocked to read  that 
you are testing using Green Belt land either side of the A404 for 'An area of employment' and the land alongside 
Lodge Lane for housing. This is a stunning area of countryside, which would be lost forever should this current 
plan succeed. The Green Belt was set up to prevent London eating up the countryside is an uncontrolled way. It's 
also there to stop villages and communities being merged into each other. Your plan would bring Little Chalfont 
us closer to Chorleywood and also Chalfont St Giles, both of which have their own character. Little Chalfont has 
already suffered more expansion than any of the neighbouring towns, indeed between 2006 and 2014, 307 new 
properties were approved or built in Little Chalfont, which equates to 12.4% increase. Creating an area of 
employment essentially means creating an Industrial Park. Why would you even consider blighting the 
countryside views North of Oakington Avenue with the view of an Industrial park! I also question why you are 
even testing the Green Belt land at all when I'm not aware of any neighbouring counties that are considering a 
similar move. Brown field sites should be considered first for the housing that is said to be needed. Please review 
the plans and look for alternative sources of land such as waste ground or derelict land, especially when 
considering its use for industrial parks. Developing Little Chalfont simply because it has a train station into 
London is not a good enough reason for choosing it. The impact of so many houses near Chalfont and Latimer 
Station would have a massive impact on the Metropolitan  Line. Trains often already have standing room only by 
the time they reach Rickmansworth. What capacity planning has been done to show the impact to the tube 
network should hundreds of more passengers board the trains at C&L station? I strongly urge you to reconsider 
your plans. I am very much against this proposal and hope that you can find an alternative approach. 
Thanks and regards 

The Councils consider that options 
in the Green Belt need to be 
considered in addition to the 
opportunities that are available on 
brownfield sites. 
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep1505 
Mrs Catherine 
Murphy 

I am writing to you in regards to two areas of your planned redesignation of the Green belt area in Little chalfont 
and Beaconsfield old town. Little Chalfont is a small semi rural village that has already outgrown it's 
infrastructure. It has taken a larger proportion of new homes than all its neighbours and should be excluded from 
any further consideration for reduction of the Green belt. The nature of the village is already strained by the lack 
of parking, school places, doctors, and by the fact that the main road through the centre of the village is getting 
busier and busier as all the commuter traffic beats a trail to the station, getting more aggressive and frustrated 
by the lack of parking and the traffic that causes. If people can not use the shops easily they will go to larger 
areas with free parking. The village must maintain it's ability to pop into the shops for one thing in and out for 
these shops to survive and the village to maintain a heart. More homes with no infrastructure will not help this 
cause. Little Chalfont is an area of outstanding natural beauty and should remain so.the Greenbelt was created to 
stop this urban sprawl and it is our duty to our descendants to maintain it, not to chop it up for instant 
gratification.  If we are building HS2 to get to Birmingham quicker, surely we should be looking to build more 
homes and business there and not be greedy and build all the new houses and businesses here. Beaconsfield Old 
Town. BRFC rents land either side of Windsor end and this is under threat. What a ridiculous notion to remove 
recreational land from the community. The council is there to represent the community and it's interests. Not to 
help the builders of executive homes. Clubs such as BRFC that run as a volunteer organisation to promote sport 
and community spirit should be aided not threatened. We need green land to run and play sport and keep fit in 
an increasingly sedentary world. Many people use this land to exercise and it should be preserved at all costs. As 
should the school playing fields and other sports and social clubs in the area. Once the land goes, so do the team 
games and the team spirit, and any notion of community that is hanging on by it's finger nails. 
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep1506 
Miss Anne Bolton 

Local Plan Consultation Document for Wexham does : Impact on large areas of Green Belt against the guidelines 
on the Green Belt as outlined in the Government document NPPF. Impacts on an area which already suffers from 
extensive flooding and is situated on a flood plain. Wexham sits on 5 underground rivers and the water table has 
already increased significantly with recent building. There is already a severe traffic congestion problem in 
Wexham and roads are beyond capacity. There would be impact on the local wildlife including bats, Swallows, 
many other birds, Adders and Grass Snakes as well as Roe deer to name but a few. Wexham neighbours Black 
Park and Langley Park and it is essential to keep the Green Belt which acts as a buffer between the parks and any 
urban sprawl. Under this proposal there would be a dnager of impacting on local historical sites from across the 
centuries. Wexham is well known as an area of activity for Vikings as well as being a key area in the Second 
World War. The plan oulines an area for building which is not in keeping with the rest of South Bucks and 
Chiltern. It is proportionately significantly higher in the Wexham area than anywhere else. Wexham does not 
have the infrastrucutre such as local train service ( like Burnham, Taplow or Iver ), good integrated bus service or 
substantial local shops to manage the large number of potential new residents in the area. 

  

Rep1507 
 Alexandra Woods 

To whom it may concern, We refer to the Public Consultation of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014 – 
2036. http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7771 which on page 33 of Appendix 2 indicates certain 
areas of Beaconsfield's surroundings as representing Built Area Extension Options, as indicated by the hatching. 
Please accept this email as written notice of our claim that the area of parkland belonging to the Hall Barn Estate 
that adjoins Lakes Lane, Lord Reith Place and Burnham Avenue in Beaconsfield is an area of rich biodiversity and 
therefore unsuitable for development. The parkland, located between Lakes Lane and Lord Reith Place and the 
A355, includes woodland and fields and is in the Natural England Higher Level Stewardship Scheme, which, as 
you will be aware, covers only the most environmentally significant sites. The site offers a rich and unique 
ecosystem for wildlife and flora. It is a feeding ground for several rare bird species, including red kites and herons 
that use the small lake in the woodland for nesting and feeding and it is a very prolific breeding area for wild 
pheasants and other birds. The pastures also become a feeding ground for deer in the Summer months, when 
does frequent the area with their fawns. The area contains a few centennial oak trees and is rich in wild flowers 
that attract a wide range of coleopters, bees, butterflies and other insects. For years an effort has been made to 
preserve the fields and pastures by restricting access to the site and avoiding mowing during breeding season 
with the view of minimizing disruption to the fauna and flora in the area, and in keeping with the terms of the 
Stewardship Scheme. We trust that you will take the environmental value of the site into account and dismiss the 
area indicated above as a Built Area Extension Option. We would be happy to provide photographic evidence of 
the fauna and flora that can be found on the site.  
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep1508 
Mr Neil Rowley 
Savills 

Site Nomination of 'Bulstrode’, Oxford Road, Gerrards Cross, SL9 8SZ' 
 

Rep1509 
Miss Catherine Mason 
Savills on behalf of Comer Group 

Site Nomination of Stoke Court, Rogers Lane, Stoke Poges, Buckinghamshire, SL2 4LY 
 

Rep1510 
Mr Jason Curtin; 
Rep1564 
Mrs Gail Sharp 
Member 
Gerrards Cross Golf 
Club; Rep1572 
Mr Kenneth Robson; 
Rep2764 
Mr James Storey; 
Rep2776 
Mrs Anne Leach 

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

  

Rep1511 
Mrs Diane 
Woodcock 

I have recently become aware of the proposal for development at the junction of Stony Lane with A404. The 
consultation documents do not appear to take consideration of the impact on the residents of Latimer. Latimer is 
currently poorly serviced by infrastructure, particularly: Drainage: - each time we get a heavy rain shower, the 
junctions at the bottom of Stony Lane with Latimer Road and Bell Lane/Latimer Road are covered with debris, 
which the council/highways does not remove.  As a motorcyclist, this debris is a serious hazard, especially during 
the dark mornings/evenings. Not only does it make an unstable surface, but also results in flying stones which 
affect all road users. Surface Water: - the roads (Latimer Road and the continuation of Stony Lane into Latimer 
Village) are liable to flooding.  If the green belt between Stony Lane and Bell Lane were to be redesignated that 
would decrease the water absorbtion and increase the flooding. Highway Maintenance: the council/highways are 
unable to maintain the current roads - they have decreased in width due to verge encroachment (especially 
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Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Camp Road/Church Lane) over the past decades and the numerous potholes (coupled with flooding) make 
journeys hazardous. Additional traffic generated by the proposed developments will only serve to degrade the 
roads further. During any construction phase, and probably beyond, the ability of Latimer residents to exit 
towards Amersham, Rickmansworth or all points south would be severely disrupted. Heavy commercial vehicles 
already try to use Latimer Road, Stony Lane and Bell Lane as an alternative to the A404, even though the roads 
are distinctly unsuitable; addition of any commercial premises in the vicinity would only make the scenario 
worse.  Communication: Latimer Village is already poorly served by even basic broadband, with no evident sign 
of improvement (Cabinet 11 appears to be on the 'too difficult' pile). Additional premises between the Little 
Chalfont Exchange and Latimer will no doubt degrade our service even further. Transport: the Car Park at 
Chalfont & Latimer Station is already reaching capacity so where would additional users, resulting from 
additional development, park? Overall, the local authorities can't cope with what they should be dealing with 
now - so how do they think they will manage any expansion? 

Rep1512 
Mr Marc Turner 
Senior Advisor 
(Thames Valley 
Team) 
Natural England 

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural 
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby 
contributing to sustainable development. Question 6: With regard the Chiltern allocation, as per our comments 
below, Natural England would want to see no allocations which are likely to impact directly upon, or upon the 
setting of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). We understand this presumption is already 
listed within this consultation of which we are supportive. With regard South Bucks allocation, Natural England 
have specific concerns around Burnham Beeches Special Area of Consultation (SAC). A Habitats Regulations 
Assessment will need to be completed for this document to satisfy that any allocations are unlikely to lead in 
significant effect upon the integrity of the site. It is our opinion that the allocations in; Iver Village; Iver Heath; 
The Chalfonts; Riching can easily be screened out of having an effect, due to their distance from the site. 
However allocations in; Beaconsfield; Gerrard’s Cross; Stoke Poges; Farnham Royal and Slough would need to be 
screened in. Question 15: i) Landscape - Natural England are pleased to see that there is a policy prescribed to 
protect the Chilterns AONB. The Local Plan’s policies and proposals should be informed by National Character 
Areas (NCAs). NCAs divide England into 159 distinct natural areas. Each is defined by a unique combination of 
landscape, biodiversity, geodiversity and cultural and economic activity. These should be supplemented by a 
more detailed Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) of the plan area. Such assessments can assist in the 
selection of locations for development which involve the least harm to landscape character and guide policies on 
the design of development. We advise the LPAs to take into account the relevant Management Plan for the area. 
For Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the LPA should seek the views of the AONB Partnership. Development 

Comments welcomed as part of 
on-going Duty to Co-operate 
discussions.   The Councils will be 
seeking to protect the best and 
most versatile agricultural land 
from development. 
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Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

proposals brought forward through the plan should avoid significant impacts on protected landscapes, including 
those outside the plan’s area and early consideration should be given to the major development tests set out in 
paragraph 116 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). ii) Designated Sites - The Local Plan should set 
criteria based policies to ensure the protection of designated biodiversity and geological sites. Such policies 
should clearly distinguish between international, national and local sites1. Natural England advises that all 
relevant Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), European sites (Special Areas of Conservation and Special 
Protect Areas) and Ramsar sites2 should be included on the proposals map for the area so they can be clearly 
identified in the context of proposed development allocations and policies for development. Designated sites 
should be protected and, where possible, enhanced. The Local Plan should be screened under Regulation 102 of 
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) at an early stage so that outcomes of 
the assessment can inform key decision making on strategic options and development sites. It may be necessary 
to outline avoidance and/or mitigation measures at the plan level, including a clear direction for project level 
HRA work to ensure no adverse effect on the integrity of internationally designated sites. It may also be 
necessary for plans to provide policies for strategic or cross boundary approaches, particularly in areas where 
designated sites cover more than one Local Planning Authority boundary. Natural England would welcome early 
discussion on the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the plan and can offer further advice as policy 
options are progressed. In particular for discussion around Burnham Beeches SAC. Natural England are pleased to 
see that a specific policy is proposed in this plan for this particular site. The Magic website is a useful source of 
information on the location and qualifying features of the international and national designations. Natural 
England’s Impact Risk Zones, relating to designated sites, is another useful tool to identify risks associated with 
different types of development. Natural England has also produced Site Improvement Plans (here) for European 
sites which provide an overview of the issues affecting the condition of the site(s) and outlines the priority 
measures required to improve the condition of the features. Local Environmental Records Centres should also be 
of assistance and often hold information on Local Wildlife Sites. iii) Biodiversity and Geodiversity - The Plan 
should set out a strategic approach, planning positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and 
management of networks of biodiversity. There should be consideration of geodiversity conservation in terms of 
any geological sites and features in the wider environment.  A strategic approach for networks of biodiversity 
should support a similar approach for green infrastructure (outlined below). New development should 
incorporate opportunities to enhance biodiversity, wherever possible.  iv) Green Infrastructure - Green 
infrastructure refers to the living network of green spaces, water and other environmental features in both urban 
and rural areas. It is often used in an urban context to provide multiple benefits including space for recreation, 
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access to nature, flood storage and urban cooling to support climate change mitigation, food production, wildlife 
habitats and health & well-being improvements provided by trees, rights of way, parks, gardens, road verges, 
allotments, cemeteries, woodlands, rivers and wetlands.  Green infrastructure is also relevant in a rural context, 
where it might additionally refer to the use of farmland, woodland, wetlands or other natural features to provide 
services such as flood protection, carbon storage or water purification. A strategic approach for green 
infrastructure networks should support a similar approach for ecological networks, as outlined above. Evidence 
of a strategic approach can be underpinned by Green Infrastructure Strategy. We encourage the provision of 
green infrastructure to be included within a specific policy in the Local Plan or alternatively integrated into 
relevant other policies, for example biodiversity, green space, flood risk, climate change, reflecting the 
multifunctional benefits of green infrastructure. v) Soils - The Local Plan should give appropriate weight to the 
roles performed by the area’s soils. These should be valued as a finite multi-functional resource which underpin 
our wellbeing and prosperity. Decisions about development should take full account of the impact on soils, their 
intrinsic character and the sustainability of the many ecosystem services they deliver. The plan should safeguard 
the long term capability of best and most versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a in the Agricultural Land 
Classification) as a resource for the future.  To assist in understanding agricultural land quality within the plan 
area and to safeguard ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land in line with paragraph 112 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, strategic scale Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) Maps are available. Natural 
England also has an archive of more detailed ALC surveys for selected locations. Both these types of data can be 
supplied digitally free of charge by contacting Natural England. Some of this data is also available on the 
www.magic.gov.uk website. The planning authority should ensure that sufficient site specific ALC survey data is 
available to inform plan making. New ALC surveys may be required for sites allocated in the plan. vi) Air pollution 
- We would expect the plan to address the impacts of air quality on the natural environment. In particular, it 
should address the traffic impacts associated with new development, particularly where this impacts on 
European sites and SSSIs. The environmental assessment of the plan (SA and HRA) should also consider any 
detrimental impacts on the natural environment, and suggest appropriate avoidance or mitigation measures 
where applicable. Natural England advises that one of the main issues which should be considered in the plan 
and the SA/HRA are proposals which are likely to generate additional nitrogen emissions as a result of increased 
traffic generation, which can be damaging to the natural environment. The effects on local roads in the vicinity of 
any proposed development on nearby designated nature conservation sites (including increased traffic, 
construction of new roads, and upgrading of existing roads), and the impacts on vulnerable sites from air quality 
effects on the wider road network in the area (a greater distance away from the development) can be assessed 
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using traffic projections and the 200m distance criterion followed by local Air Quality modelling where required. 
We consider that the designated sites at risk from local impacts are those within 200m of a road with increased 
traffic3, which feature habitats that are vulnerable to nitrogen deposition/acidification. APIS provides a 
searchable database and information on pollutants and their impacts on habitats and species.  
vii) Water Quality and Resources and Flood Risk Management - Natural England expects the Plan to consider the 
strategic impacts on water quality and resources as outlined in paragraph 156 of the NPPF. We would also expect 
the plan to address flood risk management in line with the paragraphs 100-104 of the NPPF. The Local Plan 
should be based on an up to date evidence base on the water environment and as such the relevant River Basin 
Management Plans should inform the development proposed in the Local Plan. These Plans (available here) 
implement the EU Water Framework Directive and outline the main issues for the water environment and the 
actions needed to tackle them. Local Planning Authorities must in exercising their functions, have regard to these 
plans. The Local Plan should contain policies which protect habitats from water related impacts and where 
appropriate seek enhancement. Priority for enhancements should be focussed on N2K sites, SSSIs and local sites 
which contribute to a wider ecological network. This is again very pertinent for Burnham Beeches SAC, where 
there is already a local Supplementary Planning Document in place covering this issue. We would seek to see this 
incorporated within the new Local Plan. Plans should positively contribute to reducing flood risk by working with 
natural processes and where possible use Green Infrastructure policies and the provision of SUDs to achieve this. 
The NPPG provides further guidance on information sources for the water environment which should be used to 
inform the Local Plan and the SA/SEA.  viii) Climate change adaptation - The Local Plan should consider climate 
change adaption and recognise the role of the natural environment to deliver measures to reduce the effects of 
climate change, for example tree planting to moderate heat island effects. In addition factors which may lead to 
exacerbate climate change (through more greenhouse gases) should be avoided (e.g. pollution, habitat 
fragmentation, loss of biodiversity) and the natural environment’s resilience to change should be protected. 
Green Infrastructure and resilient ecological networks play an important role in aiding climate change 
adaptation. We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any 
queries please do not hesitate to contact us. 
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Rep1513 
Miss Sarah Harrison 

I am objecting to development of the green belt land known as Parcel 69 between the M40 and Howards Wood 
Drive/ Howards Thicket, as already ruled as not recommended by ARUP. The wood prevents noise and pollution 
coming through from the motorway as well as being a home to a lot of wildlife. It also acts to absorb water on 
land which slopes towards the M40 and prevents flooding. The planning documents contain a photograph of this 
parcel of land which is misleading. The photograph that it's grass but in reality it's wooded. It serves to prevent 
the sprawl of housing into green belt land. There are high voltage cables in the middle of the woodland and the 
health hazards of living underneath these cables is well documented and must therefore make the area totally 
unsuitable for housing. Access to the parcel of land would not be straightforward as it is almost completely 
surrounded by existing houses and the M40 motorway.  Access from the Windsor Road and/or Fulmer Road 
would necessitate the widening of these roads to cope with additional traffic which in turn would lead to more 
congestion at the A40 junctions which are already too busy. Having had the area investigated by specialist 
consultants who have deemed this parcel of land as unsuitable I feel most strongly that the council should now 
rule out parcel 69 as a potential development area. 

 

Rep1514 
Mrs Andrea Radkov 

I am writing to object to the proposals to build on greenbelt land in and around the village of Chalfont St Peter. 
The village has its fair share of new development already. Chiltern district council has already recently granted 
planning permission for 600 new dwellings in Chalfont St Peter on Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Epilepsy 
site. The impact of these new dwellings will already be potentially catastrophic for the running/ health/ character 
of our village because the infrastructure s just not there: - the schools are already oversubscribed; - the roads are 
already gridlocked; - the pollution is already fairly heavy and due to get much worse with increased traffic; the 
drainage system cannot cope as it is let alone with the extra 600 new dwellings. The village regularly floods and I 
have seen raw sewerage running along the roads from blocked drains; doctors surgeries won’t have spaces for 
new patients. MILL MEADOW - I am disgusted to see Mill Meadow outlined as a potential site for development of 
new homes (plus the adjacent playground) along with most parents and villagers. Mill Meadow is a much used 
amenity used on a daily basis by Chalfont St Peter Academy (which is already penned into a small corner in the 
centre of the village with no green space of its own). This is the ONLY green space for doing sports such as 
football, cross country, team sports, athletics etc etc and each year also is used for the school sports day and 
other events. Without this green facility the school would NOT be able to function properly and deliver the 
required amount of physical exercise that is essential for the health of our children. There is NOWHERE ELSE that 
these sports could be relocated to at all. To put Mill Meadow at risk is unthinkable, and would amount to a crime 
against the children in our community and future generations which would be irreversible. In an age of growing 
concern about obesity due to lack of exercise Mill Meadow must be preserved. Mill Meadow is also used daily by 
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dog walkers, the Community Centre runs an enormous number of clubs for toddlers (including a very popular 
nursery), children and elderly people. The playground is used every single day during the day by younger children 
and after school as a place for friends to meet and play together to let off stream and de-stress. It is lovely to be 
able to walk along the river Misbourne and this should be preserved too. This proposed plan for change of the 
green belt cannot be allowed to happen – its impact will reverberate through future generations, and the area 
will be a much poorer place without a strong, vibrant community with green spaces to exercise and play in. 
Therefore, I respectfully urge you to reject this proposal, and to think instead about the legacy that you will leave 
for future generations of Buckinghamshire residents.  Sport and recreation has always been important for 
society; your rejection of this plan will ensure that it remains so for our children’s children and beyond. 

Rep1515 
Mr Christopher 
Clayton 

My comments refer to some of the prompt questions on the Consultation Document. My views can be 
summarised as follows; Chesham and surrounding areas desperately need to provide more affordable housing 
for young people to avoid them having to move out of the area. This need overrides any desire to preserve parts 
of open space amenity possibly currently designated as green belt but does NOT override the need to curb 
current car use through Chesham, particularly the corridor linking Ashley Green/Nashleigh Hill to Amersham 
Road/ Chesham Bois and Church Street leading to Hyde End. Suitable areas for green belt infringement (option 
F)is land off Amersham road in Chesham Bois and n the area of Jewsons on Hyde End. These areas need to be 
provided with a better transport service. It is nonsense to consider building houses or employment sites BEFORE 
infrastructure capacity in the form  of public transport improvements and educational/healthcare facilitesis 
already in place. There should be NO planning for facilitating increasing car use/parking or extra roads. 
Substitutes in the form of public transport and accommodation for non- car users must be the priority. Much 
space is taken up with car parks in Chesham. Waitrose and Sainsbury's car parks should be used for housing and 
car parks built underground, in line with developing land for housing close to railway stations. Removing the dual 
carriageway and building a tunnel for cars is a very good idea. 1000 to 2000 affordable homes out of a planned 
7300 for Chiltern is not a high enough proportion. It needs to be a much higher proportion to sustain educational 
and healthcare personnel provision. 

  

Rep1516 
Mrs Simone 
McGetrick; Rep2127 
Mrs Roslayn 
Robertson; Rep2129 
Mr Martin 

Like other Amersham residents we have considerable concerns about the encroachment of housing into Green 
Belt areas. As residents of Quill Hall Lane (QHL), we are aware of specific issues which are relevant to the 
proposal to designate the area between Raans Farm and St Leonards Road as available for building. We strongly 
oppose the inclusion of this area in the District Plan on the following grounds: 1 - Significantly change the size 
and shape of Amersham. The retention of its natural boundary has allowed this area of Amersham to keep its 
rural nature (with two farms) and prevented the slide of Amersham into urban sprawl. The current limits of the 
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Robertson; Rep2250 
Mrs Kylie Edwards 

housing in QHL are the historic boundary of Amersham-on-the-Hill at its eastern edge. By developing this area 
the boundary between Little Chalfont (recent Bell Lane development) and Amersham will be significantly 
reduced. This contradicts the District’s objective, to prevent towns running together, resulting in urban sprawl. 
2 - Significantly detract from natural landscape and appearance of the area. The reasons for the limits to building 
in the QHL area, historically, are obvious. QHL lies at the edge of the escarpment which falls down into the Chess 
Valley. Since we must assume that retention of the beauty and integrity of the Chess Valley (with its Chess Valley 
Walk) remains a key District objective, building on the top of the escarpment can only undermine that objective. 
The preservation of the appearance of this area, adjacent to the Chess Valley, is reflected in the siting of the 
Metropolitan Line railway in a cutting, as it runs along the edge of the escarpment. Additionally, the existence of 
Rights of Way (which are well used) directly from QHL and Stubbs Wood into the Chess Valley, acknowledges this 
area as the start of open Chiltern countryside, on the eastern edge of Amersham. Listed as an area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty the vistas from the top of the escarpment are exceptional and should be preserved 
for future generations to enjoy. 3 - Restricted access and traffic congestion. We also oppose this area’s inclusion 
in the plan as potential land for development on practical grounds, specifically road traffic access. Vehicle access 
in and out of QHL at its southern end (where it joins Raans Road) has been drastically restricted by uncontrolled 
parking on Raans Road, since the major two stage housing development on the former Raans School site was 
recently completed. Added to this is the heavy traffic from the industrial estate which makes Raans Road, for 100 
yards and more, a single lane road. In addition, uncontrolled parking from the industrial estate is spilling over 
into the southern end of QHL leading to an effective single lane - exacerbated by the Jewson's Builders' Merchant 
site at a very dangerous corner. At its northern end, where QHL runs into Chestnut Lane, the road narrows to a 
single lane, and further on becomes a de facto single lane through permanent resident on-road parking. QHL 
leading into Chestnut Lane is already a difficult and busy route and it is hard to see Chestnut Lane absorbing any 
additional traffic without major congestion and Health and Safety issues for families walking their children to 
Chestnut Lane School. Other potential access roads, such as Roundwood Road, Grove Road and New Road are 
also unsuitable for larger volumes of traffic. There is also an area of unadopted road along QHL which is not 
suitable for through traffic. 4 - Limitations of infrastructure. We feel strongly that the current infrastructure could 
not support a development of this size.  • All roads in and out of Amersham are grid locked during peak times. 
Within the town centre itself traffic congestion, particularly at weekends, is significant. • Currently schools in the 
area are oversubscribed. Chestnut Lane School, for example, has not been able to offer places to children within 
it’s catchment for several years. In fact intake in recent years has been reduced to less than half a mile.   
•Amersham-on-the-Hill doctors surgery is struggling to meet demand and provide appointments. •Parking within 
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the town is becoming increasingly difficult and although the council has tried to remedy this by extending the 
town car park, it is still no where near sufficient to cope with additional residents. •Current water supply and 
sewage disposal would be inadequate. 5. Preservation of local wildlife - The fields with their hedges and woods 
around this part of Amersham are teeming with wildlife. The grassland area was designated SSI (Specific 
Scientific Interest) for its variety of rare flora and fauna. The woodland area is described ‘ancient woodland’ and 
in the care of the Woodland Trust. A variety of of birds, including owls and Red Kites as well as bumble bees, bats 
and badgers are just some of the creatures that live in this area. Reducing their habitat is something we should 
try to avoid if we are to maintain the beauty of the area. 6.Against recommendations of independent 3rd party 
consultants - It is worth noting that in the 'Evidence' put together by 3rd party consultants 
(http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014-2036/evidence) the Part 1 green belt assessment 
recommends that Blackwell Stubbs (Parcel 22b) not be taken forward but despite this the consultation on the 
options is proposing  that they still intend to investigate it further. There is no clear reason given for not 
accepting the recommendations in the part 1 assessment. 

Rep1517 Mr David McCarthy; Rep1822 Mrs Penny Thatcher; Rep2188 
Miss Stephanie Smith; Rep2269 Mrs L Chan, Rep2333 Mr Scott 
McDougall; Rep2347 Dr Jill Stewart 

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

  

Rep1518 
Mr Nicholas Platts 

Question 1: In relation to the HMA & FEMA conclusions listed in para 2.3, I make the following comments: 
1. I don’t believe that the market relationship between Chiltern/South Bucks and London should be so easily 
discounted (para 2.3.c). I believe a more accurate statement to be “...the strongest market relationships outside 
of London should also be considered”. I believe there are significant numbers of residents commuting (migrating) 
to London for work and shopping – by road and rail services. 2. I disagree that “there are no significant market 
relationships between Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertfordshire” (para 2.3.d) and by not considering the cross 
boundary impacts, CDC aren’t effectively addressing the cross boundary issues arising from the housing market 
geography. The National Planning Practice Guidance refers to “migration with travel to work and retail 
catchment” as a “contextual data source”. There is significant migration of residents from Little Chalfont in to 
Hertfordshire to access the M25 (J17 & J18), to access the retail areas of Rickmansworth and further afield the 
commercial and retail areas of Watford. The Joint Local Plan should I believe, take in to account the impact on 
Hertfordshire of the proposed significant increase in households around Little Chalfont with existing traffic 
congestion along the A404 during peak periods already well evidenced. Further congestion is inconsistent with 
the ambition of delivering more sustainable communities and it would be very naive to argue the scale of new 
dwellings around Little Chalfont would not adversely impact congestion on the A404 approaching the M25. 

  

http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014-2036/evidence
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Despite proximity to the railway station, any development around Little Chalfont will generate significant a 
increase in vehicle journeys – something the village, arterial roads and local roads are not constructed to cope 
with. I would further argue that there are less significant market relationships between Little Chalfont and the 
Aylesbury Vale district than Three Rivers and so the areas contained within the proposed Buckinghamshire HMA 
and FEMA are inconsistently selected. I note the issues highlighted in the HEDNA regarding cross boundary local 
plans but believe the “best fit” solution is purely for convenience and are not reflective of reality. 3. I disagree 
with the assumption in the HEDNA that Chiltern’s affordability multiplier is only the result of a lack of supply. 
Local demand is stimulated by households willing to pay a premium for quality accommodation within a village 
setting surrounded by green belt in an AONB. Any dilution of the AONB or green belt will have a negative impact 
on desirability, house prices and ultimately rates. Question 2: I believe that the HELAA has identified all possible 
sites and in some cases stretched the bounds of reasonableness in creatively carving up green belt areas to 
create space which should be left as green belt (eg General Area 22a). Question 4: It’s frustrating that the 
consultation document uses the caveat “likely” in reference to the approach to be taken so it’s difficult to 
comment on a vague proposition.  However, assuming the ‘likely’ approach is the proposition then I would like to 
see the new joint plan draw on all the previous work undertaken and responses from the community during the 
consultation process – rather than recent submissions.  I don’t believe the Vision & Objectives have changed so 
the previous work and feedback remains valid.  To discard them suggests that earlier work was inconvenient and 
by asking the question again, you’re seeking a different answer that’s more akin to your desired response. Where 
there has been a material change in the national planning policy and guidance then comments should have been 
sought regarding the specific changes – not a catch-all request. Question 5: Options that should be considered (in 
priority order): Option A - Especially in relation to density and height Option D - These larger settlements have 
greater scope to absorb growth as it’d be proportionally smaller and the infrastructure is better able to cope. 
Option H - A better job should be made of infilling built-up areas. Option E - Especially Great Missenden & 
Prestwood Option I - These larger villages have greater scope to absorb growth as it’d be proportionally smaller 
and the infrastructure is better able to cope. Option K (iv) - More effort should be made to better utilise existing 
employment sites Options that should not be considered: Option B - Growth should not be at the expense of the 
special character of the areas villages and settlements Option C - Little Chalfont has already delivered a 
disproportionate stock of additional dwellings and other settlements should shoulder their share. Option F - The 
Green Belt should be preserved at all costs because of the role it performs Option G - The Green Belt should be 
preserved at all costs because of the role it performs. Option J - The Green Belt should be preserved at all costs 
because of the role it performs Question 7: I agree with, and encourage, CDC’s engagement with Aylesbury Vale 
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to explore the scope for 7,500 dwellings and supporting employment needs from Chiltern/South Bucks to be 
planned for within the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan. The improved access to rail services and the M40 will make the 
area attractive to buyers alongside sufficient space to build driving affordable prices – Chiltern area will always 
attract a premium price because of the areas desirability amongst aspiring families therefor making delivery of 
affordable housing in the Chilterns extremely difficult. Question 8: CDC should take a harder line with developers 
to ensure all developments in the district have greater emphasis on truly affordable housing.  Developers will 
only deliver this if they’re told to and that instruction is enforced robustly. Question 9: I believe the listed options 
are appropriate. Question 11: I believe quite strongly that everything should be done to preserve and protect the 
local area’s heritage.  My children are particularly interested in the local history and how historic settlements 
have evolved in to the modern world.  I frequently travel overseas for work and the best places I visit have a 
strong sense of connection with their history which engender a very strong sense of community spirit.  The 
modern cities emerging in the Middle East do not have that sense of place – grandeur yes, but not one of 
community. Question 15: Only that there is insufficient allowance for local issues and preferences. People choose 
their preferred place to live on a range of criteria which can include access to schooling, employment 
opportunities, proximity to public transport, surface access to retail areas and green spaces in which to enjoy 
their spare time. The NPPF & NPPG do not make allowance for any of this and I believe generates considerable 
frustration and animosity amongst local communities when these national policies are enforced on them. 
Question 16: I agree with much of the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study – in particular, there’s already 
significant pressure on services and infrastructure around Little Chalfont/Amersham such as doctors, schools, 
road network and parking in retail areas.  These pressures are already impacting on the sense of community and 
wellbeing – it cannot continue as it is let alone increasing. Question 17: The new housing estate on Bell Lane has 
had a horrendous impact on village life with a substantial increase in vehicle numbers and pressure on parking in 
the village retail area – for example, the increased demand for parking in Chenies Parade causes bottlenecks on 
Chalfont Station Road whilst cars wait to enter the Parade.  Other examples are the significantly delays in getting 
to see the Doctor at the village surgery and Little Chalfont Primary School is already oversubscribed at both 
Nursery and Reception years. Minor infill of village land could be absorbed but wholescale development would 
further erode the character of the village and have a negative impact on both the environment and resident’s 
wellbeing. The SICS correctly identifies the road network cannot support continued development and the 
council’s determination to release green belt around Little Chalfont will simply make the situation far worse.  The 
reclassification of General Area 35 and part of General Area 29 (now identified as RSA-10) is worrying as Lodge 
Lane is incapable of safely supporting the resulting increase in traffic.  The road under the railway bridge heading 
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north to the A404 cannot be used simultaneously by opposite direction traffic and the existing dangerous blind 
bed would become simply frightening.  I don’t believe Lodge Lane could safely cope with the construction traffic. 
More generally, RSA-10 performs a vital role in separating Little Chalfont from Chorleywood and the 
Rickmansworth urban area.  That was one of the key reasons I chose to pay a significant premium in buying 
within Little Chalfont.  That complete separation of settlements is very important and plays a vital role in my 
family’s lifestyle.  My children value the open space around our village and I agree with them that the loss of 
green belt abutting the village would be a grave mistake over the long-term. 

Rep1520 Mrs 
Christine Bristow 

With regard to the sites specifically identified in CSP my general comments  are these:  . the desktop report 
commissioned from Lepus Consulting is inadequate, lacking supportive evidence, superficial, lacks any genuine 
understanding of the localities and makes wildly inaccurate assumptions. The assessment in the conclusions that 
all the sites score more or less equally is at odds with reality. Others have commented in detail on these points. It 
is important to note the Environment Agencyâ€™s response to the report which is highly critical, for example the 
report had overlooked the importance of climate change and the impact of building on rivers and water supply 
for example. The supply of water is integral to any building but there is no evidence of where this increased 
demand might be found. Infrastructure. It is a well rehearsed argument that expansion into the GB creates a 
demand for infrastructure - roads, rail, schools, GPs, hospitals, sports and recreation facilities for example - that 
are already oversubscribed or simply full to capacity, or cannot be expanded.  The GB surrounding the proposed 
sites in CSP (and across the CDC) are criss crossed with public footpaths and bridleways enjoyed by locals and 
thousands of visitors. The narrow country lanes support cyclists and horse riders as well as vehicles but are 
already struggling with additional traffic created by new housing which is car dependent. These lanes are in poor 
state of repair, blighted with potholes and unsuited to the high level of traffic - including increasing numbers of 
commercial vehicles  - that are using them.  All future developments regardless of size should be required to 
contribute towards the Community Infrastructure Levy as a matter of course. Specific site related comments: 
 . Mill Meadow. The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, Football Club, 
recreation park, tennis courts, football and cricket pitches, scout HQ, Parish Council offices, Nature Reserve, 
allotments. The recreation facilities are also used daily by the CSP C of E Academy, which does not have playing 
fields within the school grounds. The loss of these facilities could not be replaced elsewhere.   Winkers Farm and 
surrounding area. Any development here will lead to loss of Green Belt. The Scout Camp is an important 
recreational facility. It is  not a sustainable location in terms of transport and accessibility to other infrastructure; 
again accessed only by narrow country lanes entirely unsuited to the traffic flow any development would 
generate.  The Epilepsy Centre site. As stated previously this site has already undergone significant expansion in 
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the past 2 years or so. Any further development will be simply unsustainable. The ES North site is in Green Belt 
and the Colne Valley Park AONB and it should retain this status with no further development. The ES South Site 
should be retained as MDS in Green Belt for medical/care home use only and with clear limitations on any 
further expansion. The site provides recreational facilities for local and national use, supports local businesses, is 
an important local employer and much of the land is farmed.   Area to the east of the A413. This is in GB and 
Colne Valley AONB, and provides an important function separating CSP and Gerrards Cross via a Green Corridor. 
Industrialisation will destroy the unique character of this land and is completely at odds with the statutory 
purpose of the Green Belt.  Q 8. There needs to be evidence, by settlement, of the need for more affordable 
housing and from where the residents of such housing would come. If the demand is from the District then 
policies must be in place to restrict the availability of affordable housing to those with local credentials.   
Q 9. The Planning Practice Guidance on Green Belt confirms that unmet housing needs (including for travellers 
sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to Green Belt or constitute very special circumstances that justify 
developments in Green Belt. CSP already has two Travellers sites on Green Belt, one of which occupied land 
illegally and was subsequently granted temporary planning permission. In both cases there is no evidence that 
these sites justified the special circumstances for Green Belt development. I strongly object to any further sites in 
CSP and any further expansion of the two existing sites. I do not support the other options. As stated previously, 
if there is a need for further sites these must be considered on brownfield sites, and areas to the north of the 
county e.g. Aylesbury Vale which are not fettered by Green Belt status. Q 10. There are already numerous 
elderly/retirement/care facilities in CSP. It would be useful to understand whether these actually provide for the 
local population or whether people from outside the area have moved in for this purpose. If it is the latter, and if 
there is a shortfall in this type of housing for local people, policies must be put in place for new developments to 
restrict availability to those with local credentials.  Q 11. A General comment: greater weight needs to be given 
to Listed Buildings in CSP, and on sites identified for development e.g. the Epilepsy Centre, and the value of the 
Colne Valley Park AONB.  Q 13. The following spaces should be designated as Local Green Spaces in CSP: sports 
fields on the Epilepsy Centre site, The CSP Garden of Remembrance on Denham Lane, sports fields and 
children's  play area on Denham Lane, Gerrards Cross Golf Club, and the Paccar Scout Camp.  Q 15. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Policy should be strengthened to read 'The Policy will ensure that any development 
proceeds only where essential infrastructure already exists, or is planned and funded, and the development is 
phased to its delivery, or will be secured as part of the development (if directly related to the development) or 
through an earmarked use of the Community Infrastructure Levy.'  Q 16. No further development (regardless of 
size) should take place in CSP without major investment in the sewage system, and supply of drinking water 
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major investment in road repairs major investment in utilities - e.g. broadband via fibre optic cable throughout 
the district investment in additional schools additional GPs and hospitals significant additional funding for social 
services. In addition, the Local Plan must recognise the adverse effects of the construction of HS2 now.   
Q 17. The Draft Local Plan attacks the Green Belt and all the statutory obligations that were put in place to 
protect it. The CDC has failed its residents by identifying sites in GB land that are relatively easy pickings. It has 
failed to convince of the numbers of dwellings needed, it has not put forward a strategy for economic 
development  and it has not performed the complex task of site identification and assessment of suitability with 
any degree of competence. Significantly more work needs to be carried out to ensure that these issues are 
properly, impartially and competently understood before any further consultation is progressed.  

Rep1521 
Ms Catherine 
Ahmad 

Little Chalfont is not able to support any additional development.  I genuinely cannot understand who you feel it 
has a strong enough infrastructure in place to copy with further growth, The following are already a disaster: 
Education - the local schools and massively oversubscribed and it is becoming increasingly difficult to secure a 
place at either. Healthcare - it can take days before you can obtain appointments at the local doctors surgery.   
Parking - It's incredibly difficult to park at the local shopping parade.  Cars are forced to park on yellow lines or 
head off to larger supermarkets depriving local businesses of the support they need. 

  

Rep1523 
Mr Ivan Ivanov 

Plough Lane playing fields should be kept as a green area for community benefit. I recently moved in the area, 
because it is green, calm and there is so much nature. Please do not turn Stoke Poges and the surroundings into 
London like overbuild / overpopulated area, which on its own kills anything human in the people living there. 
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Rep1524 
Ms Karen Conway; 
Rep1526 
Mr Mark Murray 

I reject the proposal to consider Little Chalfont a 'main settlement for growth' and reject the building of either 
houses or employment development on local land currently classified as Green Belt. I object on the following 
points -  - This area is the most visited area in the entire country for a reason - its beauty - and this is a direct 
assault on that beauty.  So my objection is as a resident but it is broader than that.  Nationally there are far more 
suitable locations.  With good reason - much of the identified land is classified as Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty and so the developement contravenes both local and national planning policy. - Little Chalfont has taken 
some significant new housing in the last few years - more than 12%.  The trains are busier, the school entry areas 
have shrunk, the parking in the village as become difficult, the roads are busy - the village needs to retain its 
current size in order to survive as the lovely place that it is.   The development suggested would fundamentally 
change and the logistics of the culture of the village for the worse. - Westwood Park and its woods are very 
popular places - much used - much loved.  I live near the park and have ramblers and backpackers wandering up 
the road all the time - they clearly come here from afar for their rambles.  The woodland should be protected at 
all costs - where will our countryside be if Green Belt protected woods are challenged?  The football keeps the 
park busy all weekends.  My children love the park.  Building on the cow field would change the lovely place that 
it is beyond recognition.  It has been protected as Green Belt for all the right reasons - it is perfect. - The zones 
highlighted for potential employment development are totally inappropriate.  This would be classic urban sprawl, 
and in addition to the comments above, the traffic would be ridiculous.  The road up from the M25 would be 
completely inadequate to take the increased load, and the effect on the village would be logistically a nightmare. 
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Rep1525 
Mr Chris Veys 
Director 
Rowan Garden 
Centre 

The following representation has been submitted in response to the following questions set out in the 
Regulation 18 Local Plan: • Question 5 & Question 6: Our client would like the Councils to consider Option C of 
the Spatial Strategy Options (page 13 of theRegulation 18 Local Plan) as the priority option for further testing and 
consideration as part of the next stage of plan preparation – specifically the land to the north of Chalfont St. 
Peter (page 34 of the Regulation 18 Local Plan). This suggested extension forms part of Land Parcel 38a of the 
Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 (Arup 2015). Land Parcel 38a is located to the north and 
northeast of Chalfont St. Peter and southeast of Chalfont St. Giles. The parcel is considered to pass purpose 1a 
and score moderately (3+) against purpose 1b – to check the unrestricted sprawl of large builtup areas; strong/ 
very strong (5) against purpose 2– to prevent neighbouring towns from merging and moderately (3) against 
purpose 3 – to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The land parcel has no effect on 
purpose 4 – to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns as the land parcel is not adjacent to an 
identified historic settlement. Purpose 5 – to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of 
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derelict and urban land was scoped out of Arup’s assessment. Arup concluded within the Buckinghamshire Green 
Belt Review – Assessment Pro Formas for Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council (2016) that 
Land Parcel 38a should be considered further, specifically the land to the east of Chesham Lane, north of 
Rickmansworth Lane and west of Brawlings Lane – a smaller amount of land than what formed Land Parcel 38a. 
This land represents the suggested extension north of Chalfont St. Peter set out on page 34 of the Regulation 18 
Local Plan. We agree with Arup that this parcel should be considered further as its reduction in size from Land 
Parcel 38a has a number of benefits, including: • The western boundary of the suggested extension abuts 
Chesham Lane which is recognised as a consistent and regular boundary and would form a logical boundary to 
the suggested extension. • The southern boundary of the suggested extension abuts Rickmansworth Lane which 
is a logical boundary as approximately 50% of its length is already adjacent to built form. • The eastern boundary 
of the suggested extension abuts Brawlings Lane and is considered a logical boundary as it prevents the merging 
of Chalfont St. Peter and Horn Hill. • The northern boundary of the suggested extension abuts Gorelands Lane 
which is logical as to the north of the lane are the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), Newland 
Manor (Grade II listed), Newland College and the Chiltern Open Air Museum. • Land to the west of Chesham 
Lane will remain as Green Belt preventing Chalfont St. Peter and Chalfont St. Giles from merging. The suggested 
extension when compared to Land Parcel 38a contains a higher percentage of built formincluding the National 
Society for Epilepsy site, a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt; Brawlings Farm Riding Centre; Chiltern 
Referral Services and Rowan Garden Centre. Residential properties are also located along the roads which form 
the boundaries of the suggested extension. As such, reassessment of the suggested extension against the Green 
Belt purposes is likely to result in weaker scores than those recorded for Land Parcel 38a. If the Councils conclude 
that Option L – a combination of all or a number of the above – should be taken forward, we consider that 
Option C should form part of this combination as to provide a sustainable balance of development across the 
plan area, principal settlements must be expanded. Page 29 of the Regulation 18 Local Plan sets out a number of 
points that must be taken into account when considering the Green Belt Strategic Options at Chesham, 
Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St. Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham for Further Testing. 
Point C states: “The options do not include all Green Belt Areas to be tested. For example other potential small 
sites or smaller Green Belt changes may be considered.” It is on this basis that our client would like to put 
forward the Rowan Garden Centre for residential redevelopment and, therefore, its removal from the Green 
Belt. The Garden Centre is located within Spatial Option C of the Regulation 18 Local Plan and the reduced land 
parcel (38a) identified by Arup for further consideration within their Green Belt assessment. The Garden Centre 
is also listed within the Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (January 2016) as ‘available’ as 
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the land is in single ownership. The HELAA also states: “There are numerous permanent buildings within the site 
which could potentially be utilised in a redevelopment of the site to satisfy Green Belt policies” (page 48). There 
has been a plant nursery and latterly a garden centre on the site for over 20 years, resulting in an established 
presence of built development in the landscape. There are also two existing dwellings immediately adjacent to 
the site, establishing a precedent for residential development in this area. However, Buckinghamshire County 
Council has noted that there are issues with access which would need to be addressed prior to the Garden 
Centre being considered suitable. We do not agree with this statement. The Garden Centre generates a high 
volume of traffic (including delivery trips in the form of container lorries) and is likely to be higher than any 
residential redevelopment of the site. As such, we believe that access arrangements can be developed to serve a 
scheme which retains Rowan Garden Centre and provides new residential development. The use of the phrase 
“would require addressing before being considered suitable” (page 48) suggests that Buckinghamshire County 
Council is of the opinion that a suitable, safe access is achievable. With regard to other constraints, the site: • is 
located within Flood Risk Zone 1; • is not located within an area at risk to surface water flooding; • does not 
contain and is not located immediately adjacent to any listed buildings (nearest listed building is approximately 
600m to the west, along Chesham Lane); • is not located within a Conservation Area or Archaeological Priority 
Area • is outside the AONB; and • does not contain any footpaths. It is therefore considered that the site should 
be taken forward for further detailed consideration (i.e. release from the Green Belt) at the next stage of plan 
preparation. In summary, this representation supports Option C of the Spatial Strategy as the priority option to 
be considered further at the next stage of plan preparation, specifically, the suggested extension located on the 
land to the north of Chalfont St. Peter. The representation also requests the Councils to consider the Rowan 
Garden Centre as a housing site allocation, and therefore release from the Green Belt. 

Rep1527 
Mrs Shirley Strange 

Firstly the comments that I made in the last consultation still stand and so I reiterate them here. (Response 
submitted by Mrs Shirley A Strange (resident) via online form 21.02.15) Little Chalfont works really hard to 
preserve a community spirit and sense of belonging. This is difficult in the face of some of the larger housing 
schemes such as Turner's Field. The convenience of the Underground station is balanced against daily influxes of 
commuters needing parking and passing through, without time to be able to contribute substantially to the 
village life. If houses are to be built in Little Chalfont, we should not be persuaded to take more than our fair 
share. We have already accommodated Turner's field development & shortly the Donkey field. Our infrastructure 
is stretched now for the existing residents - Drs, primary schools, nursery, sewage, electrical power, parking and 
bus transport. New homes should be mainly infill and Brownfield sites and be along the lines of the 
developments at Snell's Wood Court and the Hawthorns. Both of these developments came from large houses to 
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create mid-size properties suitable for older residents wishing to downsize. If anything can be done to encourage 
similar schemes it would be helpful. The green belt should be preserved as much as possible to retain the village 
atmosphere and resist urban sprawl. AONB should NOT be built on - this can never be reclaimed once it has 
gone. Now that TFL have denuded the railway embankment of many of the native trees, we have reduced 
wildlife corridors and these need to be kept as much as possible to avoid losing the rarer bats which are 
European Protected Species and any dormice living in Hazel woods; not to mention the more common birds, 
insects and reptiles which are under threat. I will now proceed to respond to the current consultation 
Q1 - 2.3,(d) I dispute that there is no significant market relationship between Chiltern and Hertfordshire. Chenies 
school is in Buckinghamshire (but seems to be classed as Herts for Education purposes) Teachers & pupils 
certainly live in Chiltern area and I expect teachers at Clement Danes, Royal Masonic and other Chorleywood, 
Watford and Rickmansworth schools also live in Chiltern and travel to work in Herts. Local Bucks residents work 
and receive specialised health care at Hospitals outside the county - Mount Vernon and Watford General as well 
as Wexham Park. A regular bus service to Watford enables frequent daytime trips between the 2 counties. The 
tube and British Rail service passes through adjacent counties enabling a market relationship to flourish. I see no 
problem in treating South Bucks and Chiltern together but for South Bucks there are significant market 
relationship between it and Middlesex and Uxbridge as well as Slough, as is evidenced by their bus services. 
Little Chalfont specifically - The proposed picture consulted on, seems to imply that the village of Little Chalfont 
should be developed much more than other local villages and even local towns. This is in spite of Little Chalfont's 
growth between 2006 and 2014 being generally twice the amount of that of other local settlements that have 
proportionally larger infrastructure support. There seems to be no rational reasoning behind this and it would 
almost seem like a vendetta, especially when most of the developments require the removal of AONB or Green 
Belt status which is one of the defining aspects of this village. Clearly there is a need for new housing but the 
biggest need seems to be for modest housing to accommodate new home owners and those whose changing 
family' needs require downsizing. Although this would give more household density it also requires more 
infrastructure provision in the shape of utilities, transport and parking. It makes sense for this development to be 
zoned into Brownfield and infill sites rather than degrading the environment by over use of the possibility of 
removing AONB or Green Belt status from the woods and fields which are appreciated by residents, tourists and 
wildlife. Q2 - I welcome the fact that there will be detailed Housing and Economic Land Availability plans 
published in the future as it is almost impossible to put together a picture of the different inter-relationships and 
the overall impact of these major changes in one go. The council's green belt assessment further confuses the 
issue rather than clarifying it. It is not entirely consistent with the Local Plans (highlighting different places). It is 
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possible that some very small areas of Green Belt need de-classifying but these should be done in line with the 
original purpose and definitions of Green Belt. This large scale degradation of Green Belt, in an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, with heritage landscape features is a travesty and bound to really undermine quality 
of life for all those mentioned above. The methodology of Arup's Green Belt Assessment seems flawed in favour 
of removal of small parcels of land which then adversely affect the surrounding parcels and are prejudiced in 
favour of development. (Not altogether surprising as this is possibly the outcome most welcomed by those hiring 
them) Q4 - I confine myself to comments on the Chiltern part of the Local Plan which I support. I particularly 
welcome the regeneration of Chesham and am pleased to note an increased air of hopefulness when I visit. 
Q5 - Clearly L (combination of all options) has to be considered and the guiding principles should be preservation 
or enhancement of quality of life. This does NOT mean no Development. It means sensible development of 
employment strategies and housing to relate to it, with minimal damage to the environment for people resident, 
employed or tourists. Tourism should be enhanced and hotels and B&Bs promoted to take advantage of our 
good transport links to London. This would ensure that developments supported the local landscape 
environment and eco-systems. In addition the duty to co-operate with other local areas should be explored as 
much as possible. This may enable good sustainable infrastructure developments which might be impossible in 
many small sites but more achievable in a larger one (eg Wilton House). Q6 - I am unfortunately not well enough 
informed to really answer this question properly but my instinct is to look at employment patterns, improve 
employment options locally and then see where residences fit with this. Q8 - I think I have answered this as part 
of previous answers. Q9 - I cannot comment on 6.2C as I have no knowledge of those issues. I do however 
support the rest of the points in this section. Q10 - The whole range of options needs to be considered to meet 
the needs of elderly residents by 2036. This should comprise health and social care initiatives - supporting people 
in their own homes / - supporting downsizing to more sustainable accommodation / -supported housing / - 
sheltered housing / - Nursing Homes / - elderly village developments may need / onsideration (Like Cedars 
Village in Chorleywood) / - Local Health Care / Full range of Social Support Q11 - I have already touched on 
Heritage in discussion of the natural environment and ancient woodlands etc. We also have the most wonderful 
historic buildings and I think we should make more of these and put together short break options for tourists. 
Amersham Heritage Day is a good start and The river Chess and its mills, Chenies Manor, Hughenden, Aylesbury 
Market square, Jordans and many other places locally would provide a focus. Q16 - I have grave concerns about 
the infrastructure capacity of the area. My particular concerns are nursery and schools' capacities, Sewage 
provision, internet and telephone signals, Parking. CONCLUSION - Look at the larger picture. Develop Brownfield 
and Infill first. Promote smaller units of housing. Study employment options and develop the natural resources of 
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the area. Consider Health & Social Care Needs of the elderly. DO NOT undermine the whole nature of our area by 
despoiling it and reduce to an absolute minimum any re-classification of Green belt. Leave AONB alone. 

Rep1528 
Mr Micheal Kintzios 

Answer to Question 1: The Chiltern District is socio-economically and geographically distinct and different from 
the South Bucks' urban and adjacent rural areas.  Bundling the area of the Chilterns and our hilltop villages in 
particular with Aylesbury Vale, for your expediency in developing local plans, does not recognise our local needs, 
or indeed the recent changes in shopping, working and entertainment patterns effected by the Internet.  
Functionally, the rural Chilterns probably have a closer link with Amazon's distribution centre than any of the 
shops in Aylesbury.  In addition, a change in levels of inward migration as a result of a Brexit, or other disruptive 
events, could have a significant effect on the demographic projections in the South East and the assumed but not 
proven need for encroachment into the Green Belt.  For the above reasons I object to the bundling of the 
Chilterns into a joint plan and any artificial best fit solution that I am convinced will serve well developers' 
interests, but not the local population.  Answer to Question 2: No comment at present, but I note only Part 1 
evidence is published and Part 2 evidence will be available in the future, at which point I assume additional 
consultation will take place and views of local residents sought. Answer to Question 4: The approach to the Joint 
Local Plan Vision and Objectives supports the encroachment of Chesham into the Green Belt, which is continually 
absorbing small villages, hamlets and singular dwellings around it in a continuous urban sprawl.  For example, 
Chartridge and Bellington have become a continuation of Chesham, with an ever increasing building density 
within them.  This apparently uncontrolled urbanisation erodes the character of the AONB, but without 
contributing to affordable housing for those who work locally. Answer to Question 5: I support Options A, D, E, 
but object to the remaining options. Answer to Question 7: I support consideration of settlements outside the 
plan area. Answer to Question 9: I only support option a) and object to the rest. Answer to Question 10: I support 
the provision of specialist accommodation for older people requiring care in existing urban areas where 
community facilities are available.  

Independent  analysis of the 
housing market area functional 
linkages concludes that the “best 
fit” for Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan area  is with the rest of 
Buckinghamshire. Best fit 
groupings do not change 
functional housing market 
relationships and they will 
continue to be considered through 
the plan making process. 
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Rep1529 
Mr Charlie Dunster 

I have noted with interest the areas of  land (mostly green belt) that have been identified as areas for 
consideration in Part2. I don't have any issue with development of green belt land if there is a clearly identified 
need (not much dispute on growing future need for housing - especially at the lower market valuation 
categories). However, there must be careful consideration of what the land is currently being used for.  Housing 
is one priority - health, or rather lack of, in the form of growing incidence of obesity across all age demographics 
is also a key priority for any future plans to consider. The connection between these two is not immediate - until 
the plans are studied carefully and it becomes obvious that there are multiple sites identified that are currently 
sports fields in very regular active use by a very considerable number of persons within the community.  
Considerable means hundreds if not into into low thousands over the course of a week at most large sports 
clubs. Sports fields make "easy build sites" for developers as they are often relatively flat and well drained and 
have exisiting road access. N.B: Past policies of selling off of school and social playing fields / recreational spaces 
has directly contributed to a reduction in school / youth sport and consequently an increase in obesity. To make 
the same mistake TWICE would represent decision making that is close to (if not actually) negligent. I urge the 
decision making authorities to take this into careful consideration.  The current use of any land identified must 
be a critical decision factor. IN PARTICULAR Any sports fields / regular exercise spaces (in use by a considerable 
number of the community) that are proposed for housing development must be replaced - with an appropriate 
local substitute AND fully established PRIOR to the commencement of any building work.  Otherwise the facility 
is lost to the community for the duration of the build and sale. Failure would represent a negligent approach to 
the ability of the local community to exercise, thus having a detrimental impact on the overall health and 
wellbeing of the community population.  There is no need to expand on the consequences of this - it is all over 
the press and has been for many months so I am sure the decision makers are well aware of the consequences. 
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Rep1530 
Mrs Zoe Miller 

I am somewhat amazed by these propsals for extra housing & commercial sites for Little Chalfont given the 
recent building of nearly 300 new homes in the area. If land is declared as 'green belt' then surely residents have 
a right to believe that this is what the land will remain - it cannot be 'reclassified' just because it suits a current 
requirement otherwise what is the point in having it at all.  Whilst I fully understand the need for extra housing in 
the country, I would like to understand about propsals for other areas that could be regenerated and have a 
significant improvement for the residents, rather than have a detrimental effect. The already over subscribed 
school in this village cannot possibly deal with any further applications - it is sad that already, many families in 
the village do not get a place in their local school, forcing them to travel further away and thus not allowing them 
to integrate into the community in the way they had originally foreseen.  More houses will only serve to have a 
further negative effect on this community feel, as 'Little' Chalfont starts to lose its village qualities and require a 
new name! I dread to think about the traffic impact on the already busy A404 and the effects on the already 
'impossible to park in' Chenies Parade. What with the area already having to battle HS2 and its impacts, it's a 
shame that this is also heading our way.   We need to fight to preserve our green belt, to preserve our 
environment & our community, not only for ourselves but for future generations. 

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

Rep1532 
Mr Martin Slack 

I feel that the area below Westwood and other surrounding green belt land should not be considered for 
development to protect the environment and because of the irreparable damage that such a development would 
cause to the surrounding infrastructure. Specifically a development proposal of this kind could not be supported 
by the existing schools, medical facilities and the basic amenities that the community currently has.  
The proposed developments at West Wood and Stony Lane would have a negative impact on health quality given 
the inevitable increase in traffic on the A404 which is the only way in and out of Little Chalfont towards the M25 
and Chorleywood. The proposal to build additional business parks and light industrial units in this vicinity does 
not take account of the number off existing vacant premises which are available on the Amersham Road in little 
Chalfont. The pressure on the existing schools which are already over-stretched would result in local children 
having to travel further to other schools outside of the immediate area which will only once again increase 
pollution levels as these journeys will involve parents using cars to take their children to these schools 
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Rep1533 
Dr Michael Landon 

I refer to the plan to take Blackwell Stubbs out of the green belt to the rear of St Leonards Road.   1)    It includes 
about 2/3 of my garden.    2)    There is no vehicular access to this site    3)    It is a dry valley with no natural 
water course.  Foul water disposal would have to be by cess-pit, pumped up to St Leonards Road, or piped down 
to the Latimer Road    4)    It is a steeply sloping site.   5)    The area is well wooded with mature beech and larch 
trees.  Felling and extraction of timber would be difficult because there is no vehicular access.   6)    There are 
badger setts and bat colonies on the site.  It also includes clumps of Cardamine bulbifera – an uncommon plant 
characteristic of of dry woodland slopes over chalk as in the Chilterns.  7)    There are restrictive covenants on 
this land concerning its use.  8)     It would be a difficult site to develop for reasons stated above.  Would it not be 
better to leave it as Green Belt simply for its amenity value? 

  

Rep1534 
Mrs Jane 
Brocklehurst 

I am shocked at the suggested development plans for Little Chalfont.  There is a reason that areas are selected to 
be marked as Green Belt and it's not a ruling that should be overturned so easily.  Green Belt land is a necessity 
to stop over-developing and this area is very much in danger of doing this. Little Chalfont has already undergone 
much development and the existing infrastructure is struggling.  Popping to the shops for bread or milk now 
currently involves a long queue to be able to park, and becomes very time consuming affecting daily life.  And, 
this will only worsen when the new flats arrive next to Chenies Parade.  12.4% of new housing in one village, a 
much larger percentage than neighbouring villages, is too much for one small area.  The schools are very difficult 
to get into with many people having to drive to neighbouring villages and this is just the tip of the iceberg on the 
affect more development will have on this area. We live on the A404 and are already going to be subjected to the 
expected HS2 traffic and new waste facilities traffic.  The fumes, the noise levels, the speed at which traffic 
travels outside out home are all getting worse and more and more development will cause many problems. This 
request for urban sprawl in such an area of outstanding natural beauty is unacceptable and need to be stopped. 

  

Rep1535 
Mr Neil Rowley 
Savills on behalf of 
Robert Bosch Ltd 

Site nomination – Broadwater Park 
 

Rep1536 
Mrs Patricia Garrett 

I am opposing further consideration of Green Belt Parcel 69 for the following reasons.  Without these woods I 
cannot begin to imagine how noisy it would be, I only have to walk down Howards Wood Drive when the wind is 
blowing from the M40 and the noise there is dreadful. Howards Thicket is just as bad and should there be houses 
built in place of the wood the occupants would be lucky to be able to hear each other speak. Surely all the Beech, 
Oak and Birch trees in the wood are protected, if not they should be, they are magnificent and home to so many 
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birds, there have been enough trees chopped down in the area by builders, leave some please. The wood is also 
home to badgers, foxes, small mammals, muntjac deer and Roe deer. I worry that without the trees to soak up all 
the water that comes from the heavens, there would be a serious problem with water lying around with no place 
to go. I know that there is a  high voltage cable and pylons crossing the meadow at the Fulmer Road end and 
always thought they were a danger to persons living near them and that was why nothing has been built on that 
land. There must be others sites available that would not need so much damage to the Green Belt, which we 
should cherish before it's gone. 

Rep1537 
Mr Peter Mayhew 

This proposal will completely ruin what is now a beautiful and picturesque village, turning it into an over 
developed one, over stretching all its amenities which includes doctors, schools, etc etc.     in addition the site is 
liable to flooding so any such development is extremely short sighted and could cost the Council in the long term 
with the possibility of more flooding likely .   The extra congestion arising  in addition to the disruption from HS2 , 
would be horrific and must be avoided at all costs. 

  

Rep1538 

We strongly object to proposed developments in the historic town and  to the western end of High Street , Old 
Amersham , in particular between Mill Lane and the roundabout, and their effect upon the Green Belt which  
would  eventually completely be destroyed.More particularly, the infrastructure here would be wholly 
inadequate  in terms of schooling and traffic congestion and parking. Essential facilities are lacking e.g. Banks, a 
Post Office, public transport and a burden on Community Health care. Additionally , the ill-considered proposals 
with the looming prospect of HS2 and the waste  transfer station with it's numbers of heavy vehicles, will create 
an impossible situation of congestion and danger on  totally inadequate roads. 

  

Rep1539 
   
 
The Chiltern Society 

The CSHG was formed to inform, champion and, as required, campaign to protect the history and heritage within 
The Chilterns. The group is pleased to have been invited to comment on this Draft Strategy. Our response has 
been structured against the councils’ strategy aim and its eleven declared action points. Heritage Strategy Aim - 
The aim of this Strategy is to clearly describe the heritage assets of the Chiltern and South Bucks Districts. To 
outline the importance of these heritage assets to the Districts’ character and identity and to show how the 
Councils will aim to conserve and enhance its heritage assets whether currently identified or discovered in the 
future. The declared aim is wholly in line with our Chilterns wide objective and we are pleased that the councils 
are taking heritage preservation seriously. In terms of how to go about achieving this aim we feel that it is an 
opportunity to involve schools and other educational establishments thus promoting an interest in the 
preservation of heritage in young people.Linked to this is the importance of collaborative work with 
organisations such as the CCB and us to enhance the Chilterns' identity. Action 1 - To seek to accommodate as far 
as possible the future development requirements within Chiltern District and South Bucks District whilst 
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protecting the historic environment and heritage assets of the Districts, through appropriate policies, planning 
controls and overall scale of planned developments. We are pleased that you see that heritage protection 
requires a multi-faceted approach and cannot be fully achieved through the exercise of planning controls alone. 
We would urge the councils to ensure that planning controls are followed to the letter and that permissions are 
sought in a correct and transparent way.  We have had development applications (from other councils) referred 
to us where correct procedures have not been followed and heritage assets (for example a local pub) have been 
put at risk. Action 2 - To work, as far as possible, with HS2 Limited and through the Parliamentary and planning 
processes to minimise the effects of the proposed HS2 scheme on the two District’s heritage assets, and to 
ensure as far as possible the appropriate investigation, recording, analysis and publication of heritage assets 
which are impacted upon. Supported. CSHG is developing various programmes of work that will identify the as-
yet unrecorded heritage assets. Whilst we would much prefer that HS2 respects these assets we recognise that 
the fall-back position must be that they are documented and their history preserved.  Action 3 - To support 
heritage asset owners to adapt their assets to cope with climate change and sustainable energy usage without 
causing harm to the heritage asset . Supported. Action 4 - To conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in accordance with the Councils statutory duty and to protect the 
significance of the landscape and the heritage assets within it. We are pleased to note that your definition of 
heritage assets includes prehistoric, industrial (including agriculture), residential and recreational assets for 
example public houses and traditional shops). We see ‘heritage’ in an equally broad sense.  Thinking about 
change of use requests (from business to residential), we make no comment on the viability of businesses; we 
comment on the contribution that the buildings make to the appearance of the locality and the contribution that 
the existing business makes to the sense of community. We will also comment on the planning processes 
(through our Planning Field Officers) and the interpretation of the controls. Action 5 - To protect individual trees 
and/or woodland which form part of the two Districts historic heritage and to encourage the retention of 
traditional orchards. Supported. Action 6 - To protect the views of, and/or setting of, all heritage assets in so far 
as they are of value to the special interest and significance of the asset. We have confidence that, for scheduled 
buildings, the exteriors are likely to be preserved. Our greater concern is that (a) significant internal features are 
more at risk and (b) that in the case of non-scheduled assets, both exteriors and interiors are at risk.  Action 7 - 
To protect, conserve or enhance the Districts heritage assets in appropriate manner, including those assets that 
are newly designated and or discovered. We are particularly keen to identify those assets (of any kind and from 
any era) that have neither been identified nor appropriately documented and accord them greater protection. 
We see the best way of doing this to be (a) contributing our findings to the local Heritage Asset Registers and (b) 
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campaigning on a case-by-case basis for the saving of individual sites.  (see comments under Action 9). 
Action 8 - To work with owners and/or developers of heritage assets considered to be at risk, and/or use the 
Council’s statutory powers to protect and conserve such heritage assets. We would like to see the councils 
commit to working only with developers who have an established reputation for preserving key features of at 
risk heritage assets. We feel the councils should publish an accredited list of such developers, endorsed by 
organisations like Historic England.  Action 9 - To set up a local list of heritage assets based on clear criteria and 
involving the local people and groups in the selection of suitable local heritage assets. The question that we 
would pose here is ‘why set up multiple lists?’  We strongly suggest that the councils focus on existing Heritage 
Environment Records such as that already maintained on a Buckinghamshire wide basis. Multiple lists risk 
inconsistent approaches to future maintenance of the databases and confusion for users.  Action 10 - Subject to 
resources to undertake a rolling programme of conservation area appraisals so that all of the two Districts 
currently designated areas have an up-to-date review. As part of the appraisal process to undertake a review of 
the existing conservation area boundaries and to undertake formal amendments to the areas if required. We 
would be happy to contribute to such reviews.  Action 11 - Subject to Resources to review the whole of Chiltern 
District and South Bucks District to assess the potential for new/additional conservation areas. To carry out 
formal conservation area designation procedures where it is agreed new areas of the district should be protected 
by conservation area designation. We would be happy to contribute to such reviews. 

Rep1540 
Mr Geoff Armstrong 
Armstrong Rigg 
Planning on behalf 
of Jansons West 

London and Thames 

Valley Ltd 

 Site nomination – land south of Chalfont Park 
  
 

Rep1541 
Mr Craig Blatchford 
Montagu Evans LLP 
on behalf of Mr 
Roger Springall 

 Site nomintation – land east of the A413, Gerrards Cross 
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Rep1542 
Mr Daniel 
Brocklehurst 

I believe that this is a very bad idea you will not believe how many complaints we have heard from local 
residents. The worst thing is probably the woods there will be a lot of dog walkers who will need to drive a long 
time for them to walk their pets. But what I am saying is that you should not do this please? there will be a lot of 
tired residents just praying for sleep. Just don't do this or there will be even more polloution  destroying our 
town and possibly the country and one last thing SAVE OUR GREEN BELT!!! 

  

Rep1543 
Mr Matthew Curtis 

My son and I have been members of Beaconsfield Rugby Club for 6 years. Having started playing Rugby at 12, the 
Club has helped give my son the opportunity to progress in his chosen career of Sport with a possible career in 
professional rugby, playing for The Henley College AASE programme, which is affiliated to Wasps. Had the club 
had less facilities and land on which to train, he may not have been able to follow his dream career path.  
The club has an amazing reputation for taking children from a very young age and developing them into 
confident, self reliant, polite young adults. Without these facilities some of the year groups would not be able to 
train and the club would inevitability close. I am strongly opposed to the building on the Clubs land. 

 

Rep1544 
Mrs Pavinder Klair 

• I understand the need for development in the area and broadly am in line with your plans. I understand, 
however, that the Parish council has put forward Plough Lane playing fields as an alternative site to be tested. I 
am completely against this proposal, for a number of reasons: • - the green belt option you proposed in Stoke 
Poges (Appendix 4) is viable as per the criteria you provided in your consultation and I fully support this; • - the 
Plough Lane playing fields are in the middle of a particularly dense residential part of Stoke Poges and the park 
prevents the sprawling urban build up in this section of the village, whereas your proposal maintains the village 
feel without encroaching on this; • - the Plough Lane playing fields is a relatively small plot which, when 
compared to your suggested plots, does not offer good value financially or in relation to development; • - The 
Plough Lane playing fields provide a much needed park area for the urban area surrounding it, with open space 
for families and children, a sectioned off swings and children’s area and seating pods and a kick wall. • I would 
like to confirm that I support your suggested site in Stoke Poges (and in Farnham Royal) and I am very strongly 
opposed to the Parish's suggestion to use the Plough Lane playing fields as a test site. 

  

Rep1545 

Little Chalfont is a small village with outstanding  surrounding countryside. Much of the land to be included is in 
the AONB and this asset should remain protected. The infrastructure could not support new housing estates and 
will bring pressure on schools and parking etc. Traffic is already excessive on the A404. The area has already 
taken on some 253 new homes on Bell Lane, and 45 behind Chenies Parade. 

  

Rep1546 
Ms Frances Gilbey 

I am a tenant of ley hill in chesham bucks I came here for a quiet life. there is no reason for any government to 
take any land from the greenbelt area, as there will be no more fields for the children to play and wild life to live. 
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it is terrible that the government is killing our freedom in this way, there is no hope for the future with this 
project. I am British not from abroad this is my granddaughters inheritance, you are killing our generation with 
this. what else are you taking from the real British people. there is no more room for more homes to be made 
open your eyes and you can see all around what damage you are doing. there is not room in our schools here for 
more children to come and be educated, it is all ready brim fall and they cannot be educated properly. as a 
English village it does not need more lorries and truck, with more cars hammering through it. as people are riding 
their horses through here and many children are around. we as a village all agree on this it is like a speed track. 

Rep1519 Mike Hollies; Rep1547 Ms Helen Whitlum; Rep1553 
Mr Derek Harris; Rep1554 Mrs Jane Harris; Rep1744 Mrs Julie 
Cakebread;  Rep1780 Mrs Lorraine Hockin; Rep1785 Mr 
Christopher Hockin; ep1791 Mr Jon Eastwood; Rep1797 Miss 
Katerine Eastwood;  Rep1802 Mr Sam Eastwood; Rep1820 Mr 
David Rollafson ; Rep1829 Janice Jukes; Rep1860 Mr Matthew 
Thalakottur; Rep1862 Mr Paul Cook; Rep1863 Mrs Joanna 
Crook; Rep1870 Mr Richard Stoner; Rep1908 Mrs Sarah 
Stigzelius; Rep1986 Mrs Julie Rumsey; Rep1993 Mrs Marie 
Treanor; Rep2010 Mr P Bazigos; Rep2019 Miss Lucy Webster; 
Rep2022 Miss Susan Odell; Rep2023 Mr Matthew Beakhouse; 
Rep2025 Mr Hayden Beakhouse; Rep2027 Mr David 
Beakhouse; Rep2052 Mr Victor Collins; Rep2055 Mrs Sally 
Sanders; Rep2058 Mr Dominic Sanders; Rep2061 Mrs Melanie 
Mcdonnell; Rep2062 Mr Rafael McDonnell; Rep2080 Miss 
Jessica Gillam; Rep2115 Mrs Morag Kelly; Rep2118 Mrs Ramni 
Kortman-Bedi; Rep2124 Mr Mark Boultwood; Rep2134 Mrs 
Linda Liston; Rep2142 Mrs Laura Rooney; Rep2143 Mr Philip 
Schnell; Rep2146 Mr Donald Brown; Rep2154 Mrs Gemma 
Bernstein; Rep2161 Mrs Julie Leonard; Rep2164 Mr Mark 
Leonard; Rep2173 Mr Louise Tighe; Rep2184 Mr Peter Heaps; 
Rep2186 Dr Robert Skinner; Rep2194 Mr Richard Bolton; 
Rep2203 Mr Chris Williams; Rep2210 Mr Patrick Miller; 
Rep2219 Mrs Judy Eastwood; Rep2237 Anon; Rep2246 Mrs 

In response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial 
Consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating issues and Options (‘The 
Plan’) please see below my response to questions 11-12-13-17. Firstly, I 
request that the green Hatched area of land owned by Chiltern District 
Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper 
Stone Meadow) be protected from all future development and any 
‘change of use’. Secondly I would like to make it clear that I feel very 
strongly about protecting a second area (in addition to the hatched 
area on p40 of the Local Plan) more commonly known as Lower Stone 
Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow are currently owned 
by Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference 
SU9993NW. Land Registry Title Number BM294098. I request all land at 
Upper and Lower Stone meadow as defined in the above Title number 
have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds Chiltern 
District Council to protect it for the good of the village and to never 
allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not 
exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices. My supporting 
evidence is that this land is already recognised as An Area of National 
Interest. It contains a rare and precious chalk stream, wildlife, flora and 
fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable for any 
development as it is on a flood plain, above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, 
in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 
2036. I/We are opposed to any future development of the land owned 
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Rachel Nelson; Rep2268 Mr Ian King; Rep2272 Mrs Janet 
Moore; Rep2273 Mrs Donna Westall; 2300 Mrs Julie Blake; 
Rep2282 Mr Paul Williams; Rep2301 Mrs Tracey Franey; 
Rep2302 Miss Natasha Blake; Rep2304 Mr Robert Butcher; 
Rep2305 Mr Philip L Blake; Rep2309 Mr Philip J Blake; 
Rep2311 Miss Eleanor Brafield; Rep2312 Miss Kirsten Pearce; 
Rep2313 Mr Aaron Pearce; Rep2314 Mrs Kathy-Ann Pearce; 
Rep2319 Mr Anthony Pearce; Rep2342 Mr Jason Schurer; 
Rep2343 Mrs Lisa Schurer; Rep2349 Mr Angus Cruttenden; 
Rep2350 Mr Finlay Cruttenden; Rep2385 Mrs Linda Coutts; 
Rep2386 Mrs Sally Buckley; Rep2390 Mr Jeffrey Coutts; 
Rep2394; Rep2395 Mr Neil Jamieson; Mr David Wright; 
Rep2402  Smaragda Georgoiu; Rep2408 Mrs Catharine Calver; 
Rep2521 Mrs Ruth Schulten; Rep2520 Mrs Robert Grundy; 
Rep2524 Mr Mark Gibson; Rep2526 Ms Lorraine Leckie; 
Rep2528 Mrs Bharti Paradiso; Rep2537 Mr Andrew Murphy; 
Rep2555 Mrs Lorraine Stephens; Rep2726  Ellie Good; 
Rep2006 Mrs Jillian Blacklee; Rep2755 Rachel Thorogood; 
Rep2804 Peter Way; Rep2806 Veronica Way; Rep2942 Miss 
Rosie Sasson; Rep2944 Mr Ian Bennett; Rep2945 Mr Micheal 
Twohigg; Rep2946 Mrs Tracie Twohigg; Rep2947 Ms Pamela 
French; Rep2948 Mr Roger Weboale; Rep2949 Mrs Linda 
Pugh; Rep2950 Mrs Penlope Slater; Rep2951 Mr Roger Pugh; 
Rep2952 Mr Allen Salter; Rep2953 Mr Toby Smith; Rep2954 
Mrs Donna Smith; Rep2955 Mrs Heather Walker; Rep2956 Mr 
George Hawkins; Rep2957 Mrs Vicki Turner; Rep2958 Mrs 
Maureen Moffat; Rep2959 Mrs Mavis Roberts; Rep2960 Mrs 
Pauline Elizabeth Denby; Rep2961 Mrs Hazel Williamson; 
Rep2962 Miss Claire Rayner; Rep2963 Mr James Brett; 
Rep2964 Mrs Karen Brett; Rep2965 Mrs Hilary Linton; 
Rep2966 Mr Timothy John Linton; Rep2967 Mrs Jennifer 

by Chiltern District Council known as Stone Meadow (upper and lower)   
AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB) 
A. The area is designated an AONB and contains precious chalk stream 
river. 
B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc.. 
C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog 
walking, cyclists. 
D. Contains woodland which should be or is already protected. 
E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers). 
2. THE AREA SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN 
A. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014 the meadows 
are a natural flood plain. 
B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village 
centre 
C. Houses built on this area would be uninsurable 
D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented 
E. Governments are advising that Flood plains should be considered for 
development 
3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE AND CHARACTER 
A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, 
schools etc 
 B. Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour 
C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such a 
large development 
D. The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by 
HS2 and the possible waste transfer 
station 
E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources 
from other plans to build near Epilepsy 
Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 
B. Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour 
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Bolton; Rep2968 Mrs Rosemary Kirby; Rep2969 Mr Robert 
Kirby; Rep2970 Miss Elizabeth Smart Pilman; Rep2971 Dr Ian 
Close; Rep2972 Mrs Tamsin Preston; Rep2973 Mr Jeremy 
Tanner; Rep2974 Mrs Eileen Tanner; Rep2975 Mrs Gillian 
Thorp; Rep2976 Mr Simon Paul Thorp; Rep2977 Mrs Juliet 
Jukes; Rep2978 Dr Jill Andrews; Rep2979 Mr Clifford England; 
Rep2980 Mr Martin Andrews  

C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such a 
large development 
D. The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by 
HS2 and the possible waste transfer station. 
E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources 
from other plans to build near Epilepsy 
Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter. 

Rep1548 
Mrs Catherine 
Hughes 

I am truly dismayed that land that is used so extensively for recreational purposes should be under threat of 
building work. This is a superb facility, close to the town for all the town's residents to enjoy. Not only does the 
rugby club train and play there but runners, walkers and those with dogs looking for a green space also use it. 
Towns are not just made up of houses but facilities too and having such a wide open area within walking distance 
of the Old Town is part of the appeal of Beaconsfield. I believed that the government was on a mission to reduce 
costs in the NHS by improving people's health and fitness.We are constantly being bombarded with information 
on how active we should all strive to be. It is therefore wildly counterproductive to take away yet another area 
which is used by so many local people for just such purposes. Indeed the selling off of school playing fields for the 
building of houses is exactly why so many of the next generation are overweight and under-exercised.  Not 
everyone wishes to or can afford expensive gym memberships or wants to get in their car to travel out of town 
for some fresh air and exercise. I am baffled as to why any land is designated 'green belt' if it can be considered 
otherwise as soon as a council decides it wants to build on it.  What is the point of the title? Finally, how can 
Beaconsfield deal with so many more people.  The traffic is terrible at times and so many more houses would 
make it unbearable. 

 

Rep1549 
Mrs Christine Russell 
Flint 

We are concerned about the proposed building suggestions for Ashley Green for both residential and commercial 
buildings for the amount of additional traffic it will create. Ashley Green is a small village divided in two by a fast, 
increasingly dangerous main road, the A416 leading on to the A41.I have lived in the same house for 16 years and 
have seen the weight of traffic increase dramatically over that period to the point where quality of life is being 
hampered, both environmentally through the excess pollution, potential danger and the sheer inconvenience of 
not being able to make a right turn in the road to go to work, take children to school, drive to Berkhamsted to 
access local amenities, because I have to cross 2 lanes of traffic. Each attempt to turn right is Russian roulette to 
pull out in front of fast move traffic.  The only way to do this is to pull out across one lane of traffic to stop it and 
pull into the next, between 2 cars – a particularly dangerous manoeuvre. I have witnessed many accidents and I 
myself have been hit turning into the road. On foot, one simply cannot cross the road to access the other side of 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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the village, either to access the pub or church on the other side of the road, or friends and neighbours  - dividing 
the village both practically and emotionally. It is too dangerous for my children to cross the road with our dog to 
walk it in our local woods. Any development will bring more vehicles to the existing, severely overstretched road 
which simply cannot be supported. As Chesham Road has become more busy so the smaller lanes have become 
rat runs for people accessing the A41 ,  particularly Two Dells Lane. The road is dangerous with several blind 
spots. There have been many accidents and tragically deaths too. Does a bypass come with your building 
proposals? Brown field sites It was unclear from the meeting why CDC are not developing brown field sites in 
Chesham instead, particularly around the station. Passing the Buck. CDC explained that proposing Ashley Green is 
to resolve traffic issues in Chesham & the need to remove light industry from the town. The answer isn’t to 
simply dump the problem further up the road in Ashley Green. CDC have not consulted sufficiently with Dacorum 
who are planning development on the other side of the A41. This will encourage more traffic too, particularly 
Herts traffic access the good grammar and private schools in Bucks and must pass through Ashley Green.  
Potential developments on both sides of the A41 will squeeze AG in the middle. Green Belt  A disgrace to suggest 
building on green belt land also designated as “areas of special interest”. To allow the area to be developed in 
any way, but particularly for commercial use, would be seen by the hundreds of people who enjoy these green 
spaces as crass vandalism. At the meeting, CDC mentioned a previous plan that was put together for the 
expansion of Chesham which wasn't consulted on by Ashley Green. Is this lawful? CDC weren’t able to answer 
the rationale as to why (what evidence had been put forward) to propose the piece of land in the first place. 

Rep1550 
Mr John Palazyk 

Little Chalfont is a small village and cannot support new housing estates on this scale, there already have been 
253 new homes in Bell Lane and  45 behind Chenies Parade. Traffic is already excessive on the A404. This local 
asset should be protected. 

 The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Rep1551 
Mr & Mrs Alistair 
and Sylvia Clift 

Firstly our thanks for seeking opinion and facilitating this response. We object to any building on land adjacent to 
Quill Hall farm , Amersham and the metropolitan line for the following reasons: A particular field has been left 
fallow for many years, and the council have quite rightly denied planning permission for building. This is, I 
believe, green belt land and should be protected as such. The impact of such development on the existing hosing 
on Quill Hall Lane will be detrimental to the interests of residents - noise, traffic, reduction in property values. 
There has already been substantial development in this immediate area - Scholars Way, Eagle Close and 
development should surely be fairly spread over the area. There is already substantial traffic pressure on Raans 
Road and White lion Road. Our thanks again for enabling us to present our thoughts. 

 

Rep1552 
Mr Ross Anthony 
 
The Theatres Trust 

Appendix 7 - Community and cultural facilities - The Trust supports this and recommends inclusion of a policy to 
protect and promote community and cultural facilities with the wording along the lines of: A) Existing community 
and cultural facilities will be safeguarded and sustained by resisting their loss or change of use unless 
replacement facilities are provided on site as part of a new development or within the vicinity which meets the 
need of the local population, or it has been clearly demonstrated that there is no longer a public need or demand 
for that facility.  B) The council will encourage the provision of new community cultural facilities in town and 
district centres.  C) New development adjacent to a community or cultural facility (such as theatres, music 
venues and pubs) must be designed to ensure that adequate noise and vibration mitigation measures are 
provided within the new development's building envelope.  A and B reflects para 70 and 156 in the National 
Planning Policy Framework which states that to deliver the social, recreational and cultural facilities and services 
that the community needs, planning policies and decisions should plan for the use of shared space and guard 
against unnecessary loss of valued facilities. Also to ensure that established facilities and services are retained 
and able to develop for the benefit of the community.  C reflects item 123 in the NPPF, and the Noise PPG, which 
states that existing businesses should not have unreasonable restrictions put on them (e.g. a noise abatement 
notice) because of new development nearby (eg new residential). We also recommend use of the following 
description for ‘community and cultural facilities’ that would obviate the need to list individual examples: 
‘Community and cultural facilities provide for the health and wellbeing, social, educational, spiritual, recreational, 
leisure and cultural needs of the community’  Town centres - Para 23 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
states that a range of suitable sites should be allocated to meet the scale and type of retail, leisure, commercial, 
office, tourism, cultural, community and residential development needed in town centres. Therefore, any town 
centre policy should not be limited to retail uses. 

  

Rep1555 
Mrs Catriona Heppel 

I recognise the need for more housing over the next 20 years as the general population increases.  However 
before greenfield sites are considered for development I expect every effort has been made to use existing built 
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up areas and brownfield sites. In addition it is critical that any proposed development does not reduce the 
provision of land for sporting facilities, particularly for children.  This is particularly true in these times of 
increasing obesity and falling fitness levels in our young people.  In fact, if the population of Beaconsfield is to 
grow, then I would expect these facilities to be increased in number, size and quality. I am a resident of 
Beaconsfield and mother of a son who plays at  Beaconsfield Holtspur FC and Beaconsfield Cricket Club. I help 
out with the Football club and indeed currently am organising a tournament for U10 age groups at Beaconsfield 
SYCOB ground. Children playing team sports, enhances their physical fitness, team spirit and social interaction - 
and generally it is a great way for them to see adult role models and feel part of a wider community.  I am 
therefore very concerned at the proposal (Appendix 2) that proposes redesignation of greenbelt land that covers 
Beaconsfield FC's pitches at Wilton Park, Beaconsfield Rugby Clubs grounds on the Hall Barn Estate and 
Beaconsfield Cricket Club's ground.  These areas must be protected and enhanced for the benefit of the existing 
and growing community. To remove sports facilities when the intention is to increase the population of the town 
shows a real lack of foresight and understanding of what families with children need.  If there is to be any 
redesignation of this land alternative sites have to be identified to provide the community sports facilities that 
the town needs. And these sites should be local and and easily accessible. Similarly the proposal in Appendix 5 to 
extend land for business use to cover Beaconsfield SYCOB's pitches at Holloway Pak (which are also used by 
Beaconsfield Holtspur FC) would also be inappropriate. If green belt land is to be redesignated it must be done in 
a way that protects and enhances the sporting facilities that are available to the community as a whole and 
young people in particular. 

Rep1556 
Mr Christopher 
Jenkin 

It has come to my notice that plans are afoot to encroach on precious green belt land for building both 
residential and commercial units. Firstly this is an area designated as one of outstanding natural beauty and the 
thought of those glorious views across the Chess Valley being completey destroyed fills me with utter horror! 
Then there is the question of infrastructure. Stony Lane is what is says - a lane!! This would have to be made into 
a road with presumably a roundabout or traffic lights - not to mention all the additional traffic on our already 
overcrowded roads! What about schools , doctors surgeries , hospitals? What about waste management? What 
about Little Chalfont Station where after 10am we have to take a taxi as the carpark is full? Would this then 
mean a multi-storey like Amersham? I can only hope the council sees sense and realises what a disaster this 
would all mean for our little village. Green belt is what is says and once we start encroaching where will it end? 

  

Rep1557 
Mrs Donna Stead 

I am very concerned that the South Bucks District Council have proposed a 30 year housing development plan 
which may have an impact on our Rugby Club, Beaconsfield RFC. The parents, children, fans and the club all 
strongly believe that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield Rugby Club and the town itself that the land either side 
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of Windsor End used by the Club stays within the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local 
adults and children. My boys (7 and 9) play rugby here, I have myself attended group workout sessions, run, 
walked and used this area a lot in the six years I have lived in Beaconsfield. This proposed plan for change of the 
green belt cannot be allowed to happen – its impact will reverberate through future generations, and the area 
will be a much poorer place without a strong, vibrant Community rugby club. My family and I respectfully urge 
you to reject this proposal, and to think instead about the legacy that you will leave for future generations of 
Buckinghamshire residents.  Sport and recreation has always been important for society; your rejection of this 
plan will ensure that it remains so for our children’s children and beyond. 

Rep1558 
 Clark Gordon 
Sustainable Places 
Planning Specialist 
Environment Agency 

Thank you for consulting us with your new Local Plan initial consultation. We have provided detailed comments 
below about issues within our remit that we would expect to see addressed in the Local Plan. We have also 
provided comments about your proposed ‘built area extension options’ and ‘employment areas of search’ in an 
appendix at the end of this response. Water Cycle Study - Chiltern District Council has been included as a 
member of the ‘Hertfordshire Water Project’, which will assess impacts of proposed growth in the district on foul 
drainage infrastructure, sewage treatment works capacity and fresh water resources. We expect the outputs 
from this study to provide sufficient evidence to Chiltern District Council in relation to ‘water cycle’ issues and 
opportunities. For South Bucks, we are not aware that any previous WCS work has been undertaken and you do 
not fall within the drainage catchments to join the Hertfordshire Water Project. Given this, you will need to 
ensure that water-related issues have been assessed, understood, and any water-related infrastructure required 
for the proposed growth can be accommodated and delivered in time. You will need to liaise with Thames Water 
directly for more information on the locations of waste water treatment works (WwTW) and any sewerage 
network maps. You will also need to liaise with Affinity Water, who is the drinking water provider in South Bucks. 
Any cross-boundary issues, for example where another authority’s sewerage feeds into a WwTW located in 
South Bucks, will need to be discussed with the relevant Local Authority to ensure their growth figures are also 
considered. We have not been made aware of any significant issues with the treatment works or sewerage 
network capacity in South Bucks. You may find that you will not need to undertake a full WCS. We would, as a 
minimum, require confirmation from Thames Water that there aren’t any known issues and that there is 
sufficient capacity in the treatment works and network to accommodate the proposed growth in the proposed 
locations within the district across the plan period. If there are any concerns that the growth strategy could 
impact on water resources, flood risk, water quality or the treatment works/network capacity – then further 
assessment work will need to be undertaken to confirm what mitigation measures may need to be developed. I 
have focused on foul drainage, which is the principal issue to be addressed in WCS across the region. However, a 
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WCS scoping study (such as that undertaken for the Maple Lodge WwTW in 2010) should also consider the wider 
impacts on the water environment – including water resources, flood risk issues (e.g. increased sewer flooding or 
increased risk of flooding because of more flows to treatment works) and water quality issues. If you can 
demonstrate that these points are not going to cause issues for South Bucks’ proposed growth, then you may not 
need to undertake a WCS. However, if there are any doubts about these issues, we would expect a WCS Scoping 
Study to be undertaken as a minimum, which may then recommend that a more detailed study needs to be 
undertaken depending on the issues identified. For your information, we have attached with this response our 
Water Cycle Study Manual, which provides guidance on the purpose, scope and process for undertaking a Water 
Cycle Study. Water efficiency. The south-east is a highly water stressed region: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/water-stressed-areas-2013-classification. The Colne catchment, in 
which all of Chiltern and most of South Bucks District is located, has no water available for new large-scale water 
abstractions. This is starkly demonstrated by the Colne Abstraction Licensing Strategy (updated February 2013), 
which is part of the Colne Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy (‘Colne CAMS’), which shows that that 
there is no surface water or groundwater available for licensing. The Licensing Strategy can be downloaded from 
the GOV.UK website:  https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/colne-catchment-abstraction-licensing-
strategy. This should form an important part of your evidence base to demonstrate that water resources are 
highly sensitive in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts. We expect a policy to be included for new developments to 
achieve a water efficiency standard of 110 litres per person per day and non-residential development to similarly 
achieve a BREEAM ‘excellent’ rating for water. This is in line with the Government’s recent changes to Optional 
Housing Standards for water efficiency: http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-
optional-technical-standards/water-efficiency-standards/. Managing water supplies and improving efficiency in 
how water is used is a key component of the Water Resource Management Plans (WRMPs) adopted by Affinity 
Water and Thames Water. There is a statutory duty on you as a Local Authority to conserve water under Section 
83 of the Water Resources Act 1991. You can contribute towards resilience in water supplies by adopting water 
efficiency planning policies for refurbishments and/or new developments. New developments should seek to 
reduce water usage by incorporating water-efficient devices from the outset. Such measures could include low-
flow taps and shower heads, water butts and rainwater harvesting systems. This is particularly important 
because the local groundwater aquifers are over-abstracted, having impacts on both the availability of drinking 
water supplies and on groundwater-fed streams like the River Misbourne. For example, public water supplies in 
the Misbourne area have already been reduced through our Restoring Sustainable Abstractions (RSA) 
programme (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/changing-water-abstraction-and-impoundment-
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licences), but further reductions will still be required to improve flows in the Misbourne. These impacts will be 
further exacerbated by future population growth and climate change. We would also strongly support a 
requirement for the retrofitting of existing properties with water efficiency measures, because this will be a key 
way to reduce the overall water consumption in the district. Older properties are often the least efficient for 
water use. You should consider how your Development Management Officers will be able to confirm that water 
efficiency requirements have been complied with – we would suggest that developers submit a water efficiency 
calculator report to demonstrate compliance: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-water-
efficiency-calculator-for-new-dwellings. Water quality - The Water Framework Directive (WFD) is the key 
measure for water quality for rivers in England. The rivers Chess, Colne, Misbourne, Alderbourne, Colne Brook 
and Horton Brook are in the Colne catchment. The River Thames, Roundmoor Ditch, Boveney Ditch, Salthill 
Stream, Chalvey Ditches and Datchet Common Brook are in the Lower Thames catchment. Details of the WFD 
status of the rivers can be found in the Thames River Basin Management Plan (RBMP). WFD issues are expanded 
upon later in this response. Standard development is unlikely to cause rising trends in chemicals. Any industrial 
or commercial processes that discharge to ground or a watercourse would be expected to consult us for a licence 
or permit. There are three specific areas that should be addressed in your Local Plan relating to rural/agricultural 
land management, drainage misconnections and polluted surface water runoff. Proper rural and/or agricultural 
land management is important to protect water quality throughout Chiltern and South Bucks, both for 
groundwater and surface water resources. Given the rural nature of much of the districts, this should be 
addressed within your Local Plan. We have attached with this response guidance notes – ‘Cherishing the Chess’ 
and ‘Managing the River Misbourne’ – which provide ‘on the farm’ undesirable and good practice. The points 
raised in these guidance notes could be incorporated into an appropriate Local Plan policy. For example, 
requiring landowners/farmers to include appropriate buffer zones to watercourses and fencing off watercourses 
so that animal stock cannot cause damage to the banks and to reduce the chances of fish poaching. Further 
guidance is available on the GOV.UK website, for example: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/manage-water-on-
land-guidance-for-land-managers#pollution-from-land-management-activities. Drainage misconnections can 
occur in new developments, redevelopments, extensions or through refurbishment. Developers must ensure that 
they do not connect any foul drainage (including sinks, showers, washing machine/dishwasher outlets and 
toilets) to a surface water sewer, as this can send polluted water into watercourses. Similarly, developers should 
ensure that they do not connect surface water drainage (e.g. roof gutter downpipes) into foul sewers as this can 
cause overloading of the foul sewer during heavy rainfall events. We continually work with Thames Water to 
identify polluting outfalls, and trace the outfalls back to the polluting site. Site owners are expected to rectify any 
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faults causing pollution, and could find themselves liable to prosecution if the work is not undertaken. Polluted 
surface water flows from areas like car parks or service yards should always have sufficient pollution prevention 
measures in place to ensure the protection of groundwater and watercourses from specific pollutants like petrol 
(hydrocarbons) and suspended solids. Developers should follow the appropriate pollution prevention best 
practice. We used to recommend that developers referred to Pollution Prevention Guidance (PPG) notes, such as 
‘PPG3: use and design of oil separators in surface water drainage systems’ 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/choosing-and-using-oil-separators-ppg3-prevent-pollution) when 
designing formal drainage for large areas of hardstanding; however, these PPGs have now been withdrawn as we 
no longer provide ‘good practice’ guidance via GOV.UK. Given this, we would be keen to see good practice 
guidance and/or requirements included within your Local Plan where feasible. Ideally, applicants should 
introduce more ‘surface’ or ‘green’ drainage solutions to aid improvements in water quality, such as swales along 
hardstanding boundaries, or a more advanced reed bed system for larger sites. These solutions are easier to 
access and maintain than engineered solutions like petrol/oil interceptors, which require regular maintenance to 
ensure they operate correctly. Foul drainage - From our maps, it appears that the majority of the settlements in 
Chiltern are connected to the main foul sewer network. We would expect applications for non-mains drainage to 
be infrequent and in rural locations only. However, South Bucks has many smaller settlements not connected to 
the main foul sewer network, so there is a higher likelihood of non-mains drainage being required in South 
Bucks. Larger settlements are connected to the main foul sewer network, and in these locations we would always 
expect developments to connect to the main network, because this is the most sustainable solution for sewerage 
discharges. Applicants will need to discuss their development proposals with the local sewerage provider 
(Thames Water Utilities Limited) to ensure that there is sufficient capacity in the system and to determine 
whether there would be any additional infrastructure needs before the development is built. For those 
settlements not connected to the main foul sewer network, it is likely that developments will require a form of 
non-mains drainage. In these instances, applicants may need to seek further advice online or from the 
Environment Agency about what solution is preferred and they may also need to obtain an Environmental Permit 
for their foul drainage solution. There is a hierarchy of foul drainage solutions:  - Connection to main foul sewer – 
developments must connect to the main foul sewer where possible. Non-connection must be fully justified. - 
Package Treatment Plant (PTP) – A non-mains solution that produces a high quality of effluent. Can discharge to 
ground or to a watercourse. PTP’s require electrical power to operate and need to be properly maintained and 
emptied of solids. PTP’s require a regular flow of sewage to keep the micro-organisms alive and operating 
effectively; they are therefore not suitable for developments that may generate variable flows, for example 
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holiday accommodation. A PTP ‘operator’ must meet specific ‘general binding rules’; if they do not, they will 
require a permit from the Environment Agency.  - Septic tank – A septic tank is a non-mains solution with a lower 
quality of effluent produced than a PTP; they usually therefore require additional stages of treatment before 
discharging to the water environment. Septic tanks do not usually require electrical power, but do need to be 
regularly maintained and emptied of solids. They are suitable for developments with an infrequent flow of 
sewage. A septic tank ‘operator’ must meet specific ‘general binding rules’; if they do not, they will require a 
permit from the Environment Agency.  - Cesspool/cesspit – These are the least sustainable form of non-mains 
drainage and are only generally supported as a short-term solution whilst a more permanent non-mains solution 
is installed. Cesspools are a covered, watertight tank with no outlet to the environment and no sewage 
treatment. They have to be emptied by road tanker very frequently and must not be allowed to overflow. 
Because there is no discharge to the water environment, a cesspool does not require a permit from the 
Environment Agency. We would like to see these details reflected in your Local Plan so that applicants are aware 
of the most sustainable options for their foul drainage when they are not able to connect to the main foul sewer 
network. In particular, we would like you to state that where a non-mains drainage solution is proposed, the 
applicant must submit a Foul Drainage Assessment (FDA1) form with their planning application and advise them 
to contact the Environment Agency for advice. Water Framework Directive - The Water Framework Directive 
(WFD) is a European Directive that seeks improvements to the water environment - including lakes, canals, rivers 
and groundwater – to ensure that they are achieving a ‘good’ overall ecological status (or potential) and are 
prevented from deteriorating any further. The WFD sets targets for all waterbodies to achieve ‘good’ status or 
potential by 2027 at the latest (unless a lower status objective is proposed). The WFD is implemented regionally 
by way of River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs). Chiltern and South Bucks Districts are covered by the Thames 
RBMP, which should be included within your Local Plan evidence base. The first RBMPs were published in 2009 
and are updated every 6 years. We published the updated 2015 RBMP in February 2016 at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/river-basin-management-plans-2015#thames-river-basin-district-
rbmp-2015. You can access the details of the relevant catchments and watercourses on our Catchment Data 
Explorer pages: http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/RiverBasinDistrict/6. Statuses for river 
waterbodies range from high – good – moderate – poor – bad. Statuses for groundwater bodies are either ‘good’ 
or ‘poor’. The following Main Rivers in Chiltern and South Bucks are assessed under the WFD, with their latest 
(2015 – Cycle 2) ecological status or potential. Please note that there is also WFD status information available for 
lakes, canals and groundwater through the Catchment Data Explorer (CDE) pages. However, please be aware that 
the latest data available through CDE is from 2014; data from 2015 will be made available through CDE in due 
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course, but can be provided to you upon request if required. - River Chess (Colne catchment) – moderate 
ecological status (objective to achieve moderate status).  - River Colne [Confluence with Chess to River Thames] 
(Colne catchment) – moderate ecological potential (objective to achieve moderate potential).  - River Misbourne 
(Colne catchment) – moderate ecological status. - Alderbourne (Colne catchment) - moderate ecological status.  - 
Colne Brook (Colne catchment) - moderate ecological potential (objective to achieve moderate potential). - 
Horton Brook (Colne catchment) – moderate ecological status. - River Thames [Cookham to Egham] (Lower 
Thames (LT) catchment) - moderate ecological potential (objective to achieve moderate potential).  - Roundmoor 
Ditch and Boveney Ditch (LT catchment) - poor ecological status (objective to achieve moderate status).  - Salthill 
Stream (LT catchment) – moderate ecological potential. - Chalvey Ditches (LT catchment) – moderate ecological 
potential.  - Datchet Common Brook (LT catchment) - moderate ecological potential.  Please note that ‘potential’ 
signifies that the watercourse is artificial or heavily modified, whilst ‘status’ signifies that the watercourse is ‘not 
designated artificial or heavily modified’ (i.e. is in a more ‘natural’ state). All of the watercourses above need to 
gain one descriptive class to achieve ‘good’ status or potential. The River Chess, River Colne, Colne Brook, River 
Thames and Roundmoor Ditch/Boveney Ditch have objectives to achieve ‘moderate’ status or potential rather 
than good status or potential. All of these except for the Roundmoor Ditch/Boveney Ditch are currently already 
at moderate status or potential. Chiltern and South Bucks are located on a number of different groundwater 
bodies, all of which are assessed under the WFD. The waterbodies are: Mid-Chilterns Chalk, South-west Chilterns 
Chalk, Maidenhead Chalk, Radlett Tertiaries, Twyford Tertiaries and the Lower Thames Gravels. The Mid-
Chilterns Chalk, South-west Chilterns Chalk and Radlett Tertiaries are at ‘poor’ status. The Maidenead Chalk, 
Twyford Tertiaries and Lower Thames Gravels are at ‘good’ status. Groundwater status is determined by quality 
and quantity, and both have to be at ‘good’ status for the groundwater body status to achieve ‘good’ overall. It is 
vital that the WFD is reflected in the plan. The WFD covers a wide remit and will play a part in water quality 
issues, water efficiency/consumption and watercourse management. As part of our WFD investigations on the 
watercourses in Chiltern and South Bucks, we have produced a series of measures that need to take place on the 
waterbodies for them to achieve ‘good’ status. Such measures could include removal of weirs, installation of fish 
passes and improvements to the morphology of the rivers. We would strongly support a requirement for 
developers to carry out WFD measures when they are developing on sites adjacent to the relevant stretches of 
river. We would also support a commitment from Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils to carry out such 
measures on your own land. These WFD measures could be included in your Infrastructure Delivery Plan and/or 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) list if you decide to proceed with CIL. Flood risk and sustainable drainage 
systems (SuDS) - As a result of changes to the Development Management Procedure Order in 2015 the Lead 
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Local Flood Authority, Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC), is now responsible for assessing surface water 
drainage proposals for major developments and holds responsibility for ‘local’ sources of flood risk, including 
ordinary watercourses, surface water and groundwater. Given this, we recommend that you consult BCC when 
producing your flood risk policy for their comments, particularly on surface water, sustainable drainage (SuDS) 
and other ‘local’ sources of flood risk. We would strongly support a policy requirement for developers to achieve 
greenfield runoff rates, to maximise ‘green’ SuDS and to use the SuDS heirarchy. Those SuDS that are towards 
the top of the heirarchy, for example green roofs, swales and ponds, can provide other benefits on top of their 
flood risk reduction capabilities, such as amenity and biodiversity value. Applicants should ensure that they leave 
sufficient space on their sites to incorporate a well designed, appropriate SuDS scheme, which can also form an 
important part of the Green Infrastructure for their development. The SuDS section of your policy should cover 
the following: - SuDS should be incorporated/maximised on all developments. Barriers to use should be fully 
justified - Applicants should follow the SuDS hierarchy (most sustainable - green/brown roofs – basins and ponds 
– filter strips and swales – infiltration devices – permeable surfaces and filter drains – tanked systems – least 
sustainable) and incorporate those techniques identified as most sustainable, which also offer wider benefits 
(such as biodiversity improvements, water quality improvements etc.). Any barriers to use should be fully 
justified. - Applicants should seek to reduce surface water runoff rates to greenfield rates where feasible, with 
any barriers to achieving this fully justified. - Infiltration SuDS techniques should only dispose of clean roof water 
into clean, uncontaminated ground. Infiltration SuDS should not be used for foul discharges or trade effluent, 
and may not be suitable within Source Protection Zone 1. You should ensure that any flood risk policy reflects the 
conclusions or recommendations of: - your Level 1 and Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessments (SFRA) and/or 
any joint SFRA work undertaken. *FRMP publication was delayed following the recent December 2015 – January 
2016 flooding. FRMPs are developed using the best information currently available including information from 
past flooding, catchment Flood Management Plans, local Flood Risk Management Strategies and Surface Water 
Management Plans. It is important that FRMPs provide an accurate reflection of the risk in a catchment. The 
Environment Agency therefore felt it was appropriate to delay publication of FRMPs to make sure that they take 
account of the recent flooding events. The plans are currently being updated with additional text to reflect the 
impacts of the flooding and linking to national recovery work, with a view to publish the FRMPs as soon as 
possible after this exercise is complete. The above documents should also form part of the evidence base for 
your Local Plan. The key issues that we will look to be addressed by any flood risk policy (and/or accompanying 
text) are: - A strong policy steer directing inappropriate development away from areas of flood risk. - 
Requirement to undertake the flood risk Sequential and Exception Tests where necessary. - Sequential approach 
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to development layout to ensure highest vulnerability development is located in areas of sites at the lowest risk 
of flooding. There should be appropriate site layout and design in areas of flood risk. - New development must 
not impact on existing or proposed flood defences. - The accompanying text should define what is meant by 
‘resilient and resistant’ design. The policy should include a requirement to include flood reslience and/or 
resistance measures in areas of flood risk. - Demonstration of safe access and egress, and when this would be 
needed. - Addressing the potential impacts of climate change on flood risk. Other issues to consider in the Local 
Plan could include the safeguarding of land for future flood alleviation schemes – especially relating to the 
‘Aquaprint’ study, identifying areas of the district where growth should not go for flood risk reasons (this could 
then identify areas of the district where new Green Infrastructure, habitat creation or SuDS schemes could go 
instead) and consideration of whether there are areas of the district where development should be reloacted in 
the long-term to reduce flood risk to occupiers. The last point is mentioned in paragraph 100 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – “where climate change is expected to increase flood risk so that some 
existing development may not be sustainable in the long-term, seeking opportunities to facilitate the relocation 
of development, including housing, to more sustainable locations.” Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) 
update South Bucks’ Level 1 SFRA was published in February 2008, Chiltern’s was updated more recently in 2013. 
Since the publication of South Bucks’ SFRA, there has been some updated modelling of watercourses and surface 
water flood risk and two significant flooding events in 2012 and 2013/14. Following our recent discussions on this 
matter, we understand that you are going to update your SFRAs to include this new or updated information. A 
Level 2 SFRA will need to be produced for any sites that you propose to allocate in areas of flood risk. Since the 
2008 SFRA was published, the following information has been updated:  - Lower Colne: the 2008 SFRA is based 
on the 2007 Lower Colne Study. A new Lower Colne Model was produced in 2012, which has substantially altered 
the flood zones on the Lower Colne.  - Datchet Common Brook (and other tributaries around Dorney): there was 
no detailed modelling of these watercourses in 2008. A new Cholvey Ditches Model was produced in 2010, which 
provides Flood Zones for these watercourses.  - River Misbourne: updated modelling is due to be published this 
year. Please see section below for further details.  - Lower Thames: updated modeling is due to be published in 
summer 2016. Please see section below for further details.  - Surface water flood risk: there was no detailed 
surface water modelling available when South Bucks’ SFRA was published in 2008. Since then, we have produced 
the Updated Flood Map for Surface Water (UFMfSW). You now have the opportunity to produce a map with an 
overview of surface water flood risk based on this modelling.  - ‘Local’ flood risk: Bucks County Council as the 
Lead Local Flood Authority may also be able to provide more detailed information on ‘local’ sources of flood risk 
in South Bucks, e.g. groundwater flooding, surface water flooding or flooding from ordinary watercourses.  
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The model data for the Lower Colne, Cholvey Ditches and surface water flood risk is available upon request from 
our Customers & Engagement team. However, because the Colne & Cholvey Ditch models are in two separate 
Environment Agency areas, please send any requests to enquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk, and they will 
send the requests to the relevant area teams.  Flood risk and water projects - Currently, the River Misbourne 
does not benefit from detailed hydraulic modelling. This means that the Flood Zones for the Misbourne identified 
on our Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Sea) and your SFRA may not be an accurate representation of the true 
flood risk. Applicants may be able to challenge the Flood Zones by undertaking their own modelling or 
assessment on a site-by-site basis. However, as part of our 6-year flood risk project programme (2015-2021), we 
are currently undertaking a detailed hydraulic model of the River Misbourne. This will significantly improve the 
robustness of the Flood Zones on the Misbourne. We expect the results of the model to be ready in May and 
published in September 2016, assuming there are no issues encountered with the model results. We have 
similarly updated our hydraulic model of the Lower Thames as part of the modelling for the River Thames 
Scheme. We expect the results of this modelling to be available in summer 2016, although it is unlikely to lead to 
substantial changes in the Flood Zones associated with the Thames. You should bear in mind that you will need 
to update your SFRA (maps as a minimum) to reflect the revised Flood Zones when the model data becomes 
available. Following on from the modelling of the Misbourne, the model will be used to develop flood alleviation 
schemes on the Misbourne to be implemented before 2021. Until the modelling is complete, we cannot provide 
any further details about where such scheme/s may be located. The Vale Brook culvert in Chesham is a 
particularly important matter to be addressed in your Local Plan. The Vale Brook culvert drains a significant area 
of urban Chesham and discharges into the River Chess adjacent to the Water Meadow Surgery on Red Lion 
Street. The culvert is in very poor condition in places, with a 40 metre (m) stretch of culvert through the High 
Street replaced in 2014 because it was at high risk of collapse. There are other stretches of the culvert that could 
be at risk of collapse within the Local Plan period. Given this, we hope that you will support the opening up of the 
culvert through development proposals where this is feasible, which would remove the risk of collapse on those 
sites. Additionally, there should be a strong steer against building over or within 8m of the culvert, because this 
could increase load when it is already in poor condition. A collapse would cause significant problems, with 
damage to any structures above the collapse and a significant increase in flood risk resulting from blockage of the 
culvert. The other issue with the Vale Brook culvert and other urban-draining watercourses/culverts (e.g. around 
Slough) is related to water quality. The Vale Brook culvert takes urban runoff from Chesham, which is often 
polluted with chemicals, silt and other pollutants. These polluted discharges are not usually noticed until they 
discharge into the River Chess, because the culvert is closed along its entire length. The polluting of the River 
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Chess is very detrimental to the sensitive chalk stream ecology, and has an impact on the WFD objective for the 
river to achieve ‘good’ status. We would welcome a policy steer for new developemnts or redevelopments close 
to the Vale Brook to take opportunities to reduce the levels of pollution going into the culvert. This could be 
achieved by the use of appropriate SuDS that offer water quality benefits, preventing direct pollutant discharges 
into the culvert and opening up the culvert where feasible. We would also support projects that could be 
introduced in Chesham that provide these benefits on council land and highways. The Chesham Flood Alleviation 
Scheme is in our 6-year programme. We are working with partners including Bucks County Council, Chiltern 
District Council and Chesham Town Council to manage the wider issue of flood risk in Chesham. The complex 
combination of flood sources in the town requires partnership working and innovative approaches to improve 
resilience. Options are being considered to address the risk of culvert collapse, including creating a new open 
channel and culvert diversion. Additional reduction in flood risk and improved water quality can be achieved 
through a town-wide approach to reducing runoff into the watercourses, by diverting highway drainage, 
reducing runoff from impermeable driveways, and promoting the disconnection of roof drainage and creation of 
householder rain gardens. The preferred option and outline design should be ready by July 2017, with 
construction complete by 2020. The recently formed Chesham Water Group has been established to provide a 
strategic overview of all ongoing and planned work in Chesham relating to overlapping issues of low flows, water 
quality and flooding. The aims of the group is “sharing and solving” in the following ways:  

-related problems in projects and initiatives around Chesham. 
There is a degree of overlap when it comes to flooding, water quality and low flows, all of which are problems in 
Chesham.   
one aspect should not be to the detriment of another.   relevant organisations are kept informed of 
each other’s relevant projects and initiatives.  
technical work being delegated to more specific project steering / working groups.   sharing of 
information and knowledge, help steer future water-related activities in the wider Chesham area.  The Jubilee 
River is a significant flood defence channel between Taplow and Eton, constructed as part of the Maidenhead, 
Windsor and Eton Flood Alleviation Scheme (MWEFAS). You should refer to the Jubilee River 25 Year Landscape 
Management Plan (2008 -2033) for any recommendations or requirements that should be included within your 
Local Plan. We have recently provided you with a copy of this plan. In line with the the National Flood and 
Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy for England, your Local Plan should take a catchment-based approach 
and consider the impacts on other parts of the catchment. Activities must seek to avoid passing risk on to others 
within the catchment. In particular, in the Lower Colne catchment there are communities at risk of flooding in 
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Slough and Spelthorne. Two projects - one in Colnbrook Village and one in Staines – are also in our 6-year 
programme. One possible proposal for a Slough Flood Alleviation Scheme (FAS) is within South Bucks District, on 
the northern reaches of the Salthill Stream. The Slough FAS is in the very early stages of planning at the current 
time. Finally, there are a number of known areas of significant flood risk in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts, 
often from ‘local’ sources of flooding including surface water, groundwater and sewers – including in Chesham, 
Old Amersham, The Chalfonts, Little/Great Missenden, Denham, Iver and Colnbrook/Poyle. Your Local Plan is the 
perfect opportunity to help to address some of these issues, for example by incorporating measures to reduce 
flood risk overall, rather than just controlling the flood risks posed by new developments. There are two main 
ways we see this happening:  - Actively promoting flood risk reduction schemes, such as those listed in the 
Chesham SWMP or Bucks’ Local Flood Risk Management Strategy. Such projects should be included in your 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, or CIL list if you proceed with CIL.  - You could consider including a policy 
requirement for developers to introduce measures to reduce flood risk overall as part of new development or 
redevelopment proposals in certain areas. For example, we know of significant surface water flood risk in 
Chesham as demonstrated by the SWMP. You could for example include a requirement for new developments in 
areas of surface water flood risk to provide additional flood storage to manage not only the runoff generated by 
the new development, but also additional runoff, which would then reduce flood risk to the wider community 
overall.  Biodiversity & river restoration  Chalk streams like the Chess, Misbourne and Alderbourne, are 
internationally rare and important habitats. Chalk streams are identified as habitats of Principal Importance for 
England in the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (NERC) 2006 (Section 41), which must be 
protected and enhanced through the policies in your Local Plan. The Misbourne and Chess also support 
populations of water voles, which are a protected species due to their scarcity. Under the WFD, all three rivers 
are currently at ‘moderate’ status and the Misbourne and Alderbourne must achieve ‘good’ status by 2027 at the 
latest. Particular issues with the Chess and Misbourne include: high phosphate levels (from WwTWs), poor rural 
land management, pollution from urban runoff, barriers to fish passage, inappropriate management or 
development in close proximity. The Alderbourne is failing on Macrophytes and Phytobenthos. The World 
Wildlife Fund produced a report in January 2015 – “The State of England’s Chalk Streams”  
(http://www.wwf.org.uk/where_we_work/europe/rivers_in_the_uk/englands_chalk_streams/) that reveals the 
“shocking state of health” of many of England’s chalk streams and the pressures that they face, particularly from 
mismanagement, inappropriate development, water abstraction, population growth and the impacts of climate 
change. One of the main issues that the report highlights is that so many chalk streams, including the Misbourne, 
do not have ‘protected’ status. We would strongly support any method by which these habitats could be better 
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protected than they are at present. Could there be a case for designating stretches of the Misbourne / other 
watercourses in Chiltern and South Bucks and their buffer zones/floodplains as Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) for 
example? If a suitably worded policy that included protection of LWS was included in the Local Plan, you could 
help to ensure the ongoing protection and enhancement of these habitats. Working with colleagues in our West 
Thames area, we are seeking to introduce a consistent watercourse management policy across all four Bucks 
districts, modelled on or preferably mirroring Wycombe’s policy DM15. We would strongly encourage you to 
consider adopting a similar policy and my colleagues are currently liaising with Aylesbury Vale District Council to 
adopt a similar policy too.  We would expect a specific river policy to be included in the Local Plan, which should 
apply to all watercourses, not just Main Rivers or chalk streams. In particular, we would expect the policy to 
address the following matters:  - Minimum of 10 metre (m) buffer zones for all watercourses measured from 
bank top to provide an effective and valuable river corridor and improve habitat connectivity. The 10m figure is 
considered to provide the minimum width of habitat needed to provide for the functioning of wildlife habitats, 
while being able to facilitate informal access for the enjoyment of the river. - A 5m buffer zone for ponds would 
help to protect their wildlife value and ensure that the value of the adjacent terrestrial habitat is protected.  
- Development proposals to help achieve and deliver WFD objectives. Examples of the types of improvements 
that we may expect developers to make are: removal of obstructions (e.g. weirs), de-culverting, regrading banks 
to a more natural profile, improving in-channel habitat, reduce levels of shade (e.g. tree thinning) to allow 
aquatic vegetation to establish etc. Proposals which fail to take opportunities to restore and improve rivers 
should be refused. If this is not possible, then financial or land contributions towards the restoration of rivers 
would be required.  - River corridors are very sensitive to lighting, so rivers and their buffer zones (as a minimum) 
should remain/be designed to be intrinsically dark i.e. Lux levels of 0-2.  - Chalk streams require higher levels of 
light than other types of river due to the importance of their aquatic vegetation and the species which rely on it, 
for example water voles. The ideal ratio is approximately 70% light to 30% shade where shade is caused by trees. 
Development adjacent to rivers should take note of this when designing schemes and may need to incorporate 
tree works and set back buildings to increase light levels.  - Tall buildings which would shade the river 
corridor/buffer zone will need to be set back further to avoid the impact of shading. As in Wycombe District 
Council’s River Wye Advice note, you could state that ‘in terms of setting, large buildings should not be closer to 
the river than their height, irrespective of the 10m buffer.’  It may be useful to include details for landowners, 
applicants or developers who have a watercourse running through or adjacent to their site. Many people believe 
that the Environment Agency own ‘Main Rivers’ (such as the Misbourne), which is not the case. We hold 
permissive powers to carry out maintenance on Main Rivers, such as weed clearance, and clearing obstructions, 
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culverts, and trash screens. However the owner of the site is the ‘riparian owner’ of the stretch of watercourse 
running through their site (whole channel) or adjacent to their site (up to the centre line of the channel) – and 
this includes culverted watercourses. Our ‘Living on the Edge’ document 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/riverside-ownership-rights-and-responsibilities) provides 
important guidance for riverside owners, and they should be aware of their responsibilities and obligations under 
the Thames Region Land Drainage Byelaws (1981) (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/thames-water-
authority-land-drainage-byelaws).  Opportunities for de-culverting of rivers should be actively pursued to return 
them to a natural state. This will help to reduce flood risk from blocked or collapsed culverts, and open channels 
are significantly easier for the landowner to maintain. Culverts that cause blockages of the watercourse are the 
responsibility of the owner to repair. Open, natural channels are significantly more valuable for wildlife and allow 
connectivity along the watercourse. Additionally, we will usually object to planning applications that propose 
new culverts.  One of the reasons for WFD failure on a number of Chiltern and South Bucks’ watercourses is fish 
passage. There are a number of impounding structures, such as weirs, that block the passage of fish upstream 
and degrade the watercourses. Many of these structures are redundant, having being used for historic mills or 
existing aquaculture activities like watercress beds. We would therefore encourage applicants to remove existing 
redundant structures in channels on their land, and would strongly resist new structures being put in place. 
Where existing structures cannot be removed for any reason, we will seek modifications to ease fish passage. 
Applicants would need to apply for various consents and/or licenses if they wished to introduce new impounding 
structures and permission is unlikely to be granted. Your Local Plan policy/text should also provide details of 
‘buffer zones’ that are left adjacent to watercourses. Currently, we will always ask developers to maintain an 
undeveloped, naturalised, 8m buffer zone adjacent to Main Rivers, measured from the top of the bank. However 
as described above, we would strongly support a policy requirement – in line with Wycombe’s Policy DM15 – to 
provide a 10m buffer zone for all watercourses to provide sufficient space for biodiversity whilst retaining public 
access. We ask that applicants do not include any structures such as fencing or footpaths within the buffer zone 
as it can lead a detrimental impact on the integrity of the buffer zone and could increase flood risk - through the 
inclusion of close-board fencing for example. Any works or structures that applicants intend within a channel or 
within eight metres of a Main River will require a Flood Defence Consent 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/flood-defence-consent-england-and-wales) from us, which is 
separate from and in addition to any planning permission granted. Many existing areas adjacent to Chiltern and 
South Bucks’ watercourses have good quality, natural buffer zones that could be sensitively managed to retain 
their value. Some sites with lower quality stretches of marginal habitat may require some basic riverside 
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management, such as the control of non-native invasive plants, tree works to allow more light to reach the 
channel, setback of existing structures and planting with locally appropriate, native species. Other sites, where 
the river has been modified with hard banks, concrete channels or artificial straightening, can benefit from re-
naturalising the river to a more natural course and channel, with soft banks and re-connecting the river to the 
floodplain, providing additional areas for the safe storage of floodwater. This can bring huge benefits in terms of 
helping the watercourse to achieve its WFD objectives, for local biodiversity and as improved green spaces for 
people to enjoy. We would like to point you towards the policies and advice that Wycombe District Council has 
prepared for the River Wye (also a chalk stream) as part of their Local Plan process. In particular, policy DM15 
and the accompanying text (http://www.wycombe.gov.uk/council-services/planning-and-buildings/planning-
policy/preparing-our-plans/delivery-and-site-allocations.aspx) are very positive and should be used as a 
framework for your policy and text. Also, the River Wye Advice Note (linked on page 13 of this response) 
provides useful guidance about why rivers and their corridors are so important. It would be good to include 
something like the text below in your Local Plan:  “In future, full advantage must be taken of a riverside setting to 
produce more attractive designs, which visually enhance the area, improve public access and offer refuge for 
wildlife. The construction or reconstruction of bridges must, wherever possible, take into account the importance 
of maintaining an obstruction-free bank for wildlife. Bridges should be designed so that there is ample room for 
the movement of wildlife along the edge of the watercourse. Every effort should be made to deculvert the river 
where possible. In essence, development must focus around the river corridor rather than the river fitting 
around the development.”  We would advocate that a similar advice note relating to the watercourses in Chiltern 
and South Bucks is produced, and we would be happy to work with you to produce such an advice note. 
Colleagues are currently working with Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC), Bucks County Council’s Strategic 
Flood Management Team and others to produce a similar advice note relating to AVDC’s watercourses.  
For biodiversity issues more generally, we would also like to offer the following comments:  - All new appropriate 
developments should provide built-in bat & bird bricks/boxes to provide long term roosting and nesting 
provision. This is something that all developments should be able to include very easily and cheaply, but will 
provide nesting/roosting sites that are more permanent and not subject to deterioration or vandalism in the 
same way that those installed on trees are.  - Protection is needed for Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) through local 
policy. LWS are only offered protection through the planning system and the NPPF does not offer sufficient 
protection on its own. Specific policy mention for the protection of sites of local ecological importance including 
LWS should be included to ensure that these sites are not lost through inappropriate development.  
- You should seek the creation of new habitats through the Local Plan, and could indicate areas of the district 
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where new habitat creation would be particularly beneficial. New habitat creation could also be linked to Green 
Infrastructure, river buffer zones, flood alleviation schemes, SuDS schemes and the creation of resilient 
biodiversity networks.  - Existing biodiversity features should be protected and enhanced. The Plan should stress 
the importance of creating resilient biodiversity networks across the two districts. In particular, this will help 
wildlife to move around the linked network to adapt to the impacts of climate change.  - The importance of 
habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors should be mentioned.  - The ecosystem services and ecosystem 
approach should be followed (see https://www.gov.uk/ecosystems-services for further details).  
Heritage Strategy Your Local Plan consultation document (paragraphs 7.2 – 7.4) identifies that a draft Heritage 
Strategy has been produced for Chiltern and South Bucks. We note that the draft strategy has included Ancient 
Woodland, but does not include Chalk Rivers. We feel that this is a significant omission because they are locally 
important, internationally rare habitats which help to shape the character of the two districts in a similar vein to 
Ancient Woodland. Land contamination - Any land contamination policy should address the following matters:  
- Requirement for developers to submit a Preliminary Risk Assessment (PRA) for contamination on sites where 
contamination is known or suspected. PRAs and remediation strategies should be in line with relevant guidance – 
in particular: ‘Groundwater protection: principles and practice (GP3)’, ‘Model procedures for the management of 
land contamination (CLR11)’ and ‘Guiding principles for land contamination (GPLC)’.  - Developers should ensure 
that sites are suitable or made suitable for the intended use.  - There should be no liquid discharges to ground 
through contaminated land.  - Developers should be encouraged to implement measures as required to prevent 
the spread of contamination. - High-risk developments, such as petrol stations, should be steered away from the 
highest risk groundwater areas, such as Source Protection Zone (SPZ) 1. It would be useful to include details of 
the groundwater vulnerability in South Bucks, including details of what SPZs are and what activities may or may 
not be acceptable in certain zones.  - The WFD should be linked to and promoted in the contaminated land 
policy. The WFD also seeks to protect and improve groundwater resources.  We have attached with this response 
a non-exhaustive list of potentially contaminative land uses, which gives an indication of the breadth of sites and 
land uses that could lead to land contamination. This is generally from industrial processes/uses, chemicals used 
during those processes/uses or agricultural uses where chemicals may have been used. There are a number of 
sensitive ‘receptors’ of land contamination, such as groundwater, surface waters or human health, all of which 
are affected by different pollutants and to differing degrees. This is why it is important for applicants to carry out 
a desktop study/Preliminary Risk Assessment (PRA) to assess any sources of contamination, any pathways that 
could mobilise contaminants (e.g. foundations, piling, drainage) and the sensitive receptors that could be 
affected. If contamination is suspected or known, the applicant may have to undertake further intrusive site 
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works to characterise and remediate the contamination, so that it no longer poses an unacceptable risk to the 
receptors. You may wish to expand the policy (or the accompanying text) to include details of Source Protection 
Zones (SPZ), which are spatial areas around public drinking water abstraction points. We will object to certain 
developments, processes or land uses in SPZ1 (the area of highest risk). This could be clarified within the policy 
by adding a line, for example: “Certain contaminative developments, processes or land uses proposed within or 
in close proximity to sensitive locations, including Source Protection Zones, may not be acceptable. Applicants 
are advised to speak to CDC/SBDC’s Environmental Health Team and the Environment Agency where required.” 
Details and locations of SPZs and other environmental constraints can be found on the ‘What’s in your 
backyard?’ section of our website:  http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/default.aspx  
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) also includes a requirement for assessments to be provided 
where land instability may be an issue (see NPPF paragraphs 109 and 120-121). Certain areas of the districts may 
have land instability issues as a result of swallow holes, and proposals in such locations would need to be 
accompanied by a suitable Land Stability Assessment. This should also be mentioned within the policy.  
We hope this response helps you as you develop your Local Plan and policies. We would be happy to review any 
draft policies and provide any further advice or guidance as the Local Plan emerges.  If you have any specific 
queries about any of the issues raised in this letter, please do not hesitate to contact us.  

Rep1560 
Mrs Gail Mold 

Q2 - Have you considered using land already owned by Bucks County Council as opposed to Green Belt Land with 
regard to potential development sites?   ie many schools and educational facilities which are owned by Bucks CC 
have a lot of under utilised land.   This land is also only used for such a short time primary age children are only in 
lessons for 25 hours a week and for 8 weeks of the year!   Colleges and secondary schools are used for slightly 
longer but most have very large under used outside spaces.  Could this land be shared with offices/commercial 
sites and/or housing.    Maybe council offices/Social Services and/or NHS services could share these sites thus 
freeing up their current site for development too?  Or such as the gym in Chesham is on a school site combined 
with some NHS services  the gym/pool in Amersham could do the same?   Thus freeing up a huge potential site 
for all kinds of development.   Similarly the library could be moved/share a school site?  As land is at such a 
premium could more council owned car parks be built on with car parking underground and commercial/housing 
above? Q13 - Could some Green Belt land be reassigned to Local Green Space? Especially Green Belt land that is 
not suitable for development ie the land North of the High Street in Old Amersham which has the River 
Misbourne running through it?  As a recent planning application was refused for many reasons including 
environmental and unsustainable issues, along with its unsuitability for development as it lies in the High Risk 
Flood Zone, has a restrictive covenant and has archaeological interest this could become a nature reserve to be 
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enjoyed by all. 

Rep1562 
Mr Rob Quick 

I am writing with reference to the 30 year housing plan. As a long standing member of Beaconsfield Rugby Club, a 
a long time resident in the area, I would like to strongly request that the land on and around the Rugby club is 
OMITTED from any development plans. The land is a fantastic green belt area that offers the local community - 
adults and children alike - a place to play well organised sport and provides an lovely area for all year round 
recreation. There are lots of other areas where there is so much scope to develop. With the planned 
development at Wilton Park it is already clear that Old Beaconsfield is going to become very congested as it is - 
so even more reason to keep the current rugby club grounds and surrounding greenbelt as land for sport and 
recreation. 

 

Rep1563 
Mr David Holmes 
Planning Manager 
Shanly Homes 

Site nomination of Land adjacent to Miles and Miles Plant Nursery, Beaconsfield Rd, Slough, West Berkshire 
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Rep1565 
Mr Kieran Hayes 

I am very concerned that the South Bucks District Council have proposed a 30 year housing development plan 
which may have an impact on our Rugby Club, Beaconsfield RFC. The parents, children, fans and the club all 
strongly believe that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield Rugby Club and the town itself that the land either side 
of Windsor End used by the Club stays within the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local 
adults and children. My children 7,5 and 4 have been playing rugby since they were 18 months old and absolutely 
love it.  They have fun, get fit, learn the team ethos, discipline and respect.  They have never once in those years 
said they didn’t want to go.  To put this at risk by moving their playing fields out of green belt is unthinkable, and 
would a crime against both their and future generations; and an irreversible crime at that.  In an age of growing 
concern about obesity due to lack of exercise, a growing reliance on electronics for entertainment (and the 
isolation that that can bring) and a fragmentation of society, a rugby club, where camaraderie, fun, togetherness 
and getting muddy can help stymie these issues.  People make friends for life, become good at something non-
academic, learn discipline and self-restraint, and learn the joy of volunteering (be it in the bar, in the tuck shop, 
in the kitchen, coaching or the multitude of other roles conducted by people at the club for no recompense). 
 This proposed plan for change of the green belt cannot be allowed to happen – its impact will reverberate 
through future generations, and the area will be a much poorer place without a strong, vibrant community rugby 
club. My family and I respectfully urge you to reject this proposal, and to think instead about the legacy that you 
will leave for future generations of Buckinghamshire residents.  Sport and recreation has always been important 
for society; your rejection of this plan will ensure that it remains so for our children’s children and beyond. 

 

Rep1566 
Mr Nick Halpern 

I am writing to strongly object to the Chiltern and South Bucks local plan in relation to Blackwell Stubbs Wood. 
Firstly, the area identified is home to many forms of wildlife such as deer, foxes and badgers. To remove their 
habitat is ecological terrorism. I am no expert in the flowers and trees but believe it is an area of SSI. Secondly, 
the area is in the Green Belt in an area of outstanding natural beauty. It is clearly against government policy 
therefore to choose this land to build on. Thirdly, access to the area is currently limited by small roads with 
limited traffic on them. To put a significant amount of housing in such a steeply banked area will require 
significant changes to the access routes causing further damage and destruction to a much wider area of housing 
than this area under decision. I find the area beautiful and a pleasure for me and my family to explore which is 
reflective of the rural area in which we chose to live. This is a rural area but will become an urban one if this 
dreadful plan is approved. 
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Rep1567 
 Steve Lee 

My wife & I moved here over 20 years ago to escape the urban sprawl of the suburbs of London. Since that time 
additional housing has already been built locally in Bell Lane & Chines Parade. Local traffic has changed beyond 
recognition & parking in our close has become difficult with more & more commuters choosing to park in our 
road rather than pay the station car park fees. This will only get worse with more proposed homes being built. 
Once the green belt has been built upon it is gone forever & should not be used as a prime building site for 
anything. Our local area is designated as an area of outstanding natural beauty & should be treated as such. We 
are part of the Chilterns & this must be considered before anyone decides to even think about building locally on 
green belt land, otherwise we will just become part of urban London with no benefits of large  outdoor spaces 
being available for people to enjoy & nature to continuing to flourish.  

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

Rep1568 
 Miss Jill McGregor 
Peter Brett 
Associates LLP on 
behalf of  
HG Bird (South 
Heath) Limited 

Q4. It is considered that as a starting point with regards to Green Belt review and the allocation of sites to meet 
local housing needs is that the Joint Local Plan should review the approach and identified sites in the Chiltern 
Submission Delivery Development Plan. As part of this the redundant Mushroom Farm Site in South Heath should 
be released for small-scale (i.e. up to 10 units) residential infill development to make better use of this redundant 
site within the built up area of South Heath. Q5. It is considered that the spatial strategy options for the Green 
Belt should prioritise Option H (Review the scope for allowing limited infilling within villages and generally built 
up frontages within the Green Belt) to make more efficient use of underused, vacant and redundant land within 
villages and settlements wholly within the Green Belt, followed by Options G and F. It is considered that 
appropriate infilling of sites within the villages and built up frontage of the Green Belt would maintain the 
character and objectives of the Green Belt as defined in the NPPF; reduce the need for removal of several 
settlements from the Green Belt in their entirety; and/or built area extensions to the principal settlements within 
Chiltern and South Bucks to accommodate identified development needs. In taking forward Option H, the 
definition of ‘limited infilling’ should also be clarified to identify a specific quantum of residential units and/or 
floorspace. We consider that this should be set as up to 10 residential units or 1000 sqm of other floorspace. This 
approach is entirely consistent with NPPF paragraph 89. Q6 and Related Paragraphs 4.14-4.15 It considered that 
the redundant Mushroom Farm Site in South Heath should be allocated for infill development to provide up to 
10 dwellings in the new Local Plan. The Site is identified under Site Ref: CD0016 in the Draft Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) (January 2016) but was excluded following the Stage 1 
Assessment. Appendix 1 of the HELAA noted that the ‘Site is within Green Belt and is not previously developed 
given that the previous use was an agricultural use’.This represents a narrow ‘technical’ approach which is 
counterintuitive - the implications of the current Green Belt designation is that nothing happens and that the 
Mushroom Farm site remains unused and existing buildings remain dilapidated. To any non-planner the site 
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comprises a substantial volume of industrial buildings within a settlement (photographs of the site and existing 
buildings are shown at Appendix 1). Whilst it is accepted that technically the Site was previously in agricultural 
use this use ceased in 2000. The site principally comprises of hardstanding with various large redundant 
industrial style agricultural sheds and workshop buildings. The Green Belt covers the entire South Heath 
settlement which is built over. The site is largely within the settlement area and is bound to the north, east and 
west by residential development off Ballinger Road, Marriotts Avenue and Meadow Lane and its redevelopment 
for residential development would make better use of this redundant land in a sustainable village location. The 
withdrawn Delivery Development Plan proposed taking the whole village out of the Green Belt. The LPA has 
advised that the HELAA is an iterative document and as more of the evidence base for the Local Plan emerges 
and the plan progresses, the Council will update the HELAA accordingly. It is understood that the Green Belt 
Assessment will address the issue of Green Belt Settlements (and infilling rows within the Green Belt) at a later 
stage and that the results of this will be fed back into the HELAA. This is unsatisfactory as far as South Heath is 
concerned. It is recommended that the Green Belt Assessment includes a reviews the approach taken to the 
Green Belt in the Submission Delivery Development Plan (which proposed taking South Heath out of the Green 
Belt) and that sites allocated for development in the Submission Delivery Development Plan (including the 
Former Mushroom Farm – allocated under Policy DH2, Table 2 - Site H17 for up to 10 dwellings (gross) are also 
reviewed as part of the Green Belt Assessment and updated HELAA. The redundant Mushroom Farm Site is 
available and deliverable for development in the first 5 years of the Plan period and it is considered that planning 
permission should be granted prior to a review of the Green Belt in the new Local Plan which is not expected to 
be adopted until June 2018. There is no local opposition to the provision of housing on the site indeed, local 
residents support the redevelopment of this redundant site. The release of this site for infill development of up 
to 10 dwellings would help meet immediate local needs for housing and would remove the need for a 
comprehensive review and removal of the wider settlement of South Heath from the Green Belt. If an early 
release of the site is not being considered, South Heath will continue to argue for all similar villages, as per the 
Delivery Development Plan, to be taken out of the Green Belt. Nevertheless, HG Bird (South Heath) Limited 
welcomes the opportunity for further pre-application discussions with Officers and Members to take forward a 
planning application for residential redevelopment of this site.  Q8 It is considered that the approach to 
affordable housing should include provisions for commuted sums for affordable housing on appropriate sites as 
some sites are not suitable for on-site affordable housing provision either because of their scale or the type of 
housing proposed. Additionally, our experience is that Housing Associations/ Registered Social Providers prefer 
schemes with small numbers of the same tenure units rather than single units across several small sites. 
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Commuted sums for affordable housing would allow contributions to be pooled to provide affordable housing in 
locations and with a tenure split that meets the requirements and management of Housing Associations/ 
Registered Social Providers. 

Rep1569 

I understand that more housing is needed soon, but I do not believe the areas earmarked in Little Chalfont will 
provide the best scenario for everyone. This development plan will not only cause a greater pressure on 
schooling (Dr Challoner's High School, my current school, cannot feasibly take any more students - neither can 
Little Chalfont Primary which is hugely oversubscribed) but also on local facilities such as shops. If you look at the 
shops in the centre of Little Chalfont, most days it is incredibly difficult to find parking spaces. More housing 
would create even more congestion. With the woodland that has been earmarked in Latimer Valley, any housing 
placed there will not only make Bell Lane more congested but will also disrupt traffic running down the road at 
the bottom of the valley. It will also discourage people from making use of the park due to construction, the lack 
of scenery and noise pollution. This parcel of land is also an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and should be 
protected, as it also provides a boundary between Little Chalfont and neighbouring communities. Furthermore, it 
is not bounded by major roads or development sites, which is a criteria for such developments as the one 
outlined in the strategy. If development is needed, then it should occur within the current boundaries of the 
village, and should not extend over these. Otherwise Little Chalfont will not be such a welcoming village to live in, 
due to the destruction of the surrounding countryside and the over congestion of the village. 

  

Rep1571 
 Ann Redmayne 

After attending meetings re the Local Plan and being a resident of Little Chalfont for over 40yrs, I wish to register 
my disapproval and points for your consideration. HOUSING - New homes have been built in Little Chalfont 
during the last few years and I see that these equate to 12.4% increase whereas neighbouring areas are much 
less. I feel that further housing projects should  be within the boundaries of Little Chalfont and NOT encroach on 
the Green Belt. What about the land opposite the Pomeroy  Inn in White Lion road which only seems to 
accommodate a fun fair once or twice a year? If that site was used, one could expect that so called 'affordable 
homes' would be built and not 5 bedroom houses. GREEN BELT - To encroach and even use the Green Belt for 
housing, and industrial development goes against a council promise to protect it and enhance the Chiltern Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The Green Belt was initiated for good reasons and those reasons still stand. We 
are all custodians of the countryside and it needs to be preserved for future generations, in my opinion, at all 
cost. This is an AONB and is much appreciated by not only those who live here but the many visitors who 
appreciate a break from the suburbs and city life. Developers are only interested in profit and care little about 
the balance of nature. Trees destroyed in West Wood, the spoiling  of the Chess Valley, quiet country lanes  with 
more cars from new housing developments, litter etc., etc. INFRASTRUCTURE - The roads within the proposed 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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developmental areas are mainly country lanes and if widened would cause even more congestion on the A404. 
The railway line cross two of the roads. What about educational facilities?  The present primary and secondary 
facilities would be totally inadequate.  Provision has not kept pace with the recent increase in the population. 
What about health care provision?  Again , the present state would be totally inadequate. What about general 
services, energy, water, and  waste?  All present provision would be inadequate. What about the cost? There are 
pockets of land within Little Chalfont which could be assessed and used for residential purposes but to encroach 
on the Green Belt would change the character of the village  and would I think only benefit developers. 

Rep1573 
Mrs Julie Blake 

 See original representation, format cannot be copied over.   

Rep1574 
Mr James Salmon 
Sworders on behalf 
of 
The Brazier Family 

Q5. Option J, including sustainable growth options in the Green Belt, would seem the most sustainable location 
for future development, particularly in self-sufficient towns. Towns with supermarkets, shops, schools and 
employment would seem the most appropriate for urban extensions. Where these towns are surrounded by 
Green Belt it restricts the natural growth and expansion of the town, to its own detriment. Although there is 
clear policy support for the protection of Green Belt land, in some instances on the edge of sustainable 
settlements, the enlargement of the settlement and therefore its improvement, is subsequently a material 
benefit over the protection of Green Belt land. This is in accordance with one of the core principles of the NPPF, 
set out at paragraph 17, which requires development to be located in the most sustainable areas. Therefore we 
consider that growth Option J is particularly important to promote and secure in the draft Local Plan. 
Q6. Milk Hall and Hill Farm in Chesham were submitted belatedly, missing the ‘call for sites’ process. However 
following discussions with the Council’s Planning Policy Officers (Mr Stephen Borrows) it was agreed that these 
could be submitted and would be assessed in the usual manner. Unfortunately there is no reference to the sites 
in the Consultation document. Subsequently they have presumably not been assessed as part of any issues and 
options document. The site abuts the existing settlement and would form a natural extension to Chesham. The 
south of Chesham contains numerous shops and services, including a hospital, school, and public houses. The 
site, abutting the sustainable settlement, is therefore an ideal opportunity to expand the town. The NPPF states 
at paragraph 182 that in order to be sound, a Local Plan must be “Justified – the plan should be the most 
appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.” In 
not assessing all sites submitted, the council is failing this test. Furthermore, paragraph 182 of the NPPF also 
states that “the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in 
the Framework.” As Chesham is considered to be a sustainable settlement, failing to consider the option of 
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allocating development also fails this test of consistency with national policy. Paragraph 83 of the NPPF confirms 
that Green Belts should be assessed through the preparation of the Local Plan. In order to create any noteworthy 
development in Chesham the Green Belt boundary will need to be reconsidered as there is minimal space within 
the development boundaries and the development of brownfield land often proves more problematic than that 
of green field land, due to costs associated with clearing up the site and the costs of purchasing the land and 
removing the previous use. Questions 12. Exceptions sites over recent years have assisted Councils in meeting 
affordable housing needs. However the financial gain to landowners is minimal, and generally no more than 
agricultural value. It would therefore be prudent for the Council to adopt an exceptions site policy which allows 
for an element of market housing in order to make and the land owner a small profit and make it worth their 
while in selling the land to an affordable housing association. 

Rep1575 
Mr Mark Longworth 
DP Architects on 
behalf of WJ & M 
MashLtd 

The response can be found on their representation due to being unable to be copied within this database.   

Rep1576 
 Trevor Knight 

I write with regard to the above and in relation specific to the assessment of housing need and the release to 
meet it of green belt land in and around the vicinity of Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont Parish Council and Little 
Chalfont Community Association have widely canvassed local opinion on the above matters and, having 
considered their findings and views as written, I am fully in support. There is no provision in legislation for the 
release of land designated by law as ‘Green Belt’. Each Local – and District - Authority is required in its own way 
to design procedures to achieve release under housing need in the Local Plan (to meet the National Planning 
Policy Framework). Not only, then, do  these assessments and their bases appear prime facie challengeable in 
law, but they are not consistent nor will be consistently applied between local authorities. Green Belt and Areas 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty were and are designed to avoid the sprawl of unrestricted development for the 
benefit of all. Were Green Belt declassified, other parts of its area now held by developers or others wholly or 
mainly as potential building land would be released.  Declassifying Green Belt by the back door with no national 
structure is unacceptable. In terms of the Green Belt release methodology for Little Chalfont, the procedure 
adopted by Chiltern is by ‘death of a thousand cuts’ where swathes of land with, for the most part, no 
substantive or significant boundaries (rail, water or road) are parcelled into sections where even fewer such 
boundaries apply. This is also, and specifically, an unacceptable method. The formulation under the Consultation 
of a huge potential increase in the size of Little Chalfont without concrete agreed assessments of housing need 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
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locally and without the approval of residents is unacceptable. There has been significant increase in housing 
within the existing boundary of Little Chalfont, and this constitutes its fair share of development. Furthermore, 
local roads (and traffic) and schools – primary and secondary – are now very significantly full (with, for example, 
many secondary age pupils already arriving by bus and the state of road surfaces suffering as consequence) and 
further housing and employment facilities would not only increase pressure here , but would require generally 
very extensive change to Little Chalfont in ways which cannot be  (and have not been) easily or readily 
considered or thought through. Such a method of proceeding is unacceptable. Given the above and the detailed 
and thorough consideration given by local bodies (named in the first paragraph), I believe that principle and 
intended practices associated with the release of Green Belt land around Little Chalfont as set out by CDC to be 
wholly unacceptable. I trust that their – and my – thinking and views on such profound change to the local area 
will be taken on board for the drafting of the next version of the Joint Local Plan. 

Rep1577 
Geritt Aberson 
Planning Field 
Officer 
Chiltern Society  

Question 1: We question the validity of the assessment. The numbers are very specific even though the 
paragraph  8 states: “establishing future need for housing is not an exact science”.  The study has only applied 
uplifts and there  is no attempt to apply sensitivity in either direction or to provide a range. Any linkage between 
the demographics and type of housing has been lost. In stating how any units are required, developers are likely 
to cherry pick those type of units that are most profitable for their business. This could result mis-delivery and 
lack of diversity of housing, in turn affecting the character of villages and towns. The consultation document 
should define what kind of housing is required by age group and emphasise a healthy mix and infrastructure 
needs (limiting car journeys). There is no mention of multi-generational living or availability of down-size 
property requirements. Question 2: It is noted that the evidence documents have not all been finalised. They are 
at different stages of completion as defined in the various methodologies. Without an accurate view on the 
number of dwellings and other needs that can be met by the sites identified in the HELAA, it is hard to comment. 
We suggest that a density standard be introduced. Question 4: We regard this question as largely academic. The 
decision has been made without prior consultation so why ask this question. Our understanding is that the 
decision was made on cost and resourcing grounds. We do note however that the Local Government Association 
advises that a Green Belt Assessment should not be done by a single District but jointly with a neighbouring 
District(s). Question 5: We suggest that clear, measurable criteria are attached to each option. The criteria must 
define a clear hierarchy which is driven by best use of available land within urban boundaries. The Green Belt is 
not an option. Question 6: • Option A should be split, separating the change of use as a separate option • Option 
B should be incorporated in option A • Options C, D and E are quite the same but significantly different in size 
and character. Options should consider this rather than geography. • Option F should be removed as it will 
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seriously affect the character and charm of those locations and the countryside around it. Strict rules on 
development of Green Belt land should be enforced. • Option G is essentially the Green Belt review on which we 
have expressed our views and should be removed. • Option I should be removed • Option J’s emphasis should be 
on sustainability with due consideration for the environment, biodiversity and infrastructure, including water 
supply and waste water management. • Option L is a catch-all which does not accord with the point on clear 
criteria expressed in questions 5. Question 7: Recognising or comments on the credibility of the HEDNA under 
questions 1 and comments on lack of completion of the HELAA in question 2, the unmet need is not defined to 
any degree. Question 8: • increasing density with good design; • creating desirable spaces of different sizes; • 
mixed housing rather than an estates approach, meeting the demographic needs; • pro-actively defining what 
type of housing is required where.; • settlement centres re-generation • looking at modern concepts and giving 
careful consideration to design with an eye on lessons learnt from within UK and outside; • closing the current 
infrastructure; • encouraging missing key workers into settlements with selected subsidies for housing; • 
incentive schemes. Nominating plots and letting developers determine what they want to build does not make 
the best use of valuable land. Neighbourhood plans should be insisted upon for every settlement. The Districts 
take a very much hands off approach to those and should actively support their creation and keeping them up to 
date. Question 9: We see no need to release Green Belt for any dwelling needs, that includes this demographic 
group Question 10: There is not enough information to comment. We believe that the term ‘affordable needs’ 
lacks specifics. What is the assessment and how has it been determined? Question 11: Historic context is wider 
than just buildings, gardens and landscape. Ancient roads and footpaths with the landscape context, should be 
included and we feel that this fits with your overall broad definition of ‘heritage’. They are popular with tourists 
and visitors alike. Drama and the film industry regularly make use of this context. There are a lot of pubs being 
closed and re-developed. Many should be preserved as core Heritage sites. Question 12: List of ancient roads and 
footpaths as included in the Chiltern Society walks guides. A Heritage buildings list,  including pubs, is being 
drawn up by the Chiltern Society Heritage Group at present. It should be included. Identifying unprotected sites 
of all kinds worthy of protection is a key theme of the Chiltern Society’s Heritage Group. We are of the view that, 
rather than create independent databases of such assets, we would prefer to contribute new information to 
existing repositories. Question 13: We fully endorse the local green space designation and agree it must be 
integrated into the settlement plan.  They will be listed settlement by settlement by the local residents 
association. Question 14: The Chiltern Society’s objective is to safeguard the character of the Chilterns. Loss of 
heritage and landscape would significantly alter this distinctive character. Question 15: Settlement Hierarchy - It 
is unclear what is meant by this sustainability policy. There are too many options and assumptions to be made to 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

64 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

give a concise response. Please clarify!! Local Sustainable Development principles - We think this needs 
strengthening by adding a statement clarifying what is meant with ‘sustainability’. Also believe that it should read 
‘sustainably manage/mitigated environmental impacts ‘ and should reference zero global warming impact. 
Infrastructure Delivery - We believe this is an essential policy but question how it will be implemented and what 
the assessment process will be. CIL will strengthen the linkage between the development and infrastructure 
pressures. The fear is that this can be used as a means to ‘spend ones way to application approval’. How will this 
be objectively assessed. Basement Development - In general in agreement but there is a need to ensure that tree 
roots and other environmental and historic features are not affected by the works. Also clear reference to 
ensuring that works do not take risks with existing buildings closely located to it. Development in the Green Belt - 
We do not accept that the extraordinary circumstances have been proved to remove areas from the Green Belt. 
The NPPF itself states that “The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land 
permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence”. Unmet 
housing need (including for traveller sites) does not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to 
constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt. 
Affordable Housing Exceptions Policy - This policy is too open to interpretation and needs to be tightened up. It 
needs to clearly state under what circumstances this might be acceptable. A wider approval process should be 
considered. Abuse will result in planning creep into the Green Belt as has already taken place to since the 
legislation was put in place. Infilling within Rows of Development within the Green Belt - We suggest that the 
character of the surroundings (build forms, village scape and landscape) be limitations. Infill should not mean on 
the outer edges of it. Unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) does not to outweigh the harm to the 
Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development 
on a site within the Green Belt. The Rural Economy - For the Chilterns this should include measures to maintain 
and enhance the public footpaths including re-instating of historic ancient footpaths. Rural Workers Dwellings - If 
this is interpreted as compliant to all points in paragraph 55 of the NPPF we support. Too often small houses are 
put financially out of reach for local people. Extensions to Dwellings and Outbuildings in the Green Belt - We 
suggest that the character of the area (build forms, village scape, landscape, etc.) are taken into account to limit 
extensions and outbuildings. Infill should not include the outer edges of it. Housing Proposal Sites - As land is at a 
premium, density requirements should be defined. With reference to settlement planning comments in the main 
letter, we believe that there should be a ‘town planning approach’ which ensures maintaining and enhancing the 
settlement’s character and social connectivity. Housing Mix - We suggest the policy should also stipulate the 
numbers of affordable housing within the mix. Affordable Housing and Starter Homes - We suggest that 
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downsize housing as articulated above should be included under this policy. Custom Build and Self Build Housing 
- Agree as long as no exceptions to the policies above are made Specialist Elderly Person Accommodation - We 
agree to the extent that it mentions ‘other specialist accommodation’. However we believe that a diverse 
community is healthy and in keeping with maintaining/developing a connected community. Detached Residential 
Annexes - If this is a response to multi-generational living, we would like to see much more detail included. 
Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation - Should be subject to the same policies in the 
agreed policy document without exception. Opportunity Proposal Sites - This sounds a little like bring Green Belt 
sites in through the back door which is not supported. Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment - 
landscapes, ancient roads and foot paths should also be addressed. Biodiversity -The Chilterns have a key role to 
play in managing and enhancing biodiversity and in fact should be one of the purposes of the Green Belt. We 
would like to see wildlife corridors identified and positive measures put in place to prevent those from being 
broken. Enhancing these corridors should also be included. Chilterns AONB - and in consultation with the Chiltern 
Conservations Board? Trees and Woodlands - This should include enhancing the woodlands to absorb 
greenhouse gases. Transport Proposals - We miss statements that ensure minimal impact on the environment 
and facilitating safe passage of wildlife. Question 16: The report is full of red space which indicates lack of data. It 
does however highlight the shortfall that is already evident. The Sustainability Policies on Infrastructure delivery 
would suggest that until the infrastructure is in place, no further development is possible in certain areas. These 
should be highlighted on a map to provide an overview. In respect of CIL, the linkage between infrastructure 
requirements and footprint is not clear. It is household numbers and size that drives infrastructure needs.  
Question 17: The questions in the Issues and Options document do assist with responding to the consultation, 
however we are left with three key issues highlighted below:  “How is planning possible on an application by 
applications basis and how will it affect the character of the Chilterns?” The Chilterns character is defined by how 
it has been worked and lived in. Great progress has been made with preservation of areas to conserve village and 
townscapes as well as landscapes. The process of just identifying plots of land available for building, mainly by 
development companies, is fragmenting the character. While planning officers and the Planning Committee do 
have policies to ensure suitable overall context, in the end they can only accept or refuse an application. If they 
get involved in the design their independence is open to question. The process of town planning that defines an 
overall scheme for a settlement seems to have been squeezed out between planning policy making and the 
planning application process. We think that Town Planning should take centre stage. Some settlements are in the 
process of formulating a neighbourhood plan as a means of influencing what is built where. However the District 
process takes precedent. We believe that settlements should be encouraged more to help determine 
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development within its boundaries. A neighbourhood plan for each settlement should be encouraged and 
established. “Should the Chiltern Green Belt be sacrificed for more housing development?” The emphatic short 
answer is no, because unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) and unmet employment land need does 
not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying 
nappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt.! Economic harm to the Green Belt through: 
• loss of scope for rural businesses • traffic queues and wasted time • loss of tourism, day trippers and the direct 
effect on businesses in the Green Belt • loss of film production due to loss of landscape and scenery! Social harm 
through: •! reduced close-by outdoor recreational space •! loss of community amenity • loss of open landscape 
and tranquillity • loss of heritage ! Environmental harm through: • loss of biodiversity and habitat for wildlife  
• loss of environmental asset to counter Global Warming, pollution of the air and water (precious globally 
important chalk streams drying up, etc.) • loss of green infrastructure and wildlife corridors directly affecting 
flora and fauna. The Green belt functions as a whole, not as a collection of parcels. Subdividing it into parcels as 
per the Green Belt Assessment, subsequently testing them against the National Planning Policy Framework 
purposes might seem logical. However it demonstrates a lack understanding of the value and integrity of the 
Green Belt. We think that development in the Green belt is planning creep on a grand scale, one that will be 
impossible to stop and will result in the loss of this environmental asset. “What alternatives should be considered 
to meet the housing demand”? We do support the duty to cooperate. However, the numbers are not clear and 
the HEDNA and HELAA lack credibility. We believe a larger proportion of actual need can be delivered through 
professional town planning, a mixture of increased density, use of existing brown field sites and stimulating the 
release of large houses by providing down-size accommodation (not only care homes and nursing homes). The 
infrastructure gaps already identified should be addressed irrespective of development in the area as these are 
unsustainable. 
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Rep1579 
 Robert Garratt 

I am shocked and angry at the nature and scale of developments proposed to surround Little Chalfont as 
contained in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan and my response and observations are included below. 
However, I should first like to comment on the Consultation / Response process itself. The volume and 
complexity of the documents the reader is referred to throughout the ‘Local Plan’ makes the process anything 
other than a genuine attempt to engage with local communities who will be affected by the plan. The dozens of 
hyperlinks and annexes it contains have bewildered, bemused and confused everyone I have spoken to and who 
all have neither the time or knowledge to unpick and make sense of it all. This complexity means you process is 
completely inaccessible to most people and while it may meet all your legal obligations under relevant legislation 
it is certainly not a genuine search for local opinion. In short, I feel your process has let down local people. Green 
Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty - The areas of proposed development for both housing and 
employment involve destroying large areas of Green Belt land including Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty - 
and it is truly beautiful countryside. There is no evidence I have read in the Local Plan that sets out a case for 
there being ‘exceptional circumstances’ to justify the release of Green Belt and AONB land. These areas of the 
Chilterns are of course irreplaceable and will be lost forever if these developments go ahead. Green Belt land 
should be treasured absolutely and guarded against any encroachment. It is not ours to treat as a convenient and 
available resource to be used bit by bit when it suits our needs. The Green Belt and AONB land adjacent to Little 
Chalfont is accessed each year by thousands of walkers who are not just local residents but also by individuals 
and Rambling organisations, many of whom will travel large distances to enjoy the magnificent countryside. If we 
allow this destruction to take place now we will be letting down successive generations. Not just through the loss 
of the countryside in question but more significantly by consigning our children to an even greater struggle to 
defend the Green Belt from further encroachment once we have set such a shameful precedent.  Methodology 
Used to Isolate and Select Green Belt and AONB Land - The land earmarked for development seems to me to 
have been identified using highly dubious and cynical methodology. I am aware that a Green Belt assessment 
was completed and that, for reasons that are unclear, certain areas of Green Belt and AONB land have been 
earmarked for development while others deemed worthy of saving. The ‘Local Plan’ provides no details I can find 
of why certain ‘parcels’ of land were separated out from wider areas and seemingly ‘downgraded’ to enable 
them to be recommended for development. It appears to me that these ‘parcels’ of Green Belt land surrounding 
Little Chalfont have been isolated in a most questionable manner. I would like to know how someone reached 
the conclusion that certain fields surrounding my village aren’t worthy enough to be considered Green Belt or 
AONB any longer and that they can be turned into housing or industrial estates. I’m unable to criticise or 
comment on the methodology used because it isn’t fully explained. Consequently, how can I believe this is 
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anything other than an arbitrary and subjective opinion on the part of the company employed by the Council to 
carry out this survey? A solution appears to have been conveniently ‘engineered’ to provide the answers the 
Council are paying for. The ‘Local Plan’ has potentially serious implications for hundreds of people in Little 
Chalfont and it is imperative there should be complete transparency around every aspect of the decision making 
process. With regard to your Green Belt Assessment, this is simply not the case.  Scale of Proposals - Using simple 
mapping tools available online, I have calculated the current area of Little Chalfont to be approximately 550 acres 
and the areas of proposed development to be approximately 290 acres. This represents a 53% increase in the 
footprint of the village. By any measure this would be an enormous increase. The scale of the proposals would 
not just ‘alter’ the nature of Little Chalfont they would completely destroy its character and identity. To illustrate 
this, the two areas of ‘employment development’ proposed to the east of the village would create an industrial 
estate the size of Heathrow’s Terminal 5. I simply cannot accept that within the UK we have such an acute 
shortage of industrial estates that the only solution requires the permanent destruction of Green Belt and AONB 
land in the Chilterns.  I recognise the need for limited development in Little Chalfont but am also mindful that our 
village has already taken more than its share of new housing with the estates by Bell Lane (253 homes) and 
behind Chenies Parade (45). These developments in Little Chalfont are disproportionately larger than those 
found in surrounding, much larger, settlements. If every settlement in Buckinghamshire followed our lead and 
built a proportionate number of homes there would be no need for a Local Plan. It is time Little Chalfont was 
removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Council’s Core Strategy. Infrastructure - Our 
local infrastructure is already under strain and would be at breaking point if the proposed developments went 
ahead. The A404 is the main road through the village; it is always busy and at peak periods is at a standstill. The 
only other road options around Little Chalfont involve using country lanes, most of which include narrow sections 
and single lane ‘passing places.’ These lanes are now often too hazardous to use because of the volume and 
speed of traffic using them and are best avoided. Additionally, the Little Chalfont village shops are now 
permanently crowded with vehicles throughout the day and cars regularly back out onto the A404 waiting for a 
parking space causing significant congestion. Our village and the local environment are simply not able to absorb 
the significant increase in volume the proposals would bring. 

Rep1580 
Mr Mark Longworth 
on behalf of 
Amersham and 
Chiltern Rugby Club 

[The response can be found on their representation as it could not be copied to the database]  
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Rep1582  Catherine James; Rep1583 Robina Castle; Rep1587 Mrs Aileen 
Bellis; Rep1601 Caroline and Peter Merry; Rep1613; Rep1642 Rod Copping 
Mrs M Griffith; Rep1650 Mrs Catherine Orr-Ewing; Rep1722 Mrs Charlotte 
Killigrew;  Rep1754 Brent Smith; Rep1967 Mrs Jennifer Baker; Rep1977 
Mr John Mutch; Rep2048 Mr Russell Raynsford;  Rep2405 Dr Michael 
Streule; Rep2448  Brian Woodgate; Rep2523 Mrs Sara Rose; Rep2569 Mrs G 
Cooke; Rep2616 Neil Craggs; Rep2639  Presiley Fitzgerald; Rep2692 David 
and Carol Thompson; Rep2710 Mr John Clements; Rep2711 David Jackson; 
Rep2739  A J Evans; Rep2740  David McIntosh;  Rep2747 Dr D D Munro; 
Rep2748 Mrs J Hamilton; Rep2782 Barbara Dunford; Rep2783 John and 
Molly Dutch; Rep2784 Katie Francis; Rep2793 Mr Ernest Wickens; Rep2848 
 John Huke; Rep2866 Mrs M Oakes; Rep2880 Mr G.M. Townsend; Rep2881 
Mrs Jill Robertson; Rep2882 Mr Jonathan Vickers; Rep2884 Geoffrey Graham 
Little 

Summary: representation opposes development on the 
site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden.  

 

Rep1584 
Mr K Cox 

I wish to register my opposition to this proposal based on the following points: 1. Your proposals include building 
on green belt. Way back in 50's your forefathers created this to stop exactly what you are proposing. So if this 
was to go ahead we might as well tear up all the rule book and make this county the new 'wild west' with the 
council rounding up a posse to take land as they require. 2 The land to the west of Stony lane is AONB , so again 
if to be built on then  see item 1. Also I find it hard to justify its allocation for planned employment since the 
problem in Bucks is not one of umemployment (one of the lowest i n the country). Also if you look there is plenty 
of free office/industrial space available in exisiting sites. Take into account increased number of of people 
working from home, this type of planning is not thinking ahead. 3 The area i live in (Lt Chalfont) has already been 
expanded in previous developements without any improvements to infrastruture so it should be removed from 
the short list for more expansion in Council's Core Strategy. I trust my correspondence and that of many other 
will deter you from carrying out these proposals. 

  

Rep1585 
 J E Neale 

I refer to the above planning document and its specific implications for the amenities relating to Stubbs Wood, 
Amersham. I am a resident of Stubbs Wood and set out my comments and objections below.  
1. Blackwell Stubbs Wood has been designated an area of outstanding natural beauty. Does the policy committee 
propose the cynically ignore this in its plans? 2. Will the planning committee extend this attitude to the 
destruction of the proven preponderances of flora and fauna (foxes, badgers, deer etc.) in this area? 
3. Examining P31 of your planning document, the proposed site is surrounded completely by houses and the 
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railway line to Chesham. How on earth are you going to get at the site to develop it without seriously destroying 
the surrounding amenities, or even closing the railway line?  4. Furthermore, any development of Blackwell 
Stubbs Wood would be impossible without severe re-landscaping and the destruction of mature trees, most of 
which must be worthy of strict preservation orders by your own standards. Again, will you be ignoring this aspect 
of community policy? 5. This development would result in a substantial increase in population in the area. What 
are your plans for expansion of amenities (housing, roads, schools etc.) in the area?  I therefore wish to object to 
this particular part of your planning document. 

Rep1586 
Ziyad Thomas 
The Planning Bureau 
Ltd on behalf of  
McCarthy & Stone 
Retirement 
Lifestyles Ltd 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the consultation papers for the aforementioned document. As the 
market leader in the provision of sheltered housing for sale to the elderly, McCarthy and Stone Retirement 
Lifestyles Ltd considers that with its extensive experience in providing development of this nature it is well placed 
to provide informed comments on the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan– issues and Options 
consultation, insofar as it affects or relates to housing for the elderly. The National Planning Policy Framework 
stipulates that the planning system should be ‘supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities’ and 
highlights the need to ‘deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and 
create sustainable, inclusive mixed communities. Local Planning Authorities should plan for a mix of housing 
based on current and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in the 
community… such as… older people’ (emphasis added). The National Planning Practice Guidance reaffirms this in 
the guidance for assessing housing need in the plan making process entitled “How should the needs for all types 
of housing be addressed?  (Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 2a-021-20140306) and a separate subsection is 
provided for “Housing for older people”. This  reads stipulates that   “the need to provide housing for older 
people is critical given the projected increase in the number of households aged 65 and over accounts for over 
half of the new households (Department for Communities and Local Government Household Projections 2013).  
Plan makers will need to consider the size, location and quality of dwellings needed in the future for older people 
in order to allow them to move.  This could free up houses that are under-occupied.  The age profile of the 
population can be drawn from Census data.  Projections of population and households by age group should also 
be used.  The future need for older persons housing broken down by tenure and type (e.g. Sheltered, enhanced 
sheltered, extra care, registered care) should be assessed and can be obtained from a number of online tool kits 
provided by the sector.  The assessment should set out the level of need for residential institutions (use class C2).  
But identifying the need for particular types of general housing, such as bungalows, is equally important” (My 
emphasis). The “What Homes Where  Toolkit” developed by the Home Builders Federation uses statistical data 
and projections from the Office of National Statistics (ONS) and the Department for Communities and Local 
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Government (DCLG) to provide useful data on current and future housing needs. The table below has been 
replicated from the toolkit and shows the projected change to the demographic profile of Chiltern and South 
Bucks between 2006 and 2033. In line with the rest of the country, this toolkit demonstrates that the 
demographic profile the Authorities are projected to age, with the proportion of the population aged 60 and over 
increasing from 23.8% and 23.7% to 30.5% and 29.7% in Chiltern and South Buck respectively between 2006 and 
2033. This is significantly higher than the average projected increase for UK local authorities by the Office for 
National Statistics (23% of the population aged over 65 by 2033). The most significant population increases are 
projected of the ‘frail’ elderly, those aged 75 and over, who are more likely to require specialist care and 
accommodation. It is noted that meeting the needs of the aging population is specifically referenced in 
paragraph 6.3 and 6.4 of the Issues and Options consultation. The provision of adequate support and 
accommodation for the increasingly ageing democratic profile of Chiltern and South Bucks is therefore a 
significant challenge and, unless properly planned for, there is likely to be a serious shortfall in specialist 
accommodation for the older population, which will have a knock on effect in meeting the housing needs of the 
whole area and wider policy objectives. Specialist accommodation for the elderly, such as that provided by 
McCarthy and Stone, will therefore have a vital role in meeting the areas housing needs. We therefore commend 
the Council for its commitment to ensuring that the diverse housing needs of its older residents are met in the 
emerging Local Plan review.  Response to Question 10 As mentioned previously, McCarthy and Stone welcome 
the proactive stance the Council has taken in seeking to provide appropriate levels of accommodation to meets 
the needs of its aging population. In selecting sites for elderly persons’ accommodation careful consideration 
should be given to locational criteria including: Topography, Environment (including safety and security), 
Mobility, Services and Community Facilities. As such, suitable sites for specialist accommodation for the elderly 
are difficult to find and tend to previously developed windfall sites located within, or adjacent to town or local 
centres.  It is therefore unlikely that the majority of development sites will be suitable for specialist 
accommodation for the elderly, particularly on urban extension sites where access to goods and services may be 
limited.  Should the Council wish to include an element of older person’s accommodation into strategic 
allocations therefore consideration needs to be given to the suitability of said location. We appreciate that the 
Council wishes to increase the level of housing stock that meets the needs of older people. It is however more 
realistic for the Council to stipulate a requirement for a proportion of houses in larger development sites be built 
to a standard that is suitable for the elderly; such as housing built to standards which are capable of being easily 
adaptable to meet the needs of the elderly and disabled. The provision of housing suitable for the elderly would 
not, by itself, address the diverse housing needs of the elderly in Chiltern and South Bucks. Accordingly a variety 
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of specialist accommodation for the elderly should also be encouraged, through either allocated or appropriately 
located windfall sites. In light of the above we recommend that any future policy for older person’s housing is 
reworded in line with the advice provide in the Housing in Later Life: Planning Ahead for Specialist Housing for 
Older People toolkit.  This toolkit was developed by a consortium of private and public organisations with an 
interest in housing for the elderly and encourages a joined up approach to planning, housing and social care 
policy both in the collection of evidence and the development of specialist accommodation for the elderly. A 
copy of this document has been appended for your convenience. Whilst we appreciate that no one planning 
approach will be appropriate for all areas, an example policy is provided that, we feel, offers a more suitable 
approach than the one currently suggested by the Council: “The Council will encourage the provision of specialist 
housing for older people across all tenures in sustainable locations. The Council aims to ensure that older people 
are able to secure and sustain independence in a home appropriate to their circumstances and to actively 
encourage developers to build new homes to the ‘Lifetime Homes’ standard so that they can be readily adapted 
to meet the needs of those with disabilities and the elderly as well as assisting independent living at home. The 
Council will, through the identification of sites, allowing for windfall developments, and / or granting of planning 
consents in sustainable locations, provide for the development of retirement accommodation, residential care 
homes, close care, Extra Care and assisted care housing and Continuing Care Retirement Communities.” In 
summary, McCarthy and Stone stress the need to consider addressing the current and future housing needs of 
older people within Rutland Council and for your Local Plan to acknowledge the role that owner-occupied 
sheltered housing schemes play in meeting older person housing needs, and in providing housing choice for the 
wider community by freeing up valuable, under- occupied family homes in the local area. 

Rep1588 
 Elizabeth Winning 

I am writing to register my objections to CDC's conclusions that Little Chalfont be classified as a 'main settlement 
for growth' and that adjoining areas of Green Belt be considered for release for housing and employment 
development. My objections to any housing/employment development are as follows: • between 2006 and 2014 
Little Chalfont has accommodated 307 new properties. This represents a far greater share (12.4%) of new 
housing compared to other settlements in the area. Little Chalfont is one of four settlements identified for 
classifying as a 'main settlement for growth' yet it is not the fourth largest settlement in terms of population. 
Great Missenden is a larger community and is not being considered. Why not? • the land under consideration is 
designated as Green Belt and any development on it would be in contravention of local and national planning 
policy. The Green Belt was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and prevent neighbouring communities 
merging into one another. If development were to go ahead, especially the fields east of Stony Lane, Church 
Grove and Lodge Lane, the buffer between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood would be eroded. It should also be 
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noted that the fields between Stony Lane and Westwood Park was excluded in the Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment at Stage 1. • with the exception of the former golf course, all the areas identified for 
development lie within the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 
2000 places a duty on public bodies to 'have regard to the purpose of the AONB' which is defined as to 'conserve 
and enhance the natural beauty'. The AONB is an important national asset much visited by people from all over 
the country. • any housing and/or industrial development would be detrimental to the rural character of Little 
Chalfont • any new housing estates would severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road 
junctions, parking, train services, schools, healthcare, water and waste management. Unlike other local 
communities, Little Chalfont has a major trunk road, the A404, running through the middle of the village which 
already makes traversing the village difficult at times. 

Rep1590 
Mr Mark Longworth 
DP Architects on 
behalf of The 
Woodley Group of 
Companies 

[The response can be found in the representation due to being unable to be copied over to the database]   

Rep1591 
Mr Richard Gower 
Treasurer 
Business and 
Traders for Chalfont 
St Giles 

Question 1: There is no means of judging whether the total number of dwellings that Bucks are required to 
provide is correct or not. Outside influences like the level of immigration and regional development plans over 
the next 20 years could change this need significantly. We need a mix of housing to reflect the aging population 
and for the younger age group.  More luxury homes are not needed. Question 2: The site marked in Appendix 4 
in CSG is not ‘built up’. Although HELAA recommends that sites for less than five dwelling should be excluded, we 
believe that such sites should be considered in a small community, and that sufficient numbers of such sites 
could meet a suitable and appropriate target without major developments being needed. HELAA also excludes 
sites within functional flood plains, so the sites near the River Misbourne should not be included in the plan. 
Question 3: There may be infill areas in ‘built up areas’ in the village; these smaller pockets of land within the 
village would be suitable for smaller development. See Question 2. Question 4: We agree with the approach 
which protects the Green Belt and AONB.  Question 5: Agree that options listed should be considered.   We 
object to the "village extensions" which are out of proportion to the present housing population and in the Green 
Belt. Question 6: The suggested extension to Chalfont St Giles in Appendix 4 is totally inappropriate as it is in an 
Environment Agency designated flood plain, it is in the Green Belt and AONB. The proposals will have a negative 
impact on the key purposes of the green belt, which was established for the following reasons and remain 
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appropriate: * To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas.  Building on this area would be "urban 
sprawl" into the countryside. * To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another.  * To assist in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  * To preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns. The centre of Chalfont St Giles is protected by a Conservation Area. * To assist in urban regeneration by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land . The plot in Appendix 4 is nether derelict nor urban. 
This area is alongside the public footpath to Amersham much used by residents and visitors. Furthermore the 
proposed development of Newlands Park will add a significant load to the infrastructure requirements of the 
village. Any development between the two communities will undermine one of the purposes of the Green Belt to 
prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. Question 7: Expansion in Aylesbury will reduce the 
load on other parts of Bucks. It would be valuable if there was a matching expansion of employment in Aylesbury 
Vale area to reduce traffic movement in the County.  To reiterate, we need housing that is affordable for elderly 
and young; not luxury homes. Question 8: Where permission is given for housing development, emphasis should 
be placed on smaller more affordable homes, not large expensive properties that tend to be favoured by some 
developers. Question 9: Need to consider the issues of access and infrastructure support. We recommend 
expanding present lawful sites. there are no obvious optional sites in Chalfont St Giles. Question 10: 
Accommodation for the elderly is needed in the village as a priority. There is none at present. The building of 
small sheltered accommodation would encourage elderly to move within the community they know and love, 
thus relieving housing for families - without the need of new build. Question 11: The heritage of Chalfont St Giles 
and Jordans is important for the residents and the many visitors to the area. Milton’s cottage, the Parish Church, 
Jordans Meeting House, Captain Cook’s Memorial and the Open Air Museum are among the key heritage sites 
which encourage visitorship to the village.  Visitors used the local hostelries and shops thus helping the local 
economy.  The village centre is protected by a Conservation Area. Question 12: The Chiltern Way footpath, the 
village pond and path.  We recommend protecting the local meadows: Stone Meadow and Silsden, both are used 
annually for our large Village Country Show. Question 13: The playing fields, the allotments and the fields either 
side of the Misbourne are all most important well used leisure facilities. Question 14: As above: We recommend 
protecting the local meadows: Stone Meadow and Silsden Meadow, both being used annually for our large 
Village Country Show. Question 15: We do not understand the question. Question 16: This is an absolutely key 
issue. The agreed development at Newlands Park will have a very large impact on the infrastructure 
requirements for both Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter - as will any development between the two 
communities. Chalfont St Giles cannot absorb any other major housing development without correct, serious 
study of the basic infrastructure services needed.  This would include: schooling, medical services, transport 
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(including through road netwroks) and water and sewage facilities. Question 17: At any development there is a 
need to make public transport, walking and cycling easy to do and to make unnecesary travel by car less 
attractive. If everyone who is housed in Aylesbury or Chesham ends up working in London the A413 will not be 
able to cope with the increased traffic.  

Rep1592 
 Howard Durey 

Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options (“Initial 
Consultation”) I have reviewed the above document together with the documents referenced therein. I have also 
reviewed in detail the Joint Response from Little Chalfont Parish Council and Little Chalfont Community 
Association (“Joint Response”). I fully endorse and support the points raised in the Joint Response and would like 
to emphasise the following points: Green Belt and ANOB - The Green Belt Assessment notes that as recently as 
2013 CDC did not see any justification in changing green belt boundaries but the Initial Consultation now 
proposes significant releases of Green Belt land with further areas to follow in Part 2. This seems to be based 
solely on the methodology employed in the report and runs contrary to the fifth paragraph of the Foreward to 
the Initial Consultation: “We need to plan to deliver sustainable, high quality, designed development that 
respects our valued and quality environments, not just our countryside but equally the character and setting for 
our towns and villages and our wealth of natural and heritage assets. We also need a plan that maximises the 
development opportunities locally while maintaining the important function and purpose of the Green Belt”. I 
appreciate that the Initial Consultation is responding to the requirement to build significantly more housing in 
the Chiltern District but the impression given is that this is being used as a justification to modify the Green Belt 
and once this principle has been established to extend the release of Green Belt land to give greater flexibility in 
future. This position seems to have strayed a long way to that set out in the Forward to the Initial Consultation. 
The planned area for search for employment development alongside the A404 near Little Chalfont seems to 
follow on from the proposed additional housing rather than a prima facia need in the area. In reality any 
employment opportunities are likely to be met by commuters from the larger urban areas rather than providing 
local employment. The net result will be greater traffic volumes on the A404. Transport and Local Infrastructure - 
HMA/FEMA draws attention to the high percentage of commuting to and from London in the Chiltern Area (over 
46% in 2011), which is mainly by train. The Initial Consultation (Option J, page 13) identifies communities near 
train stations as candidates for sustainable growth. However passenger levels on the Chiltern and Metropolitan 
lines have increased dramatically in recent years and there will be limited capacity to accommodate more 
passengers (particularly as volumes will increase due to housing development further up the line to Aylesbury) 
leading to further congestion and pressure on local resources. Although I can see some of the areas around Little 
Chalfont may appear attractive to developers because of the availability of flat land and proximity to the A404 
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and M25 this is precisely why the land has been designated AONB and Green Belt and I urge CDC to uphold this 
and to remove Little Chalfont as a “main settlement for growth”. Over the years we have seen many more 
people walking up from Chalfont and Latimer station to walk in the Chilterns and enjoy the beauty of the area 
both at weekends and during the week. This area needs to be protected, not developed. 

Rep1593 
Mr Mark Longworth 
DP Architects on 
behalf of Mr & Mrs 
John Denyer 

[The response can be found on the orginal representative due to being unable to be copied into the database]   

Rep1594 
 Jonathan Langham 
Director 
J & K Property 
Consultants Ltd 

I am writing in response to the Council’s above consultation that includes the removal of a number of sites from 
the Green Belt to accommodate forecast housing needs. I act on behalf of the Trustees of Title No. BM306707 
that relates to land off Denham Lane in Chalfont St Peter. The extent of site ownership is set out on Plan 1 and 
the site is brought to the Council’s attention as a potential housing site. Previous representations were made in a 
letter dated 14 December 2015. Comments are provided in relation to the specific questions proposed in the 
current consultation document. It is apparent from the emerging Local Plan that there will be a requirement to 
find additional sites to accommodate the anticipated housing need. This is likely to require the release of 
land from the Green Belt as there are no more centrally located opportunities within the settlement area or on 
previously development land within the existing Green Belt. It is considered that the subject site represents a 
credible development opportunity and is promoted for inclusion within the forthcoming Local Plan review as a 
site for new private sector housing. It is considered that the site has the following strategic benefits: · it is well 
related to the existing settlement boundary being less than 900m walk to the existing district centre of Chalfont 
St Peter; · has a site area of 19.9 acres (8 ha) with the potential to deliver up to 300 residential units, depending 
on density; · is adjacent to other potential development sites also along Denham Lane that could be combined to 
provide upto an additional 7.7 acres (3.1 ha or upto 160 units depending on the density of development) and 
secure environmental improvements to Denham Lane and a rationalisation of accesses on to the highway; · has 
an established tree lined boundary that will provide a robust Green Belt boundary · is adjacent to the Paccar 
Scout Camp and the Hogtrough Wood that provides a natural transition between the urban area of Chalfont St 
Peter and the open countryside that will continue to fall within the Green Belt; · is free from any physical 
constraints to development, in particular the site does not fall within the floodplain and is not subject to 
contamination and has limited ecological value; · is held in a single ownership and is readily available for 
development without delay, and; · will not require public expenditure in land assembly or infrastructure 
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provision. A copy of the earlier submissions is enclosed at Appendix 1. Question 1 The approach adopted in the 
draft local plan is supported in that it identifies that the district has capacity to accommodate the housing market 
needs but this requirement is likely to require the release of land from the Green Belt to promote a satisfactory 
pattern of development. Land off Denham Lane at Chalfont St Peter has a role to play in satisfying this identified 
need. Question 2 The approach adopted in the draft local plan is supported. Evidence has already been 
presented that land off Denham Lane Chalfont St Peter is immediately available for development being free from 
environmental and infrastructure constraints. Development of this site would enable the early release of a mix of 
housing types to address the needs identified in the draft plan. Land off Denham Lane is suitable for 
development in the early part of any plan period as it does not require any significant off-site infrastructure 
improvements that may be required in relation to other sites identified elsewhere in the plan. The quantity of 
land allocated for employment uses appears low in comparison to sites identified for housing development. The 
potential supply of employment land is likely to be further eroded by the reallocation of some employment sites 
for residential  development. The plan should allow for additional sites to come forward in response to market 
demand to ensure that a balanced economic base and sustainable patterns of travel are promoted. 
Question 4 The approach adopted in the draft local plan is supported as it allocates land at Denham 
Lane Chalfont St Peter for residential development. Question 5 It is considered that a multifaceted approach 
should be adopted so that development needs can be accommodated with the least level of disruption to 
existing settlement patterns having regard to local circumstances. In particular many smaller settlements will be 
able to accommodate limited scales of development without adverse impact upon the community and 
surrounding areas so that the local distinctiveness of specific areas can be maintained as far as possible. Chalfont 
St Peter, under option C, is recognised as a settlement that has a suitable level of community infrastructure that 
can support additional development. Question 6 Option C in relation to Chalfont St Peter is supported. In 
addition it is considered that the Council needs to pursue other options elsewhere in the district to ensure that a 
balance scale of development can be accommodated on sites that are readily available for development without 
significant additional infrastructure demands. Question 7 The approach of the emerging local plan is supported. 
Land at Denham Lane Chalfont St Peter has the potential to accommodate open space and provide additional 
recreational facilities integrated with the adjacent Scouts facility to provide access to the countryside to the 
community and at the same time provide an appropriate treatment to a revised Green Belt boundary and the 
open countryside beyond. This level of detail can be addressed in a site-specific development plan document at a 
later stage in the plan preparation process.  Question 12 The Council should adopt a policy that allows it to seek 
financial contributions towards affordable housing from both small sites as well as a larger size to ensure that 
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affordable housing provision is appropriately located having regard to existing and planned infrastructure. In 
many cases new housing developments which contain a significant proportion of affordable housing rarely have 
the necessary community infrastructure in place at an early enough stage to provide for the needs of affordable 
housing residents. The Council should use these financial contributions to secure the regeneration of complex 
sites often located in town centres where existing infrastructure facilities can be better utilised. 
Question 18 The preparation of neighbourhood plans that fail to reflect the provisions of other statutory 
planning documents have the potential to create complexity and delay in the development process. Where 
neighbourhood plans are prepared and adopted and the emerging local plan is likely to have significant 
implications for the policies of the neighbourhood plan the neighbourhood plan should be suspended or subject 
to an early review. Potential conflicts between the neighbourhood plan and the local plan can be minimised if 
the future development needs of the district are well known to its residents and neighbourhood plans only 
address issues that they are capable of resolving. The Council should prepare carefully drafted guidance to assist 
parish councils in the preparation of future neighbourhood plans.  Question 19 do you have a view on the scope 
of policies proposed set out in Appendix 7 The scope of the policies set out in Appendix 17 are broadly 
supported. Question 20 The approach adopted in the draft plan is supported. We request that the above are 
taking into consideration in the preparation of subsequent versions of plan and that we are informed of further 
stages to the plan preparation process. We would be pleased to make detailed submissions in terms of the 
viability of the proposed development of land at Denham Lane, Chalfont St Peter for housing development at a 
later date to address any concerns that the Council might have. 

Rep1595 
Mr Jahidul Islam; 
Rep2941 
 Debbie Sasson 

Question 5 - It saddens me to think that the local area will turn into a “senior citizens” community as it offers a 
fantastic and safe environment for which any young family would enjoy bringing up their children in. I feel that if 
something isn’t decided and acted upon now for the future the local area will demise. In my opinion the obvious 
solution would be to start looking for new land to develop upon of which new communities could then grow 
without over populating existing ones. I believe the answer is redrawing greenbelt boundaries, which is why I 
support options F,G,H and J of the Emerging Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan - March 2016 at question 5. 

 

Rep1596 
Miss Jill McGregor 
Peter Brett 
Associates LLP on 
behalf of Ash Mill 
Developments Ltd 

Qu.2. Ash Mill notes at Appendix 2 of the HELAA that land at 4-6 Botley Road, Chesham was accepted at Stage 1 
for further Assessment at Stage 2 under Ref: CD0012 and that at Appendix 5; the site is considered suitable, 
available and achievable within the Stage 2 Assessment for up to 28 units for Class C2 use to be delivered within 
6-10 years. There are two issues raised in this: i) The site’s suitability for housing older people / ii) The timing of 
the site’s release. The HELAA comments:  ‘In terms of policy considerations, the site is in the Established 
Residential Area of Special Character (ERASC) which, when judged against the current development plan could 
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limit the redevelopment potential of the site. This was the main reason for the site being taken out of the 
housing proposals between the Draft Core Strategy and the final draft of the Core Strategy. It may take some 
time to resolve the policy designation with regards to this site and consequently the timing for potential delivery 
of this site has been put back into the second period.’ Ash Mill supports the allocation of the site for 28 units in 
the current HELAA however it is recommended that any allocation in the Local Plan should recognise the 
potential of the site for housing older people in more than one Use Class. Therefore, we suggest that site is 
allocated for both Class C2 and Class C3 use. The site was promoted in the Call for Sites consultation as having 
the potential to provide 28 residential units for active retirement living/ the over 60s and this use can fall within 
both Class C2 and C3 depending on the level of care and support proposed in the detailed scheme at the 
planning application stage. Planning Guidance strongly encourages LPAs to ‘..plan for a mix of housing based on 
current and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in the community (such 
as but not limited to, families with children, older people, people with disabilities, service families and people 
wishing to build their own homes’ (paragraph 50 of the NPPF – our underlining). Ash Mill strongly objects to the 
continuation of any reference to ESRACs in the new Local Plan. Previously the Council had sought to bring 
forward ERASC as Areas of Little Change (ALCs) in the Delivery Development Plan. Ash Mill responded to this 
issue under Matter 6: Preserving and Shaping Local Character of the proposed Examination it was recommended 
that the Proposed Area of Little Change ALC17: South of Botley Road should be deleted from Table 7 and the 
Delivery Development Plan text as a proposed Area of Little Change; and Core Strategy CS21 should not 
therefore apply to land south of Botley Road and redevelopment proposals which promote the more efficient 
use of land and increased housing densities should be supported. Whilst the Delivery Development Plan was 
subsequently withdrawn, Ash Mill maintains its objection to any reference to ERASCs, ALCs or similar 
designations in the new Local Plan as: § Whilst the NPPF and NPPG permits local authorities to identify non-
designated heritage assets or landscapes as having a degree of significance in determining planning proposals, 
ESRACs / ALCs are not identified at all; nor is this type designation even related to other specific categories of 
non-designated heritage or landscape assets. § The purpose of ALCs, as set out in Core Strategy CS21, is to 
manage development in established townscape character areas within the District. But this specific asset 
designation does not now conform to the NPPF, which was published later, in 2012. The NPPF promotes 
sustainable development and the efficient use of land to deliver a wide choice of quality homes as key 
Government objectives for growth. The ALCs are derived from the Established Residential Area of Special 
Characters (ERASCs) in policy H4 of the previous Local Plan which sought to ensure that development maintains 
the special character of the ERASCs. The Secretary of State agreed to save policy H4 on the basis that it would be 
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subject of an early review through the Local Development Framework and she advised that it would require a 
substantial evidence base to justify why specific urban areas are so designated. That specific review has never 

– indeed the Inspector’s Report 
to the Examination did not consider ALCs as part of the key matters for the Examination or at paragraph 9.26, 
Table 9 or other supporting text in the Delivery Development Plan. Accordingly it is not demonstrated why areas 
identified in Table 9 (including ALC17) of the Delivery Development Plan (and any iterations in the new Local 
Plan) are taken forward as the most appropriate strategy when considered against exceptions or reasonable 

previous Local Plan which was adopted in 1997 and no up-to-date policy context or assessment on why this 

ALCs attempt to impose an unwarranted additional layer of development management control. The Core 
Strategy sets out general guidance which can be found within the Plan’s general design, conservation and listed 

merit a Conservation Area status (to which conservation area policies would apply) but it is considered for the 
majority of sites that existing general development management policies set out within the Core Strategy, Saved 
Local Plan and the NPPF would be sufficient to ensure that development is well designed and appropriate to its 
context. The HELAA should therefore be reviewed and any references to ERASCs should be deleted in any Local 
Plan allocation for the site. In terms of timescales for delivery, it is considered that the site can reasonably come 
forward within the first five years of the new Local Plan as there are no site specific constraints. The only reason 
for the 6-10 years identified in Appendix 5 is the time to overcome the irrelevant and anachronistic ERASC 
designation.  Qu.4 - Ash Mill generally agrees with the approach to the Joint Local Plan Vision and Objectives 
however, when assessing the scale of development required to meet housing needs it is considered that the 
specific housing needs of older people should be more specifically identified and that sites to deliver these needs 
are allocated in the Plan, across the available use classes. Land at 4-6 Botley Road should be allocated for up to 
28 residential units for the active retired/ over 60s across C2 and/or C3.  Qu.5 - Ash Mill considers that Option B 
(Test the scope to increase development opportunities by reviewing the purpose and function of existing areas of 
special control such as Established Residential Areas of Special Character etc) should be considered by both 
Councils as a priority for maximising the delivery of housing within existing built up areas. Land at 4-6 Botley 
Road, Chesham comprises of two residential units each with large front and rear gardens and various 
outbuildings and structures including a redundant swimming pool at no.4 Botley Road. The site is a sustainable 
location for residential development and has an existing development density of only 3.26 dwellings per hectare. 
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This is significantly lower than development densities at other Chesham ERASCs/ALCs (an average density of 47.5 
dwellings per hectare) and is contrary to NPPF guidance for promoting the effective use of land to deliver 
development and new housing.  Proposals for additional residential development on land at 4-6 Botley Road 
would enable a more efficient use of land and would not have an adverse effect on the prevailing character or 
development densities in Chesham as any development could be set within a spacious layout and with extensive 
landscaping which will maintain the green appearance of the site when viewed from Botley Road.  As set out in 
the response to Question 2, Ash Mill considers that all references to ERASCs should be deleted in any event, as 
there is a lack of consistency between the ERASCs across the District in terms of streetscape, built form, heritage, 
landscape and townscape, and because these designations overall are not in conformity with the NPPF and the 
NPPG.  The NPPF and NPPG permits local authorities to identify non-designated heritage assets or landscapes as 
having a degree of significance in determining planning proposals however ERASCs are not identified, nor is this 
type of designation even related to other specific categories of non-designated heritage or landscape assets. 
Instead it is considered that the general design and development management policies elsewhere in the Chiltern 
and South Bucks Core Strategies, the emerging Joint Local Plan and the NPPF should be relied on to manage the 
potential impacts of new developments in the District whilst at the same time ensuring a more efficient use of 
land to meet local housing needs. Qu.6 - It is considered that the Established Residential Areas of Special 
Character (ERASCs) designation (as set out in Saved Chiltern Local Plan Policy H4) and in particular the ERASC for 
Chesham should be deleted from the emerging Joint Local Plan as these designations are not effective - not 
consistent; justified – not properly evidenced; or consistent with national policy. The Council’s existing evidence 
base underpinning the designation of ERASC and the previous ALCs in the Delivery Development Plan does not 
comprise a substantial or new evidence for justifying why these are still being pursued nor why specific urban 
areas are identified, as required by the Secretary of State in the reasons for saving Local Plan Policy H4. 
Additionally the recent Chiltern and South Bucks Draft Heritage Strategy (January 2016) does not consider in 
detail the Chiltern ERASCs or South Bucks Residential Areas of Exceptional Character and therefore it is 
considered that there is no evidence to justify continuation of the ERASC designation. Land at 4-6 Botley Road, 
Chesham should be allocated for up to 28 residential units for the active retired/over 60s (in either C2 or C3 Use 
Classes, as appropriate) to meet older persons housing needs across Chiltern and South Bucks, within 5 years. 
Both C2 and C3 use are appropriate to address the needs of older people. Qu.8 - It is considered that the 
approach to affordable housing should include provisions for commuted sums for affordable housing on 
appropriate sites as some sites are not suitable for on-site affordable housing provision either because of their 
scale or the type of housing proposed. Additionally, our experience is that Housing Associations/ Registered 
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Social Providers prefer schemes with small numbers of the same tenure units rather than single units across 
several small sites. Commuted sums for affordable housing would allow contributions to be pooled to provide 
affordable housing in locations and with a tenure split that meets the requirements and management of Housing 
Associations/ Registered Social Providers. 

Rep1597 
Mr Jeffrey Smith 

See original rep – format could not be copied over to this database   

Rep1598 
Mr & Mrs Margaret 
and Gordom 
Wheeler 

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

Rep1600 
Mrs Eleanor 
O'Connor 

In general, you have produced a document which is unwieldy, lengthy, and written in planners' vernacular. These 
factors all make it incomprehensible in places and certainly extremely difficult for laymen and women to fully 
comprehend, regardless of their level of education. As a result, I would suggest that any subsequent document is 
better written in plain English and, as a result, you will probably find you receive a better quality of response as 
the general public will actually understand what it is you are asking.  Apologies for being so critical. The short 
time-span for comments has inevitably resulted in frustration and distrust from the general public, especially 
when you suggest sites that are patently unsuitable for development (see answer to question 6). Please don't use 
this type of macro-embedded form in any further consultation process with regard to the main boxes. It is very 
cumbersome and user-unfriendly. When you're typing and you hit the down arrow key, the document jumps to 
another page, rather than down a line, making it very time-consuming to edit or amend. Cut and paste is also 
very difficult to manage. In answer to your questions: Question 1: I would endorse Chalfont St Giles Parish 
Council's response to this question. In addition, I believe a mix of affordable housing for elderly and the younger 
age group is most required and should take precedence. Luxury housing is not essential and should not form part 
of your consideration. Question 2: I support the comments made by Chalfont St Giles Parish Council in answer to 
this question regarding the total unsuitability of Blizzards Yard in Chalfont St Giles. Question 3: There may be infill 
areas in built-up areas in Chalfont St Giles. These smaller pockets of land may be suitable for smaller 
development. I agree with Chalfont St Giles Parish Council and would not support the development of open 
spaces, sports and leisure uses; or indeed other important land uses in the Village such as incidental landscaped 
areas, car parking or other areas of land which have been left open as a deliberate design response as part of the 
planned nature of the built up area.  Question 4: The Green Belt and AONB should be protected. I endorse the 
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comments made by Chalfont St Giles Parish Council in answer to this question. Question 5: I support the 
comments made by Chalfont St Giles Parish Council in answer to this question, and in particular that the green 
boundaries between villages should be maintained to avoid them merging into each other through over-
development.  Question 6: The suggested expansion to Chalfont St Giles in Appendix 4 is totally unsuitable 
because it is in an Environment Agency designated flood plain, an AONB and within the Green Belt. For all these 
reasons, the question needs to be answered as to how it was even suggested in the first place.  
The proposed development of Newland Park will have a major impact on infrastructure and services within the 
village. Question 7: Expansion in Aylesbury Vale should reduce the load on other parts of Bucks but I note CSG 
Parish Council's comments about unmet needs and enforcing the Duty to Cooperate. If housing increases in 
Aylesbury Vale, will employment opportunities increase also? Otherwise, a commuting workforce will inevitably 
put an increased strain on the infrastructure. As mentioned previously, essential needs are affordable housing for 
the elderly and the young, not luxury housing which is the developers' preferred option. Question 8: I support 
CSG Parish Council's answer to this question. Affordable housing should be the priority and  it should not 
increase the overall housing requirement. Question 9:Expand existing lawful sites. Question 10: There is a need 
for sheltered/assisted living accommodation in Chalfont St Giles. This should enable the elderly to move out of 
housing stock more suitable for families but allowing them to remain in the village. Question 11: I support the 
answer given by CSG Parish Council. Chalfont St Giles and Jordans have key heritage sites, they draw in tourists 
and thus help to support the local community. Question 12: I support the answer given by CSG Parish Council. 
Question 13: I support the answer given by CSG Parish Council. Question 14: I support the answer given by CSG 
Parish Council. Stone and Silsden Meadow are used by the village for the annual show and fireworks display. 
Question 15: I support the answer given by CSG Parish Council as they seem to understand the question. 
Question 16: Being clear on infrastructure requirements and their impact on local communities is absolutely key.  
Question 17: I support the answer given by CSG Parish Council.  Also, there will be a need to serve any 
development with easy and accessible public transport and cycling and walking paths. The impact on the A413 
needs to be considered with regard to any development in Aylesbury or Chesham. 
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Rep1602 
Mr Peter Selby 

I strongly object to the planned area of search for employment development which straddles the A404 between 
Little Chalfont towards Chorleywood.   This is a stunningly beautiful area of countryside which will be ruined by 
any form of industrial estate including large featureless buildings, large areas of parking both for cars and lorries, 
and the inevitable rubbish which goes along with industrial estates.  There will be enormous amounts of 
additional vehicle movements generated as vehicles access the industrial areas which will bring more traffic on to 
the A404 already saturated with traffic at peak times through Chorleywood and Little Chalfont. There are already 
several industrial estates along the White Lion Road on the other side of Little Chalfont going towards 
Amersham. Any new areas of housing developments between Long Walk and Lodge Lane and the railway line 
should be low density in keeping with the existing housing densities in the area. The Green Belt area proposed 
for development fronting Lodge Lane is in my opinion less attractive than the Green Belt along the A404 (the 
proposed industrial area).   Any development here would destroy the open and attractive farmland in the area. 

  

Rep1603 
Mrs Elizabeth Jones 

Question 1 - you need to link type of housing with the demographics. You should define what type of housing is 
needed by age group and a mix of types of property eg multi generational, downsized options for older groups 
(not everyone needs supervision), multi-occupation. Without clearly defined requirements developers will 
obviously choose to deliver properties that maximise their profits, not what the community needs. Question 5 - a 
meaningless question unless you give criteria that will help to define a hierarchy that gives the best use of 
available land within urban boundaries. Question 6 - industrial premises should be sited on industrial estates. 
Employment in retail outlets only should be in the town . Question 8 - by proactively defining what type of 
housing is needed where. Not allowing developers to make all the running and so cherry pick what is to their 
advantage rather than that of the community. Question 10 - by being clear about the demographics and the 
criteria for 'affordable' then designating land for this use. Question 15 - development in the Green Belt should be 
a last resport once the scope for brownfield sites is exhausted. Infilling should take into account the landscape 
and character of the area. Otherwise this is circular -the function of the Green belt is lost anyway. I particular, 
there should be no development on the outer edge when 'infilling' in the Green Belt.  Question 17 - other issues. 
I am amazed to realise that there is vitually no professional Town Planning capacity in the District Council. That 
capacity should be what plans and describes how land should be used to make the best use of available space, 
brownfield in particular. Local residents associations can contribute towards filling the capacity gap if they are 
asked to do so. There is a need for smaller homes for people choosing to downsize, this human condition is not 
recognised by a focus on care and nursing facilities. The Green Belt should not be considered in a peicemeal 
fashion, it will simply fail to achieve its purpose if it is. We are surely in this pickle of a shortage of housing due to 
the lack of a coherent planning and incentives? Otherwise known as managing the situation rather than being 
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reactive. 

Rep1604 
Mrs Jane Selby 

I am writing to express my extreme objection to the proposed industrial area straddling the A404 at the junction 
with Lodge Lane / Church Grove.  This area is extremely beautiful and serves to identify the outer limits of Little 
Chalfont as a separate area. The area would resemble the White Lion Road on the western side of Little Chalfont 
which already has several industrial areas. However I raise no objection to the proposed development  towards 
the top of Lodge Lane as a residential area as long as the housing is low density and is in keeping with the 
established housing in the area. The Green Belt at this point in Lodge Lane is not particularly attractive and 
therefore I raise no objection to low density residential zoning on Lodge Lane. 
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Rep1605 
 David Morris 
Planning Director 
Catesby Estates Ltd 

Catesby Estates Ltd (Catesby) are working in partnership with the landowners to promote and develop the land 
shown on the attached plan south of Lawrence Grove, Prestwood. Catesby are fully supportive of the aims and 
ambitions of the two authorities in seeking to put a new Local Plan in place to meet the objectively assessed 
needs of the area. The existing Local Plans are clearly not fit for purpose in meeting the housing needs of the 
area and Catesby would support the need to put such a plan in place as soon as possible. In particular, the 
requirement to release suitable and available land for development from the Green Belt is a pressing 
requirement and Catesby are supportive of the Council's intention to do so. Question 5 - Catesby are fully 
supportive of Option E to release land for development as extensions to the existing built up area. Plainly, this is 
a sustainable pattern of growth provided that such sites are accessible and are located on the edge of existing 
sustainable settlements. As a result Catesby are also fully supportive of the intention to explore development at 
Prestwood in Appendix 4, of which this site is a part of that area. Prestwood is a sustainable location for growth, 
benfitting from access to a range of services not least two schools, local shops, sports club, doctors surgery and a 
train station at Great Missenden. The credentials of the site and settlement is further amplified in the 'Chiltern 
and South Bucks LP Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives' where the development parcel (1) is considered 
favourably. In addition the Green Belt review has assessed the site as part of the wider parcel known as 21a 
which only scores 9 out of 20. Catesby will submit further representations including landscape eveidence to show 
that the site shown on the attached plan does not contribute to the 5 tests as laid out in Paragraph 80 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. The site is very well contained, will not contribute to urban sprawl and will 
not have an impact upon the landscape beyond its boundaries due to the strong woodland boundaries on 3 
sides. It is considered that the site is more suitable for development than the scoring in the GB review suggests, 
as it benefits from specific strong boundaries that would not have been taken in to account when assessing the 
wider parcel. Safe and secure access can be delivered via Lawrence Grove and the site will be supported by a 
promotion document to be prepared and submitted by Catesby which will further demonstrate the sustainability 
and deliverability of the site. 

 

Rep1606 
 Nicholas Hughes 

I am a resident of Little Chalfont and therefore have a legitimate personal interest in plans which could have a 
significant impact on the local community. I appreciate the need for additional housing at a local, regional and 
national level but have serious concerns about this plan and its potential implications for Little Chalfont.  My key 
concerns are as follows: 1.      Little Chalfont is situated in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  The 
plan does not adequately address the AONB status which I believe needs to be protected and preserved for 
current and future generations.  Once lost, it cannot be replaced. 2.      The plan has the potential to declassify 
existing parcels of Green Belt land around Little Chalfont.  If implemented, it would transform Little Chalfont 
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from a small village to more of an urban development.  The plan would run contrary to the purposes for which 
the designation of Green Belt was introduced and I question the presumption that additional housing has to 
involve the release of Green Belt land.  The area of Green Belt around Little Chalfont is an asset not only to the 
local community but also to those who visit from further afield. 
3.      Over recent years Little Chalfont has contributed more than its fair share of new housing development 
compared to other neighbouring communities such as Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter.  Little 
Chalfont should no longer be seen as an easy or soft option for further development on a disproportionate scale. 
4.      The infrastructure of Little Chalfont is already struggling to support the existing community and 
developments currently under construction.  Traffic is already excessive and parking is a constant problem, 
particularly near the shops and station and adjoining roads.  It could not cope with further housing development 
which would place additional pressure on public services such as schooling, healthcare and social care. 5.      The 
plan to potentially designate some zones for employment development risks changing detrimentally the 
character of Little Chalfont as well as raising the general concerns expressed above. In conclusion, I believe that 
Little Chalfont should not be identified as a main settlement for growth in the Core Strategy and that any further 
development should be only within the current village boundaries concentrating primarily on brownfield sites. I 
would ask that the Council take these comments into account when giving further consideration to the plan. 

Rep1607 
 M Millard 

Having chosen to move to Little Chalfont two years ago because of its Green Belt status I am disturbed to find 
that this could be spoiled by needless development after government assurance that this was to be protected.It 
is vital to stop urban sprawl and this can only be done if local councils resist the pressure by builders to further 
their commercial ends.It is extremely important to preserve the character of an area and this can only be done 
by refusing to be bullied into acceding to ill thought out planning. 

 

Rep1608 
Mr A J Botwright 

I write to express my views regarding the planning expansion and further declassification of Green Belt land in 
and around the Little Chalfont area. I moved to Little Chalfont in 2001 with a view to raising a family in an area 
which would afford us the amenities of a small village: a friendly, local community; easy access to a number of 
larger towns and cities via the convenient road and rail connections, and perhaps most importantly, living near to 
and enjoying the benefits of the beautiful local countryside having moved out from the London suburbs’. I am 
overwhelmingly disappointed to learn that our beautiful, local landscape is being considered for major change. 
The expansion of residential and commercial and potential declassification of Green Belt land will change the 
entire face of our village and surrounding countryside. Our village could potentially change beyond recognition 
and become yet another suburb in the rapid expansion of London, where will I and my family have to move to 
next in order to avoid this? I feel strongly that Little Chalfont has already had more than it's fair share of 
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redevelopment in recent months. Pockets of land - the Donkey Field, area behind Chenies Parade and the 
extension to the shopping row - swallowed up by numerous, multi-occupation residential properties; not to 
mention the burgeoning redevelopment of larger, characterful houses into a number of smaller dwellings; 
placing strain on the already limited infrastructure available. The main trunk road (A404) which runs through the 
centre of the village is already an incredibly busy and dangerous road. The sheer weight of traffic causes major 
congestion presenting challenges and dangers to road users and pedestrians alike; many of whom are children 
walking to and from school. The significant increase to traffic to support potentially hundreds, if not thousands of 
residential developments and business units would place an impossible demand on this road, not to mention the 
increased flow of traffic through the surrounding streets and lanes. The same can be said for other infrastructure 
facilities, schools, doctor’s etc. Should the village and surrounding countryside sustain further redevelopment, 
we must be mindful to the devastating effects this would have to our local wildlife and their habitat. 
Furthermore, it is incomprehensible to begin to consider an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty being swallowed 
up in a sea of concrete.  Why has Little Chalfont become the focus of such attention in recent years over similar 
as yet  untouched pockets of countryside away from Villages nearby? What makes the delicate beauty of land 
surrounding an already over-strained village such as Little Chalfont become worth sacrificing over similar areas of 
Landscape existing alongside far more major routes that can support the increase in infrastructure?  I do not wish 
to see the unchecked demise of our village, it's community and beautiful countryside. 

Rep1609 
 Jason Pinkney 

I understand that you are considering zoning Great Missenden garage as a future site for housing. That would in 
my view be an error and to the detriment of the community. There are precious few commercial units in the 
area. The garage provides a service to the community locally making it possible to avoid travelling further afield 
for garage/ tyre services. If they were to be closed , the roads would become even more congested by people 
having to travel to have their needs met. Further this is a family business providing jobs and incomes. Closing it 
to allow a profit for housebuilding would be a mistake. There are other sites which are available and would not 
lead to the loss of such an amenity.  
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Rep1610 
Mr Pervez Sethna 

The concept of the Green Belt was originated I believe post war as a way of protecting our small and crowded 
country from urbanisation and sprawl. In my view the more pressure that exists for development and building, 
the more the Green Belt needs shoring up and defending. There must be NO exceptions. Once land is turned 
over for building it is essentially lost for ever. I have little doubt that if the present mooted expansion goes 
ahead, then in twenty, fifty or one hundred years’ time fresh population pressures will force us to consider a 
further round of building. And in time creeping urbanisation will see London extend out to the Chiltern Hills and 
destroy them. The fact is that the land mass of the British Isles is finite and we must not continue like this. 
Also, building and development in the South East of England only encourages further settlement; thus 
perpetuating the problem. I also ask whether the existing infrastructure can cope with more people in the area. 
The NHS is already at breaking point. Are more hospitals going to be provided too? Similar remarks apply to 
schools, social services etc. Everything is already overstretched. As a stopgap and perhaps if we are prepared to 
ignore the issue of adequate infrastructure, maybe we can build on brown field sites and even build higher in 
existing urban locations, but please don’t ruin the Chilterns. In the longer term we need to manage our 
population much more wisely. This includes limiting economic migration (and I say this as a son of an immigrant 
myself) and also designing a welfare system which disincentivizes people from having excessively large families, 
unless they can feel they can afford them themselves. These are the only real long term solutions to our pressing 
housing problems. 

  

Rep1611 
 Mike Boughton 

I write regarding the proposed housing development plan which may have an impact on the Beaconsfield Rugby 
Football Club. Our family have been members of the club for more than 20 years, and we were also a neighbour 
for some 7 years when we lived in Lakes Lane. During these many years we had extensive first hand exposure to 
the exceptional benefits which the club has provided and continues to provide to local people, who wish to enjoy 
sports activities. The club has grown from strength to strength over many years, there have been numerous 
investments into the facilities and increasing contributions to the local community. It has become a central part 
of life in the town. Beaconsfield RFC has also established itself as one of the leading organisers of mini rugby in 
the south east, with hundreds of active participators. For these reasons, I must register my objection to the 
proposal to include the land the club uses in the housing development plan. If you would like me to add to this or 
wish to discuss this, I would be happy to do so. Thank you. 
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Rep1612 
 K Sawkill 

I am writing to register my opposition to the proposed development of existing green belt in and around Little 
Chalfont for housing and business development. The area around Little Chalfont is enclosed by green belt land 
which should not be used for any other development. I believe that once this line has been crossed then it will 
become increasingly difficult to prevent Little Chalfont being consumed in a Rickmansworth/Amersham/Chalfont 
St Giles mini conurbation. As some of the proposals concerning development around Little Chalfont are on areas 
designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty the impact to the local countryside would be huge. The areas 
support varied fauna and flora which could not be sustained should development go ahead. The red kite is 
afforded the highest degree of legal protection under the Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, 
removing its natural habitat must be avoided. The village resources including doctors/schools/dentists/opticians 
and parking could not cope with additional burdens from such extensive proposed development. Little Chalfont 
unfortunately has the A404 running through its centre and increased traffic and the associated pollution will be 
felt by the majority of residents. I believe this to be an important consideration given that other development 
sites may offer less impact on local residents as the settlements do not have a main road running through their 
centre. Finally it is to be noted that Little Chalfont has in fact taken its fair share of development recently with 
the developments at Bell Lane and "the donkey field" behind Chenies Parade establishing approximately 300 new 
homes.  
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Rep1614 
Miss Victoria Brewer 

Q1- Chiltern District Council has already approved planning permission for over six hundred new dwellings in 
Chalfont St Peter. It is wholly unfair and unjust this has not been taken into account with regard to any new 
planning. Q4- The green belt and areas of natural beauty must always be protected. Locations which are not in 
the green belt, which are already built up, and have plenty of existing brownfield sites should be considered first. 
Areas such as Chesham, Amersham and Little Chalfont fit this criteria, and have better transport links with 
railway/underground stations unlike Chalfont St Peter. Q8- Affordable housing is very important and urgently 
required, however, the idea that Chalfont St Peter is suitable for this is incorrect. Affordable housing needs to be 
located where adequate transport links, schools, doctor's, employment opportunities are more apparent. This 
does not excist in Chalfont St Peter, and any further major developments will cause untold strain on the limited 
infastructure. Q9- Chalfont St Peter already has its fair share of gypsy/traveller sites. If more are required this 
should be distributed more fairly across the district.  Q16- There is a real problem with the current sewage 
system in Chalfont St Peter. For any more further dwellings to be considered the sewage/drainage system would 
require major reconstruction first. The schools and doctor's are close to bursting point, again, before CDC 
consider further planning this problem needs addressing. Q17- If HS2 happens this will cause havoc and general 
mishap to Chalfont St Peter village, its green belt, bio diversity and cause more pollution. It is already the largest 
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village in the country and further extensive planning will further erode into its quaintness, character and areas of 
natural beauty. Chalfont St Peter can barely take any more urban destruction and the CDC's plans need to be 
reevaluated. 

Rep1615 
 Colin Cornwell 

I understand that there has been a planning application to destroy a family run business of many years standing, 
so that rich people can have houses there..?? Now this of course, will put money into the Chiltern district council, 
through tax's ect, is this the reason you want this to go ahead, You are willing to destroy a family run enterprise, 
an enterprise that offers, and gives a good service to local residents of Great Missenden, and district. Please, do 
not allow this application to destroy the family. There are many people who are willing to stand up and support 
Great Missenden Garage. I am one also. Please, be sensible, patriotic, to the family. Thank you.  

 

Rep1617 
 Jim Patterson 

I wish to record my objection to the Proposed District planning proposals as they are far beyond the reasonable 
development needed to meet government targets for housing development. You are also obligated to observe 
green belt planning restrictions, breaches of which will render the various planning authorities liable to legal 
action and judicial review. As the council seems unable to maintain the existing town infrastructure to a 
reasonable level, or provide adequate schooling and other essential services for its existing population, the idea 
of trebling that population over the next 10 to 20 years is simply ludicrous.  

 

Rep1618 
 Linda de Gruchy 

Regarding the plan to release Green Belt around Little Chalfont, I do not think this is either viable or desirable. 
Development should be contained within existing boundaries, to maintain the character and identity of the 
village. Chiltern District Council should be trying to protect and sustain areas of outstanding natural beauty not 
reducing it. An asset which is appreciated and enjoyed far beyond the district should be there for future 
generations. Local amenities and facilities are already used to capacity and further population increase would 
erode sevices to the existing community. The A404 through the village brings a huge amount of traffic, and we 
need no more added to it, with it's noise and pollution. Little Chalfont is unsuitable as a major settlement for 
growth both in it's location and insufficient infrastructure. 
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Rep1619 
 David Tecke; 
Rep1678 
Dr Laurence Smaje; 
Rep1725 
Mr John Guilfoyle 

Question 1 –  • We agree that the original Wilton Park area should be released from Green Belt, provided that 
existing playing fields are retained. • We don’t agree that the expanded Wilton Park site should be released from 
Green Belt because: 1. The view from the A355 is of open countryside and this would be spoilt. 2. Ancient 
woodland would be lost forever. 3. Allotments and public footpaths where people can take exercise and walk 
dogs in the countryside would be lost. 4. It would negatively impact the character of the town. 5. Beaconsfield 
has already had more than its fair share of development and it would look more like a New Town rather than an 
historic market town. 6. It would remove the semi-rural setting of the town. 7. The infrastructure such as water, 
waste, transport, parking, school places and GP provision cannot support more housing. 8. The burden on 
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Beaconsfield would be an unfair one. • We don’t agree that the sites along the stretch of road between jct.2 of 
the M40 and Pyebush roundabout should be released from Green Belt for industrial use or housing because: 1. 
This area is an important buffer between the motorway and the town. 2. It creates a sense of entering a semi-
rural town. 3. It would add to the air pollution in an area already monitored for air pollution due to the 
motorway. 4. Infrastructure cannot support further development. 5. Traffic is heavily congested at peak times. 6. 
Mostly, local people do not work in light industrial units. It would cause more commuting by car into the town. 
• We are concerned about removing the sites along the A40 west of the Old Town from the Green Belt (see 
reasons above and use/add as you wish) but we feel it would be acceptable if this means that the intensification 
of development in the rest of town stops. • We don’t agree that Beaconsfield should be forced to take an unfair 
number of new dwellings because the town has already seen over intensification along Station Road. 
• We want the character of the town to be protected and cumulative development is having the effect of spoiling 
the town’s character. Question 2 - Our view is that there is enough on the table already and that Beaconsfield 
has already seen over intensification of development, such as along Station Road, which threatens it character. 
The 350 homes planned for Wilton Park is already more than the infrastructure of the town can handle. There is 
an overlap between Questions 1 and 2 and we suggest you repeat your answer to Question 1 here also. 
Question 3 - Do you think that any other sites should be considered or that any current sites of public open 
space, sports or leisure facilities could be moved elsewhere? Our view is that Beaconsfield has insufficient sports 
and leisure facilities as it is. Question 4 - What objectives should the new Local Plan address? Our suggestions 
are: • Protect the town from intensification. • Protect the character of the town. • Protect the Green Belt buffer 
which creates “green fingers” at the edges of the town. • Protect the semi-rural nature of the town. • Protect its 
beautiful older buildings – consider new Conservation Areas such as Penn Road, Gregories Road and Burkes 
Road? • Protect ancient woodland and hedgerows and their habitats. • Protect the Areas of Special Character. 
• Support infrastructure. • Continue with the policies of the existing plan which protect the town from 
development which is obtrusive, out of character, overly dense, intensification, overbearing and town cramming. 
Question 5 - The spatial strategy should in priority order: 1. Protect the Areas of Special Character from 
intensification and from becoming like Station Road. 2. Beaconsfield has already had more than its fair share of 
development, therefore look elsewhere in the district. 3. Some limited of release of the Green Belt between the 
A40 and M40 could be utilised if this caused the rest of the town to be protected. 4. Some limited of release of 
the Green Belt between the A40 and M40 could be utilised if this caused the rest of the town to be protected. 
5. We would accept the development of the original Wilton Park area provided that the playing fields are 
retained and development is in keeping with the character of the town. 6. We do not need warehousing in 
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Beaconsfield.  Question 6 - Repeat your comments in reply to Questions 1 and 2 here. Question 7 - The level of 
housing need has been incorrectly applied to Beaconsfield because: Beaconsfield has already accommodated a 
huge number of new dwellings, especially in the form of flats along Station Road, Grove Road and Gregories 
Road. This has been intensification on a massive scale (where repeatedly one home has been demolished to 
make way for a block of flats) and should now stop. There is no  great housing need in the town as the natural 
population is fairly steady. It is a case of “if you build it, they will come” rather than meeting any genuine local 
need. In an area where the average house price is approximately £1.4 million, the value of  Affordable Housing 
on prime real estate is questionnable. Beaconsfield already has a Sunrise, Harrias House and several other care 
homes for the elderly plus several care agencies (e.g. Universal Care and Care Watch). Little account has been 
taken of people wishing to remain in their own homes, possibly receiving some support from carers at home. 
Question 8 - This is a difficult issue.  According to the SBDC evidence base, there are relatively few cases of need 
for Affordable Housing actually in the District. No figures have been provided for Beaconsfield but with an 
average house price of £1.4 million and the high price of land, economically it makes little sense to build 
Affordable Housing on prime real estate.  Whilst we support the principle of an integrated community, a greater 
number of affordable homes could be built with contributions from developers and the Community 
Infrastructure Levy, where land is cheaper rather than prime real estate such as Wilton Park. The SBDC 
“Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document” states “a commuted sum payment would enable the 
delivery of better housing outcomes than would have been provided on-site.” This means that more and better 
Affordable Housing can be provided where the cost of land is lower than in Beaconsfield.  This does, however, 
militate against the concept of an integrated community and the provision of housing for key workers. 
Question 9 - According to the Core Strategy 2011, South Bucks already at that time provided 87 pitches for 
Travellers, the third highest rate of provision in the whole of the South East Region. No further pitches should be 
provided unless this is based on actual need in our specific areas (no such evidence has been produced) and not 
unless the provision of pitches in the South East is fairly split among districts. If our district requires more spaces, 
they should be added to existing sites of Travellers’ pitches, rather than creating new sites. 
Question 10 - Elderly accommodation – Beaconsfield already has a Sunrise, Harrias House and several other care 
homes for the elderly plus several care agencies (e.g. Universal Care and Care Watch). Little account has been 
taken of people wishing to remain in their own homes, possibly receiving some support from carers at home. A 
new residential home is also already in the process of being built at Knotty Green. No evidence has been 
produced that Beaconsfield needs more homes for the elderly. No account has been taken of the increasing 
trend for multi-generational living or the very high cost of residential care (around £1,000 per week) which 
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makes this an unpopular choice for many. Question 11 - Protection of Heritage assets (e.g. buildings, landscapes, 
sites, places, areas which help shape character of a town) – you may wish to consider stating that the following 
are important locally and should be protected by planning policy: Beaconsfield should be protected from over 
dense development and intensification in the Areas of Special Character as designated in the Townscape 
Character Study 2015. Listed Buildings and the Beaconsfield Old Town Conservation Area should be protected 
and their settings protected also. Consider new Conservation Areas to protect areas from development – e.g 
Penn Road, Gregories Road and Burkes Road. Consider the new listing of buildings which are particularly 
attractive. Protection of Ancient Woodland and hedgerows and their habitats. Protection of the town’s 
Woodlands Roads. Protect areas sensitive to change – we don’t want another Station Road. Protect the “green 
fingers” of Beaconsfield – the roads into and out of the town which lend a semi-rural feel to the town. Obtrusive, 
over- dense or overbearing development should be refused. Question 12 - Penn Road is under pressure from 
developers who have been writing to property owners inviting them to sell up or sell off part of their gardens. 
Consider making Penn Road, Burkes Road and Gregories Road Conservation Areas to give more protection from 
intensification which would destroy the character of the town. The Areas of Special Character designated in the 
Townscape Character Study 2015 should receive protection to protect the character of the town. The town has 
seen intense development along Station Road and we do not want another Station Road which would spoil the 
character of the town, increase traffic and put an increased strain on infrastructure. 
Question 13 - Do you wish to designate any Local Green Space? – you may wish to identify areas to be 
considered as Local Green Space. You may wish the existing playing fields at Wilton Park to continue as playing 
fields because the town has few leisure facilities. Question 14 - Would you like to see any new Local Measures 
introduced? For example: Protection of the Areas of Special Character as designated in the Townscape Character 
Scheme 2015. Protection of Woodlands Roads. Protection of Ancient Woodland. Beaconsfield should be 
protected from over dense development and intensification in the Areas of Special Character. Listed Buildings 
and the Beaconsfield Old Town Conservation Area should be protected and their settings protected also. 
Consider new Conservation Areas to protect areas from development – e.g Penn Road, Gregories Road and 
Burkes Road. Consider the new listing of buildings which are particularly attractive. Protection of habitats. 
Protect the “green fingers” of Beaconsfield – the roads into and out of the town which lend a semi-rural feel to 
the town. Protect areas sensitive to change – we don’t want another Station Road. Obtrusive, over dense or 
overbearing development should be refused. Question 15 - Many of the questions overlap (so there is some 
repetition) but you can comment here on policies you would like to see, such as: New Conservation Areas of 
Penn Road, Burkes Road and Gregories Road. New listing of buildings of particular merit. Protection of the Areas 
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of Special Character as designated in the Townscape Character Scheme. Protection of Woodlands Roads. 
Protection of Ancient Woodland. Protection of habitats. Protect the “green fingers” of Beaconsfield – the roads 
into and out of the town which lend a semi-rural feel to the town. Protect areas sensitive to change – we don’t 
want another Station Road. Obtrusive, over dense or overbearing development should be refused. Protect the 
character of the town so that it doesn’t resemble a New Town. Do you have any comments on basement 
developments? Should there be policies limiting size (e.g only the footprint of existing dwelling plus X% of the 
garden). Question 16 Do you have any comments on infrastructure, such as: Water and waste services are 
already under stress and the Wilton Park development is unsupportable by the current system. Traffic is 
queueing at peak times: from jct.2 to Pyebush roundabout; through the New Town; through the Old Town; at 
Holtspur roundabout; at the Ledborough Lane junction with the A355 – and the proposed relief road will not 
alleviate these areas. Parking is a problem; the train station car park is usually full and trains over-crowded at 
peak times; roads are full of parked cars parked by rail commuters; the new town car parks are generally full; and 
the Old Town parking areas are usually full too. 350 new homes at Wilton Park will add to the parking pressure. 
350 new homes at Wilton Park alone would generate far more traffic at an average of 2 cars per dwelling. 
350 new homes at Wilton Park will require more school places – the figures from the Council are 190 places 
needed. GP surgeries are under pressure. 350 new homes will only add to this. Also, increased housing for the 
elderly places increased pressure on doctors’ surgeries and there is no longer an A&E department at Wycombe 
hospital. The new Sunrise home alone, built in recent years, consists of a huge number of extra units for the 
elderly. No proposals have been made as to how these problems are to be resolved. A Community Infrastructure 
Levy payable by developers may provide some income towards alleviation schemes but the problems would 
become so acute given the current deficiencies that it seems obvious the the council must find substantial funds 
to construct new infrastructure and supply more school places and medical facilities if Wilton Park is developed. 
Question 17 The town has faced enormous development pressure in recent years with the intensification of the 
many blocks of flats along Station Road and elsewhere in the town. The character of the town is now under 
threat by the cumulative number of developments and hence the need for planning policies to protect the Areas 
of Special Character in the Townscape Character Study 2015. The green fingers around the edges of Beaconsfield 
and the roads leading into and out of the town should be protected to protect the semi-rural nature of the town. 
The protective policies of the current Local Plan should be continued, such as: Policy EP3 (use, design and layout) 
EP4 (landscaping) H9 and H10 (residential layout and design and Areas of Special Character as expanded by the 
Townscape Character Study 2015) The Townscape Character Study 2015 should form part of continuing planning 
policy Core Strategy 8 Consider whether planning policy should address basement excavations by limiting size, 
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distance from boundaries, noise and requiring full and deep screening by planting. 

Rep1621 
 Derek Fawcitt 

Let me start by stating that I strongly endorse and support the submission by The Little Chalfont Community 
Association concerning the planning proposals for Little Chalfont. Having said that, I do accept and understand 
the urgent need for more housing and Little Chalfont should not be completely excluded.  The building work 
already approved for the village seems to me to be fulfilling our obligation in that respect. Whilst on a map the 
proposal for residential development in Lodge Lane looks acceptable, in practice it would create a strain on 
traffic flow and safety and also make Church Grove even more of a rat run than it is now.  In addition, the 
increase in demand for school places (that do not exist), even greater difficulty parking around an already 
overloaded shopping area make the proposal on such a scale totally unacceptable in my view. The case for 
industrial building in Little Chalfont seems even weaker and the proposals appear totally out of keeping with the 
character of the village and certainly against the desire of every person I have spoken to.  This was demonstrated 
clearly by the  strength of feeling and strong objections released at the very well attended public meetings 
recently   In particular the taking of Green Belt land adjacent to the A404/Church Grove junction is extremely 
offensive since it would destroy both an exceptional view and make the entrance to Little Chalfont seem like an 
industrial estate rather than a a residential area.  The Green Belt is one of our great treasures and once given up 
can never be reclaimed. I am less familiar with the other two proposed areas for development at the Amersham 
end of the village and so will not comment other than to say that on a map they look more sensible - but then I 
do not live near them!  

 

Rep1622 
 John Taylor 

On reviewing the details of the proposal to release green belt land for development I wish to register my protest 
that such a move would have an irreversible change for the worse for the people living in and around Little 
Chalfont. The basis of my objections can be summarised as follows: 1) The council should be safeguarding the 
sanctity of the green belt which provides an amenity of outstanding beauty for the community. Part of the parcel 
of land considered for development is the farm and the adjacent estate of Pucks Paigles. The latter consists of a 
house surrounded by eight acres of woodland. To destroy this beautiful area by house building would be nothing 
short of an act of municipal vandalism and a complete abrogation of the council’s responsibility to protect the 
environment.  2) Little Chalfont has already sustained a major housing development on Bell Lane, and Burton 
Lane has recently had the present development on the old donkey field. 3) The present proposal will alter the 
character the village for which the present infrastructure of roads, schools and amenities will not be able to 
sustain. 4) Too little emphasis is placed on brown field development because this is more expensive for 
developers. As a consequence the council should not be persuaded to release green belt land simply because it is 
cheaper for them.  5) There are other means to supply more accommodation than can be investigated other than 
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destroying the green belt. 6) The requirement for more housing is not sufficient reason to release green belt land 
and the Council should remind themselves why the green belt exists in the first place. 

Rep1623 
 B K Taylor 

Local Plan Consultation. I wish to register my protest at the proposal to release green belt land for development 
around Little Chalfont, which I believe will effect an irreversible change for the worse for the people living in this 
community. The basis of my objections can be summarised as follows: 1) The council should be safeguarding the 
sanctity of the green belt which provides an amenity of outstanding beauty for the community. 2) The 
requirement for more housing is not sufficient reason to release green belt land and the Council should consider 
the primary reasons for the establishment and maintenance of the green belt 3) There exists a classic example of 
green belt encroachment in the London borough of Harrow; where I lived before moving into this area in 1988, a 
town some fourteen miles from Little Chalfont. Prior to the second world war Harrow was encompassed by 
green fields and the villages of Pinner, Stanmore, Northholt, Hatch End etc. The first stage was that the green 
areas were built on during the post war building boom. This was followed in the seventies by infill development. 
As the population soared past 100,000 a large number of indigenous residents moved out, to be preplaced by an 
ever increasing number of different people. The present state of the town is of a rundown community with an 
unsustainably large population. A depressing example of what can happen and a far cry from the idyllic 
Middlesex community it once was. 4) Little Chalfont has already sustained a major housing development on Bell 
Lane, and Burton Lane has recently had the present development on the old donkey field.  

  

Rep1624 
Matt Hill 
DLP Planning Ltd on 
behalf of 
Mr Anthony 
Williams 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 1.1 This statement has been prepared by DLP Planning Ltd on behalf of our client, Mr 
Anthony Williams. It contains representations on the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial 
Consultation (Regulation 18) (March, 2016). 1.2 DLP welcomes the Council’s decision to review the various 
elements of the extant development plan and provide for a comprehensive, up to date, Local Plan that will fulfil 
the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). 1.3 This response is principally 
structured around Question 9 and Question 15 of the consultation document which ask: Question 9: “Do you 
have any comments on the above options to meet the needs of the Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show 
People?” Questions 15: “Do you have a view on the scope of policies proposed in Appendix 7?” 
1.4 The submission will therefore pay particular focus on the allocation of Gypsy and Traveller sites and the 
promotion of economic rural development. 2.0 Gypsy and Traveller Site Allocations, Question 9: 
2.1 These representations provide a response to the above question regarding the allocation of Gypsy and 
Traveller sites within the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. In particular, the comments reiterate 
that the emerging joint Local Plan should provide for the identified level of need for Gypsy and Traveller pitches 
by allocating sites that are within a sustainable location and not in the Green Belt.  2.2 National Guidance on the 
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production of planning policies for Traveller Sites (2012) states; “The Government’s overarching aim is to ensure 
fair and equal treatment for travellers, in a way that facilitates the traditional and normadic way of life of 
travellers while respecting the interests of the settled community.” 2.3 It further states at paragraph 6 that in 
order to assemble evidence to support the Local Planning Authorities approach, they should, “use a robust 
evidence base to establish accommodation needs to inform the preparation of local plans and make planning 
decisions.” 2.4 It is understood that a Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment (GTAA) had been 
undertaken jointly with other Buckinghamshire authorities in October 2014. This identifies that there is a net 
requirement for 9 pitches in Chiltern District. The emerging Local Plan should therefore seek to deliver the most 
appropriate and sustainable sites, over the plan period to meet their assessed needs and must provide strong 
evidence to support their approach to allocating individual sites. 2.5 There are already a number of Gypsy and 
Traveller sites located within the Green Belt in Chiltern District. The provision of further Gypsy and Traveller sites 
within the Green Belt will be inconsistent with the general approach towards the location of development as set 
out within the requirements of the Framework. In identifying potential sites, the Council must ensure that the 
sites are; · “Available – the site is available now; · Suitable – the site offers a suitable location for development 
now and would contribute to the creation of sustainable, mixed communities; · Achievable – there is a 
reasonable prospect that pitches can be delivered on site” 2.6 National planning policy is not supportive of pitch 
developments in locations where sites lack suitable connections to highways, cause harm to the Green Belt and 
are not adequately served by community facilities and local services. There are no special circumstances that 
would justify granting permission of such sites within the Green Belt and therefore any need must be met by 
sites that are sequentially preferable. This is evidenced in the 2013 Ministerial Statement which states: “The 
Secretary of State wishes to make clear that, in considering planning applications, although each case will 
depends on its facts, he considers that the single issue of unmet demand, whether for traveller sites or for 
conventional housing, is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the ‘very 
special circumstances’ justifying inappropriate development in the Green Belt.’ 2.7 A recent planning appeal in 
2012 at Tobys Stables (APP/X0415/C/11/2155262) further safeguarded the protection of the green belt and 
AONB when the Planning Inspector stated;  “The developments in my view are a clear encroachment into the 
open countryside and, therefore, contrary to the main purposes of designating land as Green Belt and contrary 
to the objectives of the relevant policies in the Development Plan and the guidance in the NPPF; The harm the 
developments cause in terms of their detrimental effect on the environment is considerable; and There are, 
therefore, no special circumstances that would justify granting permission for these developments and the 
appeals on the deemed applications for planning permission accordingly fail.” The emerging joint Local Plan will 
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therefore need to apply a sequential approach to the allocation of Gypsy and Traveller sites when developing its 
emerging policies and site allocations. In the first instance sites should be allocated either within or on the edge 
of settlements in suitable and sustainable locations. Only if suitable sites are not available should further 
distanced sites within the Green Belt be considered as a last resort.  2.9 Should insufficient sites be available 
within non Green Belt locations in Chiltern District, the Council must, in accordance with the requirements of the 
Duty to Cooperate, seek to work with their neighbouring authorities to find appropriate sites to meet needs in 
non-Green Belt locations.  2.10 Moreover, when considering allocating sites, the Council should give preference 
towards accessible sites that are well connected to existing services and facilities. This will ensure sites are not 
located away from settlements in unsuitable and unsustainable locations such as the Green Belt and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty and will make sure the emerging Local Plan’s policies conform with national planning 
policy and guidance.  Conclusion 2.11 In summary, national policy sets out clear criteria for the delivery of 
sustainable development that the emerging joint Local Plan must consider when preparing its emerging policies 
relating Gypsy and Traveling Show People. The principle of locating gypsy and traveller sites in the Green belt is 
not appropriate and sequentially preferable sites must be identified in the Local Plan that are located closer to 
the edge of settlements and outside of the Green Belt. 3.0 Supporting a prosperous rural economy, Questions 
15: 3.1 This section of the representations relate to the proposed inclusion of policies relating to the supporting 
of economic growth in rural areas within the emerging joint Local Plan. In particular, this response approves the 
prosperous rural economy policy intended for inclusion within the emerging joint Local Plan, but also stresses the 
importance of proactively supporting economic development such as equestrian uses within rural areas.  
3.2 The Framework, under Section 1, seeks to deliver sustainable development by building a strong, competitive, 
economy, securing economic growth to create jobs and prosperity and to meet the challenges of global 
competition and a low carbon future. 3.3 Paragraph 19 carries on to state that the planning system should do 
everything it can to support sustainable economic growth and significant weight should be placed accordingly.  
3.4 Within the emerging Local Plan’s policies on economic development in rural areas, the Council must 
recognise and encourage local employers and small businesses to be successful in order to ensure the area’s 
economy has a future. The Framework, is clear that in applying policies, Council’s should take a balanced view on 
development and as such, the mixture of employment offered by horse riding and other equestrian facilities is 
one of many such opportunities that can strengthen and diversify an area’s rural economy and should therefore 
be supported in the emerging joint Local Plan. 3.5 The Framework builds on this at paragraph 28 and focuses on 
the opportunities for economic growth to create jobs and prosperity and states: “Planning policies should 
support economic growth in rural areas in order to create jobs and prosperity by taking a positive approach to 
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sustainable development. To promote a strong and rural economy, local and neighbourhood plans should:  
1. Support the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business and enterprise in rural areas, both 
through conversion of existing buildings and well-designed new buildings; 2. Promote the development and 
diversification of agricultural and other land-based businesses; and 3. Support sustainable rural tourism and 
leisure developments that benefit businesses in rural areas, communities and visitors, and which respect the 
character of the countryside. This should include supporting the expansion of tourist and visitor facilities in 
appropriate locations where identified needs are not met by existing facilities in rural service centres.”  
3.6 The emerging joint Local Plan must therefore ensure that policies relating to the rural economy draw on the 
positive economic, social and environmental benefits that equestrian uses will have on the rural economy.  
3.7 Maintaining and promoting economic uses within rural areas which are able to support and enhance the rural 
setting and maintain rural buildings will have a positive effect in terms of promoting sustainable development. If 
the Council’s emerging policies restrict the ability of rural businesses to provide employment for surrounding 
communities and enhance the local environment, they will be contrary to the principles of sustainable 
development. 3.8 The emerging Local Plan’s rural economy policies must be assessed against the Framework’s 
measures for sustainable development. The Framework states, to create sustainable development in rural 
communities, economic facilities should be enhanced to build strong, responsive and competitive economies and 
provide an economic role. The emerging policies must therefore ensure that they do not obstruct such processes 
from taken place by including specific development restrictions. 3.9 Sustainable development also involves 
supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities by providing the economic opportunities required to meet 
the needs of thepresent and future generations. By ensuring the emerging policies within the Local Plan do not 
limit the ability for economic development to take place within rural areas; the Council will be ensuring the 
protection and enhancement of the natural, built and historic environment and as such will be supporting 
sustainable development with the District. Conclusion 3.10 The emerging joint Local Plan and in particular its 
proposed policy on supporting a rural economy must relate to the golden thread running through both plan-
making and decision-taking and seek to support economic, social and environmental enhancements to existing 
businesses in rural areas. The emerging Local Plan should conform to national policy and positively and 
proactively support the benefits of rural employment opportunities and the sustainable benefits this can bring to 
surrounding communities. 3.11 Consequently, economic businesses such as horse riding and equestrian 
operations which have a positive benefit on the economic, social and environmental protection and 
enhancement of an area should be supported as they will help to encourage a strong, responsive and 
competitive local economy.  
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Rep1625 
Mrs Sian Hughes 

As a resident of Little Chalfont I am writing with regard to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Consultation.  
I have severe misgivings over what I have seen with regard to proposals for Little Chalfont, namely: Little 
Chalfont as a 'main settlement for growth'.  The village has already seen a much greater percentage of increase 
in growth than the larger settlements of Amersham and Chesham, further development would require 
encroaching on Green Belt much of which is designated AONB and the local infrastructure would not cope.  Any 
development should be contained within the boundaries on brownfield sites. . Little Chalfont is surrounded by 
Green Belt which currently prevents unrestricted sprawl and neighbouring towns from merging into one another.  
. This Green Belt, much of it designated as AONB is a great attraction to visitors and is heavily used. I frequently 
walk on the land that has been pinpointed as planned areas for development, around Stony Lane, Lodge Lane 
and Long Walk. I can testify that these Public Footpaths give enormous pleasure both to locals and the thousands 
of visitors who pour out of the greater London area by car and rail to explore this part of the Chilterns. .  The 
infrastructure of Little Chalfont is already under great strain which would increase if there were more 
development.  The A404, running through the centre of the village is a main link road for the M25 and local 
towns with traffic frequently at a standstill or severely disrupted.  We are a victim of the success of the rail link so 
that commuters from outside the village clog up the station parking.  It is also impossible to park outside the 
shops should one have a heavy load to carry.  The schools are oversubscribed and the small lanes that are part of 
the charm of this village would not sustain further traffic from more housing. I trust you will take these views into 
account.   

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

Rep1627 
Mrs M Corley 

I have received information regarding the above consultation and read it with dismay. I am totally opposed to 
any redevelopment of this magnitude in our beautiful Green Belt area. I have listed the main reasons for my 
opposition to the proposals contained in the Local Plan Consultation  below: • Land in the Green Belt was 
originally designated to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas and to prevent neighbouring towns 
merging into one another. This Consultation seems to totally ignore such ideals. Housing and economic 
development should not justify release of Green Belt land. • Much of the land surrounding Little Chalfont is 
designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). We should not destroy such an asset which is 
highly valued by the residents of Little Chalfont and the Chilterns as well as the many visitors to the area. Once 
lost, this will never be recovered for future generations! • There has already been significant development within 
Little Chalfont (e.g. Bell Lane 253 homes and behind Chenies Parade 45 homes). Indeed, illogically to my mind, 
the Council have also accepted an application to build a shop/office unit and flats on land at the end of Chenies 
Parade when the community are desperately seeking additional car parking spaces. As stated above, I believe 
that the village should not be considered as a main settlement for growth. • The infrastructure in and around 

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



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

103 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Little Chalfont is already under severe pressure and the new developments mentioned above will only make 
these matters much worse. This could not support new housing estates. For example, traffic is already excessive 
and we have the A404 running through the centre of the village and this produces light and heavy traffic from far 
and wide. Furthermore, if the area to the west of Lodge Lane was to be built upon Lodge Lane, with its narrow 
width and limited passing space, especially under the railway bridge, would be unable to cope.  • Damage to the 
environment. These sites are important as water drainage land, feeding the chalk streams which are already 
impacted by the extraction of water from the Chilterns. Ancient woodlands and hedgerows will also be put at risk 
from pollution, root damage and water table changes. I also worry about the effect on our wildlife. For example, 
if the woodlands on the land bordering Stony Lane are reduced the Monkjacks that inhabit them will be tempted 
to “investigate” residential gardens which could be a problem to some people who will threaten them. I 
appreciate that housing is badly needed but I also feel strongly that there must be brown field sites which could 
be used for this purpose. Little Chalfont, in my view, still retains its charming village atmosphere which will be 
lost forever if such large developments are allowed to go ahead. I anxiously await hearing the outcome and 
sincerely hope my comments, along with the many others, will be considered and taken very seriously. 

Rep1628 
 Allan de Gruchy 

With regards to the above it seems to me to be grossly unfair that once again Little Chalfont has been identified 
as a potential locality for major building projects. The vicinity has already has already taken more than its share 
of new housing with the estates near Bell Lane (253 homes) and behind Chenies Parade (45) close to the village 
centre.  In my opinion the village should be removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the 
Council’s Core Strategy. Development, if any, should be contained within existing boundaries, to maintain the 
character and identity of the village and under no circumstances involve any industrialisation or 
commercialisation of an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) - surely Chiltern District Council should be 
trying to protect and sustain our AONB for both current and future generations a not adding to the urban sprawl 
that is all too evident on the inner side of the M25. Local amenities and facilities are already streched to capacity 
and further population increase would only further erode services to the existing community. The A404 through 
the village already brings a huge amount of traffic, and we need no more added to it or further noise and 
pollution. Indeed the prospect of more heavy lorries trying to access the A404 by using  'rat-runs' through 
residential housing, as already happens,cannot be in the interests of current or future residents of our 
community. Little Chalfont is unsuitable as a major settlement for growth both in it's location and insufficient 
infrastructure. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements. 
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Rep1629 
Mrs Audrey 
Hammett 

Little Chalfont has already been developed extensively and the character of the village should not be detracted 
from further by building in the Green Belt.  The Green Belt exists to protect our environment and the exceptional 
case for building on it has not been met. 

  

Rep1630 
Mr Glyn Taylor 
Chairman 
Sense4CSP; Rep1581 
Miss Sarah Slade; 
Rep2622 
Mrs Sibylle Nunn; 
Rep2627 
 Julie Tilley; Rep2690 
Mrs Elizabeth 
Bounds; Rep2636 
Mrs Jane Greaves; 
Rep2733 
Mr James Greaves; 
Rep2898 
Mrs Julie 
Carmichael; 
Rep2899 
Mr Mark Carmichael 
Rep2931 
Mrs Dale Smart; 
Rep2932 
Mr Andrew Smart; 

We write on behalf of SENSE a local action group formed in Chalfont St Peter (“CSP”) over twelve years ago to 
assist local residents in dealing with planning matters.  We are a volunteer-run organisation, our website is 
available at www.sense4csp.org and currently we have over 1,000 Chalfont St Peter households on our mailing 
list.   We have extensive and detailed local knowledge of the village and its surrounding areas, engaged a 
barrister to represent us at the planning enquiry into the original proposed housing planning application by the 
Epilepsy Society in 2005 and have submitted numerous submissions to Chiltern District Council ("CDC") over the 
past years.  We have also, in conjunction with Chalfont St Peter Parish Council (“CSPPC”), recently held two 
meetings in Chalfont St Peter to discuss these proposals with the meetings being attended by over 450 people 
across both evenings. Representatives of SENSE (including the principal author of this submission) are part of a 
joint working party with CSPCC formed to respond to the Local Plan on an ongoing basis. Our response covers 
several areas of the Consultation and is set out below in no particular order of importance. 
EVIDENCE BASE Comments on Green Belt Methodology 
Parcel 38a – Epilepsy Centre: This has been scored far too low. Principal purpose 1(b) clearly should be scored 
higher.  This land parcel is indeed an important barrier to outward sprawl and there is clear scope for the existing 
built up areas within this parcel to be divided to form a defensible barrier.  It clearly forms an important barrier 
to prevent land from sprawling out beyond Chesham Lane and the Chalfont Common settlement towards 
Gerrards Cross, Chalfont St Giles, Maple Cross, Rickmansworth and Horn Hill.  The backs of the gardens and the 
well-established footpaths and roads within the site itself can easily form defensible boundaries.  It appears to us 
it should score at least 4+ or 5 rather than 3+, which seems arbitrarily low. We agree with the assessment under 
purpose 2.  It does indeed perform an  “essential” purpose. Under purpose 3 this land clearly protects the 
openness of the countryside and has much less than 5% of the land parcel covered by building.  It is 
predominantly characterised by open fields and woodland.  The topography is not predominantly flat as there 
are significant valleys within that and there are significant and important views towards the open countryside.   
The areas with reduced openness actually increase the importance of the remaining open views on the 
remaining site.  The land also has many footpaths and in particular the majority of the northern part of the site is 
within the Colne Valley Park which surely means that the openness of the countryside is particularly important.  
Accordingly not least because of its presence in the Colne Valley Park the score should be increased to 4+ or 5.  If 
Parcel 44(b) scores a 5, then for consistency purposes this should also score a 5. We totally disagree with the 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
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the scale of development and 
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scoring for purpose 4, which is ridiculous.  Please refer to the Buckingham County Council Historic Towns 
Assessment carried out between 2008 and 2012 (“BCCHTA”) for Chalfont St Peter and in particular p55 which 
summarises the heritage value as high, the historical value as high and the communal value as high, with the 
aesthetic value as medium.  It notes that “given the historic importance of the Chalfont Colony, the buildings 
have the potential to be a conservation area in its own right”.  There are four existing listed buildings of historical 
importance on the Epilepsy site and the land surely provides immediate and wider context for the historic 
settlements of Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St Giles as a whole.  The Epilepsy Society Site is clearly of itself of 
significant historical importance being established on that site in 1894.  Accordingly for purpose 4 one must score 
a 5,giving a total score of 18+ or 19 out of 20. 
No part of parcel 38(a) should be removed from the green belt.   
Parcel 41b – Bowstridge Lane. Purpose 3 should be increased to a 3+/4 but no other comment.     
Parcel 44a – Gerrards Cross Golf Course  
Again this parcel of land is within the Colne Valley Park which should increase its scoring.  
Parcel 44b – Denham Lane. No comment. 
Parcel 57a – A413 land (west) The obvious inconsistency is that this parcel is within the Colne Valley Park which 
would increase the score at purpose 3.  No other comments.  
Parcel 57b – A413 land (east) No comment.      
Sustainability Appraisal - It appears to us that there are a number of significant errors in the sustainability 
appraisal particularly in respect of the transport links.   Certain figures have been transposed so that it appears 
that higher scores appear in the wrong place and, for example, the Epilepsy Society site (ES site) scores 
incorrectly and, apart from the fact that the scoring itself is inappropriately high. In particular the Pre-Mitigation 
Assessment matrix summary in table 5.1 in the document on page 146 is wrong. It shows content from other 
areas to those which the table refers, and in particular the table indicates data which should be associated with 
GC1 and not as associated with the ES site (CSF Area 3). Further, in paragraph 3.10.4 we disagree with the 
analysis as it is clear that congestion will become a huge issue for the area should there be any development at 
the ES site due to the narrow and totally unsustainable roads.  The variety of sustainable transport modes 
provided at local and regional scale is irrelevant for this site given its distance from rail stations and the 
inadequate nature of the local roads and buses.   Over half of the site is more than 400 metres from any bus stop 
and all of  the site will feed the congestion on the A413 which is already significant at certain times throughout 
the day. Clearly the transport assessment for the area should be a minus not a plus.  In addition, there are four 
listed buildings on the ES site which would be irreparably harmed by any further significant development on that 
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site. The ES site if you include the land up to Brawlings Lane, is bounded on three sides by dangerous and narrow 
country lanes, often with no space for two cars to pass and certainly with no street lighting or pavements for 
pedestrians including children to walk to school buses and the like.   It would obviously be very difficult to 
upgrade these roads, if not impossible, and clearly from a sustainability point of view this site is inherently 
unsustainable.   Mention is made of a number of bus stops being nearby but, again, the comments in the 
sustainability appraisal are incorrect (see above).  The buses are very infrequent and irregular with one or two 
buses per day and even fewer at weekends.  They have a very limited range of service.  Indeed, so inappropriate 
is the bus service that the planning permission granted on Newlands Park requires the developer to provide a bus 
service for its residents which we all believe will eventually dwindle leaving all the residents car-dependent. The 
ES site is clearly car-dependent and fails all sustainability testing. In the Planning Inspectorate Enquiry in June 
2005 the site was found to be unsustainable and nothing has changed positively since then. Of further 
importance to the ES site in terms of sustainability is that it is currently employment land.  The draft HELAA 
rejects other employment sites in Chalfont St Peter to protect the loss of employment land yet no mention of 
this is made regarding the ES site.   It seems to us to be ridiculous to remove one functioning employment site 
from the Green Belt and give it up for housing which is currently largely in use for employment purposes only to 
then try to take more Green Belt land to provide alternative employment sites.   Clearly those employment sites 
in use as such at the moment should be retained as employment sites although we agree that unused 
employment sites, particularly unoccupied offices unused for over 10 years, could be considered for alternative 
use rather than remain employment sites. We agree in the assessment that a development of the ES site would 
cause loss of public footpaths and cause irreparable damage to the Colne Valley Park and the Chilterns AONB 
which is located to the immediate north of the site. Any development will encroach on mixed farmlands, areas of 
ancient woodlands and the hedgerow network in particular. The site is currently well screened by hedgerows 
with trees providing restricted visibility from the adjacent roads and residential properties. We agree that any 
development of the site is likely to result in loss of habitats of principal importance and species associated with 
these (SA objective 3) but it is clear and we think certain that significant environmental damage will result from 
development on this site. We believe that the agricultural land on the site is indeed grade 3A which means any 
development would lead to the loss of the best and most valuable agricultural land. We also agree the site is 
located within the Buckinghamshire Minerals safeguarding area and that development of this site will sterilise 
this important natural resource (SA objective 6). The site is also over 5km from a hospital and well over 2km from 
the nearest doctors surgery, which is further evidence of lack of sustainability. We agree with the assessment in 
paragraph 3.10.8 that the site has limited access to health and recreational opportunities. Indeed it is our 
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contention that the site should be retained for healthcare and recreational use with some employment land to 
support such use. Part of the site is within the HS2 Safeguarded Area meaning that development is unlikely to be 
achievable within the timeframe even if it is suitable – which it is not. It is noted further that sustainable 
distances to facilities and amenities are set as local park, green space, minimum 400 metres maximum 600 
metres, leisure centre 1.5km minimum and 2km maximum, Doctors surgery, 800 metres minimum, maximum 
1km, and hospital minimum 5km, maximum 8km.  The Epilepsy Society site fails to achieve all but the first of 
these targets by some distance.  To satisfy the proximity to a hospital for the whole of Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont 
and Gerrards Cross hospital is used which has a very limited range of services.  The nearest hospital to Chalfont St 
Peter is in Amersham at some 9.7km away, and that has no A&E facility. It is apparent that there are significant 
sewerage issues in Chalfont St Peter.  There is no further sewerage capacity. There should be no development in 
Chalfont St Peter as a whole until the sewers in the centre of the village are upgraded.  It is well known and well 
documented as to the flooding issues in the centre of Chalfont St Peter with open raw sewerage and the like. 
Currently there are limited school places available and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (“IDP”) shows the County 
is short of places.  There will need to be new school provision should any of the proposed sites go forward for 
development.  It is a shame that the Holy Cross site planning application was so badly and incompetently 
handled by CDC such that the Chalfont St Peter villagers face a fight (still not finally over) to retain that site as 
educational land to provide the most sensible educational facility for its residents. No report in respect of  health 
provision as yet has been included in the IDP but villagers often face long waits for a doctor’s appointment and 
any new development and let alone the 619 houses (plus windfalls) already planned for Chalfont St Peter will 
stretch these services to the limit and beyond. The only road in the area which is considered in the IDP is the 
A413 which South Bucks District Transport Strategy (2010) states is highly congested.  Other roads around which 
are mostly very narrow are not considered but there is already significant queueing at peak periods.  These 
narrow lanes are often used as rat runs to avoid congestion the purpose for which they were not designed and 
are not capable of handling.  All roads in the area are in a disgraceful state of repair and public transport is 
completely inadequate. The building of HS2 will impact significantly on the village with unknown and unwanted 
consequences but it will significantly damage the green belt and air quality whilst giving no benefit to local 
residents.  In the short term whilst it is being built the huge influx of workers and traffic will impact significantly 
on health care, loss of amenity and significantly increase, probably to breaking point, the volume of local traffic.     
LOCAL PLAN QUESTIONS Question 1 – Comment on HEDNA. We believe it is of fundamental importance that CDC 
adheres to the Duty to Co-Operate and it seems to us that CDC should be meeting with other local councils 
including Wycombe, Aylesbury and Hertfordshire to agree that some of the housing needs currently allocated 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

108 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

towards the Chiltern District can be met elsewhere.  There is discussion of Aylesbury being prepared to take half 
the allocation of the District as a whole and this is something we would encourage with a view to maximising the 
transfer allocation as clearly the Aylesbury Vale area is more appropriate and sustainable for development in 
general. It should be noted that approval has already been given for the construction of 600 new houses in 
Chalfont St Peter and these do not appear to have been subtracted from Chalfont St Peter’s future numbers.  An 
increase of 4,552 households is used in the Local Plan for Chiltern giving, with 14% of the population, 637 for 
Chalfont St Peter.  Accordingly existing approvals have already met Chalfont St Peter’s share of new housing.  
Indeed it would appear that the figure of 4,552 is based on an occupancy of 1.88 rather than 2.35 (using the 
Department of Communities and Local Government and the Office of National Statistics figures) so this latter 
figure would only give 3,606 homes and 509 for Chalfont St Peter. Given that there are bound to be some infill 
approvals in the planned period, Chalfont St Peter has already met its share of new houses from existing 
approvals and there is no need for green belt land around the village to be reclassified and used for 
development.  Chalfont St Peter has already had its full share of development. Question 2 – Comment on HELAA. 
We will comment on some of the larger specific sites in further detail below.  However we would comment on 
some other individual sites as follows. CD37 and CD39.  These appear to have been rejected as not previously 
developed land but in being close to the centre of the village and nearer to the rail station at Gerrards Cross this 
land could be potentially sustainable.  Further work is required, as it is on all these sites, but these would appear 
to have a higher potential for development than numerous other sites put forward. Sites CD45 and CD110 are in 
a similar category in our view. Site CD90, Grant and Stone is rejected as a current employment site.  However, if 
this reason is maintained then all employment sites should be retained as such particularly land at the Epilepsy 
Society site, Rowans Nursery and the Model Farm. Sites CD114 and CD138 require detailed further consideration.  
Site CD35 Rowan Garden Centre, is an important employment centre and should be excluded as it also meets the 
principal purposes of the green belt – see further comments below as part of the Epilepsy Society site.  Not only 
does this site provide employment as a garden centre it also provides employment as an equestrian supplies 
shop.  The assessment of this site at Appendix 3 is correct, as in addition to it being an employment site, it has 
clear access issues (as does the majority of the Epilepsy site with which this is bounded). Sites CD129 and 130 are 
currently sites on the Epilepsy Society site.  Both sites have existing C2 use which must remain.  We would 
support some limited redevelopment of these parcels of land provided the land remains in the green belt (for all 
the reasons set out below) and it is employment land but any development should be for C2 use only and not 
exceed the existing footprint.  It must remain in the green belt.  Any redevelopment of these parcels of land must 
complement the existing buildings and use of the site including the four listed buildings, the green belt land and 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

109 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

the two new care homes. Site CD132 could be considered for green belt release subject to certain conditions and 
we believe this should be taken further to the next stage. Site CD169 has been rejected as a well performing 
designated employment site so we maintain that this consistency of approach should be maintained in relation 
to land at the Epilepsy Society site and elsewhere. Site CD291 and CD292 we would maintain are wholly 
inappropriate for development as there is no access, it is land that fulfils the function of the green belt, it is on 
the edge of the village and therefore has clear sustainability issues and appears to be not deliverable in any 
event. As a general point given that only previously developed land sites are being considered as part of the 
HELAA some of the sites which have been rejected may later fall into consideration.  It is difficult therefore to 
provide meaningful comment on some of the sites that have been rejected on this basis eg CD33 parts of which 
may be acceptable for development. Further discussion with local groups such as SENSE and CSPPC is again 
essential to examine specific sites which may be suitable for development. Question 3 – Additional Sites. We 
would hope that an ongoing dialogue would be entered into between CSPPC and CDC to discuss a number of 
sites across the wider District which may be suitable for development and not currently identified in the HELAA.  
However as a general principle we would strongly resist the development of open space, sports and leisure areas 
or indeed other important land and green open space within the village such as car parking or other areas 
deliberately left open which add to the amenity of the village.  We do not support in general the development of 
open spaces, public footpaths, ancient woodland or generally undeveloped areas. Given how short the time is for 
this consultation we would hope this question can be worked on between interested parties over the coming 
weeks and months – see below. Question 4 – Vision . It is apparent that the Plan vision and objectives lack detail 
therefore it is difficult to comment precisely. Sustainability objectives should be included as any development in 
the District must be sustainable and in particular should be sited close to train and tube stations wherever 
possible. The need to protect the green belt, the Chilterns AONB and the Colne Valley Park are fundamental and 
must be fully protected and maintained.  Objectives which protect the green belt and the AONB must be 
prioritised.  It seems to us that it is possible to protect the green belt and to provide housing by exploiting the 
Duty to Co-Operate and concentrate development in neighbouring areas such as Aylesbury Vale District on land 
outside the green belt.  This would clearly be in keeping with National Planning Policy and is potentially 
deliverable.  Question 5 – Spatial Strategy Options. Generally the options have been badly drafted and contain 
elements within the same question which evoke a given response i.e. part of an option might be acceptable 
whilst part not and it is likely to be the case that objectively and sensibly some individual parts of particular 
options should be pursued but not all of a particular option. It seems to us that Option J should be the first 
priority option in its own right as a priority as clearly development close to train stations must be preferred over 
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all other development.  Option A could be pursued as second priority but any open space relocated must be 
consistent with the green belt and must be replaced at least like for like and employment land converted should 
be unused employment land. Any increase in building density must be appropriate for its immediate local 
surroundings. Option D should be the third priority option as clearly the principal settlements are more capable 
of sustaining development. Option E should be the fourth favoured option. Option H should be the fifth 
prioritised option but building must be in keeping with the character of the built area and any infilling and/or 
redevelopment should not affect the character of the existing built frontages. Further any infilling must not affect 
the openness of the green belt site or detract from its green belt function.  Option I should be the sixth priority 
option, as long as extensions simply “round off” the relevant village and are sustainable.  Option B could be 
considered seventh in priority but surely will not provide any significant new housing stock. The remaining 
options are not wholly acceptable. Option C must bear in mind that already Chalfont St. Peter has had its fair 
share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within Chalfont 
St. Peter including the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy site. In 
the first three years of the Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) Chalfont St. Peter has already taken 
significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of development proposed for 
Chiltern district as a whole. In addition built extensions generally should not do anything other than round off the 
existing village and not cause extensions to point out or extended further into the green belt. Development must 
be concentrated towards the centre rather the fringes of towns and villages in line with green belt principles that 
brownfield sites should be developed first along with sites closest to train, tube and bus services. Accordingly we 
do not believe that Option C in respect of Chalfont St. Peter is viable or acceptable. Option G could be considered 
to some very limited extent, but not in relation to the Epilepsy Centre. Any development at the Epilepsy Centre 
must be confined to areas already built up with particular attention being paid to as small an increase as possible 
in the existing built footprints (i.e. less than 10%) and maintaining important views in the green belt and not 
including areas currently not developed e.g. open field, arable land, public open space and woodland within the 
Epilepsy centre for example also land in the Colne Valley Park. Any land developed at the Epilepsy Centre should 
be confined to the existing buildings only with very limited extension and even then there should be no change 
of use from the existing C2 use, although the site as a whole scores very highly on the green belt review, and is 
unsustainable.  Accordingly all parts of the Epilepsy Society Site should remain in the green belt.  Option K could 
be considered but detailed evaluation will be needed.  It is inappropriate for Chalfont St Peter as it is not 
generally suitable for warehouse and industrial employment needs.   It is considered that the employment land 
in use at the Model Farm, Rowan's Nursery and the Epilepsy Centre in Chalfont St. Peter should be retained for 
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employment use as it is currently in the large part being used as such and providing valuable jobs. There are a 
number of existing businesses at the Model Farm and at Rowan's Nursery including a separate equestrian 
focussed country shop so these sites should be maintained for public amenity. On the other hand a number of 
employment sites (mainly unused offices) in the centre of Chalfont St. Peter have been unused for many years so 
consideration could be given to limited release of such sites for housing.   Question 6 - Comments on specific 
sites - The Epilepsy Society Site. The Epilepsy Society site is the home of the national Epilepsy Society and is a 
world renowned centre for research and development into managing and curing epilepsy.  The United Kingdom 
currently has 600,000 epileptics with 32,000 new diagnoses every year. This is currently a Major Developed Site 
(MDS) within the green belt.  It is the home of the Epilepsy Society established in 1894, and currently provides 
two new care home developments as well as important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a 
pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams.  It is a significant 
employment site within Chalfont St Peter currently with planning designation C2.  It is clear that the current 
planning designation of C2 should remain for all developed parts of the site in any event to protect its existing 
community use. Currently the site is designated for care homes and medical use and this should remain.  In 
particular two further significant developments are taking place at the site, the Audley Homes development and 
the Porthaven Homes development.  These excellent developments should be complemented by further medical 
use or assisted living, retaining the site for employment and possibly with some limited key worker housing to 
support such use.  The site is an important community facility providing employment, recreation and medical 
care. The Epilepsy site should be viewed as two distinct areas.  First the developed part being the buildings in the 
area south of Tate Road and Micholls Avenue and including Debenham House and Skippings Farm.  This part (the 
developed site) should remain in C2 use and retained in the green belt.  The remaining undeveloped and unbuilt 
part must also be retained in the green belt.  The built part of the site is an ideal site to provide further care 
home and medical facilities for CSP. The Epilepsy Site fulfils as a whole all five of the stated purposes of the green 
belt and again under the green belt methodology review scores in our view at least 18+ or 19 out of 20 (see 
above). In any event it is uncontentious and agreed by Arup in its methodology that it provides a vital buffer 
between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. The Epilepsy Society site contains 
important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important high quality 
agricultural forestry and related important uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation including the 
Model Farm, Rowans Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. If the Grant & Stone site in CSP has been 
rejected for development as it is employment land, the same consideration must apply to the Epilepsy site.  
There should not be an inconsistent approach. The undeveloped part of the Epilepsy site is within the Colne 
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Valley Park.  This deserves special protection in any event.  Part of this site is also within the HS2 safeguarded 
area so is not deliverable. The Epilepsy Society site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country 
lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development.  It is inherently unsustainable, it is not served by any 
appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail 
stations.  Any development is car dependent.  The majority of the roads, with the exception of parts of Chesham 
Lane, have no pavement and are unsuitable for walking.  We understand that Bucks Highways Authority agrees 
there are clear access issues to parts of the site, eg along Gorelands Lane. Several local businesses use the 
extended Epilepsy site in addition to its obvious agricultural use.  At the Model Farm, there are several 
businesses including A&E Vehicles Services, Castle Glass, Chiltern Equine Clinic and PJ Fagan Construction 
Limited.  These include two well established family businesses and the main hospital site for the Chiltern Equine 
Clinic.  On the Epilepsy site other businesses are present including Gordon Summerville, Fineland Forestry, CDM 
Autos as well as farm use and recreational use (Chalfont Saints Football). It is clear that the Epilepsy Society site, 
in scoring very highly in the green belt review and filling all five of the major purposes of the green belt should 
not be released from the green belt.  The existing planning use C2 should be retained for the developed parts of 
the site.  The remaining parts of the site which are also in the Colne Valley Park must remain in the Colne Valley 
Park and bearing in mind these are important countryside areas should not be released for development. As set 
out above, the Epilepsy Society Site is noted in the BCCHTA to have high historical evidential and community  
value and is clearly an important historical and heritage asset.  According to the BCCHTA the site has the 
potential to be a conservation area in its own right.  We contend that this should be the case – see below.  As an 
important Heritage Asset, the site must be protected. Mill Meadow - The area is a much used amenity facility 
which includes the Community Centre, two large allotments Chalfont St Peter Amateur Football Club, fields,  
recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council 
offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated. The 
Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school 
grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team 
games, athletics and cross country activities.  The Department for Education statutory guidance on the National 
Curriculum for England and Wales on physical education programmes of study states that the national 
curriculum for physical education should ensure that all pupils develop competence to excel in a broad range of 
physical activities; are physically active for sustained periods of time; engage in competitive sports and activities; 
and lead healthy lives.  The school would therefore be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is 
designated for development. The area is also a much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden 
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and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the a right of way alongside the River Misbourne from the Village 
Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles.  These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to 
the length of time taken for them to develop and their very position. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is 
a serious risk of flooding as evidenced by the prolonged and extensive flooding at various times between 2010 
and 2014. The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413 - The area is in The Colne Valley 
Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental 
sustainability. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up 
areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To 
build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open 
space to the east. The area is completely within  a flood plain. The area is valued by residents and visitors as a 
green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate 
and distinct developed areas. Raylands Farm - Many of the points made elsewhere in this submission will apply 
as regards the green belt.  This site has clear access issues from Bull Lane, so access may be suitable from the 
A40.  However, further detailed consultation will be necessary to determine if any part of this site may be 
suitable for development.  Winkers Area/Scout Camp Field - It is likely that some redevelopment of Winkers Farm 
will be permitted as part of the current planning process.  Any development of the adjoining land will need to be 
considered in the light of any such permission in due course.  Again the points made elsewhere in this response 
will also be relevant to this site. Sports Facilities - National Planning policy dictates that existing open space, 
sports and recreation buildings and land should not be built on unless they are surplus to requirements, to be 
replaced or the development is for alternative sports and recreation facilities.  CDC is under an obligation to plan 
for the provision of shared space community facilities and local services and amenities.  National Planning Policy 
aims to protect and enhance open space, public rights of way and community and recreational facilities.  The 
current Local Plan does more to destroy the facilities in Chalfont St Peter than anything that could be imagined.  
All football pitches would be lost at the Epilepsy Society site, Newlands Park and Mill Meadow.  Chalfont St Peter 
football club, tennis club, cricket club and Gerrards Cross golf club would most likely close.  The cricket club and 
golf club would lose both their clubhouses and car parks.  The cricket club would lose most of its pitch and the 
golf club a large part of the course rendering it unsuitable and forcing its closure with loss of over 20 jobs.  
Numerous footpaths and well used public rights of way across the Epilepsy Society site would be lost.  Important 
countryside would be destroyed for ever.  How is it going to be possible to replace these facilities once lost 
without the loss of even more green belt land and more loss of amenity for local residents?  
Question 7 – Unmet Needs. Our responses to questions 5 and 6 apply equally in respect of this question.  The 
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Duty to Co-Operate is paramount.  It is likely there will be, according to this assessment, a high level of unmet 
needs in Chiltern/South Bucks which can only be met from co-operation with neighbouring authorities.  As part 
of the Duty to Co-Operate the Epilepsy Site could be designated for care homes to meet the needs of the elderly 
in the District and particularly meeting the increasing requirement for dementia care.  There is space for 
additional care home provision on that site which would be in keeping with its existing purpose.   
Question 8 – Affordable Housing. All affordable housing developments must be sustainable.  Affordable housing 
should be located in areas closest to rail and tube stations, adequate bus services and areas of maximum 
employment.  The majority of the sites in Chalfont St Peter are inherently unsustainable and as such unsuitable 
for affordable housing.  Some limited key worker housing could be provided in certain areas but this will not go 
far towards meeting the perceived general need.  Developments for affordable housing should be concentrated 
in those settlements with the facilities and infrastructure to support them eg Little Chalfont, Amersham, 
Chesham and even to some extent the centre of Gerrards Cross which has a rail station.  We contend that larger 
sustainable urban extensions provide viable propositions for affordable housing.  It is likely to be the case that 
significant quantities of affordable housing on non green belt sustainable urban extensions as part of the Duty to 
Co-Operate is capable of delivering sufficient quantities of affordable housing other than options currently 
available to CDC.  It does not appear viable to provide sufficient affordable housing in the Chiltern District 
without full exploitation of the Duty to Co-Operate.  Areas such as Slough, Uxbridge, High Wycombe, Amersham, 
Watford  and Chesham are inherently more appropriate and sustainable locations for provision of affordable 
housing and high density sites.  Question 9 – Travellers. The only comment we would make is that Chalfont St 
Peter has already a greater per capita proportion of sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People than 
any other defined area within the district.  We would not support any increase in provision in Chalfont St Peter.  
Such sites should be more evenly distributed throughout the district.  Question 10 – Elderly accommodation 
needs. We believe that the Epilepsy Society site in Chalfont St. Peter should be earmarked for the provision of 
specialist elderly accommodation needs. Already, it is home to the Epilepsy Society and has impressive new 
developments by Porthaven Homes and Audley Homes and it is our belief that whilst the site must remain within 
the green belt the existing built footprint should remain for care homes and specialist medical and elderly 
accommodation needs. There may be limited scope for some increase to the built footprint by infilling only 
provided that such infilling maintains the openness of the green belt but provides additional accommodation 
needs for the elderly population or those in need of care. Question 11 – Heritage Strategy. There is no doubt in 
our view that the documentation prepared by CDC's consultants do not recognise the importance of the Epilepsy 
Society site as one of our important heritage assets. It would appear that those responsible for the Local Plan are 
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not aware, or have otherwise deliberately ignored, the BCCHTA which clearly defines the importance of Chalfont 
St Peter as an historic settlement, and in particular the Epilepsy Society Site which scores as “high” in three out of 
four assessed categories, and “medium” in the other.  It is an historical jewel in the crown.  It was the first 
residential centre in England specifically designed to provide a safe environment for epileptics to live and work.  
It has the potential to be a conservation area in its own right. There are four listed buildings on the site and any 
development would irreparably harm their setting and indeed the village of Chalfont St. Peter itself, is clearly 
mentioned in the Doomsday Book and is itself of historical significance. The Epilepsy site has been part of the 
community for one hundred and twenty one years and is an important part of the community and amenity in 
Chalfont St. Peter. The loss of heritage sites can often mean a clear loss of amenity and that would certainly be 
the case should this site be removed from the green belt with its potential loss of planning and building control. 
CDC should adopt a strategy to protect and enhance our heritage assets not destroy them.  Further the NPPF 
recognises the importance of protecting heritage assets.  Question 12 –Unprotected Local Heritage Asset.  It is 
clear that the entire Epilepsy Society site is a local heritage asset.  Apart from its original establishment as a 
Colony or those persons suffering with epilepsy it has four listed buildings.  Any cursory glance at the history of 
that site shows it is obvious that it should be protected as a local heritage asset.  It should itself form part of a 
conservation area according to the BCCHTA (see above).  Question 13 – Green space. It is clear that should any 
part of the unbuilt Epilepsy Society site be removed from the green belt it should be designated as local green 
space. This is particularly the case with the football fields, the footpaths, the area adjoining the Porthaven 
development between it and the Audley development alongside Chesham Lane as well as the unbuilt parts of the 
entire site (including the unbuilt parts of the Audley development being the lake and or green space).  
Question 14 – Local Measures. The Epilepsy Society site should be considered as a conservation area – as noted 
in the BCCHTA (see above).  The Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan following Judicial Review needs to be 
amended to cover many of the points made in this response and improved, with renewed public consultation 
and approval.   Question 16 – Infrastructure. No detailed comments at this stage save that it is clear in respect of 
Chalfont St Peter that there are significant constraints in relation to infrastructure delivery for all of the reasons 
mentioned throughout our response. Question 17 – Other Points. We are clear that the Local Plan can only be 
delivered with full and proper consultation with local residents and stakeholder groups.  The timeframe for this 
consultation whilst in line with statute is woefully short.  These are difficult areas and require careful 
consideration.  We therefore strongly urge CDC to consult with us and Chalfont St Peter Parish Council over the 
coming months (including workshops) to test fully the deliverability and content of the Local Plan and to enable 
us on behalf of residents to elaborate further on our answers set out in this response.  It is not sufficient to leave 
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consultation only to the statutory consultation stages.  We should be permitted to make representations 
throughout all stages of the Local Plan process.  The NPFF requires proper engagement and collaboration with 
neighbours, local organisations and businesses.  It is essential that further and fuller co-operation and 
consultation with local stake holders is carried out.  Consultation only within limited defined consultation stages 
is inadequate. Finally we are concerned that CDC and its officers have a clear conflict of interest as a number of 
the sites proposed for removal from the green belt are owned by CDC.  How is this being objectively assessed?  
How is the clear conflict of interest being dealt with?  Any land removed from the green belt would clearly result 
in a windfall profit for CDC from the ensuing development.  Please publicise clearly and transparently how this 
issue is being dealt with.  There is legislation covering how planning permission should be determined in such 
cases of conflict, so please confirm this legislation will be complied with, and how it will be complied with. In 
conclusion SENSE is willing to collaborate with all local authorities throughout all stages of the process to assist in 
identifying the most appropriate and sustainable solutions in meeting the district’s long term housing and 
development needs.  

Rep1631 
Mrs Angela 
Hawthorne 

RE: Proposed further development to Chalfont St Peter. Notwithstanding the irreplaceable loss of valuable 
greenbelt land, the most concerning issue is lack of infrastructure in and around Chalfont St Peter. Existing 
planning permissions for development at the Grange and Newland Park are without doubt going to put pressure 
on this without further development taking place. Although the report states that infrastructure will be 
reviewed, how is it possible to even propose areas of land for consideration of possible future development, 
without indicating which areas of land could be allocated for additional schools and healthcare facilities, and for 
widening the existing roads or creating relief roads to cope with the increased traffic. This is not and never will be 
an area of mass employment. Most residents commute to work by car or train. The A413 is already extremely 
busy at peak times with traffic queuing back towards Amersham. The country lanes cannot support additional 
traffic. What land is available to provide additional car parking at either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross train 
stations to support commuters? Infrastructure needs to be considered first and foremost. 

  

Rep1632 
Mr Peter Glyn-Jones 

Local Plan Consultation As a resident of Little Chalfont and Amersham for the last 47 years I wish to add my 
objection to the proposal to test areas for possible release from the Green Belt.  The grounds for my objection 
are as follows:- 1. The Green Belt was created among other things to prevent the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built-up areas, to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into each other and to assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment.  Four of the areas under consideration would clearly breach these criteria and 
their development would have the opposite effect to the stated opportunities and benefits of land in the Green 
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Belt, namely, the retention of attractive landscapes and the enhancement of landscapes near to where people 
live, the securing of nature conservation interests and the retention of land in agricultural, forestry and related 
uses.  Those four areas are not within the village envelope but would, if utilised, extend the areas of developed 
land beyond existing boundaries at the expense of the protection afforded by the Green Belt.  Those areas on the 
Chorleywood side of Little Chalfont would clearly tend towards the merging of neighbouring towns.  The Green 
Belt was specifically not intended to create a bank of reserve building land and the release of substantial areas 
for development would add to the creeping reduction in protected land witnessed during this century. 2. Much 
of the area round Little Chalfont is in the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Such areas were protected for 
good reason and such designation should not be overridden. 3. Material parts of the area have already been 
developed for additional housing and the local infrastructure is substantially stretched.  An attempt to use the 
road system between Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Chorleywood, and Beaconsfield during peak and 
near-peak times, especially when the school run is under way whether in the morning or the afternoon, 
immediately proves that the local road systems are inadequate and pressure on those systems would only be 
increased by further development.  The excellent local schools which form a material part of the cause of 
problems on the roads are themselves under pressure to deal with the current demand for places and an 
increase in their capacity (if that can be achieved) will only make the pressures on the roads worse. Parking in 
any of the local towns/villages is extremely limited.  Meanwhile we are threatened with the added problems 
arising from HS2 and the pressures likely to be caused by construction traffic related to that project. I would 
strongly urge the Council to reconsider and to dismiss any proposal for developing the areas currently under 
consideration and to fight to maintain the amenity and beauty of our locality by upholding the Green Belt and 
Outstanding Natural Beauty designations which have so far protected our neighbourhoods. 

Rep1633 
 Rosalind Knight 

In relation specifically to the assessment of housing need and the release to meet it of green belt land in and 
around the vicinity of Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont Parish Council and Little Chalfont Community Association 
have widely canvassed local opinion on the above matters and, having considered their findings and views as 
written, I am fully in support. There is no provision in legislation for the release of land designated by law as 
‘Green Belt’. Each Local – and District - Authority is required in its own way to design procedures to achieve 
release under housing need in the Local Plan (to meet the National Planning Policy Framework). Not only, then, 
do  these assessments and their bases appear prime facie challengeable in law, but they are not consistent nor 
will be consistently applied between local authorities. Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty were 
and are designed to avoid the sprawl of unrestricted development for the benefit of all. Were Green Belt 
declassified, other parts of its area now held by developers or others wholly or mainly as potential building land 
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would be released.  Declassifying Green Belt by the back door with no national structure is unacceptable. In 
terms of the Green Belt release methodology for Little Chalfont, the procedure adopted by Chiltern is by ‘death 
of a thousand cuts’ where swathes of land with, for the most part, no substantive or significant boundaries (rail, 
water or road) are parcelled into sections where even fewer such boundaries apply. This is also, and specifically, 
an unacceptable method. The formulation under the Consultation of a huge potential increase in the size of Little 
Chalfont without concrete agreed assessments of housing need locally and without the approval of residents is 
unacceptable. There has been significant increase in housing within the existing boundary of Little Chalfont, and 
this constitutes its fair share of development. Furthermore, local roads (and traffic) and schools – primary and 
secondary – are now very significantly full (with, for example, many secondary age pupils already arriving by bus 
and the state of road surfaces suffering as consequence) and further housing and employment facilities would 
not only increase pressure here , but would require generally very extensive change to Little Chalfont in ways 
which cannot be  (and have not been) easily or readily considered or thought through. Such a method of 
proceeding is unacceptable. Given the above and the detailed and thorough consideration given by local bodies 
(named in the first paragraph), I believe that principle and intended practices associated with the release of 
Green Belt land around Little Chalfont as set out by CDC to be wholly unacceptable. I trust that their – and my – 
thinking and views on such profound change to the local area will be taken on board for the drafting of the next 
version of the Joint Local Plan. 

Rep1634 
Mr Stewart Walker; 
Rep1635 
Mrs Deborah Walker 

Q 1. In general there are too many assumptions using old data regarding the projected housing needs and the 
assessments are flawed or expressed with little or no comparative justification. Other responses from e.g. Parish 
Councils have commented in great detail. These comments must be acknowledged and the base data and 
assumptions vigorously challenged. As it stands, both CSP and Little Chalfont have already consumed new 
housing levels at disproportionate levels compared to say, Amersham and Chesham. It is vital this evidence is 
taken into account when assessing further needs. There is no evidence to support the assumptions that define 
economic demand (and for which a clear strategy is needed). This is weakened further by the potential loss of 
employment opportunities should preference be given to certain sites on Green Belt land. The purpose of 
establishing Green Belt is rehearsed and understood elsewhere and in the responses. The CDC responsibilities for 
maintaining this fall well short of their legal obligations. Q 2, 3. The use of the HELAA for determining sites is 
flawed and not based on clear strategic planning; rather, the Call for Sites has encouraged opportunistic 
developers to identify sites which are easy to develop and in which they can maximise their investment return. A 
history of poor land management by unscrupulous land owners in Green Belt or AONB should not permit a site to 
be considered further. If this is allowed to continue the GB will be eroded and development eventually 
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permitted. CDC would be well advised to instruct competent surveyors to conduct an audit of Government 
owned/leased sites (of which there are significant numbers owing to the austerity measures), unused brownfield 
sites and vacant commercial premises, rather than simply drawing a line around protected Green Belt sites. This 
report should assess deliverability and suitability . Q 4. CDC has already granted planning permission for over 600 
dwellings within CSP over the past 3 years in line with the previous core strategy. Three major developments 
have been permitted in Green Belt Land. This should be recognised in any revised assessment of needs. Q 5, 6 
With regard to Option C I object to CSP designation as a 'principal settlement'. It is an historic ancient village and 
already the largest in England. It is surrounded by Green Belt and in an AONB. It is not a town, or urban in 
character. With regard to Option G, as stated above the Epilepsy Centre has already permitted two large scale 
developments. It is adjacent to a further large development in Newlands Park. Both sites are in GB and AONB and 
contain numerous Listed Buildings. With regard to Option K, as stated previously there needs to be thorough 
analysis of the demand for commercial/industrial and large scale employment in Green Belt land. The legal 
requirement for Duty to Co-operate with neighbouring districts must be pursued as a priority. It is obvious there 
are genuine deliverable opportunities in Aylesbury Vale and High Wycombe for example. With regard to the sites 
specifically identified in CSP my general comments are these: • the desktop report commissioned from Lepus 
Consulting is inadequate, lacking supportive evidence, superficial, lacks any genuine understanding of the 
localities and makes wildly inaccurate assumptions. The assessment in the conclusions that all the sites score 
more or less equally is at odds with reality. Others have commented in detail on these points. It is important to 
note the Environment Agency’s response to the report which is highly critical, for example the report had 
overlooked the importance of climate change and the impact of building on rivers and water supply for example. 
The supply of water is integral to any building but there is no evidence of where this increased demand might be 
found. • Infrastructure. It is a well rehearsed argument that expansion into the GB creates a demand for 
infrastructure- roads, rail, schools, GP’s, hospitals, sports and recreation facilities for example - that are already 
oversubscribed or simply full to capacity, or cannot be expanded. • The GB surrounding the proposed sites in CSP 
(and across the CDC) are criss crossed with public footpaths and bridleways enjoyed by locals and thousands of 
visitors. The narrow country lanes support cyclists and horse riders as well as vehicles but are already struggling 
with additional traffic created by new housing which is car dependent. These lanes are in poor state of repair, 
blighted with potholes and unsuited to the high level of traffic - including increasing numbers of commercial 
vehicles - that are using them. • All future developments regardless of size should be required to contribute 
towards the Community Infrastructure Levy as a matter of course. Specific site related comments: • Mill 
Meadow. The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, Football Club, 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

120 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

recreation park, tennis courts, football and cricket pitches, scout HQ, Parish Council offices, Nature Reserve, 
allotments. The recreation facilities are also used daily by the CSP C of E Academy, which does not have playing 
fields within the school grounds. The loss of these facilities could not be replaced elsewhere. • Winkers Farm and 
surrounding area. Any development here will lead to loss of Green Belt. The Scout Camp is an important 
recreational facility. It is not a sustainable location in terms of transport and accessibility to other infrastructure; 
again accessed only by narrow country lanes entirely unsuited to the traffic flow any development would 
generate. • The Epilepsy Centre site. As stated previously this site has already undergone significant expansion in 
the past 2 years or so. Any further development will be simply unsustainable. The ES North site is in Green Belt 
and the Colne Valley Park AONB and it should retain this status with no further development. The ES South Site 
should be retained as MDS in Green Belt for medical/care home use only and with clear limitations on any 
further expansion. The site provides recreational facilities for local and national use, supports local businesses, is 
an important local employer and much of the land is farmed. • Area to the east of the A413. This is in GB and 
Colne Valley AONB, and provides an important function separating CSP and Gerrards Cross via a Green Corridor. 
Industrialisation will destroy the unique character of this land and is completely at odds with the statutory 
purpose of the Green Belt. Q 8. There needs to be evidence, by settlement, of the need for more affordable 
housing and from where the residents of such housing would come. If the demand is from the District then 
policies must be in place to restrict the availability of affordable housing to those with local credentials. 
Q 9. The Planning Practice Guidance on Green Belt confirms that unmet housing needs (including for travellers 
sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to Green Belt or constitute very special circumstances that justify 
developments in Green Belt. CSP already has two Travellers sites on Green Belt, one of which occupied land 
illegally and was subsequently granted temporary planning permission. In both cases there is no evidence that 
these sites justified the special circumstances for Green Belt development. I strongly object to any further sites in 
CSP and any further expansion of the two existing sites. I do not support the other options. As stated previously, 
if there is a need for further sites these must be considered on brownfield sites, and areas to the north of the 
county e.g. Aylesbury Vale which are not fettered by Green Belt status. Q 10. There are already numerous 
elderly/retirement/care facilities in CSP. It would be useful to understand whether these actually provide for the 
local population or whether people from outside the area have moved in for this purpose. If it is the latter, and if 
there is a shortfall in this type of housing for local people, policies must be put in place for new developments to 
restrict availability to those with local credentials. Q 11. A General comment: greater weight needs to be given to 
Listed Buildings in CSP, and on sites identified for development e.g. the Epilepsy Centre, and the value of the 
Colne Valley Park AONB. Q 13. The following spaces should be designated as Local Green Spaces in CSP: sports 
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fields on the Epilepsy Centre site, The CSP Garden of Remembrance on Denham Lane, sports fields and children's 
play area on Denham Lane, Gerrards Cross Golf Club, and the Paccar Scout Camp. Q 15. The Infrastructure 
Delivery Policy should be strengthened to read 'The Policy will ensure that any development proceeds only 
where essential infrastructure already exists, or is planned and funded, and the development is phased to its 
delivery, or will be secured as part of the development (if directly related to the development) or through an 
earmarked use of the Community Infrastructure Levy. Q 16. No further development (regardless of size) should 
take place in CSP without: 1. major investment in the sewage system, and supply of drinking water / 2. major 
investment in road repairs / 3. major investment in utilities - e.g. broadband via fibre optic cable throughout the 
district / 4. investment in additional schools / 5. additional GP’s and hospitals / 6. significant additional funding 
for social services / In addition, the Local Plan must recognise the adverse effects of the construction of HS2 now. 
Q 17. The Draft Local Plan attacks the Green Belt and all the statutory obligations that were put in place to 
protect it. The CDC has failed its residents by identifying sites in GB land that are relatively easy pickings. It has 
failed to convince of the numbers of dwellings needed, it has not put forward a strategy for economic 
development and it has not performed the complex task of site identification and assessment of suitability with 
any degree of competence. Significantly more work needs to be carried out to ensure that these issues are 
properly, impartially and competently understood before any further consultation is progress 

Rep1636 
Mr Rob Ellis 
Planning Consultant 
SF Planning Ltd 

Representations to the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 18) 
Consultation Incorporating Issues and Options. Mr Terry Daniel. Land at 77 Swallow Street, Iver Heath.  
1.0 Introduction and Site Context. 1.1 These representations are made with regard to the Emerging Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation incorporating Issues and Options on 
behalf of Mr Terry Daniel. 1.2 It is noted that Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council will not be 
undertaking a formal Call for Sites alongside this consultation, but that additional sites can still be nominated in 
writing during this consultation period. 1.3 As a result and on behalf of Mr Terry Daniel, we are seeking to 
promote an additional site known as Land at 77 Swallow Street, Iver Heath. A Location Planis appended to this 
submission. 1.4 The site is located on the eastern side of Swallow Street, immediately adjacent to the settlement 
boundary of Iver Heath. Swallow Street consists of an almost continuous run of development between Iver Heath 
in the north and Iver in the south. The site lies within the Green Belt. 1.5 The c. 1.9 ha site is formed of a parcel of 
land to the rear of properties along the eastern site of Swallow Street. The land itself has been used as part of a 
livery/equestrian business for many years. 1.6 A recent planning application has been granted for the land within 
the northern part of the site, which formed the stables and yard for this equestrian use, to be redeveloped to 
provide three dwellings (South Bucks Ref – 15/01970/FUL). 1.7 The site itself is visually well-contained being 
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surrounded by existing development to the west and south, the permitted scheme to the north and natural 
screening to the east. The site is not readily visible within the street scene. 1.8 The site is not located within 
Flood Zone 2/3 and is not within a Conservation Area. There is a Grade II Listed property known as Norwood 
Hayes to the south of the site. Aside from the Green Belt designation, there are no specific policy constraints 
associated with the site. An extract of the current South Bucks Core Strategy (2011) Proposals Map is shown 
below. 2.0 Representations. 2.1 Please see below our representations to the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation incorporating Issues and Options. 
Question 2 (Page 8) 2.3 All of the six sites accepted at Stage 1 of the Draft Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment (HELAA) 2016 are located with the Green Belt only two are located within the Green Belt 
Strategic Options for Iver Heath. These are SB0194 (Alpa Garden Centre) and SB0251 (Land R/O 199-201 The 
Parkway). It is understood that the Alpa Garden Centre has an outstanding application for redevelopment and 
The Parkway was formally identified in the SHLAA. These two sites are also quite small and would not add much 
to the housing land supply situation. 2.4 As mentioned, the other four sites identified within the HELAA 2016 are 
all located outside of the Green Belt Strategic Options for Iver Heath, including the substantial parcel of land at 
Pinewood Studios (Ref - SB0039) which has been put forward for commercial development. Furthermore, a large 
proportion of the site at SB0221 (Eveham Centre) would not fall within the description of Previously Developed 
Land and would be subject to the loss of a recreational facility and playing pitches, for which there is an 
identified need. It is therefore questionable whether these sites will be deliverable within the plan period. 
2.5 In light of the above and the “significant gap for unmet development needs” mentioned in paragraph 3.7 of 
the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation. It is clear than 
additional sites should be added. 2.6 There is clearly limited opportunity for open space to be released within 
built up areas and in any case this would not yield the level of housing required to meet needs. Therefore the 
Councils should focus on releasing land strategically within the Green Belt as per paragraph 3.2(b) of the Chiltern 
and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation. 2.7 The Land at 77 Swallow Street, 
Iver Heath has been submitted to this consultation as an appropriately located site within one of the key areas of 
potential Green Belt release in the District. As noted from Figure 4 above. Within the Buckinghamshire Green 
Belt Assessment (March 2016) this strategic option is known by reference RSA-28 and has been promoted for 
consideration in Stage 2 of the Green Belt Review. 2.8 Paragraph 6.4.62 of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt 
Assessment (March 2016), in relation to RSA-28 states that: “A smaller sub-area in the far north-east of the 
General Area, north of Norwood Road (RSA-28), is judged to be less important for preventing the merging of 
these settlements. As a result of the urban form of Iver Heath, which almost completely wraps around the 
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subarea to the north, west and south, and the prevalence of ribbon development along Norwood Road, RSA-28 is 
physically separated from the Green Belt further south and does not form part of the gap between Iver Heath 
and Iver (Purpose 2). Although its character is noted as largely rural, its contribution to Purpose 3 is diminished 
by the close influence of built form, including some dispersed dwellings along Bangors Lane South, and its 
physical separation from the wider countryside as a result of the road (Purpose 3). It is also judged that RSA-28 
makes only a minor contribution to the integrity of the wider strategic Green Belt.” 2.9 The proposal site falls 
within this arear of search and it located closest to the existing built form along Swallow Street to the west and 
Norwood Lane in the south. At a density of 30dph the site could deliver 50-60 dwellings, which would provide a 
meaningful contribution towards the housing land supply. The site is available, deliverable and achievable within 
the next 5 years and certainly within the plan period. Question 5 (Page 14) 2.12 The spatial strategy should focus 
on extensions to existing settlements across the Districts. Therefore Options C, D and E should be the focus of 
the strategy.  Question 6 (Page 14) 2.13 The site on Land at 77 Swallow Street, Iver Heath should be included as 
part of Option E providing a sustainable urban extension within poorly performing Green Belt land on the edge of 
Iver Heath.  Question 7 (Page 15) 2.14 All of the unmet need could and should be provided within Chiltern and 
South Bucks. The Green Belt Assessment has identified many poorly performing areas in the Green Belt adjacent 
to existing settlements, which would more than meet the suggested unmet need of 7,500 dwellings. Priority 
should be given to these locations before exploring any options outside of the Districts. Question 8 (Page 17) 
2.15 As above, the Councils should give priority to all the suggested Green Belt releases. Not only would this 
serve to meet the overall housing needs, but the affordable housing need too, leading to sustainable and mixed 
communities within the District boundaries.  

Rep1637 
 Frances Kneller 

It was with surprise and incredulity that I read of the proposals within the local plan to site industrial buildings on 
Nashleigh Hill  and in particular to incorporate the playing fields within the zone. I have always understood that 
this site has a R7 Open Spaces designation which both protects and prevents the land from this type of activity. 
The land on Nashleigh Hill to the rear of Vale Road has been open space for the use and benefit of the people of 
Chesham for generations. In medieval times the valley sides were farmed and there is still today visible evidence 
of the terracing that was in place for centuries. Some of the land was donated to the people of Chesham by the 
local gentry as a plaque on the side of the road testifies, and there is also a SSI site where rare chalkland orchids 
and other native plants grow and thrive. All of these benefits would be under threat if the proposal to develop 
the area is accepted and progressed. Areas of natural beauty and historic interest , once damaged or ruined can 
never be re-instated. We are already seeing the steady erosion or appropriation of community assets and this 
threat to an important open, green space won't be accepted without protest. There also has to be a significant 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
 
The Local Plan will need to plan to 
meet employment needs over the 
Plan period to 2036. 
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question mark over the true need for more sites for Industrial Buildings. It could be argued that there is an over-
supply of existing provision, or what there is, is under-utilised given the numerous advertising hoardings  around 
the town on both old and newer sites, Chess Business Park, Asheridge Road, Howard Business Park to name but a 
few . It can't have escaped the notice of anyone in the area either that many office blocks have became valuable 
residential real estate given the preponderance of conversions. Whilst the lack of affordable housing is, and has 
to be, of real concern and disquiet, particularly for our young and newly-forming households, and there is some 
effort to address this in the local plan, the nature of jobs and skill sets for the future is changing significantly.   
We are already seeing companies moving out of  Chesham because their workforces can't afford to live locally 
with the rapidly, upward movement in prices and under supply of affordable properties to buy or rent. The close 
proximity and good communications into Central London with the higher  salaries and wider job opportunities 
will change the nature and thrust of local employment even more .  Whether this is to be welcomed and 
applauded becomes irrelevant as it becomes a matter of fact . This then brings the need for more industrial 
buildings into sharper focus and  question. I would suggest that light engineering and manufacturing in Chesham 
sadly becomes more marginal. Although we might see an increase in logistical, service and support companies 
future demand should be supportable and met in buildings on existing sites. If not, then existing areas and 
brownfield sites should be developed, or exchanged- residential for industrial and vice versa,  not new areas 
within residential areas opened up for industrial use, and certainly not  our precious and valued green areas in, 
or on the edge of residential areas, such as Nashleigh Hill Playing Fields. We need good quality homes and jobs, 
but we also need our good, quality open spaces. 

Rep1638 
 Linda Dent 

I have lived in Chalfont St. Peter and I am amazed at your proposal to build so many houses in the village.   
Already the character of the village is changing and will do so even more if the suggested areas are used for 
housing and industry. Mill Meadow is in the flood plain of the River Misbourne.    Not for nothing is that area all 
along there known as the water meadows.   Not only that it is an areas used by a vast number of the people who 
live in the village – the Chalfont St. Peter Middle School Academy, the football club, the tennis club, the 
allotments and many other societies.   If they all have to be relocated people will have to use their cars to a 
greater degree and this will add to the congestion in the village. The commercial development along the A413.   
Surely before it is even thought of developing this land the number of empty shops and offices in the village 
ought to be taken into consideration.   Surely there are areas within Chiltern District where there is already 
industrial sites and these could be enlarged before encroaching on Green Belt. The Epilepsy Centre has already 
had a planning application turned down on the grounds of the impact on the village infrastructure.   It was also 
pointed out at that time that there are very few buses and so if more housing was built people would be all piling 

The Councils will be seeking to 
protect the best and most versatile 
agricultural land from 
development. 
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into their cars and clogging the narrow windy lanes.   There are also a number of listed buildings on the site.   It is 
also another recreational area. Beyond that there is Green Belt and farmland   If we are anticipated all these 
extra people surely we need the wherewithal to feed them so farmland should not be touched.   If councils start 
nibbling away at Green Belt where will all this stop – houses as far as Marble Arch? Butlers Field is a community 
facility used by many in Chalfont St. Peter and is a natural habitat for owls, grass snakes, harvest mice and bats 
and where would a possible 600 cars be able to access the roads system.   As with most of the village roads 
Denham Lane is inadequate to accommodate this amount of traffic. There is also the following to be considered:  
Car parking in Chalfont St. Peter is a nightmare.   The Lower Road is already practically impassable because there 
are cars parked on both sides of the road allowing only enough room for single lane traffic.   I would also like to 
add that  I would not like to be in urgent need of an ambulance during the hours when the children are going into 
an out of school and also during the evening as the Market Place is gridlocked already.   The roads being 
inadequate for the number of cars trying to get through the village.   This also includes the A413. The sewers and 
storm drains are unable to cope with the water when we get even a small amount of rain   The sewers being 
unable to cope is of course a public health issue.   This is without starting on other services such as the doctors 
and hospitals.   We are very fortunate in having the Cottage Hospital but if you have an accident you have to go 
to Wexham Park Hospital which is grossly overstretched as it has the only A and E department for people as far 
out as Ascot. The schools in the village are already full to overflowing and with this many houses being 
anticipated where would there be space for new ones. 

Rep1639 
Mr Philip Roberts 

Q1 -  I question the need for more land for economic purposes in view of the amount of commercial land that 
has laid unused for many years and the number of sites which have recently been converted to residential use. 
Manufacturing virtually ceased with the loss of the boots and brushes firms and even the wharehousing units are 
now no longer of the size that companies want.   It may be that we could see the need for a small business park 
to provide office space to replace that now being changed to residential use. I agree with the need for more 
housing and particularly for affordable housing. Q5 - I agree with option L Q6 -  I note that it is proposed to look 
at the area defined in area 13b and am surprised that this has been scored as only 3 for the check of urban 
sprawl.  This area provides a clear break between Chesham and Berkhamstead/ Hemel Hempstead which will 
prove increasingly necessary should there be plans in the future to develop the Bovingdon Airfield Site.  Most of 
the land in this area is currently cultivated and there are footpaths across it which provide a geat benefit to 
walkers.  Whilst a small area might be put aside for a small business park to accommodate office space moving 
from the town centre this should be within a clearly defined area and care should be taken that the remaining 
land remains viable for agricultural purposes. I would be against any development which added to the number of 
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commercial vehicles travelling trhough Ashley Green or Chesham in view of the pollution in Chesham and the 
village nature of Ashley Green. Q7 - See answer to question 1.   I note that it is not felt that unmet needs cannot 
be accomodated within surrounding authorities as I would have thought that Bovingdon Airfield could provide 
for both commercial and residential needs with a direct access onto the A41 Q8 - I would recommend the 
development of existing derelict commercial sites for affordable residential building.  The 40% requirement for 
affordable housing should be retained. Q13 - If it is not aready designated as a local green space I would 
recommend the land remaining within the former Cestreham School site, after the recent residential 
development, should be so designated.  It was a condition of planning permission that this area should be set 
aside for sports facilities and we should ensure that this cannot be challenged at a later date. Q16 - We have 
considerable problems in Chesham with infrasructure in that our roads are very congested and this leads not 
only to traffic delays but also to poor air quality.  We also have problems with disposal of our sewage and both 
items would need to be very carefully considered before adding to building in the area.  The Chesham Society 
idea of an underpass seems to make no sense to me; even if it were financially viable it would only result in more 
traffic being fed into the already congested Berkhampstead Road and Amersham Road. 

Rep1640 
Mr & Mrs David and 
Diana Fowler 

We write as long term residents, to voice our objections to the proposed developments for Chalfont St. Peter.  
The proposed development for the CSE site is not sustainable due to the road network, water supply, drainage, 
traffic congestion etc. not forgetting the loss of perfectly good agricultural land and green belt.  This would join 
Chalfont  St Peter with Chalfont St Giles as they already claim  Newland  Park and The open Air Museum.. The 
suggestion that The Mill Meadow site is suitable for housing is again not very well thought through. Chalfont St. 
Peter has absorbed many new developments over the last few years and may be considered to have taken its' 
fair share. 

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

Rep1644 
Mr Glyn Taylor 

My response covers several areas of the Consultation and is set out below in no particular order of importance.  
Please note as theprincipal author of the submission on behalf of SENSE, my comments are very similar to that 
response. See Rep1630 

  

Rep1645 
Mr Nigel Byatt 

I fully recognise the need for additional housing stock across the country and it is only right that each didtrict 
council should play its part in providing land and facilitate house building in its area based on a fair needs 
assessment. I would go further and say that I believe it is unlikely that the necessary new homes the country 
desparately needs (estimates vary but 250,000 over the next couple of years has been quoted) can be 
accommodated from brownfield sites or within existing settlements alone and it is inevitable that the country 
will have to relinquish some greenbelt to satisfy these needs. I do support the concept and the need for 
greenbelt to protect our open spaces and to prevent urban sprawl however the shortfall in housing stock I 
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believe is more urgent than the urge to protect ALL greenbelt. Having said this however there are certain 
greenbelt areas that are precious and should remain as greenbelt such as open spaces, woodland etc. If you 
accept the inevitability of some greenbelt being relinquished for new housing, then I believe some areas of 
greenbelt would be more approriate to give up to help satisfy the shortfall in housing stock. For example there 
are many Chiltern villages and settlements that have greenbelt designation (e.g. GB4 and GB5). By definition 
these settlements are built up areas and many have the infrastructure (roads, transport links, schools, 
community facilities etc) to support some additional extra housing. Therefore I believe settlements within in the 
greenbelt are more appropriate and suited to be freed from greenbelt restrictions to help facilitate the building 
of new homes. Many of these villages with GB4 or GB5 designation have relatively low density housing and there 
are spaces for additional new homes e.g. infilling, large back gardens, open spaces with no community value and 
so on. In summary I would of course wish all suitable brownfield sites and settlements outside of the greenbelt 
be developed to to provide some of the space/land required for new housing. The inevtable encroachment into 
the greenbelt should intially focus of greenbelt settlements and then on areas of little historic, community, 
leisure, and heritage value. This would lessen need to develop on, and therefore afford, greater protection of our 
'real' greenbelt, the open spaces, woodland areas and areas that walkers enjoy etc. I would therefore support 
Option F and Option H on page 13 of The Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan - Initial Consultation (Regulation 
18) Incorporatiing Issues and Options. 

Rep1646 
Mr Mark Coley 

Land Parcel designated 57a. My comments are as follows – 1)This land is currently designated as green belt and 
is actively used by the local community, notably walkers and those exercising their animals.Currently home to a 
variety of animals and birds, the parcel of land is an ideal habitat marking a natural boundary for GX. 2) The 
woodland provides significant noise protection from the A 413 for much of the developed eastern edge of GX 
and acts as a screening from the significant traffic volume along the A 413, particularly valued recognising the 
high level of development which has been taking place on the GX side of the river valley. 3)  The wood includes 
some major trees with TPO s attached which should not be lost through development. I am aware of reported 
recent flagrant breaches of TPO status by developers in the area, which causes major concern. 4) As commented 
by another respondent the road access to any business site developed on this parcel is limited and dangerous . ( 
Ref Baptist Church Planning application from approx. 20- 25 years ago ). Land Parcel designated 57b- 
1) Much of this area is in the potential flood plain of the River . We have all seen the recent effect of climatic 
changes and misplaced planning and development. It is noted that reports of the use of new tree planting as a 
deterrent to ill advised developments on flood plain areas are becoming news worthy. 2) Current utilisation 
figures for B1 and B2 development suggest a current excess and the Employment Report  (HEDNA) indicates that 
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we do not need more B development. Even having regard for future requirements within the bounds of this plan, 
it would seem questionable to extend capacity. Current take up of capacity in the adjacent area would appear to 
be sub optimal today with significant periods  when the units are empty. I am unclear why these 
recommendations have been ignored in favour of views from parties with interest in simply furthering 
development irrespective. I trust that these views will receive your attention. 

Rep1647 
 Laura Wood 
Team Leader - 
Strategic Planning & 
Regeneration 
Dacorum Borough 
Council 

Thank you for consulting Dacorum Borough Council on the above. We can confirm that we do not wish to make 
any formal comments on the Issues and Options document.  We do however note that the document contains 
‘areas of search’ for both housing and employment land to the north and east of Chesham. Levels of 
development currently planned within our Core Strategy in those parts of the Borough which have the strongest 
potential linkages with Chiltern i.e. Bovingdon and to a lesser degree, Berkhamsted and Tring, are relatively 
limited.  However, we too are at the early stages of preparing a new single Local Plan for Dacorum and as part of 
this work will need to consider the scale and location of future development in the Borough.  As is common for 
most areas, there are many quite sizeable parcels of land around Bovingdon (and Berkhamsted and Tring) that 
are being promoted for development and we will need to consider whether any of these should be designated 
for development as part of our plan-making processes.  In order to assist this process, it would be very helpful if 
we could arrange a meeting later this spring to enable us to informally discuss likely cross boundary issues – 
particularly relating to infrastructure capacities.  This is likely to include consideration of traffic levels on the A41 
(and the capacity of local junctions and feeder roads), waste water treatment capacity and schooling. Robert 
Freeman, our Infrastructure Officer or myself, will be in touch shorty to arrange a convenient date. If you would 
like to discuss anything in the meantime, then please contact me. 

Comments welcomed as part of 
on-going Duty to Co-operate 
discussions. 

Rep1648 
Mr Timothy Roger 
Simmons 

Question 1: How can we be sure that the total number of dwellings that Bucks are required to provide is correct 
or not? External impacts such as the possible level of immigration and regional development plans over the next 
20 years could change this need significantly. We need a mix of housing to reflect the requirements of both the 
increase in elderly residents (we are all living longer)  and the younger generation growing up in the village, and 
who need access to affordable housing.  We absolutely do NOT need any more grand luxury homes.   
Question 2: The site marked in Appendix 4 in CSG is not ‘built up’. Although HELAA recommends that sites for 
less than five dwelling should be excluded, I believe that such sites should be considered in a small village like 
Chalfont St Giles, and that if  enough such sites could be found to meet a realistic target there would be no need 
for large scale developments within the village. I have already suggested two such 'small' plots for possible 
development consideration in answer to the Chalfont St Giles Neighbourhood Plan, and the attached document 
indicates their location. HELAA excludes sites within functional flood plains, so for this very sensible reason, the 
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sites near the River Misbourne should not be included in the plan. Question 3: The Council needs to do its 
homework in order to determine the existence of such sites. It is perfectly possible that there may be small plots 
in ‘built up areas’ in the village suitable for smaller development. See my answer to Question 2 and the attached 
map showing two possible sites in Chalfont St Giles. Question 4: I agree with any approach which serves to 
protect the Green Belt and AONB.  Question 5: I think that all the options listed should be considered.   I object to 
the concept of  'village extensions' which are both out of proportion to the present housing population and sited 
in the Green Belt. Question 6: It is almost beyond belief that of all the locations in and around the village, the one 
suggested as a possible extension to Chalfont St Giles and shown in Appendix 4 has been suggested. This is 
probably one of the lowest-lying areas in the whole village, and is designated by the Environment Agency as 
flood plain. It is also in the Green Belt and AONB. The River Misbourne runs through the middle of this site.  
I have now learned that last night the BUCKINGHAMSHIRE GREEN BELT ASSESSMENT PART 1 was released which 
confirms that ARUP who are employed by CDC have confirmed that Upper Stone Meadow has passed Stage One 
of the downgrade from Green Belt and should now go forward to Stage 2. Why has this downgrade been sought 
at this early stage, in advance of the completion of the consultation proces s? It makes a mockey of democracy. It 
would seem as though CDC is hell-bent on developing this land which it owns despite it lying in a designated 
flood plain. Not only that, but such a location for development would fly in the face of the key purposes of the 
green belt, which was established for the following reasons - and to this day remain appropriate: To check the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. Building on this area would be 'urban sprawl' into the countryside.  
To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment.  To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns. The centre of Chalfont St Giles is 
protected by a Conservation Area.  To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 
other urban land. The plot in Appendix 4 is nether derelict nor urban. 
This area is alongside the public footpath to Amersham much used by residents and visitors. Furthermore the 
proposed development of Newlands Park will add a significant load to the infrastructure requirements of the 
village. Any development between the two communities will undermine one of the purposes of the Green Belt to 
prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another.  Question 7: Expansion in Aylesbury Vale will reduce 
the load on other parts of Bucks. It would be valuable if there was a matching expansion of employment in 
Aylesbury Vale area to reduce traffic movement in the County.  To be clear, we need housing that is affordable 
for the elderly and the young; not luxury homes. Question 8: Where permission is given for housing 
development, emphasis should be placed on smaller more affordable homes, not large expensive properties that 
tend to be favoured by some developers. Question 9: As with Question 1, we need to be absolutely sure as to the 
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requirement (if any) for additional sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople. What research has 
been undertaken to determine if this is a growing community with specific accommodation requirements? 
Proper means of access and suitable infrastructure support would be necessary. I would suggest that expanding 
present lawful sites would be a preferred option. There are no obvious sites which meet the necessary criteria in 
Chalfont St Giles. Question 10: Specific affordable accommodation for the elderly is an absolute priority in 
Chalfont St Giles, where at present there is none currently available. The building of small sheltered 
accommodation would encourage the elderly of the village to remain within the community they know and love, 
thereby relieving housing for families - without the need for additional new buildings. Question 11: The heritage 
of Chalfont St Giles and Jordans is important for the residents and the many visitors to the area. Milton’s cottage, 
the Parish Church, Jordans Meeting House, Captain Cook’s Memorial and the Open Air Museum are among the 
key heritage sites which encourage visitorship to the village.  Visitors are encouraged to take advantage of the 
local hostelries and shops thereby helping the local economy. The village centre is protected by a Conservation 
Area. Question 12: As far as I am aware, The Chiltern Way footpath, the village pond and path are currently 
unprotected.  I would recommend that the local meadows are protected. Stone Meadow and Silsden Meadow 
are together used every year (flooding permitting) both for the much appreciated, and well attended, Chalfont St 
Giles Village Country Show and the annual Fireworks Display. Question 13: The playing fields, the allotments, the 
fields either side of the Misbourne and the associated footpaths are all important to the villagers of Chalfont St 
Giles, and as such are well used as leisure facilities. Question 14: As above: I would recommend protecting the 
local meadows: Stone Meadow and Silsden Meadow, both being used annually for the large Village Country 
Show and the Firework Display. Question 15: I am afraid I have tried hard, but like much of the dense language in 
this document I have failed to understand the nature of this question. Question 16: This is a vitally important and 
key issue. The agreed development at Newlands Park will have a substantial impact on the infrastructure 
requirements for both Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter - as will any development between the two 
communities. Chalfont St Giles is in no position to absorb any other major housing development without a 
proper, detailed investigation into the basic infrastructure services that would be needed.  This would include: 
schooling, medical services, transport (including through road networks), environmental issues, and water and 
sewage facilities. Question 17: Any future development proposals must be matched with a reliable and regular 
public transport service. Provision should be made to encourage people to cycle, or walk whenever possible. 
Simply sitting back and allowing (or even encouraging) transportation by private car will make traffic at peak 
times on the A413  simply intolerable if everyone who lives in Aylesbury or Chesham ends up working in Central, 
or West London. The A413 would become one long rush-hour traffic jam. 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

131 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

Rep1649 
Mrs Patricia Clark; 
Rep1653 
Mr John Mulcahy 
MBE 

QUESTION 1.   I have no idea how  the consultants came up with the number of households or employment areas 
required. QUESTION 3.  The Ridgeway estate in its entirety could be a mixture  of  housing. Including affordable 
housing ad businesses. What I would like to see is a medical centre, school bank and children’s play area and 
local shops.Not  businesses that would need HGV vehicles. QUESTION 4. SBDC approach to the public 
consultation has been very inadequate. As a resident I have been unaware of the proposals this was pointed out 
at the launch of the consultation on January 19th.  Which was ignored by the representatives of the SBDC 
attending. QUSTION 5. Option B - Iver high street to remain as a conservation  area. Option D - No encroachment 
towards Uxbridge or Slough. Option E - No extension to current built up areas in Iver. Option I - Ditto. Option J - 
See comment for parcel SB0043. Option K - Sub option (v) Is the only acceptable sub option. Option L - as above. 
QUESTION 6.  Specific sites: ParcelSB0043 Thorney business park ideal for the proposed for the Richings  Park 
north garden village and an associated HGV relief road. Parcel SB0065 should be included. Parcel SB0295 
THORNEY VILLAGE would be ideal for a hotel if Heathrow was expanded. ParcelSB0292 The area south of the 
canal east of the M25 should have high density starter homes like those in West Drayton canal side. Parcel 
SB0177  ditto. Parcel SB0116  Ideal for the dementia care facility. ParcelSB0035. This area is too widely and 
should be sub divided. It is imperitive  to preserve the recreation ground and the pavilion. ParcelSB0221. 
Everham together with parcel 0036 would be ideal as a all through school. Parcel SB0127. Ideal for commercial 
freight operational businesses due to its proximity to the motorway network and without the need to pass 
through residential districts. QUESTION 7.  As we cannot meet our own needs without the use of GREEN BELT 
land how can we be expected to meet  the proposed new needs from adjacent authorities. QUESTION 8. We 
need more affordable housing possibly managed by Housing Associations. I would like to express the 
requirement as a percentage of the properties being developed rather than exact number, thus forcing them to 
include an appropriate level of affordable homes.  Developers  should be required to develop brown field areas 
designated by the local authority. QUESTION 9. This is a specialist area and the SBDC should be in discussions 
with organisation with www. Gypsy-traveller.org QUESTION 10. As a senior citizen I require appropriate transport 
e.g. dial a ride, Safe and affordable housing,  local facilities and to feel safe in my community. E.g Having to dodge 
the constant HGV vehicles in the high street,  put up with the pollution they give out and the ensuing noise. 
QUESTION 11.  Local heritage can foster a greater sense of belonging to a place and enhance the community 
around it.  QUESTION 12.  I feel unable to comment on heritage sites in the community as I have little experience. 
However I do suggest that a survey should be carried out to highlight existing heritage sites in the area, 
particularly if they may be affected within these proposals. QUESTION 13. The existing recreation grounds in Iver 
village, Iver Heath and Richings Park must be  retained. QUESTION 14.  The Iver parish neighbourhood plan needs 

 
Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the County 
Council as Highway Authority in 
conjunction with the Local Plan. 
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to be supported so that local residents have a greater voice in what matters directly affecting them. QUESTION 
15. Policies should include measures for ENABELING AND ENGAGING local people in managing their own affairs. 
QUESTION 16. We require a COMMNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY to be implemented in order to fund the 
provision of schools, libraries, health centre and a relief road. QUESTION 17.  The real challenge is to get the 
infrastructure in place before any development and commercial use requires the infrastructure. In this respect 
there has been a clear FAILURE to engage fully and OPENLY with the local community.  I have lived in Iver village 
for 8 years now and since day 1 have been told that there is a proposal for a relief road.  I asked the local MP 
about the feasibility plan for this at a public meeting. I do not want to be asked any more about the need for it I 
want the HGV vehicles and there ensuing dangers of the high street and want the local authority to stop talking 
about it and DO something about it. 

Rep1651 
Sissi Yang 
Barton Wilmore on 
behalf of 
Mr Richard Copas 
Copas Farms 

The land at Old Amersham Farm is to be promoted in the Local Plan for the development of residential  
dwellings.   The Old Amersham Farm site partially sits within the flood plain of the River Misbourne, which runs 
north  west to south east either side of the river and dominates the southern proportion of the site. The land in  
the north rises and sits well above the flood plain. The existing access to the site runs from the High  
Street across the flood plain.  The proposed development is located on raised land in the north of the site. The 
site extends slightly in the 1:100 year flood plain on its southern boundary. The site would be accessed safely (dry 
in all flood events) by raising the road across the flood plain. The road would replace the existing access, but 
would be designed to better regulate flood flow downstream in severe events. This could be achieved through  
the bridge width and level being carefully designed to restrict flood flow in these periods, causing flooding  
upstream within the wider site. On either side of the bridge culverts would be designed into the road to  
ensure mammals and fish could continue to move through the site in periods of flood but also to better  
regulate flood flows.  The land to the west of the road would be lowered, most substantially in the north to 
compensate for the flood displacement of the raised road and the extension of the residential footprint. The 
lowering of the land to the south of the proposed development by 300 mm will also provide additional flood 
storage in the functional flood plain. By regulating the flow and providing additional flood storage the scheme 
would  better regulate and reduce the flooding events downstream that would impact upon Old Amersham.  
Prior to a full planning permission, the scheme and river would be subject to detailed modelling to ensure  
the detailed design optimises the flood compensation and attenuation. The surface water run off would  
incorporate sustainable drainage measures attaining greenfield run off rate, betterment over the existing  
situation.   The incorporation of the wider land into the proposed development enables significant opportunity 
for the development to reduce flood risk to Old Amersham properties. 
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Rep1652 
Ms Alison Tero CBRE 
Ltd on behalf of 
Biddulph 
(Buckingham) Ltd 

CBRE Ltd acts as planning agent to Biddulph (Buckinghamshire) Ltd (‘Biddulph’ hereafter), who has land 
interest within Chiltern District Council (CDC). I am pleased to submit representations to the CDC and South 
Bucks District Council (SBDC) Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) and Issues and Options Consultation on the 
emerging joint Local Plan, ahead of the consultation deadline of 17:00 on 14 March 2016.  Biddulph welcomes 
the opportunity to comment on the new Local Plan process and is supportive of the production of a new joint 
Local Plan and holistic approach to identifying and addressing the key issues and needs for both CDC and SBDC. 
Biddulph’s comments and responses to the key questions in the consultation document are set out below under 
the relevant headings.    Question 1 – Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment - Biddulph is 
largely supportive of the approach taken to date with regard to the Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic 
Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA). However, Biddulph wishes to highlight a number of key points which 
are strongly advised to be taken into consideration by CDC and SBDC in progressing the Local Plan and relevant 
evidence base. These may have implications for the identified Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing 
within both CDC and SBDC and are addressed in turn below.  Relationship with other Housing Market Areas and 
Local Planning Authorities The draft consultation document identifies CDC as being entirely located within the 
Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area (HMA). This area combines the local authorities of CDC, SBDC, Aylesbury 
Vale District Council (AVDC) and Wycombe District Council (WDC). The document also identifies SBDC to fall 
partly within the Berkshire HMA, along with the local authorities of Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, 
Slough, Reading Bracknell Forest, Wokingham and West Berkshire. The document notes that the 
Buckinghamshire HMA is based on a ‘best fit’ area derived from the evidence base for the Local Plan.  The 
consultation document recognises that the ‘best fit’ HMA does not change the functional relationships with 
other HMAs, Local Planning Authorities, or indeed London, and that matters arising in this regard will fall to the 
Duty to Cooperate (DtC) between these areas. Biddulph is in agreement of this approach for the purposes of DtC 
discussions for the provision of supply to meet identified need. However, it is considered that there are related 
cross-boundary influences from these areas which should be considered as part of the HEDNA and in identifying 
OAN.  For example, the Berkshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) considers SBDC to be part of an 
Eastern Berkshire HMA, one of two distinct HMAs identified in the SHMA. It reaches this conclusion on the 
basis of its own, extensive analysis of data to define the HMAs, as well as its review of the Buckinghamshire 
authorities’ HMA evidence. The Berkshire SHMA reaches a different conclusion on both the overall OAN and 
the affordable housing need for SBDC, compared to that of the Buckinghamshire HEDNA. The table below 
summarises our understanding of the respective conclusions of the two studies, relevant to SBDC.   This is an 
issue that will need to be further clarified both in the emerging Local Plan for CDC and SBDC, and in the 

The councils are engaging with all 
relevant authorities including the 
Mayor of London and London 
Borough of Hillingdon under the 
duty to co-operate. 
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underpinning evidence base. It centres on the extent to which the OAN and Local Plan requirements for the 
Berkshire authorities will have a bearing on the Buckinghamshire authorities, particularly with SBDC, but also 
CDC. This also reflects the scale of differences between the OAN and affordable housing need figures, with the 
difference in the affordable need figures especially substantial. In addition, although AVDC is included in its 
entirety within the Buckinghamshire HEDNA, the consultation document recognises that part of AVDC actually 
falls outside of the Buckinghamshire HMA. Therefore, the OAN figures for the Buckinghamshire HEDNA do not 
yet represent the full OAN for the area it covers. Biddulph strongly suggests that this be given consideration as 
CDC and SBDC progress with the next stages of the emerging Local Plan.  Relationship with London -  The 32 
Greater London Boroughs collectively form the capital’s HMA and it is reasonable to treat it as a separate HMA to 
that of Buckinghamshire for the practical purposes of preparing the Local Plan. However, the consultation 
document identifies the potential relationship with London as a consideration for DtC discussions. As above, 
Biddulph strongly suggests that further consideration is given to the relationship with London and relevant 
adjoining local authorities therein, in informing the OAN for SBDC and CDC. There are two aspects of the housing 
market relationship with London which will be particularly important to consider further as the CDC and SBDC 
Local Plan progresses:   The potential for outward migration from London to increase over the Local Plan period – 
Evidence  presented in the London Plan’s examination showed that out-migration to the South East of England 
and elsewhere had fallen during the recession but, was projected to increase again to levels that were seen 
pre-recession or higher still. London faces critical affordability problems but continues to exert a strong pull on 
people looking to work in the capital, in turn maintaining very strong demand for housing.  Outward migration 
linked to the capital’s housing market and employment growth therefore generates  demand for housing in areas 
with good travel to work links to the capital.  The directly related issue of the apparent shortfall of London’s 
capacity to meet its assessed housing need   – Following review, the consolidated 2015 London Plan (para. 3.17a) 
identifies capacity for London to deliver 42,000 dwellings a year over the period from 2015-25. This is set against 
the London SHMA housing OAN figure of 49,000 dwellings a year (2015-36) and 62,000 dwellings a year (2015-
25). A series of ‘summits’ are being held bringing together London with South East and East of England local 
authorities to establish how to collaborate to address London’s housing need. The key point is that local 
authorities, including those within Buckinghamshire, might be expected to contribute to meeting London’s 
future housing need.  As it stands, the Buckinghamshire HEDNA does not make any specific adjustments to its 
population and housing needs estimates for London growth factors. Biddulph strongly suggests that this is 
considered by CDC and SBDC where possible as the emerging Local Plan is progressed.  Economic Factors and 
Market Signal Adjustments - The Buckinghamshire HEDNA makes an upward adjustment for economic factors, 
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the principle of which is supported. However Biddulph considers the following elements where further 
information is required to fully enable the robustness and reasonableness of relevant assumptions to be tested: 
How the preferred jobs growth figures for CDC and SBDC (5,200 and 9,300 respectively) compare with the long 
term past performance of the area in terms of job creation.  Whether the assumptions about economic activity 
rate changes in the HEDNA, which are critical to understand the additional housing necessary to support jobs 
growth, are fully justified. It is considered that these may be too high.   What assumptions about changes in 
commuting are applied in the HEDNA, if any. The Planning Advisory Service guidance on OAN (July 2015) warns 
that there are risks in assuming that commuting patterns change.   The HEDNA sensibly concludes that a further 
upward adjustment to the OAN figures is necessary in light of adverse market signals evidence. Specifically, 
worsening affordability and much higher than average house prices lead to a conclusion that a 20% adjustment 
should be applied. However, the HEDNA treats the economic growth and market signals adjustments as a single 
adjustment, in which the latter absorbs the former. Biddulph considers that the two adjustments should be 
treated separately. Planning housing provision for economic growth is about meeting anticipated future demand 
for housing linked to in-migration and jobs. Adjustments for market signals are intended to contribute to easing 
affordability problems. If applied separately, these adjustments would give rise to higher OAN figures for 
CDC and SBDC. Biddulph strongly suggests this is given further consideration in further developing the 
emerging Local Plan.  In addition, given the scale of the housing problem currently facing much of the South East, 
it would also be useful for the HEDNA to provide some analysis of how far a 20% upward adjustment would be 
sufficient to address the area’s significant affordability problems. At present there is no evidence which 
establishes that a 20% increase will have any material effect upon the affordability of housing within the HMA 
over the plan period.    Affordable Housing Need - Notwithstanding the discrepancies identified above between 
the Berkshire SHMA and Buckinghamshire HEDNA, the assessment of affordable housing need suggests a very 
modest requirement, despite the area’s significant affordability challenges. The HEDNA states that a broader 
assessment of affordability might yield a different and higher figure. This figure will be required in subsequent 
work on the evidence base to ensure a more complete picture of this aspect of housing need assessment. 
Question 2 – Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment Biddulph supports the Housing and Economic 
Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) methodology and process undertaken to date. Biddulph suggests that, with 
regard to deliverability, this should be regularly reviewed and tested to ensure the most robust and accurate 
record of land availability informs the emerging Local Plan and subsequent land supply monitoring.  Biddulph 
wishes to highlight the importance of a comprehensive assessment of sites to inform the emerging Joint Local 
Plan and land supply, not solely based on the HELAA information, but balanced against all other economic, social 
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and environmental considerations with the aim of achieving sustainable development.  The consultation 
document indicates a likely need to consider development of greenfield sites outside of existing settlement 
boundaries to meet need. Biddulph is supportive of the exploration of this but considers that care should be 
taken to protect the most sensitive and valuable landscapes, such as the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty (AONB), with focus instead given to land of less landscape value, such as lower quality Green Belt land. 
Question 3 – Existing Uses not Identified within the HELAA Biddulph has no suggestions of other specific sites and 
uses not identified within the current HELAA. Question 3 poses consideration of consolidation of uses and a 
specific example is given of open spaces and sports and leisure uses to be reprovided elsewhere to accommodate 
development. Biddulph suggests that care should be taken not to lose and relocate valuable open spaces and 
sports facilities, which could give rise to disparities in provision and a reduction in accessibility by the population 
that the existing facilities serve.  Question 4 – Joint Local Plan Vision   Biddulph is in support of the proposed 
approach with regard to the emerging Joint Local Plan Vision and relevant considerations.  Question 5 – Spatial 
Strategy Options   Biddulph considers that the most appropriate spatial strategy for the Joint Local Plan area 
moving forward would be Option L: a combination of several of Options A to K. Biddulph considers that in order 
to identify sufficiently the potential capacity of the joint Local Plan area to meet identified need, all spatial 
strategy options should be fully explored and considered in the preparation of the emerging Local Plan. This is of 
particular importance in light of Biddulph's responses to Questions 1 and 7, above and below.  Particular support 
is given to Option C, with the identification of Little Chalfont as a principal settlement of the Joint Local Plan area 
and a focus on built area extensions to such settlements. In addition, particular support is given to Option J, but it 
is considered that this option should be further up the hierarchy of options as a key opportunity to deliver 
sustainable development to meet identified need. This should be placed above option C in the hierarchy, giving 
priority to sites close to railway stations and the benefits of sustainable development in this regard, before 
looking at general edge of settlement options.   Question 6 – Comments on individual options    Biddulph’s 
comments in this regard are captured in response to Question 5 above.  Question 7 – Level of unmet need 
This section of the consultation document highlights the possible inability for all development needs to be met 
within the Joint Local Plan area, and the potential for unmet need to be met outside of CDC and SBDC through 
the DtC. This identifies the exploration of a possible 7,500 dwellings and supporting employment need of CDC 
and SBDC to be met within AVDC, equating to approximately half of the stated housing OAN for the Joint Local 
Plan area. It is also understood that a Memorandum of Understanding to this effect has been signed by the 
relevant local authorities to secure this share of unmet need.  Biddulph supports the proactive and pragmatic 
approach taken by CDC and SBDC to the DtC in seeking to ensure that, where possible, the OAN of the Joint Local 
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Plan area is met in full in this manner. However, there are concerns over the robustness of this approach and the 
ability for this level of need to be accommodated outside of the Joint Local Plan area.   In the absence of a full 
and tested evidence base underpinning the emerging Joint Local Plan, it is not clear how the figure of 7,500 
dwellings of unmet need has been arrived at. It appears premature to identify a specific figure for AVDC to 
consider, without first having assessed to the fullest extent, the ability of the Joint Local Plan area to 
accommodate its own needs. Amongst other assessments and responses to be received through the current 
consultation, the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment will be a key element of the evidence base to inform 
such decisions. It is surely premature to have determined the level of the OAN that should not be met in the 
Local Plan in advance of the final outcome of the Green belt assessment work.  Further evidence on the 
justification for CDC’s and SBDC’s unmet need will need to be provided as the emerging Local Plan progresses. 
As part of seeking to accommodate some of CDC’s and SBDC’s housing OAN, AVDC is already proposing to 
set a housing target 10,000 dwellings higher than its own OAN figure of 21,300 dwellings. It will be important to 
consider further the key role that AVDC is expected to play in meeting this need in the context of its own need 
and that of other local authorities.  The Buckinghamshire HEDNA concludes that, whilst the majority of AVDC is 
located within the Buckinghamshire HMA, it also extends into three other HMAs. In particular, the Milton Keynes 
emerging Local Plan suggests that some of its housing need might be absorbed by AVDC. The implication is that 
AVDC’s housing requirement could be higher still than the 31,300 suggested by its Local Plan Issues and Options 
draft. If this is the case, there may be additional constraints on AVDC’s capacity to absorb the unmet need of 
CDC and SBDC. This increases the need for a robust justification for the amount of OAN that cannot be met 
by CDC and SBDC, and which AVDC is to be asked to meet.    Question 8 – Affordable Housing Need   Biddulph is 
supportive of the principles of the proposed approach to meeting affordable housing needs. However, Biddulph 
suggests that a flexible approach is taken to related policies as the Local Plan is progressed, to ensure that it is 
capable of supporting and accommodating a range of suitable affordable housing products and solutions that 
may emerge over the lifetime of the Plan.  Question 9 – Gypsies and Travellers   Biddulph acknowledges that 
numerous options for addressing this need should be fully explored and tested by CDC and SBDC. However, 
Biddulph considers that Option d), identified in the consultation document, is not an appropriate approach to 
meeting this need. A blanket approach to provision in this manner does not allow for sustainable development 
considerations in bringing sites forward and the approach to provision should instead be flexible to take account 
of site-specific considerations on a case-by-case basis.  Question 10 – Older Peoples Accommodation   Biddulph 
considers that the Joint Local Plan should assess and identify the OAN for elderly accommodation and should 
make provision to meet need through appropriate policies. However, any such provision should allow sufficient 
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flexibility to be applied on a case-by-case basis, with consideration to (inter alia) site-specific factors and 
appropriate locations.   Question 11 – Heritage Strategy   Biddulph supports the principles of the approach of the 
Heritage Strategy and acknowledges the importance  of protecting the valuable heritage assets of the Joint Local 
Plan area, whilst sensitively balancing this with sustainably meeting development needs.   Question 12 – 
Unprotected Heritage Assets    Biddulph does not currently have any suggestions of specific buildings or features 
for local heritage protection consideration.    Question 13 – Designation of Local Green Space    Biddulph 
acknowledges the consideration of Local Green Space nominations through the emerging Joint Local Plan, but 
has no specific representations in this regard.    Question 14 – Local Measures Nominations    Biddulph does not 
currently have any specific nominations for local measures considerations. Biddulph is supportive of this initiative 
and giving a voice to local communities, outside of the Neighbourhood Plan process. However, any such 
nominations should be considered in light of the NPPF, national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) and the 
principles of sustainable development in the context of meeting identified development needs.   Biddulph 
considers that further information and guidance on the approach to, and consideration of, local  measures 
nominations should be provided as part of the emerging Local Plan progress, with opportunities to  formally 
comment on the proposed approach.    Question 15 – Scope of Policies   Biddulph is generally supportive of the 
proposed approach to preparing development management policies,  in line with the provisions of the NPPF. It is 
recognised that the extent to which future draft policies comply with  this approach will be the subject of later 
Joint Local Plan consultation events. However, Biddulph wishes to  make the following comments on the 
proposed scope of development management policies set out at  Appendix 7 of the consultation document. 
Local Sustainable Development Principles – Biddulph is supportive of this approach, but considers that the 
scope should be widened to also incorporate social infrastructure and community benefits as contributing 
towards sustainable development principles.  Affordable Housing and Starter Homes – This policy scope should 
include sufficient flexibility to allow for  future suitable affordable housing products and solutions, as set out in 
Biddulph’s response to Question 8  above.    Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation – 
Biddulph considers this scope and approach is too prescriptive and should assess appropriate provision on a 
case-by-case basis, with regard to site-specific considerations. This reflects Biddulph’s response to Question 9 
above.  Chilterns AONB – Biddulph is supportive of this approach and suggests that the importance of the 
protection and enhancement of the AONB should be emphasised in this scope. Question 16 – Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study   Biddulph supports the approach to identifying the infrastructure capacity and 
needs for the Joint Local Plan area. However, at this stage, the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study is 
incomplete and inconclusive, with insufficient information available to currently assess the majority of 
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infrastructure types and any constraints.   CDC and SBDC should continue to proactively and positively progress 
with the emerging Local Plan, whilst  continuing to identify and assess the key infrastructure provision and needs 
for settlements within the Joint Local Plan Area. Any identified infrastructure constraints should be viewed and 
assessed in the context of the ability for planned growth to provide for infrastructure needs and not be seen as a 
limiting factor to development growth.   Question 17 – Other Comments   There are several other comments that 
Biddulph wish to make in relation to the current Local Plan consultation document and supporting evidence 
base. These are set out in turn below.  Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment - Biddulph is supportive of the 
methodology and process of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment for Part 1. However, Biddulph cannot 
fully comment on the evidence base in this regard due to the absence of the full report, which is indicated on 
CDC’s website that it will “follow in due course”. It is therefore not clear how the assessment has arrived at the 
identified Green Belt land parcels for further review in Part 2 of the assessment process.  Green Belt Strategic 
Options - The consultation document identifies strategic sites within the Green Belt for further testing for 
residential and employment uses (Appendix 2 to 6). Biddulph supports the principle of this proactive approach 
taken by CDC and SBDC to identify land areas within the Green Belt for further testing. However, it is not clear 
what has informed the identification of the sites and land parcels and it would assist in the provision of 
comprehensive representations from Biddulph if this rationale was available.  In addition, Biddulph would like to 
make it clear that the site within its ownership as submitted to the CDC Call for Sites in March 2015, is promoted 
as a standalone site and not in conjunction with any other adjoining or surrounding land. The land identified to 
the south east of Little Chalfont in Appendix 2 of the consultation document includes Biddulph’s site and 
additional land outside of Biddulph’s ownership, which is not being promoted by Biddulph. Biddulph’s land is 
separated from the other identified land parcels by physical linear features, which could support a permanent 
and defensible future Green Belt boundary.    Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives- The current Joint Local 
Plan consultation is supported by a ‘Local Plan Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives’ (January 2016). This 
assesses the identified ‘Areas of Search’, including those Green Belt strategic site options discussed above. The 
various sites are assessed on their ability to accommodate development, firstly from a baseline position and then 
from a post-mitigation position.  Biddulph has concerns regarding the approach taken to some of the assessment 
criteria, particularly that of landscape impacts. Some of the sites assessed fall within the Green Belt and others 
fall within both the Green Belt and the Chilterns AONB. However, when compared, there is little difference 
(neutral to minor positive) between the sites post-mitigation. It is not clear exactly how these scorings have been 
achieved and it is considered that, even with the identified possible mitigation, development would inherently 
cause a negative impact upon the AONB.   Biddulph considers that the assessment of the identified sites should 
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be given further consideration in the context of seeking to protect and enhance the most valuable landscape 
types within the Joint Local Plan area. 

Rep1654 
 Alan Bevan 

I refer to any proposed development on the land south of Fulmer Drive in Gerrards Cross. I have lived in this area 
for over 30 years and would make the following points.  The land identified in the proposals for potential 
development is steeply sloping down to the M40 motorway. There are obvious noise and pollution impacts for 
the occupants of any buildings on this site.  Also, the area around Fulmer Drive contains many underground 
springs, the soil is predominently clay and when it rains there are large amounts of run-off along existing slopes 
... and low lying local roads often flood, in spite of remedial workwork carried out by the Council. Any 
development of the land to the south of Fulmer Drive would likely create excess water and run-off during rainy 
periods, which would run down the slope to M40 motorway.  This could clearly be at best a problem and at worst 
a danger to the drivers on the motorway. 
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This response is in relation to the consultation relating to the local plan for development in Chalfont St Peter. 
Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its share of new development.  CDC has already granted planning permission for 
over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development 
at the Epilepsy site.  In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has 
already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the 
development proposed for the Chiltern district as a whole. There is a known drainage issue in CSP, particularly with 
open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village.  Additional developments of the scale proposed are 
simply not possible with the current infrastructure. Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather 
than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sits should be 
developed first, along with sites closes to train, tube and bus services.  CSP has no train or tube station, and bus 
services are very limited. All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at or very nearly at, capacity.  They will be unable 
to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled within the Parish.  At secondary age, the 
Grammar schools are also full meaning that children have to travel further to reach their school and relationships 
with friends are broken. Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for 
development. Green Belt land is intended to provide a separation between settlements, and assist in the 
regeneration of derelict or brown field sites rather than utilising green belt land.  The proposals are focussed on 
removing green belt land rather than building on currently utilised land.  Much of the land within CSP that is being 
considered for development is currently used for recreation, particularly for children, and if development were to 
occur the demand for such open space would increase but the ability to service that demand will have been 
reduced in the area.  In addition to the recreational usage of land, much of the land being considered is farmland – 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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another deemed benefit of green belt land. Specific site points include: 1. Mill Meadow: a. The area is a much used 
amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, sports pitches, tennis courts, 
a scout headquarters, allotments and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village 
where any of these facilities could be relocated. b. The Chalfont St Peter Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has no 
sports field of its own and uses the Meadow for daily sports lessons (team games, athletics, cross country etc).  The 
school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development. c. The area 
is also a much used public facility with Nature Reserve, gardens, woods and walks along the Misbourne to Chalfont 
St Giles and beyond.  These facilities could not be replaced due to both the time taken to develop them and their 
position. d. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain and regularly floods during the winter.  If there was further 
development the risk of flooding in both the immediate area and down-stream would be substantially increased. 
2. The Epilepsy Society site (ESS): a. This is currently a Major Developed Site (MDS) within the greenbelt, that is the 
home of the Epilepsy Society, provides two new care home developments plus important recreational facilities with 
nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 
teams, most of which are for local children. b. The ESS could notionally be divided into two parts.  The area to the 
south of Tate Road and Micholls Road (extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road 
to Skippings Farm) lies the current built up area (ESS South) and the  area to the north of that line including (for this 
purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (ESS North) c. ESS North is within the 
Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of that park.  ESS South is currently 
used for care home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care 
home and/or medical facilities for CSP. d. The ESS Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green 
belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter 
and Horn Hill.  The ES Site contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park.  It 
provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and 
recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. e. It is inherently 
unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or 
Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations.  Any development is car dependent. f. The ESS Site is bounded on 
three sides by narrow country lanes that require passing places for traffic; which make it even more unsuitable for 
development. g. A natural boundary between ESS South and ESS North is easily defensible (excluding the playing 
fields which is identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood Plan). The ESS North site should be retained in 
the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development.   ESS South should be retained as an MDS in the green 
belt for medical/care home use. h. The sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could 
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potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP. i. Several local businesses use the ESS site apart from the 
agricultural use.  The ESS Society is one of CSP’s largest employers.  3. The area identified for industrial development 
to the east of the A413. a. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important 
green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. b. It contains both the village Chalfont St Peter cricket 
club and the Golf Club. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the 
built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. c. The cricket club provides facilities for sport for 
each of the local schools’ children to play cricket having upto 150 junior players and also regularly fields 3 adult 
teams in local leagues and friendly matches.  In addition, the facilities are used by schools and local businesses for 
cricket and by residents for social functions.  There is no alternative site for the club to be relocated within the 
village.  d. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and 
facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east. e. The area is in a flood plain, and 
though it does not have a history of flooding the very high water table suggests it would be susceptible to flooding if 
development up-stream were to increase water flow. f. The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green 
corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and 
distinct developed areas. g. The parkland area of the cricket club and golf club was originally designed by Capability 
Brown, and also contains Chalfont House so also has historical significance. h. The area is outlined for employment 
use.  The existing offices on this site are not fully let suggesting there is a limit to the demand for similar usage in 
this location. 

Rep1656  Peter Young; Rep1736 Mr Peter Gee; 
Rep1737; Rep1741 Mrs Angela Maranga; Rep1793 
Mrs Janet Astall; Mrs Joan Gee; Rep1819 Mr Magnus 
Astall; Rep1831 Ms Jasmine Astall; Rep1832 Mr Chris 
Astall; Rep1875 Mr Mandeep Marley-Shaw; Rep2244 
Mr James Parsey; Rep2245 Mrs Katherine Parsey; 
Rep2251 Miss Isabel MacKeith; Rep2253 Miss Sofia 
MacKeith; Rep2254 Mr James Jarman; Rep2257 Miss 
Emily Jarman; Rep2259 Mrs Rachel MacKeith; Rep2260 
Mr Chris Jarman; Rep2262 Mr Michael MacKeith; 
Rep2263 Mrs Debbie Jarman; Rep2290 Master Yiorgos 
Velimachitis; Rep2292 Master Andreas Velimachitis; 
Rep2294 Mr George Velimachitis; Rep2411 Mrs 

Summary: I am against the further development of Little Chalfont which 
involves using existing green belt land and Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty for any sort of development including additional housing, 
infrastructure or employment development. It is precisely because it is so 
accessible to London that Little Chalfont’s green belt should be preserved 
rather than nominating it as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’. Little Chalfont 
was always designed to be a Village with appropriate infrastructure for a 
village. Their have recently been over 300 new houses added or planned in 
the area equating to an increase of over 12%. This has already highlighted the 
constraints on the infrastructure and the 45 new homes just behind Chenies 
parade are not yet occupied ! Green Belt was designated to keep open land 
around London and we were promised that it would never be built on. If the 
green belt land is used for development it will be lost forever and future 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Samantha Pearson; Rep2412 Mr Adam Pearson; 
Rep2548 Mrs Neville Askew Rep2667 Mr Avtar Singh 
Sandhu; Rep2923  Kuiwant Sandhu; Rep2998 Dr Paula 
Lacey 

generations will be left wondering how such environmentally insensitive 
decisions were taken by this generation. If additional development areas are 
needed then they must be within the current boundaries of the village 

Rep1657 
Cllr Ray Sangster 
Councillor for Iver 
Heath, South Bucks 
District Council 

False promises/assurances of a bypass being built have been made to the residents ,by the Authorities, for 
several decades. This current exercise, understandably, has been a tough one to get over and for the residents to 
comprehend. We have held three post meetings during which the Councils credibility has been strongly voiced - 
for two main reasons, the mythical bypass and the fact that there seems to  be no appreciation, by the Council, 
of the impact on the Ivers  Community of the major infrastructure projects about to start, namely; The Heathrow 
Express Depot, Western Rail Access to Heathrow, The M4 Smart Motorway, Cross rail, Slough International 
Freight Exchange Heathrow Expansion? Without a bypass the Council may face serious issues in the coming 
months/years. As with the Green Belt Assessment we need a coordinated plan - BCC agreeing £1.4M from HS2 
for the bypass is seen as yet another slap in the face by the residents. Logically, should a bypass be constructed 
around the back of Iver village exiting on the A412 at the quarry roundabout,  houses can be built around this 
infrastructure. I trust that when the final planning decisions are made both an understanding of the challenges 
faced by our residents and an honest commitment to address the local challenges, (about to be seriously 
exacerbated),  will be forthcoming. 

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

Rep1658 
 Paul Brampton 

By chance, I have recently learned of the Local Plan consultation in relation to the proposed development of 
land, including land designated as Green Belt land, in and around Little Chalfont and the Chess Valley.  It is 
understood that the consultation is due to close at 5pm on Monday 14th March 2016.  I am writing this 
response, somewhat hurriedly, at 5pm on Friday 11th March 2016.  1. If implemented, the Local Plan would have 
very serious consequences for the infrastructure of Little Chalfont and the environment of the Chess Valley 
AONB.  I am therefore concerned that the consultation; more particularly the subject matter and the implications 
of the Local Plan, have been so poorly communicated to local communities.  Few people will be aware of the 
Local Plan - even fewer will be aware of its content.  This raises serious questions as to the efficacy of the 
consultation.  I fear that the number of responses to the consultation will be vastly under representative of the 
views of the community. 2. I would respectfully suggest that Chiltern DC should be seeking to protect Green Belt 
land.  The Green Belt performs an important function by maintaining a protected area around London where 
agriculture, forestry and outdoor leisure are allowed to prevail.  The Green Belt is a precious commodity for 
millions of people.  Londoners benefit from the Green Belt as much as residents of the Chilterns, and 
urbanisation of the Green Belt must be resisted.  Once it is lost, it is lost forever.  3. Chiltern DC should take all 
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available steps to protect the existing Chess Valley AONB.  The Chess Valley has some of the most attractive 
countryside in the Chilterns.  It is a unique chalk landscape, rich in wildlife, with a long and fascinating history for 
all to enjoy.  The Chess Valley AONB is especially precious because of its proximity to London, and because it is 
easily accessible to Londoners wishing to access the countryside using public transport.  It would be such a great 
loss, both for this generation and for future generations, to concrete-over this unique and beautiful parcel of 
natural landscape.  It is in the interests of the Chilterns and the nation to safeguard this very special AONB. 4. 
Little Chalfont’s infrastructure is already becoming overstretched.  The schools are oversubscribed, and primary 
healthcare and social care is very difficult to access.  The roads are becoming more congested, which is set to 
worsen with the advent of HS2.  Flooding is an issue as large parts of the Chess Valley designated as being at risk 
of flooding.  The sewage treatment works operate at full capacity during periods of high rainfall, which poses a 
risk to the surrounding communities and the environment.  Little Chalfont and its environs (including the Chess 
Vally AONB) simply would not cope if there were to be significant housing development in the area. Please resist 
the Local Plan in and around the Chess Valley. 

Rep1659 
Cllr Siddharth Patel 
Councillor for Seer 
Green 
Chiltern District 
Council 

Before Christmas 2015 government declared its commitment to 'rural proof' all it's policies. However 
government's housing policies,which look set to alter the fabric of rural life,have clearly not been rural proofed at 
all. This will impact the housing policy in the social mix of villages and small market towns in the district. Housing 
association tenants are being given the right to buy their properties.At the same time public subsidy is shifting 
from social homes for rent to discounted 'starter homes' for first time buyers that can be sold in the open market 
at full price after five years. Housing in the countryside is different.Rural areas have less affordable housing than 
urban areas and many villages suffer from non-replacement of council houses.House prices are higher in rural 
areas and wages lower. A social mix has always been important in English rural life-it is how we think of 
villages.House prices are high but there are generally a few local authority or housing association homes 
available for local people. Government priority is to deliver on its manifesto commitment to build more homes 
and increasing home ownership.We must make sure that sprawling villages with new homes are not out of reach 
of local people otherwise we will have second homes, holiday lets and wealthy incomers. To build 15000 houses 
in the next 20 years or so requires 750 houses per year.Are we capable of doing this? We also have to build 
affordable houses.Am I right that CDC and SBCC did not built a single affordable house last year? To build we 
need to increase the supply of land for housing.When did we last set defined green belts (1955) and have almost 
frozen land supply but in the mean time incomes have trebled.We are behaving as if we lived in the 1950s and 
also make it difficult to build upwards. There is plenty of land out there which has no environment value 
whatsoever and no public  access.Is there an oversupply of golf courses? We only need a tiny fraction of green 
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belt land to more than satisfy housing supply. To achieve our output social house building has to play a major 
part. Although we are financially stretched we are asset rich.We can use these assets in a multitude of ways to 
facilitate the building of social housing which will then provide a source of income. We should also increase 
council tax on higher value houses and look at capital gains tax when sold.We should also charge a percentage 
fee on the final price of all housing to provide new build infrastructure-like schools or transport or affordable 
housing. Specific comments: 1)When the planning inspectorate made his comments on the DDPD document for 
Chiltern there were two points l noted a)Plan makers should not apply constraints to the overall assessment of 
need,such as limitations imposed by the supply of land for new development,historic under 
performance,viability,infrastructure or environmental constraints. b)Targets were not soundly based other than 
amount of land which is perceived to be developable. This means we must release land,not open green field, for 
development and at the same time compete if possible with developers for land who are only interested in 
profit.They are under no obligation to build as land prices keep on going up. 2) We cannot assume that 
neighbouring councils will keep on taking slack for our housing needs.Understand that leader of ADVC is thinking 
of going unitary. 3)Funding provide to housing associations should not go to a central account.Housing must be 
for local area.Instances were housing has been sold off,we should get a percentage of the profit as we provided 
the funds in the first place. 4)When we allow large house builds(by developers)quite a few of them have three 
levels.However social housing gets restricted to two floors.To meet our quotas we should allow multi-storey  
where suitable-near car parks,shopping centres,near public transport and also higher density. 5)Less than 1% of 
housing is being built for old Bearing in mind the increase in people over 60 a provision has to be made for this 
sector.There are now various councils consulting the NHS know how to build the houses of the future bearing in 
mind the needs of the community in terms of well being. 6)If the council can get involved in building their own 
social housing they should consider pre-fabricated ones. They are a)10-20% cheaper b)Faster to construct 
c)Modular home packages are open"all inclusive" d) They are energy efficient because because of materials used 
and airtight construction. Developers are in some cases taking months to build houses where as modular houses 
can be constructed quickly . 7) Understand that Little Chalfont Golf Club is a possible development  opportunity. 
8)When in filling is done the council should not leave it just to the developer.The council should insists on 
more.One house is bought for1/2-3/4 million and than two houses are built(usually with three floors) and than 
sold for 2million each.Surely 3-4houses can be built of similar or slightly smaller size.  

Rep1660 
Dr Samina Khan 

I have lived in Gerrards Cross with my family for over 10 years ago and we like it here and would to like to stay. I 
think Gerrards Cross should continue to grow to maintain its vitality but we need a balanced plan to do so. I start 
with two specific comments, and then I have answered some of your questions in the hope that they help 

The Local Plan will need to plan to 
meet employment needs over the 
Plan period to 2036. 
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improve the plan and retain what the residences of Gerrards Cross hold important to ensure this area remains 
the special community it currently is. 1. Supply of employment land specifically in Gerrards Cross - I understand 
your projections on a macroscopic scale for the whole area but question their applicability to Gerrards Cross 
because of the type of economy we have here. Considering the developmental needs of High Wycombe and 
South Bucks as one is clearly a fundamentally flawed methodology and would invalidate any 
conclusions/recommendations based on it. Specifically, Gerrards Cross’s proximity to London and good rail links 
mean it is a commuter town. Economic activity within Gerrards Cross reflects this and so consists mainly of small 
businesses and is service based providing, for example, legal and investment advice. There are estate agents, 
small and medium retail outlets as well as several restaurants. This is in complete contrast to High Wycombe. 
There has been no sign of industrial B2 class activity while we have lived here. With regard to B1c stock, during 
our 10 years there has been no lack of supply of office space in Gerrards Cross. Office space has been 
consistently empty on Station Rd and Marsham Way for at least 15 years and much of it has been, or is in the 
process of being, converted to apartments to make more economic use of the space. Approximately 40 
apartments have been built above, and next to Waitrose as well as behind it on Oak End Way. Marsham House 
the multi storey office block on Station Rd has 13,000 sq ft for rent and has been empty or half used for at least 
10 years. Furthermore the empty multi story office block opposite has been demolished recently for construction 
of 18 apartments. Most importantly the very large multi building Chalfont Park office complex next to Gerrards 
Cross Golf Club has never been much more than half full since it was built about 20 years ago despite excellent 
parking and access from the A413. Currently 12,800 sq ft plus an additional 55 to 1980 sq ft of serviced office 
space is available there now. A recent search for offices to let/rent in Gerrards Cross has revealed that there are 
12800 sq feet of office space, plus an additional 55 to 1980 sq ft of serviced office space to rent in Chalfont Park, 
5000 - 9816 sq ft of office space to rent at Phoenix House, Oxford Road, Denham, SL9 7AP, 4026 sq tf of office 
space to rent at 2-4 Packhorse Road, Gerrards Cross, SL9 7QE, 100 - 464 sq ft of office space at 34 Packhorse 
Road, Hampton House, Gerrards Cross, SL9 7DG, 10,000 sq ft  of office space on Oak End Way. The grand total is 
39,086 sq ft. I think that the evidence is that even if the area as a whole needs employment land, Gerrards Cross 
does not because of the structure of its economy, community and the history of chronic empty office space. 
2. Plans for development of land parcel 57A - The plan is to use this land for employment space. This is 
unsatisfactory for four reasons: a. This is a long heavily treed 20 acre wood that runs between Lower Rd and the 
A413 bypass. It provides a ‘green lung’ which mops up pollution from vehicular traffic on the A413, M25 and 
increasingly from traffic using Lower Road as a rat run. Trees are well known for absorbing from the air carbon 
dioxide (CO2), sulphur dioxide (SO2), nitrous oxides and other pollutants such as airborne particles (PM10) as 
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well as producing oxygen. The role of vegetation in mitigating the effects of air pollution has been highlighted as 
one major potential benefits of urban green space because it reduces the incidence of respiratory illness. This is a 
serious issue as recent evidence has shown that there are 30,000 deaths a year in the UK from pollution- related 

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

30,000 deaths a year in the UK from pollution- related illnesses. Air pollution has also been shown to cause low 
birth weight in infants. In view of the fact that the UK is currently failing to meet EU standards on clean air in the 
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Home Counties and is being sued in the civil courts, it makes sense to afford this green lung special protection. In 
addition to this important health benefit, the trees absorb noise from the bypass and the M25 improving the 
ambient environment. Also this area is an established ecosystem for native British wildlife including bats, 
different species of owls, in addition to other birds, and small mammals. The loss of this natural habitat must be 
avoided.  Question 16 Infrastructure is a key issue in addressing this plan. In my view it must be integrated with 
and lead and growth plan. It is not and should never be the poor relation. Gerrards Cross is a classic dormitory 
town for people who work in London. Local business does not provide growth London does. People choose to 
live here or in Surrey/Berkshire based on quality of life factors. Important among these are the rail service (good) 
and the availability of parking facilities at and near the railway station (poor) as well as the overall quality of 
infrastructure (patchy and in some cases deteriorating to poor/bad). If we are going to meet our growth 
aspirations it will only come if we address our deteriorating infrastructure and protect areas of natural beauty 
which provide essential habitat to native British wildlife. Otherwise, people will choose to live elsewhere and 
revitalisation and growth will not occur. 

Rep1661 
Mrs Catherine May 

I object to the loss of green belt on the following grounds: 1.  Slough is a huge urban sprawl and Berkshire has 
already built on old industrial estates right up to the county boundary, the last being 200 dwellings, with negative 
effects, eg, on local roads.  George and Middle Green has effectively  kept back further development due to 
green belt status. 2.  The green belt around Iver, Iver Heath has prevented the large urban areas of Slough and 
Uxbridge being joined in a ribbon development and  green belt round Middle Green and George Green from 
merger with Langley.  3.  There is a real danger of a metropolis development and encrochment on the 
countryside in an area where the rural nature is clinging on and would be lost for all nearby urban inhabitants as 
well as local people. 4.  Middle Green was previously considered for being registered as a special interest area 
and only financial constraints prevented adoptation.  It is a valuable corridor of habitat for badgers, two types of 
deer and many other wild creatures and birds, including recently red kites that are now nesting locally. 
5.  Most of the proposed area for development has been previously rejected by council planners for, among 
other reasons, the flood risk.  It is also the site of old landfill.  It is bordered by small streams, drainage ditches 
and the canal.  Building there could only exacerbate drainage problems.  There are many pleasant local footpaths 
in the area and building would interfere with these and their current open nature.  The area is also crossed by 
electricity pylons with possible attendant health/safety risks. 

  

Rep1662 
 Sally Reeves 

Q.8.1   Site selection and justification? Some of the Joint Local Plan Green Belt is within the Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) in the Little Chalfont / Latimer/ Chenies area and has other constraints such 
as having important heritage, biodiversity or open space and beauty value which has not been assessed in Part 1 

The Councils will be seeking to 
protect the best and most versatile 
agricultural land from 
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of the Green Belt Assessment for development potential.  The land has been identified as an option for removal 
from the Green Belt at this stage- which is against National and Local Planning Policies. It should not be removed 
and would be totally inappropriate for development for housing or in search for employment.  Chiltern District 
Council should concentrate its local housing stock on brownfield sites and its less sensitive ‘urban fringe’ sites 
which can be most easily connected to existing road / transport networks together with other local amenities 
and infrastructure. For example, there is a corridor of land to the north and south of the A404 (White Lion Road) 
with sites between Amersham and Little Chalfont which do not appear to have been considered and on a 
superficial inspection would appear to be land that is not particularly special, unlike the Green Belt and AONB 
areas that have been proposed for development. This would contain any development in the stretch of existing 
urban area between Amersham and Little Chalfont – linking the housing areas together and creating a larger 
joined community. Is CDC one of the 73 Councils in England who are piloting new registers of brownfield sites?  
Q.17.1 Little Chalfont: Major Settlement for Growth? Little Chalfont should only be identified as a ‘Major 
Settlement for Growth’ following consideration of all options.  If, as presented, the growth involves sacrificing 
large tracts of environmentally and visually sensitive areas of land - designated Green Belt and Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty - it is difficult to see how Little Chalfont was selected as a suitable centre for growth. 
ANOB policy is ‘to conserve and enhance the beauty of nature’ - and this is not consistent with large scale 
building and is contrary to National Planning and Chiltern District Council planning policies. The views, landscape 
setting and biodiversity should be enhanced rather than devalued or destroyed. What other site options have 
been considered? Notwithstanding the current arguments taking place about the future of the Green Belt, the 
proposed development areas are generally green field sites whose development would have a major negative 
impact on the openness and character of the Green Belt and Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB). Q.17.2 Little Chalfont: Can it accommodate significant new development? The draft development 
proposals indicate that Little Chalfont cannot accommodate significant areas of development without a 
significant adverse impact on the environmental, landscape and visual amenity of the area. Clearly there will also 
be wider impacts on education, health and well-being, parking, sport and recreation, social care, transport, water 
and waste water and waste management. All the existing facilities would be totally inadequate due to the large 
scale proposed building expansion proposed. There will be a net loss in biodiversity. Will the developer fund 
other mitigation measures through CIL, or other legal agreements? Q.17.3 Little Chalfont: Expansion within 
existing boundaries? Development should be contained within the current village boundaries. Expansion onto 
green field sites to the east of Stony Lane and Church Grove will lead to urbanised, ribbon development towards 
Chenies Village and Chenies Manor (with all its history, gardens, places to visit) set in the Conservation Area 

development. 
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Green Belt and AONB, Chorleywood and the M25 and will have an urbanising effect on the existing open, rolling, 
rural landscape (cf Annex E). At present this stretch of land is unspoilt by any development and is Green Belt 
countryside. Search for employment areas such as business parks or trading estates would be at odds with the 
Green Belt / SAONB and out of character with the areas and the beauty of the Chess Valley countryside and 
Chiltern Hills. All this is contrary to National and local Chiltern District Council Planning Policies 
Q.17.4 National Planning Policy Framework, Chapter 9 – Green Belt? Chiltern District Council should adhere to 
National Planning Policy Framework (chapter 9, Green Belt)  The Green Belt is intended to maintain openness 
and separation  – and prevent the sort of urban sprawl  that will ensue if the Planned Area of Search for 
Employment is designated. Q.17.5 National Planning Policy Framework, Chapter 11 – Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty? Chiltern District Council should adhere to the National Planning Policy Framework (chapter 11) 
objectives of conserving and enhancing Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The Chilterns Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty Management Plan confirms that ‘the Chilterns is possibly the most heavily visited landscape in 
the UK, with 55million leisure visits a year’ – a detail which reinforces the current high amenity value and benefit 
derived from the use of the area for leisure and recreation. ANOB policy is ‘to conserve and enhance the beauty 
of nature’ The NPPF is clear that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty designated areas. Q.17.6 Stage 2 Consideration Map: General Area 22A: Chess 
Valley? General Area 22A indicates an area for development on the lower slopes of the agricultural land on the 
south side of the Chess Valley.  This plot of land is highly sensitive environmentally and visually. Development 
here will have a highly detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the Chess Valley. Natural 
England's Agricultural Land Classification map indicates that the farmland soil is grade 3 (moderate to good) and, 
as such is a valuable natural resource which should not be built over or subject to irreversible loss. Any 
development in this location will be visually intrusive from many vantage points and will particularly ruin the 
prospect from Latimer Park, a Grade II registered Park & Garden which overlooks the site from the opposite side 
(north) of the valley and Latimer House, listed building and Latimer village Conservation Area. Built extension 
option HELAA site CDO 135 Green Belt Assessment – GBA - 22A is contrary to Chiltern District Council planning 
policies. Any building in this area would destroy part of the Chiltern ANOB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) 
and Green Belt, impact on the views and character of the area from the surrounding AONB and Conservation 
Area. ANOB policy is ‘to conserve and enhance the beauty of nature’ - and this is not consistent with large scale 
building .The whole character of the area should be protected – to save and enhance the existing biodiversity of 
the area, protect the setting and  views  of the Chiltern AONB. A full assessment on neighbouring settlements – 
eg Latimer, Parkfield Latimer, Chenies would be required to demonstrate the impact on adjacent communities, 
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the destruction of the views, agricultural land, Chess Valley, river and water, water table and underground 
geomorphology, biodiversity, listed buildings and listed Parks and Gardens, Conservation Area, Green Belt and 
AONB and so on all contrary to the planning policies already in place. Q.17.7 Environmental Assessment? 
At this stage no Environmental Assessment (EA) has taken place.  An EA will need to consider the many potential 
impacts of development including (but not limited to) the effects on archaeological and heritage, biodiversity, 
ecology, hydrology, landscape and visual impact, soils and transport. The current proposals and their associated 
road links are likely to have  significant adverse effects on the individual components of the landscape - including 
veteran trees and mature established hedgerows,  the aesthetic and perceptual aspects of the landscape - as 
described in the local Landscape Character Assessment, the character of the landscape created by particular 
combinations of these elements, and particularly valued parts of the landscape - such as the Chess Valley, which 
contributes to this value. With the proposed development adjacent to Stony Lane there would be a need to 
widen Stony Lane which in turn would change the character of the area and lead to the removal of the existing 
veteran and ancient oak trees and destroy some of the biodiversity of the area, with an urbanisation which is all 
contrary to Chiltern District and National Planning Policies in areas of Green Belt and AONB. There would be a 
great increase in the volume of vehicles using the roads and a need for traffic lights / roundabout at the junction 
Stony Lane / main Amersham Road  (A404). Chiltern District Council should protect existing Green Belt. Chiltern 
District Council should protect existing AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty). Chiltern District Council 
should to protect any effects on the Conservation areas, setting and views of listed buildings, and listed Parks and 
Gardens. The proposed scale of development is totally inappropriate in the exquisite local environment of the 
Chiltern AONB and Green Belt including the Grade 1 agricultural land posing an unacceptable threat to The Chess 
Valley and surrounding areas, destroying the nature, beauty and unique setting for ever, losing a legacy for 
generations to come. The local area and countryside should be protected and enhanced and not subject to built 
development particularly in any of the AONB (note any AONB development would be all contrary to National and 
Local Planning Policies outlined above in comments). 

Rep1663 
 Robert Youngs 

Question 1: The report does not indicate that there is a need for vast employment land areas to be created 
around Chesham, in fact it suggests there is little or no need at all for employment use land at and around 
Chesham. It is clear to us that Chesham town centre is in desperate need for rejuvenation. We have lived in the 
area for 5 years and although Chesham is our nearest town, we very rarely visit or go shopping there, except for 
visiting Waitrose or Sainsbury’s. The reason being is that it is not vibrant, full of coffee houses and charity shops. 
It always appears deserted, like a ghost town, on the few occasions we do visit. We always prefer to go to 
Berkhamsted, which is much more vibrant with full range of shops (including coffee shops and charity shops). 
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What Chesham requires is major investment to revitalise the town centre by modernising and upgrading the 
quality of commercial land available within Chesham and to attract businesses. With an increase of workers and 
residents the town will naturally develop into a vibrant town. It is truly absurd to consider an Employment area 
outside the town between Nasleigh and Ashley Green, in the middle of Green Belt with no realistic transport 
options as a suitable location. This would not provide the area with any growth potential as any people located 
for employment there would drive in and drive out providing absolutely no benefit to local businesses, pubs, 
sandwich shops, retail shops etc.  In relation to residential land modest growth for Chesham can be 
accommodated by creating local development sites rather than a huge swathe of green belt land being zoned for 
residential use (example is provided in Question 3). Question 2: There is absolutely no rational case to made for 
an employment zone near Ashley Green therefore we will make all endeavours to ensure that the proposed 
residential expansion of Chesham and the proposed employment land zoning in Ashley Green is opposed at 
every opportunity to ensure that this land cannot be delivered by 2036. In relation to other sites being added, 
there are numerous other sites within Chesham which can be used to develop residential and employment land 
uses as the need arises, particularly around the key transport infrastructure of Chesham tube and bus terminuses 
(see answer to Question 3). Question 3: It is both astonishing and disappointing the Local Plan has not addressed 
numerous brown field sites within Chesham itself. These brown field sites could be converted to residential and 
commercial use. Why has the council not utilised a derelict site within 10m of Chesham station, this is one of a 
number spread around Chesham. It looks like it used to be car park, but is now overgrown and has clearly been 
like this for many years. I have provided a map and photographs below: [images inserted into original rep]. 
Ashley Green has a playing field owned by a local farmer which originally provided football pitches and a central 
cricket square. This is now disused and currently there is a planning application for bowls club, which seems 
more appropriate use of the area, not overly intrusive and a potential benefit to local residents who can 
participate if they wish.  Question 4: The joint Local Plan with respect to Chesham is entirely inappropriate. A 
more prudent approach for Chesham would be for small scale considered development best utilising brownfield 
and underused/old sites (see answer 3). It is impossible to understand the rationale for proposals for large scale 
residential or employment land zoning outside of Chesham. The Green Belt and local villages are what critical for 
preserving the English Heritage which is cherished throughout the world. You only have to see how many 
countries avidly watch “Escape to the Country”, when I go to Australia the programme is avidly watched by 
everyone envious of the English countryside heritage. Expanding towns like Chesham outside its current footprint 
will just make all the countryside just part of “Greater Chesham” and once the Heritage is lost, it is lost forever.  
Question 5: We agree that Option A is correct as the first option and the council should make every possible 
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effort to ensure the vast majority of the Local plan requirements are catered for in this Option. As the biggest 
need for extensions to settlement lies in South Bucks, therefore, Option D should become Option B. Current 
Options B & C should have reduced priority, certainly Chesham does not require an increased settlement size. 
Option F should remain a low priority. Question 6: Clearly development in South Bucks should be pursued prior 
to extensions within the Green Belt and Areas of Natural Beauty areas of Chiltern. There is no justification in 
suggesting that Ashley Green should become an employment land zone, no requirement apart from what already 
exists. Question 7: We can see little unmet need in Chiltern so far as Chesham and its surrounding areas are 
concerned. Question 8: The primary users of affordable housing are young people and in a lot of cases these 
people do not own cars. Therefore is absolutely critical that affordable housing should be built in small 
developments close to transport links (Tube/Bus terminals) and retail outlets. Question 9: My understanding is 
that the council have already undertaken a review and identified no appropriate sites recent within Ashley Green 
or Chesham. Question 11: The critical issue about the area around Ashley Green is that it contains large areas of 
green belt land, many listed buildings and large areas of outstanding natural beauty. It must be priority to 
maintain the heritage associated with the Green Belt. Any further Employment development between Chesham 
and Ashley Green will effectively make Ashley Green a 'suburb' of Chesham and the uniqueness of the area 
within the Green Belt will have been lost for ever.  Question 12: Ashley Green contains numerous listed and 
period houses and farms and these need to be protected for our future generations. Any attempts to develop 
around Ashley Green will threaten these heritage assets. Question 13: Ashley Green is a lovely parish which is 
substantially Green Belt and in the Chiltern Area of Outstanding National Beauty. It is absolutely critical that the 
council looks to protect and cherish these areas of typical English countryside beauty and it would be a travesty if 
the council allowed this to be ruined. The sports field in Ashley Green should be maintained for future possible 
reuse for leisure purposes for the benefit of the local community. Question 14: Residential development is best 
met by small, piecemeal developments in appropriate areas in Ashley Green as brought forward by locals within 
Ashley Green and not as imposed by the Draft Local Plan. There is no need, desire or requirements for 
employment land zoning in Ashley Green. The nature and character of Ashley Green is best served by 
maintaining current arrangements. Question 17: Transport is critical in any planning. Any development near 
Ashley Green would require vehicle access. There is a very sparse bus service along the A416 and the road is 
already far too busy and the derestricted zone between Ashley Green and the Bellcote is a death trap. We have 
experienced over 10 near misses as we slow to turn into our drive with cars travelling at frightening speeds and 
failing to spot a slowing car. The A416 from Berkhamsted to Amersham is already full to spill during busy periods. 
It can take an extra 15 minutes to crawl into Chesham from Berkhamsted. Further development would just make 
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this road even more dangerous. The section between the A41 and Ashley Green is already in a poor state and 
would only deteriorate further with additional unnecessary traffic.  

Rep1664 
 Matthew Jennings 

I was born in this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in 1966 and grew up here apart from about 10 years 
working and Living in London. Over the years I have seen much change in the area. Some good changes and some 
not so good. But I feel that none of the change has been planned it has just evolved and we are now at a point  
where things have got to change, but the infrastructure is not there to support it.  Schools: People are very often 
unable to select their local school for their children because there aren't enough places to accommodate them. 
Little Chalfont Primary has an intake of 30 children a year for the reception class. If you don't live in Oakington 
avenue or Amersham Way you are very unlikely to get into the school unless the sibling rule applies to you. 
Shops: There is not enough parking now at the shops in LC let alone with the Proposed development. The Local 
chemist i hear is under threat of closure! Where are the people who cannot or do not drive supposed to collect 
prescriptions etc? This means they will be forced to travel to St. Giles, Amersham or Chorleywood to collect 
them, Madness! Their is already a lack of parking at the station, more development will increase this problem. 
Trains are full at rushhour, platforms are not long enough to add more carriages. There needs to be a local and 
regular hopper bus service which can used by residents to cut down on the number of vehicles being used for 
short runs! Why is development in Lodge Lane inappropriate? Lodge Lane is not a B road as stated in your 
document. It is a very narrow and dangerous lane which is in places a single lane. The lane is sited within the 
Green belt and AONB, which you make no or little reference to in the consultation documents. If the land either 
side of the A404 at the Stony lane, Church Grove/ Lodge lane junction was to be developed for industrial or 
residential use, the volume of traffic in Lodge lane would become dangerous. The road is unsuitable for any class 
of lorry and we already have articulated lorries pulling in and out of Honors yard which is sited on the hill up from 
the old golf course. Many of these lorries cannot negotiate the railway bridge so they have to head down Lodge 
Lane to Burtons Lane which again can cause chaos at the crossroads with Roughwood lane. M25 Closures causes 
chaos in Roughwood Lane as People use it as a cut through to Nightingales Lane in Chalfont St. Giles. This Lane is 
not Suitable for the level of traffic it has at the moment let alone future expansion. The whole of lodge lane is in 
the Green Belt and most of it in the AONB. The AONB was created for a purpose which was to separate London 
and its surroundings from the home counties. To act as a 'Green Lung' for London. I say lets not loose sight of 
that. Once we start eroding the area it will become a slippery slope which we cannot reverse. The Countryside 
and Rights of Way Act of 2000 has placed a duty on public bodies to 'have regard to the purpose of the AONB'. 
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Development: I welcome the development of Lodge Lane Farm which has already been given planning 
permission for 6 dwellings using the existing footprint. Ref: CH/2013/0068/FA. There have been several attempts 
to develop in Lodge Lane all of which have been rejected as inappropriate within the AONB and whether you 
stand in the AONB looking out or vice versa you really do see why we need to keep areas like this sacred. I am 
concerned as to how any future developments within Little Chalfont and Chalfont St. Giles can be regulated and 
sold at an affordable price to young people who are trying to enter the housing market. How is this going to be 
achievable? I recognize the need for limited development in the area but this must come through the use of 
infilling and the use of any brown field sites which are available. If the council feel this is not achievable through 
this method (which i am sure they do) then they should recommend that a new Town be created in a different 
area, where all the infrastructure can be implemented at the same time as the housing development. A much 
better solution to turning villages into towns which can support the increased demands. In conclusion the AONB 
and Green belt should be preserved and not destroyed. The existing infrastructure should be enhanced and 
improved for the people who either live or work in Little Chalfont. This would include proper maintenance of 
roads, signage, white lining, Parking facilities, transport services, Doctors, Dentists, Chemists, Social Services, 
Parks and green open Spaces. 

Rep1665 
 Beverley Singer 

Objection to removing any Green Belt around Chesham - The Green Belt and area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
must be preserved and enhanced. This is why we moved to Chesham in 2008. The proposed areas for 
development will swallow up Lye Green and Ashley Green  They must be preserved to maintain the character of 
the  Chesham. Being set in a valley it is possible to look around the adjoining slopes and see cows grazing, 
something unique to Chesham. It is clear that Chesham needs to build more homes. Action needs to be taken on 
multiple fronts. Options should focus on re-using brownfield land and intensifying development in existing built-
up areas with good public transport connections.  New building once agreed on numbers must be fitted in within 
the current town boundaries without encroachment on the Green Belt. To accomadate buiness a Industrial Park 
on the old Bovingdon Airfield. This is a large flat, substantially brownfield and underused old defence site. It is 
only three miles from Chesham High Street and one mile from the A41 dual carriageway. It is ideal for 
commercial development with excellent transport connections. 
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Rep1666 
Mr Richard Cowan; 
Rep1686 
 Jayne Musk;  
Rep2451 
Mr Luis Silva;  
Rep2420 
Mrs Alison Silva; 
Rep2455 
Mrs Tara Vindis 
Rep2485 
Mr Paul Hawkins 
Founder Director 
Frontier 
Development; 
Rep2486 
Mr David Morgan; 
Rep2495 
 Sam Musk; Rep2500 
Ms Carolyn 
Andrews; Rep2602 
Mr Dave Morgan 

I am a Farnham Common resident. Q3   Yes.  I strongly oppose the continued development of green belt sites 
adjacent to any major or minor connurbations.  We need to preserve the open and green spaces adjacent to any 
any existing residential locales.  These are without exception valuable to all local communities.  If we need to 
surrender green belt areas to housing then we should consider developing brand new small communities - either 
villages or small towns.  This will not increase the stress on existing communiteis whose infrastructures are 
almost universally under stress and which might bring about collapses and need for early renewal of existing 
infrastructures - water, drainage, roads, power, communications etc.    More importantly it would ensure that 
any new communities would benefit from new infrastructure and ensure that the new communities would 
benefit from the advantages of living in a new cohesive community of their own.  In my view people benefit from 
living in smaller unitary authorities where they can influence their own environment, rather than being tagged on 
to existing connurbations.  People like living in villages and small towns.  If we need to release green belt for 
building development rather than continued extension of existing connurbations we should utilise green field 
sites on existing farm, moor or wood lands separate from existing connurbations. The proportion of England's 
landscape which is built on is 2.27% according to research conducted by the BBC: 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-18623096 This includes the c. 50% of urban areas that are not built upon.  I 
contend that rather than decreasing the 50% of developed urban areas we could afford to develop rural areas (at 
50% coverage) with minimal impact on these existing, hitherto,  non urban lands that are available to us. The 
follwing responses deal with local issues. The area to the South of the M40 to the East of Beaconsfield Services 
would be an ideal location for such a development. This long stretch of land has a good main road linking to the 
A355 and the Motorway Junction. I would suggest that this may allow a significant development of housing and 
employment development, including facilities to support the Infrastructure and should be investigated further. 
Q4 I agree with the principles of the Chilterns and South Bucks joining forces to speed up this initial process to 
satisfy the Government’s requirement. I would also support our Local Parish Council in their request to ensure 
that the joint vision gives opportunity for the local characteristics and opportunities are not lost. We do need to 
review each parish within the overall joint area on its own merits. As an example I refer to South Bucks Core 
Strategy Development Plan Document (DPD) Page 27 - Core Policy 1, Housing Provision and Delivery, which 
states "Further development at Farnham Common will be managed to avoid a cumulative adverse impact on 
Burnham Beeches.“ Q5 I support the consideration of a mixed strategy to review development opportunities. 
However, I am against the relocation of our local recreational areas so that they are in a less sustainable location. 
Similarly I do not see the point in converting small locally accessible sustainably accessible offices to housing and 
then asking people to drive miles to a business park. I support our Parish Council with the need to ensure Special 
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Areas of Character should become more important as changes happen elsewhere.  We should be looking to 
designate MORE areas of special character to preserve and enhance the environment whilst looking for 
development opportunities within that framework of character. I have serious concerns about accepting 
additional requirements from outside areas.  It cannot be that an area can expand beyond its ability and/or 
capacity. Specifically, I believe there are areas within the Slough Council that are being prioritized for Commercial 
Use, where there is already spare capacity within the council’s area, easily seen by driving round the area. Should 
Slough not look at both their Housing and Commercial needs and start looking within before raising objections to 
outside? The policy of maintaining a defensible boundary needs to be applied to all settlements. I believe the 
Green Belt should be strengthened by this process, not reduced and weakened. I would also raise regarding 
employment opportunities that the analysis does not take full account of the change that is happening in the 
work place with more and more people working from home. I appreciate that this is for only certain sectors of 
the employment market, but the trend is there and would impact the plans and targets that are being 
considered. I would also suggest that this is potentially higher than national trends due to the nature of the 
workforce that reside within the Farnhams region. Q6 The Green Belt buffer to the south of Farnham Common 
and north of Farnham Royal must be preserved in its effect. This area includes Farnham Park and the area above, 
encompassed by Parsonage Lane. I would also register my objection to development in this upper area. Previous 
considerations of development have been strongly refused by the Highways Agency due to the lack of safe and 
reasonable access to the A355 and within. Q7 I support the work the Chilterns and South Bucks have done to 
consider how to plan for managing the unmet needs with the reference to Aylesbury Vale. Here the Duty to 
Cooperate is working, in keeping with the nature and character of the respective regions. I do NOT support the 
expansion of Slough to the North. As previously outlined, the separation of towns and developed areas must be 
maintained and the character of the Farnhams, including Burnham Beaches, must be retained and would be 
under significant threat if such a consideration was taken further. Our first priority must be given to maintaining 
the outdoor open recreation space. Q8 I question whether any development within the area of Farnham 
Common and Farnham Park would realistically produce affordable housing, as outlined in the documents. The 
nature of the surrounding area and current housing market, would have “house” prices beyond the reach of such 
a target. As outlined in the document, any development should take in to account its requirement to include a 
level of affordable housing. Hence my previous suggestion for development sites located on the M40 corridor as 
a more realistic opportunity to provide for a mix of housing and employment opportunities. 
Q9 I am not clear as to the level of expansion being considered for the Orchards, Chalfont St Peter and what 
balance would therefore need to be fulfilled. I would object to any further development or additions in or around 
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Burnham Beeches. This goes against the statements made throughout the Local Plan and associated documents, 
where the principle to retain the character of Burnham Beeches is a priority. Clearly this is important to ensure 
the area for locals and the 600K+ annual visitors. Q10 I believe there is an opportunity to consider a housing 
development near the local shops in Farnham Common on the current site occupied by the Car Wash. I do not 
believe the suggestion options encompassing Farnham Park would not provide any benefit to older residents as 
the location of the shops, public transport are not within a short walk. Q11 The amount of open space needs to 
be protected and balanced within the Farnhams. We are provided for to the north west by Burnham Beeches and 
the south by Farnham Park and these and the surrounding borders are key to the character and feel of the 
Farnhams. Q12 I am not aware of any sites to add here at this time. Q13 The Farnhams is under provided with 
public open green space. Temple Dell and Kingsway Green, The Pump, the FCSC sports fields and Farnham Park 
are all required to sustain the growing community that we have. All these locations provide multi-purpose 
opportunities for residents and visitors to take part in exercise, social activities and are all highly valued in the 
community. There use as recreational and green space should be protected and maintained, especially as the 
community grows. Q14 I would like to see the following included or emphasized more in the Joint Local Plan. 
i) Traffic Calming and Management. The A355 is overloaded already, in particular during rush hours and also, late 
at night, when the road is used as a cut through and drivers tend to exceed the speed limits. 
ii) The impact on the local wildlife in and around the Farnhams and in to Burnham Beeches needs to be 
considered in more depth. The Joint Local Plan has little detail on this and I believe it is critical to ensure that any 
impact is minimal and preserving the local and visiting wildlife is treated as a priority within and surrounding our 
green areas! Q15 Unless I have missed something or misunderstood, I do not see a policy for Educational Needs 
and Emergency Services. I believe these need to be policies in their own right as a population increase of the 
order of over 25% will have a significant impact on the demands in these two key areas (already stretched 
today!). Q16 I support the consideration detailed in the footnote on Page 7 of the  'Chiltern and South bucks 
Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study”, where the reference to Farnhams/Stoke Poges emphasizes that 
almost all of the neighbouring settlement, Farnham Common, falls within the 500m safeguarding zone of the 
Burnham Beeches Special Area of Conservation, any consequential findings of the Infrastructure Capacity Study 
which relate to this settlement will need to consider alongside other evidence, in particular the Sustainability 
Appraisal. Q17 I believe that the communication in delivering this Joint Local Plan in order for local residents to 
have sufficient time to review and research the associated material MUST be improved. As pointed out in the 
evidence within the documents, the county has a growing mix of residents, workers and visitors. The council 
needs to consider how it can make sure that notices are made, residents are kept informed and time is allowed 
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for locals to have an opportunity to respond. In particular, a significant section of the local population are not 
necessary computer literate or at least every day users, so communities need to have time to meet neighbors 
face to face to help spread the word so that the council can receive the best possible support and feedback to 
future stages in this plan and other projects. I do NOT believe it is acceptable or considerate to the communities 
affected by this Joint Local Plan, for the council to present to the Parish such an important document weeks 
before the deadline for response, when it is looking for residents and locals impacted to have the opportunity to 
respond. 

Rep1667 
Mr & Mrs Alex Glenn 

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

Rep1668 
Miss Stephanie 
Wilkins 

Question 1: 600 houses have already been built in Chalfont St Peter under a plan that was due to continue until 
2026. These should be subtracted from the total of the new plan. There is no means of judging whether the total 
number of dwellings that Bucks are required to provide is correct or not but Chalfont St Peter has already met its 
share of new houses from existing approvals and there is no need for green belt land around the village to be 
reclassified and used for development. Question 2: CD35 Rowan Garden Centre provides employment both as a 
garden centre and as an equestrian supplies shop. This site should be excluded as it currently meets the principal 
purposes of the green belt. Sites CD129 and 130 are on the Epilepsy Society site.  Both sites have existing C2 use 
which must remain.  Some limited redevelopment of small parcels of this land may be appropriate provided the 
land remains in the green belt and remains as employment land and that any redevelopment complements the 
existing buildings and use of the site including the four listed buildings, the green belt land and the two new care 
homes. Question 3: There may be infill areas in ‘built up areas’ in the village that would be suitable for smaller 
development. The development of green open space, sports and leisure areas and ancient woodland should be 
avoided at all costs as these are very important for the character of the village and should be protected for the 
younger generations. Question 4: Protection of the green belt and the AONB must be a priority.  It should be 
possible to protect the green belt and to provide housing by exploiting the Duty to Co-Operate and concentrate 
development in neighbouring areas such as Aylesbury Vale District on land outside the green belt.  This would 
clearly be in keeping with National Planning Policy and is potentially deliverable. Question 5: Chalfont St. Peter 
has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of 
development proposed for Chiltern district as a whole. Development must be concentrated towards the centre 
rather the fringes of towns and villages in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be 
developed first.  "Village extensions" which are out of proportion to the present housing population and in the 
green belt should be avoided. Although it may be possible to prioritise the options, this is not possible with the 
examples given as these contain elements with which I agree but others with which I disagree. For example, 
Option J includes both building in built-up areas and near train stations in important green belt areas. While I 
might agree with the principle that building houses that are close to existing transport links may be desirable, I 
would not support destroying important natural areas to achieve this.  Question 6: The Epilepsy Society site is the 
home of the Epilepsy Society established in 1894, and currently provides two new care home developments as 
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well as important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and 
changing facilities, which are used by more than 24 teams. It is a significant employment site within Chalfont St 
Peter and currently has planning designation C2. The current planning designation of C2 should remain for all 
developed parts of the site to protect its existing community use. Two significant developments are taking place 
at the site, the Audley Homes development and the Porthaven Homes development.  These  developments 
should be complemented by further medical use or assisted living, retaining the site for employment and 
possibly with some limited key worker housing to support such use.  The site is an important community facility 
providing employment, recreation and medical care. The Epilepsy Site fulfils as a whole all five of the stated 
purposes of the green belt. It provides a vital buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St 
Peter and Horn Hilla and one of the key purposes of the green belt is to prevent neighbouring towns from 
merging into one another. The Epilepsy Society site contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards 
the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural forestry and related uses and opportunities for outdoor 
sport and recreation including the Model Farm, Rowans Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. The 
undeveloped part of the Epilepsy site is within the Colne Valley Park, which deserves special protection.  Part of 
this site is also within the HS2 safeguarded area. The Epilepsy Society site is bounded on three sides by narrow 
and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development. Any development is car 
dependent.  The majority of the roads have no pavement and are unsuitable for walking. It is clear that the 
Epilepsy Society site, in scoring very highly in the green belt review and meeting all five of the major purposes of 
the green belt should not be released from the green belt.  The existing planning use C2 should be retained for 
the developed parts of the site and  the remaining parts of the site  must remain in the Colne Valley Park. The 
Epilepsy Society site is noted in the BCCHTA to have high historical evidential and community  value and is clearly 
an important historical and heritage asset.  Question 7: Expansion in Aylesbury Vale would reduce the load on 
other parts of Bucks. It would be valuable if there were a matching expansion of employment in Aylesbury Vale 
area to reduce traffic movement in the County.  Question 8: Where permission is given for housing development, 
emphasis should be placed on smaller more affordable homes, not large expensive properties that tend to be 
favoured by some developers. Question 9: The issues of access and infrastructure support need to be considered. 
Lawful sites should be focused on the travelling nature of the occupants. Chalfont St Peter has already a greater 
per capita proportion of sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People than any other defined area 
within the district.   Such sites should be more evenly distributed throughout the district. Question 10: 
Accommodation for the elderly should be provided close to or within the existing village so that elderly people 
can remain part of the community. Question 11: Chalfont St Peter is an historic settlement, being clearly 
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mentioned in the Doomsday Book.  The Epilepsy Society Site scores as “high” in three out of four assessed 
categories, and “medium” in the other.  It was the first residential centre in England specifically designed to 
provide a safe environment for epileptics to live and work and has the potential to be a conservation area in its 
own right. There are four listed buildings on the site and any development would irreparably harm their setting 
and  the village of Chalfont St. Peter itself.  The Epilepsy Society site has been part of the community for one 
hundred and twenty one years and is an important part of the community and amenity in Chalfont St. Peter, 
which would be damaged if the site were removed from the green belt with its potential loss of planning and 
building control. Question 12: The Epilepsy Society site should be recognised as one of the important heritage 
assets of Chalfont St Peter. Question 13: The football fields, the footpaths and the unbuilt parts of the Elilepsy 
Society site should remain as green spaces. Question 14: Only as above. Question 15: The entire wording of the 
document is difficult for non-specialists to read and comprehend but this question is not understood.  
Question 16: Chalfont St Peter cannot absorb any other major housing development without correct, serious 
study of the basic infracstructure services needed to ensure that schooling, medical services, transport, road 
networks, water and sewage facilities are suitably addressed.  Question 17: Close consultation with residents is 
vital to develop a local plan that meets local needs and protects important features of the local environment. 
Residents have a lot of local knowledge and experience of the local environment that is not available to people 
living outside the immediate area under consideration. The input of local residents should be valued and 
respected to benefit the planning process. The consultation process so far has been too short and the documents 
too lengthy and containing too much jargon to allow interested residents to give them due consideration. 

Rep1669 
 Guy Thompson 

With regards to Question 1 on the consultation as this refers to needs assessment I am struggling to locate the 
part of the planned development which references schooling availability, accessibility and appropriateness. Given 
that the proposed developments in Chalfont St Peter could, were they to materialise, result in significant 
additional school place requirements I would have thought it prudent to outline how the additional children will 
be accomodated given the refusal of the plan for Holy Cross for schooling purposes for the CSP Academy with the 
current developments let alone any new ones. The schooling argument was completely ignored during the Holy 
Cross site consultation although I understand that that is currently on appeal so this oversight would be running 
true to form. It would be the ultimate irony if houses were built on the school fields as is proposed as one of the 
options - Mill meadow. Reduce school facilities at the same time as demanding more from the school.  
From a suitably technical perspective as regards Question 15 I very specifically object to the proposed use of the 
Mill Meadow site on the following grounds: 1. The shaded area proposed does not actually even follow the 
proper boundary of Mill Meadow which would suggest that a very crude blocking exercise on a map has been 
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undertaken rather than a detailed evaluation of the site. 2. In any event the deed of sale (Conveyance) from 
private owners to Amersham RDC in 1934 show quite clearly that it was sold for the “purpose of a Public 
Recreation Ground” and I would suggest that the current proposals do not qualify which means development is 
disbarred on legal grounds. 3. The playing fields are used extensively by youth football, both for training and for 
matches (as well as by the school for their educational sport). My son attends CSP school and this is the only 
sports facilities within easy access of the school. (I note by way of a sidebar that the rugby club and cricket club in 
Beaconsfield are also in the firing line and given that my son attends both, as do hundreds of other children in 
the district, it would seem that sports fields and facilities are being disproportionately targeted in this 
consultation and I would like to raise my objections to those proposals as well.) 4. A young children's play area 
and a youth play area, both with play equipment, form an important part of Mill Meadow and it is the only one 
down in the valley of the town. In fact I would ordinarily be lobbying for an improvement to these facilities not 
simply their survival in current form as they are distinctly sub standard and inadequate for a village the size of 
CSP - let alone the bigger one planned in the same breath as eliminating what little play area there is. 
5. The Flood Risk Review, 2008, JE Jacobs and CDC – shows that up to 40% of the area is the “functional flood 
plain”, “Level 3b”, and up to a further 40% is at “High probability of flooding”, “Level 3a”. Given the current 
furore around flooding in the UK as well as the further warming and therefore extreme weather events forseen 
over the coming decades it shows a spectacular level of short sightedness to be thinking of expanding housing 
into a flood plain. With regards to Question 2 I would suggest that the number and location of sites in Chalfont St 
Peter is already too great - see the response thus far - and would certainly not suggest more sites. The core of 
the strategy would seem achieveable (town square and Newland Park) and logical albeit it would have made 
substantially more sense if Holy Cross had been ringfenced for the CSP Academy expansion rather than the ill 
conceived and likely to be disasterous Persimmons plan that seems to be being waved through in the teetth of 
vociferous local objection. With regards to Question 3; do the planners seriously want residents to try and find 
more sports fields to build over that they haven't already attempted to include in this consultation? With regard 
to Question 4 it seems clear both from the council's dealings with Holy Cross and then this suite of options that it 
anticipates all the residents to send their children to private schools given the complete lack of attention being 
paid to school places. Which will work out well for all those people in affordable housing let alone the vast 
majority of residents for whom that option simply does not exist. Until resource planning especially schooling is 
integrated into these ideas then they suffer from severe short termism. It is not enough to simply build houses. 

Rep1670 
Kia Johnson 

Q1-The draft local plan has identified housing needs ; however; it has significantly under estimated number of 
affordable housing required ; given project  increase in number of young population , 35 and under,  in the 
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Alexander Johnson 
Limited on behalf of 
Fariba Jahansouz 

district - refer to 2011 census. Q2-In identifying development opportunity the local authority has again failed to 
fully comply with the inspectors’ comments made in 2014 with reference to the original local plan consultation. 
In addition there are clear evidences that the local authority has not  fully complied with National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). In particular paragraph 73-74. The guideline specifically addresses the local community need 
for open space /sporting and recreational facilities. For example the local authority has failed to identify that the 
local community of Chalfont St. Peter  will expand significantly as the result of housing  development at Holy 
Cross . Therefore; it  would require to expand sporting facilities- Instead the local sporting facilities are identified 
as potential development sites. This is contrary to NPPF and Sport England’s guidelines and council’s failure to 
comply with their Duty to cooperate. Furthermore; local authorities approach to identify  green belt areas, not 
fringe , as development opportunity is in direct contrast with current ministerial direction and could be 
challenged which will result, yet again , to delay publication of the  local plan. Therefore; it is  advisable that the 
authority to  address these  issues at the earliest opportunity to avoid the local plan being challenged by the 
inspector and others.  Q3 - Any sporting facilities should be protected in order to facilitate    necessary open 
space/sport  and recreational facilities for the increasing population within South Bucks and Chiltern.  
Q4-  Joint local plan policy  is welcomed and anticipate a more coherent approach to  development cross 
Buckinghamshire.  Q5-Option A is most welcomed - this is in line with government policy of optimising land use 
and  protecting greenbelt. Historically land utilisation in south bucks and Chiltern is low. However; in recent years 
south bucks have adopted a more flexible approach by allowing higher density-  this practise was resisted by  
Chiltern.  Furthermore; it is suggested that the joint policy plan to take a more relax approach to back land 
development which potentially can increase significant areas for developments without damaging the green belt  
Q6- Options B,C,D &E will have devastating effect on the local communities  and may result in fragmenting the 
adjoining communities.  It will also result in loss of valuable local heritage and facilities within designated areas.   
Option K is welcomed -  Joint policy plan has the potential  to strategically develop  the area in to a technology 
corridor similar to that of M4 corridor.   Given the relative of  low commercial property cost in Chiltern  this may 
prove very attractive to med - start ups tech companies.  However; local authorities must adopt a more fixable 
approach. Q8- As mentioned earlier council have significantly under estimated number of required affordable 
housing. Never the less the target could be achieved by offering higher density accommodation in line in line 
with London Plan and relaxation of some development requirement, eg parking could encourage developers to 
build more social/affordable housing.  Furthermore; facilitating change of use for specific affordable housing  
schemes could be a way forward.  In line with this approach the Joint Local Plan must ensure availability of 
sufficient local facilities such sport fields and recreational   facilities in line with NPPF guidelines. Q9- In order to 
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provide optimum living accommodations for both travellers and local community it is best to improve existing 
sites and facilities within them rather than creating new sites. . At the same time implement control /license / 
arrangement for visitors when arriving on sites. Q10-   With increasing elderly population the need for special 
care units increases.  Both south bucks and Wycombe have good track records of increasing long term 
accommodations. However ; very few are affordable. It may be suggested that Local planning authorities may 
implement similar schemes  to affordable housing with specialist operators. Encouraging joint venture,  access to 
cheap land, increased density  and creating super nursing home - resulting in economy of scale in return for more 
affordable care.  Q11- Heritage strategy could be easily implemented in line with localism policy that is actively 
encouraged by government.  District communities and local centres could be consulted with the view to provide 
the required information quickly and cheaply instead of setting up  centralised committees. Q12- not aware of 
any  Q13-  It is proposed to nominate Chalfont community centre , local parish and Chalfont Football club to be 
consulted with reference to green spaces in centre of village.  Q14- Protecting of sporting facilities in Chalfont St 
peter in particular  football and tennis club Q15- Lower parking standards to be introduced to encourage  1- 
additional dwelling 2-  lower car ownership   Q16 - Development Infrastructures are generally adequate in the 
area and development should not be delayed. Introduction of CIL or any form of property tax will adversely 
effect availability of affordable housing since developers with pass this additional cost to future occupiers. Cost 
of infrastructures should be recoup over number of years from users of the services. Q17- The joint local plan 
should reflect the needs of the district and should be approached systematically. A shot gun approach and quick 
fix solutions should be avoided.  Selection of random  green belt development site  close or on fringe of 
developed areas should be resisted.  The final draft should be complied ONLY after careful local consultation with 
all grass root members of local communities/schools/business and sport clubs. 

Rep1671 
Mrs Margaret 
Hunter; Rep1672 
Mr John Hunter; 
Rep1698 
Miss Sophie Steers; 
Rep1712 
Mr John Steers; 
Rep1713 
Mrs Fiona Foster; 

Question 6: Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Spatial Strategy Options and the individual 
options listed in the consultation paper. I appreciate that the council needs to contribute to the national effort to 
build additional dwellings and commercial space and I support you in this endeavour.  That said, I am greatly 
concerned that the council has identified Green Belt Parcel 69, which lies between Fulmer Drive and the M40, for 
possible development. I believe this parcel fulfills vital Green Belt functions and it is wholly unsuitable for 
development. My principal arguments are as follows: 1. This parcel provides an effective check on the 
unrestricted sprawl of Gerrards Cross from the north into open land. Whilst the M40 Motorway forms a durable 
boundary along the south of the land parcel, this parcel is an important boundary to sprawl owing to the weak 
boundary with the settlement of Gerrards Cross. 2. This parcel prevents neighbouring towns from merging into 
one another as it forms part of the gap between the non-Green Belt settlements of Gerrards Cross, Stoke Poges 
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Rep2403 
Mr James Nelson 
 

and Farnham Common, and with the Green Belt settlement of Fulmer. 3. This parcel safeguards the countryside 
from encroachment.  It  protects the openness of the countryside and is minimally (<5%)  covered by built form.  
The land use is mostly characterised by woodland with some open fields in the east of the land parcel, 
contributing to the largely rural character of the land parcel overall.  Despite being of a small scale and the close 
influences of infrastructure and built-form, the land parcel possesses a strong unspoilt rural character. 4. Most of 
the parcel consists of ancient Beech, Oak and Birch woodland.  This woodland is a vital wildlife sanctuary for a 
wide range of nesting birds, badgers, foxes, small mammals and muntjac deer.  Furthermore, the woods should 
be protected by Tree Preservation  Orders.  The trees and vegetation perform a key environmental function by 
absorbing water that otherwise may flood the M40 Motorway and lower level land to the south.  Therefore, 
tearing down these ancient woodlands would be an act of environmental vandalism and would be resisted 
strongly by local residents. 5. The parcel also provides protection to the existing residents of the area from air 
and sound pollution caused by traffic on the M40 Motorway, which is often congested during peak times.  Should 
this parcel be developed, vegetation that forms a necessary and vital environmental function - with regards to 
traffic fumes - will be removed, which will be to the detriment of local residents. This important function of the 
vegetation is significantly less pronounced in other parts of Gerrards Cross. 6. Any new dwellings built on this 
parcel and their residents will be subject to excessive air and noise pollution from traffic on the M40 Motorway, 
which is most severe at peak times.  I understand that under “Noise - Environmental Planning Advice [PPG 24]” 
the southern edge of the parcel would be rated as category C and as such there should be a strong presumption 
against permitting development. 7. Vehicle access to the parcel will need to be from the Windsor Road (B416) to 
the west and/or the Fulmer Road to the east.  These roads are not suitable to take higher volumes of traffic, and 
would require substantial widening and strengthening to do so.  In particular, the junctions with the A40 already 
are under considerable stress at peak times and placing additional demands on the roads will exacerbate traffic 
congestion. 8. The only open fields / meadows are on the east side of the land parcel. This land is relatively small 
and slopes steeply towards the motorway, and is dominated by pylons and high voltage cables overhead.  The 
proximity of these cables may cause issues with electronic equipment for any residents and, possibly, health 
issues. In any case, I am sure people will be discouraged from living so close to the cables as well as the noise and 
pollution from the M40 Motorway.  Would you really choose to bring up your children there? 

Rep1674 
Mr Thomas Hutchinson  
Howard Sharp and Partners LLP on behalf of 
Land and Partners Ltd 

Site nomination – Land Between Puton and Parsonage Lane, Farnham Common 
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Rep1675 
 Robert Milne 

The primary functions of the Green Belt are to prevent encroachment of urban areas, to maintain separation of 
communities and to prevent continuous ribbon development. The narrow strip of Green Belt to the south of 
Farnham Royal and the larger area of Green Belt to the north of Farnham Royal are especially important in these 
regards.  Of particular importance are the Farnham Park playing fields but any large scale development along the 
A355 will make the viability of this already  congested, main road  even less sustainable. It is difficult to see how 
any large scale development could proceed in the Farnham Royal area without a negative impact on the 
scientifically important area of Burnham Beeches. 

  

Rep1676 
 Rosalind Massey 

Q1 It is noted at paragraph 2.3 of the Draft Local Plan that Chiltern and South Bucks fall within the 
Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area and functional economic market area comprising Chiltern, South Bucks, 
Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale districts. Consequently, for legal compliance there is a requirement for each of 
these local authorities to consider the Duty to Co-Operate in meeting objectively assessed needs. Indeed, 
paragraph 2.5 of the Draft Local Plan alludes to a Duty to Co-Operate between each of these Buckinghamshire 
authorities and this is endorsed. Q2 HELAA Ref CD0219, Blizzards Yard Car Park. This is entirely unsuitable for 
development for many reasons: i) It is a flood plain of the River Misborne and floods regularly. Flooding has been 
very seriousin 1999 and more recently in 2014 when the carpark was under water for 3-4 months. Local homes 
were flooded and the effect on local businesses was extremely detrimental. One local shop was closed shortly 
afterwards due to the impact on the business from loss of trade. It is also a safeguarded area being directly 
above the proposed route for HS2. HELAA Ref CD0042, Chalfont Grove, Narcot Lane, Chalfont St Giles (Chalfont 
St Peter – Gerrards Cross in Appendix 5) I agree with the comments in Appendix 5 of the HELAA “It is considered 
that employment intensification could perhaps be delivered within the first 5 years of the plan subject to a 
development brief being agreed for the site. The redevelopment of the site for housing would be resisted given 
the national importance of the site as a source of employment and also its Green Belt status.” Q3 I do not know 
of alternative sites that have not been identified through the HELAA and as a matter of principle, I would be 
strongly opposed to the development of open spaces, sports and leisure uses; or indeed other important land 
uses in the Village such as incidental landscaped areas, car parking or other areas of land which have been left 
open as a deliberate design response as part of the planned nature of the built up area. Q4 There is a great deal 
of detail omitted from the Vision and Objectives and it is appropriate for this detail to be added into future draft 
versions of the Local Plan. So far as the Objectives themselves, I would wholly endorse the need to protect the 
Green Belt and the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty since these are fundamental principles of the 
planning system which have been enshrined within local policy for a considerable period of time and, 
importantly, the NPPF provides full protection for these land use designations. As such, objectives which protect 

 
Heritage assets, such as listed 
buildings and scheduled 
monuments, are protected from 
inappropriate development via 
existing designations. Inclusion or 
exclusion from the Green Belt will 
have little impact upon specific 
heritage assets as other protective 
mechanisms are in place for that 
purpose.  
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the Green Belt and AONB would ensure that the plan is consistent with National Policy which is one of the four 
tests for soundness. Q5 As will be set out in later submissions the need to deliver development and protect the 
Green Belt and AONB can be mutually compatible. This is on the basis of looking at delivering development in the 
wider Housing Market Area which could include delivering development in the neighbouring Aylesbury Vale on 
land outside of Green Belt and AONB which would be an inherently sustainable approach to delivering 
development. The Plan would be positively prepared in taking this approach and would be justified since it would 
be delivering the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives.  
Aylesbury Vale could usefully assist in delivering housing and other needs in the period to 2036 given that a 
number of the larger, sustainable settlements in Aylesbury Vale are positioned close to the administrative 
boundary with Chiltern District. Specifically, Aylesbury, the largest town within Aylesbury Vale, is unfettered by 
Green Belt or AONB and is capable of accommodating significant quantities of additional growth within one or 
more sustainable urban extensions; whilst Haddenham is similarly not fettered by Green Belt or AONB and nor is 
Aston Clinton, both of which are larger settlements which are capable of accommodating growth in a sustainable 
manner. Given that the NPPF affords full protection to Green Belt and AONB, and indeed the Draft Plan makes 
clear that changes to Green Belt boundaries should be considered only in exceptional circumstances, all possible 
options to explore meeting housing and other needs without the need to amend Green Belt boundaries should 
be explored. I would strongly oppose any development between existing villages or other settlements that would 
result in the villages effectively merging to become one larger settlement. Q6 In respect of Option E (built area 
extensions to a wider range of settlements including Chalfont St Giles) there is simply not the land available to 
deliver any meaningful contribution to housing and other needs in the period to 2036 and this alone is 
compelling evidence that options seeking to intensify existing urban areas, which in themselves are challenging 
for local communities to contemplate, are not appropriate in this instance given the scale of development the 
Councils consider is required and the constraints imposed by Green Belt and AONB in largely rural local 
authorities.  Q7 I propose that neighbouring authorities deliver significant quantities of the Councils housing and 
other needs in the period to 2036 through the Duty to Co-Operate for the reasons already set out above. 
Q8 There is a national need to deliver affordable housing. The Council can be clear on an exceptions policy which 
could allow small scale affordable housing on individual sites either within or adjoining the built up area.  
So far as the quantum of affordable housing to be delivered off each development site, it is clearly the case that 
larger sustainable urban extensions are more viable propositions than smaller sites, not least since land values on 
significant tracts of agricultural land are lower than existing use values in urban areas. Consequently, it is 
considered that delivering significant quantities of housing on non-Green Belt sustainable urban extensions as 
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part of the Duty to Co-Operate is capable of delivering greater quantities of affordable housing than other 
options available to the Councils. Once built, social housing should remain within the social sector and should not 
be released into the private sector which would otherwise simply serve to perpetuate the problem. Q9 In order 
to reinforce reinforce social cohesion in existing Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople communities it 
would be better to develop existing plots on existing sites rather than search for new sites. Q10 I acknowledge 
the need to deliver a range of housing needs meeting the full range of demographics across the plan area. There 
is a need for sheltered housing/assisted living in Chalfont St Giles. Q11 Heritage assets are a key consideration 
both in terms of plan making and decision taking. The NPPF recognises the importance of protecting heritage 
assets and, indeed, this is borne out by the NPPF now making reference to the protection of not only designated 
heritage assets but also undesignated heritage assets. For the plan to be consistent with National Policy heritage 
assets must therefore be given high levels of protection. It is important that the full range of heritage assets are 
considered. Traditionally this has related to Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings, consideration should also be 
given to Scheduled Monuments, Registered Parks and Gardens, World Heritage Sites together with below ground 
assets and land form features such as ridge and furrow. Any previously undeveloped land should be subject to 
archaeological survey prior to any work being undertaken. The setting to designated and undesignated heritage 
assets should also be given protection. Q12 Chalfont St Giles is a medieval village with a Conservation area at its 
centre. Many of the medieval buildings still exist and many local street names recall the history of the area. 
Important assets which should be protected include The Stone (rare example of Georgian Regency architecture 
but also where thousands of locals were born during the time when it was a Maternity Home). The Rectory - also 
Georgian Regency and former home to many of the Rectors whose names are listed in Chalfont St Giles Parish 
Church. Chalfont Grove The Grade 2 listed Granary on Bottom House Farm Lane The Captain Cook monument off 
Vache Lane, Stonewells Farm in Deanway - known to be the oldest house in the village  The Parish Church - 
medieval with wall paintings Deanway United Church Miltons Cottage - former home of John Milton and housing 
a museum The buildings in Jordans associated with The Quaker Movement The old Mill cottage on Mill Lane by 
the ford - has a history going back to the 1600's The ford in Mill Lane The brick kiln near Kiln Cottage on Bottrells 
Lane - last remaining evidence of local brick making - most local houses built at the turn of the 19th/20th century 
were built of red bricks which were hand-made there from clay dug at the nearby quarry. The infant school - 
great example of a Victorian village school attended by many people still living locally. The alms houses (Jubilee 
Homes) in School Lane. The three houses- Emmas Cottage, Ivys Cottage and Mauds Cottage which together give 
the name to the hamlet of Three Households in Chalfont St Giles. Bierton House, 30 Deanway, one of a pair of 
properties of historical significance to the village. A Roman road that runs through the village. Bowstridge Farm 
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and associated barns Hill Cottage and associated barn. Q13 River Misbourne and the fields between Chalfont St 
Giles and Chalfont St Peter  - Green Infrastructure and a rare example of a chalk stream 
http://www.chilternsaonb.org/upl oads/files/CCSP/misbourne_aw areness_web.pdf. The South Bucks Way - 
http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/medi a/951368/SouthBucks.pdf. Greenbelt Area 32a and 41b - Home to abundant 
wildllife and are in the AONB. Much of the land is also currently safeguarded by HS2 Ltd. These areas are historic 
areas on the fringes of an historic settlement. Bowstridge Lane Playing Fields - Green Infrastructure. Back Lane 
Allotments-Green Infrastructure. Silver Hill-Green Infrastructure. The Village Green and Pond - Green 
Infrastructure. The Dew Pond between Stone Meadow and Silsden Meadow - Green Infrastructure. Jordan's 
Village Green - Green Infrastructure. Shakman Field - Green Infrastructure. The green space outside William 
Shakman House on Bottrells Lane - provides open space outside this housing for the elderly that sets it back from 
the road. - Green Infrastructure. Public Rights of Way - Green Infrastructure. Shakman Field ( behind Memorial 
Hall) - Green Infrastructure. Q14 The Parish Plan and Market Town Healthcheck Action Plan 2008. 
http://www.chalfontstgiles.org.uk/MTHC/MTHCActionPlan.doc The Vision for Chalfont St Giles in the Chiltern 
and South Bucks Local Plan, this is to be found on pg 21, paragraph 5.11 of the local core strategy adopted 
November 2011. http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=1199&p=0 The Chalfont St Giles 
neighbourhood plan which is still being drafted and subject to referendum. Jordans Village neighbourhood plan.  
Q16 Chalfont St Giles simply does not have the infrastructure. There is already considerable pressure on the  
village schools, transport networks are poor and would not support further development. Q17 The lead time for 
this Consultation has been far too short. It is also drafted in language that makes it pretty inaccessible to the 
averaage resident! I firmly believe that the parish of Chalfont St Giles should be included as an “Area of Little 
Change” as described in the Core Strategy for Chiltern District adopted 15 November 2011 paragraph 21:  
“Within the main built-up areas of the District there are areas of the settlements where the Council would not 
expect to see much change. These areas will be defined in the Delivery DPD. These areas have an established 
character and often a spacious layout with established planting forming a green appearance to the street scene. 
Within them, the Council would expect development, including extensions, to: •  Maintain and/or improve local 
character;  •  Be well integrated with, and complement, the neighbouring buildings and local area •  Protect the 
historic environment; •  Be of an appropriate scale - the size and design and external appearance of any new 
development     should be compatible with the character of existing dwellings in the vicinity of the development 
site •  Exhibit a density which respects surrounding development;  •  Have a layout which is in line with the 
surrounding area - any new plots should be similar in size and width to those in the vicinity of the site and the 
position of any proposed dwelling on the plot and spacing between dwellings should match the prevailing 

http://www.chilternsaonb.org/upl%20oads/files/CCSP/misbourne_aw%20areness_web.pdf
http://www.chalfontstgiles.org.uk/MTHC/MTHCActionPlan.doc
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character of development in the area .  •  Have access taken from an existing road fronting the proposed plot 
allowing the building line to the existing road to be maintained;  •  Retain features such as established 
landscaping which are important in the local street scene and which should be maintained and or enhanced in 
any development proposal.”  The most important areas of Green Space in Chalfont St Giles are the meadows 
along the banks of the River Misbourne from Chalfont St Peter to Chalfont St Giles and from Chalfont St Giles to 
Bottom House Farm Lane which is the Parish boundary. We feel that this land (currently under Green Belt 
protection) should have extra protection applied on it that binds Chiltern District Council and/or future owners to 
protect it for the good of Chalfont St Giles and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including 
but not exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices. This land is recognised as An Area of National 
Interest and key to our Green Infrastructure containing a rare chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils 
its existing classification as An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It is physically unsuitable for any 
development as it is on a flood plain, above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and 
therefore not deliverable before 2036."  

Rep1677 
Dr Adrian Arnold-
Smith; Rep1681 
 Harriot Arnold-
Smith 

I respond as someone who moved to this area in 1976 when coming to work at the Research Laboratories of the 
then British Aluminium Company at Chalfont Park, Gerrards Cross. I lived in Chalfont St Peter from 1985 until 
1997 and in Gerrards cross from 1997 to this date. Since retiring from my full-time career as a scientist, I now 
teach mathematics in the field of adult and community learning and act as Honorary Secretary to the Oakend 
Wayfarers Association that meets at Gerrards Cross Methodist Church and also Honorary Chairman of the 
Chalfont Park Investment Club that meets regularly at the Gerrards Cross Memorial centre. Consequently I feel 
intimately connected to both Gerrards Cross in particular and the Chalfont's in general. I believe we are 
extremely fortunate to have enjoyed the benefits that have resulted from the faresightedness and wisdom of 
others at the end of World War II who established the Green Belt around London which has been so valuable in 
controlling development in our area and preventing towns and villages simply merging. This is immensely 
appreciated by those of us who chose to live in areas such as this and is admired by so many that visit the area. I 
feel strongly that we should maintain as much of the undeveloped land around our rural towns and villages as it 
is. We have a duty to preserve the area for others who follow us to benefit from the foresight shown by our 
predecessors. Gerrards Cross has changed enormously in the 40 years that I have worked/lived in this area. What 
was once a pleasant village has become heavily populated particularly with unrestricted housing infill. Recently 
Gerrards Cross as been reclassified from parish to town. If these plans are not comprehensively quashed I can 
foresee what were once villages, merging together and becoming city-like within not many decades. The inability 
of the local Council to cope with its existing obligations to its council taxpayers is evidenced by the deplorable 
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state of the roads, especially potholes. To journey through Gerrards Cross can now take several minutes with 
traffic sometimes queueing several hundred metres in either direction along Packhorse Road. Unnecessary 
yellow lines and traffic wardens give Gerrards Cross the appearance of a grubby London suburb. With public bus 
transport so pitiful (the last bus from Slough to Gerrards Cross is 18:05) I suspect all these traffic problems will be 
exacerbated with the currently planned developments in Chalfont St Peter at Holy Cross and Newlands Park. 
Those of us who live in Gerrards Cross already have to travel to Chalfont St Peter for a GP appointment as there 
is no surgery in Gerrards Cross. What chance will there be of getting a prompt appointment when all these new 
houses come on stream? I live in South Park View, Gerrards Cross. Until about 2005 this close hosted 20 or 21 
dwellings. Many of those dwellings have been demolished and in their place apartments have been built. I 
estimate that there are now over 40 dwellings, and more are planned. Substantial development has taken place 
in other neighbouring streets to the extent that is hard to see why it is necessary to attack the green belt, other 
than to satisfy the insatiable greed of developers. Furthermore, as I write this document I am looking over an 
area of woodland sandwiched between the Old Lower Road and the A413 dual carriageway. I understand that 
this woodland, a haven of wildlife and protected trees is a potential victim of this scheme. If this is allowed to 
happen important aspect of what makes this area such a nice place to live will be destroyed. One specific point 
that I would additionally like to address is an answer to question 16 about Community Infrastructure Levy. I 
strongly object to the notion of a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). This will inevitably lead to increased costs 
of buying/selling homes on top of already 'skyhigh' stamp duty (which should be abolished as it inhibits job 
mobility). Whilst this may be paid by developers. It will inevitably be passed on to their customers. In summary, 
the green belt exists for a reason and needs to be protected. More than enough planned housing is already in the 
pipeline and many office block are now empty so planning for more is totally unwarrented. 

Rep1679 
Ms Linda Vick 

I have been a resident of Beaconsfield for 25 years. We were drawn to it by the beautiful streets of lovely houses 
with gardens filled with mature trees, a joy to walk or drive around.  In the time we have been here, we have 
seen the over-development of many areas with Station Road in particular ruined by blocks of flats taking over.  
There is a great danger that other roads will follow suit if the Council allows houses to replaced by denser 
housing, especially blocks of flats. This would ruin the whole character of Beaconsfield and there is no need for it 
beyond the greed of developers. I urge the Council to protect Beaconsfield from over-development of this kind. 

  

Rep1680 
 Brian Gatt 

Question 1 - Answer - Yes.  As the relationship between East Berks (specifically Slough) and South Bucks is such 
an important input into the local plan, there should be a more formal alignment of timetables on the 
development of the plans beyond the basic 'duty to cooperate'.  Also, as some of the proposed sites border 
established urban areas, local input should be sought from residents in those areas (such as Langley/Slough for 
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the proposed Middle Green site, and Hazelemere/High Wycombe for the proposed Holmer Green site). In terms 
of the Objectively Assessed Need for the HMA (ref: Buckinghamshire HEDNA, 19-22) I disagree that the Market 
Signals indicate a higher need than Household projections, and contend that the facts simply reflect the demand 
for semi-rural properties that are conveniently located for commuting and the trend for working from home – 
and that the character of South Bucks and the Chilterns is a good fit for this demand.  There will be a point where 
further development and urbanisation will actual reduce the attractiveness of South Bucks as a place to live in, 
hence reducing the demand on housing. Question 2 – Answer – Given the relatively early stage of assessment for 
South Bucks, the draft HELAA is missing too much information to be able to comment, however the Green Belt 
assessment (part 1) seems to clearly recognise that parcels 81 & 88 both strongly meet the purpose of 
designated green belt land, so I would expect them to be excluded as the analysis develops. Question 3 – Answer 
– Difficult to say given the current state of the draft HELAA and the minimal time to review these documents 
Question 4 – Answer – Firstly – this is the first time I have been made aware of any consultations, so I am not 
sure how previous consultations were communicated.  Given the discussions we have had locally I suspect many 
people in George Green were unaware of this whole process.  I only found out about the process on March 11th 
so have had limited time to review the huge amount of prepared information. From an overall Vision and 
Objective perspective, I find it odd that the historic and continued expansion of Slough is not explicitly called out. 
The main change I would suggest is a mail drop to all residents as well as residents of nearby affected boroughs 
explaining the process and the timetable for when their opinions will be solicited and taken into account, unless 
it can be demonstrated that a fully representative set of views has been included. Question 5 – Answer – I guess I 
am for Option L: a combination of some of the above I think the councils should really focus on being bold with 
Option A (making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built-up areas such as increasing 
building density or heights).  This would be the top priority (1). I’m afraid I don’t understand option B so cannot 
comment. Option C seems to me to be the next priority, and again I think there are options to be bolder (see 
next answer) Option D seems to be directly in contravention of the whole point of green belt, that is: “the 
fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open” or more 
specifically, purpose 1: “To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas”.  As such I strongly urge the 
councils to reject option D. Option E would be priority 4. I’m assuming Option F means removing green belt 
status from some of the larger settlements (rather than actually removing the settlement) so development is less 
restricted.  If this is the case then I could support that, assuming the local residents were in favour.  Priority 5 for 
me. I’m afraid I don’t understand option G so cannot comment. Option H and I seem much the same as Option F 
– I support with the same caveats, Priority 6 & 7. Option J seems sensible as my priority 3. Option K is fairly wide 
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ranging but sensible, I would support this approach to strategic employment options.  I don’t think it makes 
sense to prioritise this option vs the residential options above. Question 6 – Answer – Yes: in Option A, the 
current hierarchy indicates that Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross and Burnham are the principal settlements (South 
Bucks).  I only see plans for built area extensions to these locations.  It would be interesting to identify ONE of 
these settlements as THE principal settlement and to consider how to develop it into a more major town.  
Beaconsfield would appear to have the most potential for development in terms of available space nearby.  
Investigating bold options to focus investment in building one town could substantially contribute to the housing 
and employment needs. In option C, the strategic options shown for Amersham seem to be quite limited in scope 
given that the easternmost part of greenbelt parcel 23a could almost be considered as infill.  It would seem 
bolder to create a new road (to create a strong boundary) from the roundabout on the A413 north to Amersham 
& Chiltern RFC, and ‘infill’ the space to the east of the new road.  This would provide better access North/South 
to the hospital without any significant encroachment issues. In (my least preferred) option D, both strategic 
options (Middle Green and (to a slightly lesser extent) Holmer Green) will result in previously rural villages 
becoming subsumed by existing large built-up areas (High Wycombe & Slough).  Given that residents will have 
chosen to pay a premium to move to such locations I would expect that local resistance would be high and 
significant compensation would need to be considered. Question 7 – Answer – No level of unmet needs has been 
suggested as far  as I can tell so it is difficult to comment, however given that future housing and employment 
needs are a ‘best guess’, perhaps it would be more sensible to consider a shorter timeframe than 20 years, and 
make more use of the option to ‘safeguard’ potential land for the subsequent plan period – especially as there 
are a number of significant national infrastructure projects that could make major changes to work and 
commuting patterns (e.g. HS2, Heathrow expansion etc) Question 8 – Answer – My only suggestion is to focus on 
urban apartments (increased height and density), and ensure that a proportion of every one of those apartment 
blocks are available under schemes such as shared ownership.  Dedicated ‘cheap’ housing is divisive. Question 9 
– Answer – All seem sensible apart from option D.  Making a forced requirement for new pitches / plots for large 
developments would ignore the nature of those developments.  Question 10 – Answer – I think there is an 
opportunity here in that the rural nature of much of the South Bucks / Chiltern areas is particularly attractive to 
elderly residents.  Dedicating some of the new sites to ‘senior’ communities would create focal areas and a ‘care 
industry’ as well as providing for greater dignity in the elderly community.  It could be possible to create a 
community system whereby a proportion of the spaces are made available on an ‘affordable’ basis through a 
higher levy on the services to the rest of the community population.  
See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Retirement_community.  How could South Bucks/Chiltern become the Florida 
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of the UK? Question 11 – Answer – To me the word ‘heritage’ conjures up images of dusty old stone monuments, 
but when I think of the ‘icons’ of the sense of place and community I find I’m really only thinking about the 
pivotal places in my own experience and lifetime – the parks I played in as a child, schools and school trips, red 
telephone and post boxes… Question 12 – Answer – I don’t know about the protected status, but in terms of 
buildings I would list everything on Langley Park (Langley House Hotel and both gatehouses for Langley Park etc), 
St. Marys Church, Langley Hall (now school).  Question 13 – Answer – Langley Park and the immediate 
surrounding areas would be my nomination.  I assume Langley Park is already protected, but if the areas 
immediately surrounding the park were developed then the setting would be adversely affected.  I would assume 
that the group currently pouring millions of pounds into the development of Langley House Hotel would also be 
disturbed to discover that residents of the hotel could potentially be looking out onto a housing estate! 
Question 14 – Answer – I’d need more time to think about this.  A neighbourhood plan sounds like a good idea 
though!  Locally (Middle Green), I’d expect the measures would be about very low density and significant 
investment in infrastructure (roads, cycle lanes, broadband, drainage etc) Question 15 – Answer – Yes.  The 
Design Policies (D) could limit bold changes in an urban setting if it restricts development to ‘keeping with the 
prevailing character of the surrounding area’.  Provision should be made for a departure from the norm when 
considering more radical approaches to increasing urban density. I’ll be able to comment more on the Green Belt 
(BG) policies when there is more detail (especially the dwelling extensions section). Again, the housing policies 
(H) offer an opportunity to drive a ‘senior communities’ agenda as mentioned above in Question 10. In the 
Natural Environment (NE) policies I’d like to see specific recognition of Red Kite nesting sites.  Big support for the 
veteran trees aspects too! Very interested in the policy wording on the Transport Policies (T), especially on the 
impact from new development, both during development and once the development is ‘complete’ Question 16 – 
Answer – I note that Middle Green (one of the larger proposed sites) was not included in the settlement 
infrastructure capacity study – which makes sense as it is rightly considered a tier-4 rural settlement. I also note 
in point 35 the recurring opportunity/demand to develop a solution for elderly care. When looking at the 
overview of the report, my key takeaway is that infrastructure across the whole region is under significant 
pressure.  There needs to be an infrastructure investment plan to address this in advance of building new homes 
and offices. While the CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy) is an attractive and seemingly easy way of raising the 
funds to invest in infrastructure, it is a one-off charge that is necessarily tied to increasing the demand on the 
same infrastructure.  I urge the councils to review the sustainability of existing and proposed infrastructure, and 
to ensure there is sufficient ongoing funding to maintain and develop our essential infrastructure.  Our roads are 
particularly shocking! Question 17 – Answer – Please proactively engage with your stakeholders.  2 days is not 
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long enough to absorb all the great material that has been prepared and comment intelligently on it.  The 
extreme short notice on this consultation has meant that residents are having to respond while they are still 
going through the ‘change curve’ and may be in denial or anger, rather than able to contribute meaningfully.  A 
resulting challenge the new Joint Local Plan will need to address is the suspicion that the councils have 
something to hide and are not being fully transparent 

Rep1682 
 Gavin Jones; 
Rep1684 
 Clare Rasmussen 

Question 3 - The site of the Car Wash on Beaconsfield Road (formerly the site of Phil Whitaker Cars) could be 
better used for residential development. The car wash business could presumably be relocated to a much smaller 
site, possibly one of the local pub car parks. In the recent past, car wash businesses have operated successfully 
from the car parks of the Royal Oak and the Stag. The main car park at Farnham Common could be used more 
effectively. Car parking would, of course, still be required for use by customers of the local businesses, but flats 
could be built on stilts above the car park, similar to those on the corner of Beaconsfield Road and Kingsway. 
Question 4 - Each parish should be considered on its own merits. In particular, the relationship between Farnham 
Common and Burnham Beeches is very relevant, as identified in the South Bucks Core Strategy Development 
Plan Document, page 27, Core Policy 1, Housing Provision and Delivery: “Further development at Farnham 
Common will be managed to avoid a cumulative adverse impact on Burnham Beeches”. Question 5 - Option A – 
this is my preferred option. However, with regard to relocating open-spaces, this should not be done if access to 
the open space is made less achievable. For example, it is not acceptable if access used to require a short walk 
but subsequently requires a car journey, as this would effectively remove the open space for many residents 
(especially children and the elderly). Options D and E – The villages of South Bucks are very different in character 
to the town of Slough. Were Slough to grow northwards and merge into the South Bucks villages, the character 
of the villages would be lost, which would be a great shame. The Green Belt was created to avoid this very issue 
and the, already fragile, areas of Green Belt that separate Slough from the surrounding villages should be 
maintained and protected. Option H - Infilling and intensification of existing developed Green Belt sites should 
only be considered where they do not fulfil the primary function of the Green Belt: that of preventing 
encroachment. Option L – A mixture of approaches is likely to be required, but my comments given above still 
apply. Question 6 - Regarding development in the Farnhams, the impact on Burnham Beeches must be 
considered, as identified in the South Bucks Core Strategy Development Plan Document, page 27, Core Policy 1, 
Housing Provision and Delivery: “Further development at Farnham Common will be managed to avoid a 
cumulative adverse impact on Burnham Beeches.” The Green Belt buffer between Slough and Farnham Royal is 
essential to maintain the character of the Farnhams. This buffer is already very narrow and must not be eroded 
further. I therefore believe that Farnham Park should remain as Green Belt and not be developed. Furthermore, 
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Farnham Park also provides a valuable recreational space within walking distance of the residents of Farnham 
Royal. Relocating it further away would place it out of reach of many residents (especially children) and would be 
of significant detriment to the village. At a time when obesity is a major worry, particularly in children, we should 
be protecting recreational spaces and the ease of access to them. I believe that development of some of the 
identified area to the north of Farnham Park would be acceptable, provided that Farnham Park was retained and 
the impact on Burnham Beeches was carefully considered. The site of the Car Wash on Beaconsfield Road 
(formerly the site of Phil Whitaker Cars) could be better used for residential development. The car wash business 
could presumably be relocated to a much smaller site, possibly one of the local pub car parks. In the recent past, 
car wash businesses have operated successfully from the car parks of the Royal Oak and the Stag. The main car 
park at Farnham Common could be used more effectively. Car parking would, of course, still be required for use 
by customers of the local businesses, but flats could be built on stilts above the car park, similar to those on the 
corner of Beaconsfield Road and Kingsway. Question 11 - I wish to emphasise the value of Burnham Beeches and 
plead against any development plan that would be to its detriment. Given that it is recognised as a Site of Special 
Scientific Interest, a National Nature Reserve and a Special Area of Conservation, its merits are widely 
acknowledged. However, speaking from personal experience, it also plays a huge role in the wellbeing of the 
community, mentally and physically. It is a great asset for social, recreational and educational purposes, helping 
residents of the community to lead healthy, happy lives. The South Bucks Core Strategy Development Plan 
Document, page 41, Core Policy 9, Natural Environment, states that “The highest priority will be given to the 
conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and 
the integrity of Burnham Beeches Special Area of Conservation”. I strongly request that this policy remain in 
place. Question 13 - The public open green spaces in the Farnhams are: Temple Dell, Kingsway Green, The Pump, 
the Farnham Common Sports Field and Farnham Park. Losing any of these spaces would be of significant 
detriment to the character of the villages and the communities within the villages. As the population of the 
villages increases, the importance of these spaces also increases. In addition to contributing to the character of 
the Farnhams, these open spaces are a valuable resource for recreation. At a time when obesity is a major worry, 
especially in children, we should be protecting recreational spaces and the ease of access to them. Question 14 - 
The A355 is extremely busy, which causes problems with congestion, pollution, noise and risk of road traffic 
accidents. This is of particular concern given the large number of children walking along this road, at the busiest 
times, in order to attend the Farnham Common Infant and Junior schools, Millwood House Nursery and Dair 
House School. Measures to calm and reduce traffic on this road are overdue, and will become even more 
important as the population of the Farnhams increases. Question 16 - The infrastructure in the Farnhams is 
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already stretched. The schools are full, appointments at the GP are tricky to get and the A355 is extremely busy. 
The plan states that these issues will be considered in the next stage of the study. However, I would like to 
emphasise how important it is that these issues be addressed. I am worried that houses may be built whilst the 
corresponding and required infrastructure improvements are neglected. It is essential that the council places the 
necessary obligations on the developers and meaningfully enforces these obligations during the development 
phase. 

Rep1683 
 John Murphy 

AREA 69; Fulmer Road and M40 Area 69 is a long strip of land approx 25Cm deep at Fulmer Rd narrowing to 
about lOOm.The strip lies parallel and immediately adjacent to the London bound side of the M40.The slow lane 
of the M40 is closest During rush hour (2-3hrs) traffic in this lane is either stationary or moving slowly to access 
the M25. The other lanes are faster but still heavily tnfficed.A very considerable amount of exhaust fumes are 
generated by this traffic which causes air pollution. The topography of this site is a gentle slope up from the 
motorway bounded by woods and trees on the north and northwest margin.The slope of the ground and the 
barrier of trees ensures that any wind at ground level is slowed in its passage across the site. Furthermore any 
housing developed on this site would by its profile (plus garden development) act as a barrier to wind speed at 
ground level. I estimate there could be considerable air pollution on this site because of the above factors and 
there will be 11hot spots” of N02 plus all the other pollutants associated with traffic. For this reason from a 
health point of view I consider the site should be rejected for housing. 

   

Rep1685 
 John Orchard 

I object to the plan to develop the green space boundaried by West End Lane, Rogers Lane, Grays Park Road and 
Park Road.  The idea of 600 additional homes between Stoke Poges and Slough frightens me.  That would mean, 
potentially, 1200 more cars parking and travelling in and around our green village and another 1,200 -1,600 
residents.  At present these are historic green fields bounded by Park Road, Rogers Lane, West End Lane and the 
B416.  Every Green area contributes towards a good quality of life.  I believe we should preserve these areas - as 
they serve to help maintain healthy living.  I do NOT want more  traffic in or through the  village of Stoke Poges.  
The green belt areas are boundaries that preserve  historical areas, within which there is also an abundance of 
significant native  wildlife.  I think the extra space that I understand is required for building should be found in 
Slough.  I suggest using Slough's underused and vacant businesses and offices for housing and leave the green 
areas alone.  I don't want to lose the green belt that provides a barrier against sprawl (traffic, building and 
merging). If we don't save our land today, our future generations will be exposed to a poor quality of life.  I reject 
the SBDC proposal. 
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Rep1687 
 Roger Askew 

I wish to object in the strongest possible terms to the proposal submitted by SBDC for testing according to Green 
Belt criteria.   The area includes Hastings Meadow, an historic part of Stoke Poges.   It belongs to the Stoke Poges 
Hastings Community Fund.  The land is "vested in the Official Custodian for Charities for all the estate and 
interest therein belongoing to or held in trust for the Charity."   This means that the land cannot disposed of 
without the trustees gaining permission or agreement from this body.   The Stoke Poges Hastings Community 
Fund came about from the merger of two charities, the Stoke Poges Relief in Need Charity which has its origins in 
1822 as the Stoke Poges Common Poor's Fuel Allottment Charity, and the Lord Hastings Hospital Trust which was 
founded in 1557 with Lord Hasting's establishment of the Hospital and Almshouses. This porposal is another 
example of the gradual chipping away of Green Belt.  If this goes ahead the whole idea of Green belt will suffer, 
and Slough will absorb Stoke Poges. We in Stoke Poges have a unique landscape in the very densly-developed 
south-east of England, with Slough an ever-expanding urbnan area - Cross Rail in 2018 will give a further push to 
expansion. The area around St Giles with the adjacent Fray's Field and Memorial Gardens - just across Park Road 
and Hastings Meadow - a part of this ancient and treasured landscape. From an environmental and ecological 
point of view, this area is a water-meadow - quite unsuitable for development: water courses run through the 
northernly part - and the site of an abundance of wild flowers and hedgerows. 

  

Rep1688 
 Jane Sandy 

Question 1: This is too technical for the average person to comment meaningfully upon. The only comments I 
have are to question whether the employment/housing need figures arrived at are accurate and whether the 
joint approach of South Bucks and Chiltern areas is beneficial to the communities within. More locally, proper 
and holistic assessment of the Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park area is not possible at this stage, because of the 
unknown factors surrounding development of the various national infrastructure elements. Therefore, any 
decisions regarding housing/ commercial/ industrial developments in‐and‐around the three villages should be 
deferred until more is understood about these schemes. A ‘Special Case’ should be declared in the case of the 
three villages – and clearly this special status has been already been recognised as it was deemed necessary to 
produce a special document, “The Iver Topic” paper. The Council is urged to formalise this status by creating a 
‘local development no‐go zone’ thus preventing premature decisions and inadequate measures concerning the 
social infrastructure which will eventually be needed. Question 2: No. Delivery is out of my sphere of influence 
and I know of no further sites.  Question 3: Good question, however, I don’t have sufficient knowledge of such 
sites.  Question 4: Sustainability has been identified in central government’s National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF). From a local perspective, I would support any points which safeguard the environment/quality of life for 
our communities and wish to highlight our current situation as outlined in the response to Q1.  Health : Air 
Quality. The M25 and M40 motorways run through the east and north of Iver Heath and, with the M4 and 

 
Heritage assets, such as listed 
buildings and scheduled 
monuments, are protected from 
inappropriate development via 
existing designations.   Inclusion or 
exclusion from the Green Belt will 
have little impact upon specific 
heritage assets as other protective 
mechanisms are in place.  
 
The councils consider that options 
in the Green Belt need to be 
considered in addition to the 
opportunities that are available on 
brownfield sites.  
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Heathrow Airport nearby to the south, air quality is a critical issue for local people. With recently released 
research by the Royal College of Physicians and Royal College of Paediatrics & Child Health, stating that about 
40,000 deaths are caused annually by pollution, this is of serious concern locally. Areas of Green Belt in‐and‐
around Iver Heath are the only spaces which offer any mitigation of air pollution from traffic. These areas should 
be protected and nurtured to give further defence against the national infrastructure developments – including a 
potential third runway at Heathrow ‐ presently in progress and or at earlier stages of planning.  Health & 
Economy : Stress. A further health issue which has largely been ignored is the stress that local people are 
suffering from a continuous stream of large‐scale national infrastructure development proposals. The uncertainty 
and concern about these projects is causing high levels of stress within the community. Ultimately, stress – and 
its attendant physical manifestations ‐ will have an impact not just on NHS facilities, but also the economy in the 
form of lost working time through ill health. The community needs some form of reassurance that they will be 
able to continue to enjoy the facilities and lifestyle which originally attracted them here. This is another good 
reason our three villages should be designated as a ‘Special Case’ within the Local Plan. Aside from the above 
points, SBDC’s approach for ‘consulting’ on the Local Plan has been wholly inadequate. Firstly, it has not 
reached/engaged all members of the community and secondly, it is not ‘accessible’ ‐ a great deal of time and 
specialist knowledge is required before the issues can be understood and commented upon. Question 5: It is 
impossible in the case of The Ivers, to answer this question. Use of any Green Belt land here, for development 
purposes, is wholly unacceptable for the reasons stated in my response to Q4 above. Also, see my response to 
Q1 suggesting a deferral of any decision until the extent of national infrastructure schemes is properly known. 
There are grounds for making The Ivers and Richings Park a ‘Special Case’ to ensure that appropriate local 
infrastructure is delivered – rather than trying to patch this up at a later date. This is a great opportunity to get it 
right – and will ultimately save money in the long term. Question 6: The only options I would support would be 
those concerning brownfield sites – redevelopment of non‐Green Belt land which already contains permanent 
structures that are proven not to be historically significant and no longer fulfill any need. In ‘From Wasted Space 
to Living Spaces ‐ The availability of brownfield land for housing development in England’ published by the 
Campaign for the Protection of Rural England, 2014, research shows that there is more than enough brownfield 
land, suitable for housing development, to meet projected needs. Question 7: This cannot be properly tested 
until national infrastructure developments have been fully specified. Again, this question is too technical to make 
a wider response – for example, one would have to understand how “unmet need” is calculated in the first place. 
Question 8: Assuming the need is genuine, the Council should place greater pressure on developers to include 
higher levels of ‘affordable housing’ within their developments. For too long now, they have been allowed to ‘fly 

Transport options for Iver are 
being considered with the County 
Council as Highway Authority in 
conjunction with the Local Plan. 
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below the radar’ with developments just under the limit which would require low cost housing to be included in 
the scheme – in order to maximise their profits, not benefit the community. My suggestion would be to express 
the requirement as a percentage of properties being developed rather than an exact number, thus forcing them 
to include an appropriate level of affordable housing. In addition, developers should not be permitted to ‘cherry 
pick’ the easiest sites to redevelop, they should be required to develop brownfield areas designated by the Local 
Authority. This way, they will be providing a useful service to the community – rather than simply generating 
profits for their companies. Question 9: No. I have neither an understanding of their needs – nor the meaning of 
Option G. Question 10: Any facilities probably need to be Council owned, or part privatized to enable a high 
degree of quality control. Apart from needing affordability, elderly people need to feel secure in the community 
within wh ich they live, while having essential services nearby. Question 11: The Heritage Strategy document is 
just a start, there needs to be greater understanding of what consititutes ‘heritage’ and further research should 
be commissioned. It is sometimes the small things – like an old wall constructed from local Iver stock bricks or a 
tall tree – that matter. Preserving local heritage – in all its forms ‐ can foster a greater sense of belonging to a 
place and enhance the sense of community around it. It forms part of the narrative of a place and engenders 
‘pride in place’. These concepts are important in putting our lives into context and can also serve as inspiration. 
Question 12: Again, I am not an expert in what constitutes a ‘local heritage asset’, so my response relates to 
buildings that I have come to appreciate through extensive local history studies undertaken over the past 10‐15 
years. To list them all here in detail would require more work than time currently allows, however, these 
structures are important historically to the district either because of their style of construction, or because of 
who once lived there and/or their social history value. This area has suffered badly in the past, with the loss of 
many great houses – notably Round Coppice which was a fine Palladian‐style residence created by Lord 
Burlington and left as a legacy to the community. Other examples include Bangors, the erstwhile home of Baron 
Anslow of Iver, which was also allowed to fall into disrepair and then sold for development; and Pointin‐View 
(Grace Villa) which was demolished (along with an architecturally unusual gatehouse at Langley Park) to make 
way for the Five Points Roundabout and widening of the Uxbridge Road. Further serious evaluation of ‘local 
heritage assets’ is urged before our ‘sense of place and community’ is further eroded in The Ivers and Richings 
Park. Question 13: No suggestions. Question 14: Support to get the Iver Neighbourhood Plan back on track 
should be given immediately, so that local residents have a greater voice in matters directly affecting them. 
Question 15: Many aspects are considered within this Appendix and ensuring consistent and fair application of 
the emergent policies will be a key issue. Again, I believe that communities should have input into these at a local 
level and be permitted to steer the development of their own area – policies should include measures for 
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‘enabling’ and ‘engaging’ local people in managing their own affairs. Question 16: This 159‐page document 
appears to be a scoping document, with no hard evidence detailed. For The Ivers & Richings Park, it will be 
almost impossible to pin down local infrastructure needs until the impact of existing or planned major national 
infrastructure developments is fully understood. A formal Strategic Stakeholder Network/Forum, chaired by the 
Council, should be set up to openly share information ‐ and achieve greater understanding and visibility of needs 
and issues among the various infrastructure providers. Sustainable practice and development will only be 
achieved with complete oversight of all factors. The Local Authority is a key catalyst for bringing this together. As 
I understand it, the Community Infrastructure Levy will be a ‘tax’ levied on developers and the proceeds used to 
the benefit of the local community. This being the case, the various major national infrastructure developers 
currently or likely to be active in The Ivers should be subject to this. It seems fair that those who wish to develop 
in an area should, in return, contribute positively to the community from which they have profited or at least ‐ in 
the case of the proposed Western Rail Link to Heathrow scheme which requires closure of Mansion Lane ‐ ensure 
that there is no net loss of facility or amenity for the community or community severance. Question 17: Major 
schemes in The Ivers & Richings Park. The plethora of major infrastructure schemes scheduled to impact the Iver 
area are both a challenge and an opportunity. Any opportunities should not be squandered by encouraging 
development prematurely before all facts/needs are known – such as the potential delisting of Green Belt lands 
around us. One thing is however certain ‐ the quality of air and life here will change radically over the next 
decade and we need to protect and strengthen the area’s natural defences against this. Thus, I would advocate 
more planting in Green Belt areas to create natural filters and buffers in what will become an even more heavily 
polluted zone. Green Belt Assessment Criteria. The criteria for Assessment of Green Belt lands that have been 
adopted were handed down from central government, community input into these is not apparent. Added to 
which, the scores on individual Assessments have been awarded subjectively – according to the opinions of the 
reviewer(s). These do not take account of the value/benefits of the Green Belt as a whole – nor the habitats they 
afford for wildlife such as bat colonies and barn owl roosts which are known to exist locally ‐ nor do they reflect 
the views of the local community. In addition, by simply looking at a map, it can be seen that ‘urban sprawl’ will 
be created by blurring the boundaries between Slough and Uxbridge/Hayes. Commercial / housing development. 
As stated in my response to Q8 above, commercial developers should not be permitted to ‘cherry pick’ the 
easiest, and thus most profitable sites, to redevelop. They should be required to develop brownfield areas 
designated by the Local Authority, having first carried out a thorough review of the benefits and impacts, on 
behalf of the local community. This way, they will be providing a useful service to the community – rather than 
simply generating profits for their companies. A ‘bartering’ arrangement – whereby developers agree to fund 
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community facilities or infrastructure in return for permission for their schemes – is inadequate. Such 
developments must be proven to benefit the community in the first place. Consultation process. Furthermore, I 
would challenge the validity of the whole consultation process. Communication about this process has been very 
late ‐ and there are still people in the community who have not heard about it. Could the Local Authority have 
perhaps used Council Tax address information to write everyone in the area? The basis for the consultation, the 
Issues & Options document, is too complex and requires substantial further reading before meaningful responses 
can even be attempted. This is prohibitive for most people and does not encourage participation. See the 
Government’s Consultation Principles 2016 :  
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/492132/2016 
0111_Consultation_principles_final.pdf Please publish details about the number of responses received from Iver, 
Iver Heath and Richings Park when compared to the total number of residents in each. There has been a clear 
failure to engage fully and openly with the local community. The National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 
50) states that: “Local Plans are the key to delivering sustainable development that reflects the vision and 
aspirations of local communities.” This vision and any aspirations can only be understood if a comprehensive and 
fair consultative process has been undertaken – which, in the case of the Ivers, it has not. Further work is needed 
here before the spirit of the NPPF’s paragraph 50 can be deemed to have been fully represented in the Local 
Plan. 
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Rep1689 
Mr A.O Wells 

I have lived in Beaconsfield since 1996 (and Seer Green before that) and during that time have seen the change 
of character that can ensue from the over-development of areas such as Station Road, where single dwellings 
have been knocked down and replaced by vast apartment blocks of houses or residential homes. The extent of 
development, mostly developer led, which Beaconsfield has seen in recent years is destroying the character of 
this lovely market town. Having said that I was pleased with the sale of the old recycling land in Candlemas 
Lane for some modest homes and the new recycling unit on the A40. Robust policies are required in order to 
protect Beaconsfield's character and charm. We should do all we can to protect the Areas of Special Character 
from intensive development. Penn Road in particular should be made a conservation area. Other suggestions for 
conservation areas would be Burkes Road and Gregories Road. We do not need more flats, which increase traffic 
congestion, parking problems, pressure on schools and medical facilities unless we can find ways to mitigate 
these issues such as more station parking. Traffic is an issue - the traffic calming in Beaconsfield is generally 
welcomed but smaller cars may suffer damage - there may be new technology that could slow traffic without 
huge bumps in the roads. With the traffic being discouraged from Ledborough Lane the traffic at the mini 
roundabout towards the A40 M40 roundabout is really bad. Hopefully some sort of bypass and use of the entry 
to the large roundabout will be doable. With all the building going on in Beaconsfield developers should be told 
that contractors vehicles cannot be parked on the highway during construction works. We could do with more 
affordable, smaller housing for those wishing to downsize but still stay in the local area. In Seeleys for example 
there does seem to be room for sympathetic re-development with smaller houses or bungalows. Wattleton Road 
is another area, where there might be room for similar sympathetic redevelopment. The existing infrastructure is 
going to be hard pushed to cope with the 350 new houses at Wilton park, let alone any more intensified 
development. Pedestrian/cycle access to/from this site and Beaconsfield needs to be very good and safe - 
perhaps with a bridge or tunnel. We do need to encourage visitors to Beaconsfield both to use the station more 
and to use the services provided by the shops. A key issue here is parking. With "commuters" filling the side 
streets some imaginative parking solutions are required. Parking fees at places such as the car park behind Marks 
and Spencer should allow some free time and perhaps be more imaginatively controlled by eg number plate 
recognition for timing. 
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Rep1690 
Mr Ryan Lee 
Robinson 

I am writing this email to express my heartbreak and anger at the proposed industrial buildings on Nashleigh 
playing fields and the development on the green belt. Unlike many I'm not Chesham born and raised. In fact I'm 
originally from the north and I have lived elsewhere in this country too. This means I can say with the upmost 
conviction that Chesham is a very special place. It is diverse, historic, has a great sense of community and is 
surrounded by stunning green rolling hills that can be seen, even from the centre of town. I have spent allot of 
time in the summer months relaxing at the top of the Nashleigh hill playing fields. Observing the wildlife, and 
children playing with their families, really hits home just how lucky we are in Chesham, to have such beautiful 
surroundings and spaces to enjoy. This land is extremely precious and once it's gone, it's gone. This development 
puts more than just the green space at risk. It risks changing the feel of the community thus changing Chesham's 
identity. Industry and increased housing can very quickly turn a small, friendly, and productive community, into 
just a place. A place to simply live, and to work and nothing more. On another note what kind of jobs is this 
industrial estate going to create? Well paid Careers for the future generations? True vocations for the community 
to benefit from? No! It will produce low paid, low quality, "disposable" jobs. Of course, in the building stages, 
many tradesmen and builders will be overjoyed, but once these plans are realised, it would have taken away far 
more than it can ever possibly provide. Heartbreak, sadness and anger can be felt all across Chesham. Please 
listen! 

 

Rep1691 
Dr Peter Carter 

I am writing to lodge my objection to the planned change of status for the woods adjoining Stubbs Wood. To 
designate these for future development is undoubtedly environmentally damaging. Development should only be 
on brownfield sites, disused office space and should not be on existing woodland. In addition, this area is poorly 
chosen due to the gradient of the land meaning that only the minimum of buildings could actually be placed 
there without massive earthworks, with associated heavy plant movements. This plan is utter stupidity. 

 

Rep1692 
 Phillip Plato 
Director 
Deer Park Walk 
Management Ltd 

This Statement is submitted on behalf of Deer Park Walk Management Ltd who manage the common areas & 
general estate represented by the 14 homes in Deer Park Walk off Lycrome Road, Chesham, Bucks.   
The Directors of the company object to the strategic employment & housing sites to the north-east of Chesham, 
as proposed by the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036), initial Regulation 18 and Issues 
and Options Consultation.  Specifically, to the land indicated in the plans on page 30 within Appendix 2 & on Page 
45, Appendix 5 of the Consultation Document. The former appears to relate to land currently designated as 
Green Belt to now be proposed as areas of new housing development. No information is given as to its potential 
residential capacity. However, if it were developed at an indicative density of 30 dwellings per hectare this would 
amount to an indicative capacity of some 1980 dwellings. The latter appears to indicate potential strategic 
emplyment also currently designated as Green Belt, to now provide new local employment opportunities to 
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allow some existing and outdated employment sites in the town to be redeveloped for other uses. The area of 
search is substantial, occupying approximately 173 hectares. Deer Park Walk Management Ltd, OBJECTS to both 
these proposed housing and employment allocations to the north-east of Chesham for the following reasons:  
The Buckinghamshire HEDNA identifies a need for 7,300 new homes and 2 hectares of employment land in the 
Chiltern District over the plan period. In respect of QUESTION # 1 of the Consultation Document, we have had 
little opportunity to scrutinise the HEDNA which we note was only published in late January of this year. In the 
limited period of time available to examine this important document, we question some of the methodology & 
assumptions used that reached the aforementioned conclusion of need within Chiltern District. 
Accordingly, for similar reasons to those stated above, we have concerns in respect of QUESTION #2 of the 
Consultation Document regarding the HELAA. Again we have had limited ability to scrutinise this document in the 
time available but it seems that in the process of preparing the HELAA, many hundreds of other sites with similar 
planning constraints & similar material considerations to those sites promoted in the Consultation Document, 
have already been rejected or discarded from future consideration. There appears to be an implied preference to 
seek larger sites that theoretically could meet the needs within Chiltern District.  We respectfully submit this 
expediency sacrifices too many important long standing planning considerations. Specifically, those related to 
Green Belt development restraint policy which for many years have prohibited almost all development in the 
area in question sometimes supplemented by Article 4 Directions which have rightly preserved  the "openness" 
of this general location.  It seems perverse that the Local Authority have studiously enforced such development 
restraint policy for generations but are not proposing to release such a large are of land for new development.  
We feel the needs for the number of houses & area of employment land are themselves open to question but we 
cannot accept that even if correct, the way to satisfy that alleged need is to seek a small number of large sites for 
development. The impact on the area would be excessive and frankly is unnecessary. In terms of housing, the 
Consultation Document implies that the land to the NE of Chesham should satisfy some 27% of the total houses 
needed in the whole of the Chiltern District for the whole of the plan period to 2036.  We think this is unfair and 
unsustainable. Specifically we feel the burden of such quantum of additional housing in such a relatively small 
town as Chesham, is disproportionate. We contend that many other sites already rejected from the HELAA 
should be reconsidered.  It seems strange that many of the reasons that have excluded other sites from 
consideration of future development such as policies related to the Green Belt, preserving openness, 
unsustainability, poor highways access or potential injurious affects on air quality, wildlife & natural habitat or 
loss of agricultural land, have not resulted in similar conclusions that the areas to the NE of Chesham are also 
unsuitable for similar reasons. All those planning considerations apply equally & possibly more so, to the subject 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

188 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Name Summary of Representation 
Council Response (see also 

Volume 1 for generic response) 

areas to the NE of Chesham. Similarly, reasons cited purporting to be uncertainty as to whether the other sites 
would be available for sale or not are by themselves insufficient for a site coming forward for development 
consideration and need to be researched in more detail. Given the fact that such significant development is now 
being proposed in the Green Belt, we feel that most of the sites and all those of similar designations that were 
formally discounted in the HELAA should be reassessed and that they are all brought forward for public 
consultation. Development of the NE of Chesham as proposed would result in the sprawl of Chesham town and 
of Chesham thereby consuming the nearby historic village areas of Ashley Green, Orchard Leigh, Lye Green & 
Whelpley Hill which would then all lose their individual identity. We feel these concerns relates to QUESTION # 6 
& QUESTION #11 of the Consultation Document. If development were more evenly distributed across a wider 
number of similar areas, we contend the overall impact and harm to this Green Belt area would be mitigated 
considerably. Indeed, we contend that it would be more appropriate to locate growth on the edge of larger 
principal settlements outside the Plan area such as High Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough and Maidenhead. This 
appears to relate to QUESTION # 4 & Question # 5 of the Consultation Document where we contend the 
approach & priorities in the Consultation Document are flawed. We suggest that the emerging Plan would also 
conform more with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) if the two local planning authorities defined a 
network and hierarchy of centres that are resilient to anticipated future economic changes and that meet the 
needs of their catchment population. According to the Slough Express on 29 February 2016, it was reported that 
Slough Councillors accept this method and are going to ask South Bucks & Chiltern Councils to consider a major 
urban expansion of Slough in preference to sacrificing large areas of the Green Belt & agricutural land in areas 
where there is not sufficient infrastructure to cope with major expansion. The opinions of Slough Councillors 
should be explored in full therefore. Both of the areas land that are of concern to us have poor or restricted 
vehicular access, notably along Lycrome Road. Any highway works necessary to make access suitable would be 
expensive and may require compulsory purchase not just of land, & gardens but of people's homes too as there 
are a number of houses that directly abut Lycrome Road itself.  As such, hardship would be caused and 
uncertainty for home owners would be created throughout the 20 year plan period. We contend this is unfair 
given the scale of potential proposed development which is disproportionate to the size of Chesham compared 
to much larger settlements in the Districts. Similarly, public transport links to Chesham generally are poor.   
The rail service to Chesham cannot cope with more trains to accommodate increased commuter traffic. We are 
advised there is no scope for increasing the number or frequency of trains to/from Chesham station, which itself 
is the "end of the line" with no ability to commute to the north.  As such the only method of transport to serve 
any expansion of the town is by road using either an enhanced bus service or individual cars.  
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Roads in and out of the town are already congested. We have only again recently experienced gridlock in 
Chesham for several days whilst some modest roadworks requiring temporary traffic lights were in place. The 
town also regularly suffers from congestion particularly if there is any disruption on the M25 between Junctions 
17 & 20 when many motorists then leave the motorway and divert through Chesham along the A416 to the A41 
or vice versa. On these days, traffic into & throughout the town is also brought to a crawl.  Further vehicular 
traffic would be caused by the proposed expansion of the town to the NE and will make such an intolerable 
situation even worse. On the assumption that the emerging Local Plan will seek to promote sustainable 
transport, it is hard to understand why the Local Planning Authority would support a large expansion of the NE of 
Chesham which would conflict with any such sustainable aspirations as it would then create significant increased 
vehicular traffic resulting in congestion & worsening air quality.  The levels of Nitrogen Dioxide & other airborne 
pollutants in Berkhampsted Road, Chesham are already of concern and we respectfully suggest efforts should be 
made to actively minimise further deteriorations in air quality, traffic levels & congestion. One must also consider 
the effects on schools and healthcare facilities within Chesham.  Many doctors surgeries are at or close to 
capacity.  Local schools too have limited scope for expansion or accommodating increased numbers.  As such, we 
contend that Chesham is not capable of accommodating such a large expansion as proposed in the emerging 
Local Plan. The fields around Deer Park Walk are poorly drained and regularly flood.  We have witnessed in 
previous years excessive rainwater run off from these fields that has been sufficient to flood & temporarily close 
Lye Green Road on a number of occasions.  We contend the flooding risk or the consequences of new 
development creating further flood risks elsewhere in the locality, has not been adequately considered and is 
therefore another reason why the areas to the NE of Chesham are unsuitable for release for new large scale 
development. Due to the very limited size of the settlements within Chiltern and South Bucks, it is inevitable that 
people living in such new development locations will commute out of the Districts, either going to or from work 
as well as to shop, at the much larger settlements which surround it.  In respect of QUESTION # 5, the best 
solution for Chiltern and South Bucks would be to locate new housing growth in areas that are close to the larger 
principal settlements of High Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough and Maidenhead, in order to facilitate a more 
sustainable pattern of development.  Also of concern in respect to QUESTION #4 & QUESTION #5 of the 
Consultation Document is the assertion derived from The Housing Market Area (HMA) & the Functional 
Economic Market Assessment (FEMA) that "There are no significant market relationships between Chiltern/ 
South Bucks & Hertfordshire."  We contend this assertion is flawed & further consideration of this assertion may 
expose why the suggested employment area to the NE of Chesham is inappropriate.  We contend that there are 
other areas of potential employment land, that either straddle the District boundary or are close within 
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Hertfordshire borders.  One such example would be the former Bovingdon Airfield which although designated as 
"Green Belt" has prevailing development and uses upon it which make it more akin to brownfield land.  As such, 
it would therefore be more in accord with Government Policy of "brownfield development first", and given its 
size, location and the various commercial uses already taking place upon the former concrete runways, would 
make it more suitable for employment uses than the area to the NE of Chesham  AND with less potential loss of 
good quality agricultural land. Under the "duty to co-operate" with neighbouring Planning Authorities, this and 
other employment sites within Hertfordshire must be explored, especially around Hemel Hempstead. These 
options should be exhausted before Green Belt land & the "openness" it preserves is sacrificed. In respect of 
QUESTION # 14, we would be interested in discussions with the Parish Council & similar local groups to consider 
the formation of a Designated Neighbourhood Group to create a Neighbourhood Plan under the provisions of the 
Localism Act 2011 for specific policies covering the areas around Lye Green where the detail of any housing need 
might be more thoughtfully considered & this sensitive location could be more proactive in playing its part in 
accommodating its fair share of development needs. Finally, the proliferation of electricity pylons across the 
fields surrounding Deer Park Walk would suggest that either any housing development must be kept a 
sufficiently safe distance from these cables or that the cables are either relocated or buried at considerable cost. 
There are a significant number of both large steel pylons ( of circa 132Kv) and of  wooden pylons (of circa 33Kv), 
This therefore further casts doubt on the suitability of this area for residential development of any high density.  
CONCLUSION: For the reasons outlined above, it is not considered that the proposed strategic housing and 
employment sites to the north-east of Chesham are sustainable, or offer the most appropriate strategy for 
delivering the required growth in jobs and housing. Given the relatively small scale of the settlements within 
Chiltern and South Bucks, it is considered that a much more sustainable option would be to locate employment 
and housing growth adjacent to the principal settlements outside the Plan area, including Wycombe, Uxbridge, 
Slough, and Maidenhead. These settlements are far larger than the more modest towns in Chiltern and South 
Bucks, and have much better access to employment, social facilities, shops and services, and public transport. 
Accordingly the heirarchy of sites being considered in the emerging Local Plan is flawed and inconsisent with the 
NPPF. It is accepted that some growth is required around towns such as Chesham, but as stated the HEDNA & 
HELAA should both be subject to closer scrutiny and review.  We contend the scale or requirements is potentially 
overstated but any growth should be proportionate to the relatively limited size of the settlement. The land to 
the north-east of Chesham is NOT considered an appropriate location for large scale strategic employment and 
housing growth. The proposals would have a significant injurious effect upon the town in terms of increased 
traffic congestion, when air quality in the town is already of concern & the existing roads are struggling to cope 
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with prevailing traffic level.  Existing rail infrastructure is already at capacity and cannot easily be further 
upgraded, whereas other larger settlements in the Plan Area have infrastructure which can already 
accommodate growth or which can be expanded more cost effectively. Any highways works to improve 
immediate access to Lycrome Road would directly affect existing residents in that road & may require some 
households there to be displaced from their home due to their proximity to the edge of the existing road. 
Overhead power lines are also a concern in respect of the proposed residential development in the fields around 
Deer Park Walk. The Green Belt policy is preserving the openness of an area together with other development 
restraint policies which have been strenuously enforced over many years to good effect.  Whilst it is 
acknowledged that some of these areas might be released for some modest scale of developments or infilling, it 
is inappropriate to release such large areas for development, at the cost of loosing good quality agricultural land  
& thereby effectively expand the town so dramatically when there are many other areas where these needs 
could be accommodated thereby mitigating the effect on this one neighbourhood.   

Rep1693 
 Alison Wheelhouse 
Planning sub-
committee Chair 
The Beaconsfield 
Society 

Set out below is the response from the Beaconsfield Society. The society has approximately 150 members, 
almost all of whom are residents of the town. Question 1 - • Development at sites B1, B2 and the Employment 
Site would destroy the function and purpose of the Green Belt (contrary to para 1.3 of the Sustainability 
Appraisal Jan.2016 (SA)) by removing the buffer between Beaconsfield and the M40 and the village of Seer Green 
and by destroying the “green corridors” of Beaconsfield which give it its semi-rural character. The character of 
the town would be destroyed forever and it would resemble a New Town. • The Employment Site (industrial use) 
is neither wanted nor needed in a town where the majority of workers commute into London and are engaged in 
professional type employment. It would bring additional traffic into the town thus adding to congestion between 
jct. 2 of the M40 and Pyebush roundabout – and adding to air pollution. • No surveys have been carried out to 
assess impact on habitats and species in the Green Belt and its ancient woodlands and hedgerows. • Ancient 
woodlands, if lost, “cannot be mitigated or recreated” – SA para. 2.6.11. • Wycombe Hospital no longer has an 
A&E department and the proposals include no policy as to how hundreds of extra dwellings would be served by 
the already over-stretched health services. Station Road has already seen a huge increase in elderly residents 
with the development of a Sunrise residential home and another residential home is already being built currently 
further up the road in Knotty Green. • The offering of leisure and sporting facilities in the town is very limited. 
Therefore, it is essential that the Cricket Club, Rugby Club, the existing playing fields at Wilton Park and all other 
leisure and sporting facilities are protected. These are an important part of the town and part of its identity. • 
We do not support loss of Green Belt other than the site of the already developed Wilton Park because each of 
the proposal areas contain combinations of, or are affected by, the following: Listed buildings; Beaconsfield 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 
the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   
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Conservation Area; Beaconsfield Historic Core; Public footpaths which are used for leisure and exercise; 
Allotments; Habitats and species of importance; Habitat connectivity; Congested roads; Poor bus services; 
Overcrowded trains; Station car park is at capacity; The town has no parks to speak of; 350 homes at Wilton Park 
according to your figures will require 190 school places which do not exist; Farming land category 2, 3a or 3b; 
Buckinghamshire Mineral Safeguarding Area; The M40 nearby is a designated AQMA;  Opportunities for 
recreation are very limited; Certain sites would be more than 1km away from a doctors’ surgery; Ancient 
woodland; Groundwater source protection zone 1 • Cumulative change which has already taken place in the 
town has negatively impacted the character of the town – for example the large numbers of flats on Station 
Road. We do not want nor need another Station Road. • Given the large numbers of overly intense 
developments which the town has seen in recent years, now should be a time of restraint. Beaconsfield has had 
more than its fair share of development. • Town planning appears to be being led by developers rather than 
what the residents want. • The character of the town as a semi-rural historic market town is being eroded and 
this must stop. • Infrastructure is at breaking point – water and waste services are under severe stress. • 
Contrary to para.17 of the NPPF, the “intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside” is being ignored. It 
should be protected.  • According to the HEDNA, long term migration trends are “more likely to provide a more 
reliable estimate of future households.” The HEDNA also states, “establishing future need for housing is not an 
exact science. It is our view that the figures provided are a gross over-estimation and take no account of the 
demographic of Beaconsfield. • Land prices make Beaconsfield totally unsuitable for higher density housing and 
higher density housing would be at odds with the prevailing character of the town. Development of Green Belt 
and intensification of the town plays into the hands of developers rather than fulfilling any real need. According 
to para.3.5 of the HEDNA, the average annual growth in the whole of South Bucks over 25 years 2012–37 is 320 
households. Beaconsfield would have 350 extra households in Wilton Park alone – enough is enough. The rate of 
and impact of change is damaging the town. The population trend in the last census does not support such a high 
rate of growth. The HEDNA states at para.3.59 that the natural change of population in South Bucks has 
remained steady since 2006 and therefore there is no need for such large numbers of new housing. An uplift of 
20% on already over-inflated figures is nothing short of a disgrace (HEDNA para 7.88). The quality of the 
environment should be protected. According to the Core Strategy 2011 para.1.2.12, “the overall population will 
change very little in the period to 2026”, therefore the figures are grossly inflated. Question 2 - Please see all of 
our comments made in relation to Question 1. Wilton Park is “large in South Bucks terms” (Core Strategy 2011) 
and as it is so large and the natural population growth is steady, it would be both unfair and unnecessary  for 
Beaconsfield to take on any further development requirements beyond the site of the currently developed 
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Wilton Park Site. The Core Strategy stipulates that 350 homes at Wilton Park would require 190 school places but 
no details have been given as to where these 190 places will be provided. Question 3 - No. Leisure facilities and 
public open spaces are very limited and of poor quality. Beaconsfield Cricket Club, Beaconsfield Rugby Club, the 
playing fields at Wilton Park and all other leisure and sporting facilities should be preserved and protected. 
Question 4 - Vision and objectives should: Protect the town from intensification because the cumulative rate of 
development is having a negative impact on the character and infrastructure of the town. List attractive older 
buildings in the New Town to protect them for future generations. Create new Conservation Areas such as Penn 
Road, Burkes Road and Gregories Road which are the green corridors into and out of Beaconsfield and give the 
town its semi-rural feel. Protect Woodlands Roads. Protect the Areas of Special Character as designated in the 
Townscape Character Study 2015. Protect the buffer of the Green Belt between the town and the M40 and Seer 
Green; and around Wilton Park. Support infrastructure. Questions 5 and 6 - Options A and B: We do not support 
increasing building density or heights in the Areas of Special Character as designated by the Townscape Character 
Scheme 2015 because the character of the town is being eroded and must be protected. We do not want to see 
another Station Road. The proliferation of flats is destroying the character of the town. Option C: The release 
from Green Belt of the original and currently developed Wilton Park is broadly acceptable provided that the 
existing playing fields are retained and that development respects prevailing density and character of the town. 
We do not agree to further loss of Green Belt in the town because Beaconsfield has already seen intense 
development such that its character is being eroded and we feel that the town is being asked to accept an unfair 
burden. Other areas should be asked to accept a similar burden. Options D to G and Option I: Generally 
supported. Option H: Generally supported subject to suitable Green Belt buffers. Option J: Generally supported 
subject to suitable Green Belt buffers and protection of Beaconsfield around settlement edges and subject to the 
contents of this Response document generally. Option K There is no need for industrial units in Beaconsfield 
because: Most people who work commute to professional type jobs and the majority commute to London. 
Industrial units would bring more traffic into the town as those employed in them would be commuting by car 
into the town, adding to congestion and pollution. The economy remains under pressure. Land prices are far too 
high for industrial use. These would destroy the character o f the town as a semi-rural town. Option L: The Areas 
of Special Character must be protected from intensification because of the cumulative impact that the rate and 
number of developments is having on the character of the town. All existing sporting and leisure facilities should 
be protected. We would support release of the original Wilton Park site to the extent already developed but no 
further release of Green Belt on the basis that no case has been made for this level of development in 
Beaconsfield and no account has been taken of its special character and level of intensification which has already 
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taken place in recent years. Beaconsfield is facing an unfair burden and enough is enough. Question 7 - Our 
opinion is that, for all the reasons stated in this Report, Beaconsfield is facing an unfair burden. We also contend 
that the figures for housing need are incorrect, as mentioned above. It is grossly unfair that a 20% uplift has been 
applied to already over-inflated figures. Question 8 - Affordable Housing – we would support provision for key 
workers working within the town.Question 9 - No case has been made for a need for additional Travellers’ 
pitches. Question 10 - The town has a number of residential homes already, including a very large Sunrise built in 
recent years and another home already under construction. No account has been taken of multi-generational 
living or care provision at home. Most people, we would contend, would prefer to stay in their own homes as 
long as possible. Question 11 - The following should be protected: The Old Town Conservation Area and other 
Conservation Areas Ancient woodland and hedgerows Open countryside Listed buildings – consider listing 
further buildings Consider new Conservation Areas The Areas of Special Character as designated in the 
Townscape Character Study 2015 Green Belt generally We do not want another Station Road  Question 12 - The 
Areas of Special Character are under constant bombardment by developers and their character should be 
robustly protected. Question 13 - All open areas at Wilton Park should be designated public open space and the 
existing playing fields and leisure facilities should be protected. A community hub should be provided in 
perpetuity. Questions 14 and 15. The Areas of Special Character are under constant bombardment by developers 
and their character should be robustly protected. We would like to see an additional level of protection afforded 
to these areas by the creation of new Conservation Areas. The current policies EP3 and 4,H9 and 10 (RAECs as 
expanded by the Areas of Special Character) and the policies of the Townscape Character Study 2015 should be 
continued. Careful consideration should be given to basement development e.g. proximity to neighbours, depth 
(how many levels?), noise, hours of working, construction traffic parking, spoil extraction, size, water table – and 
what would happen if an entire row of houses decided each to have a basement construction? Question 16 - The 
additional 350 homes at Wilton Park will cause huge stress on local infrastructure and no details have been given 
as to how this will be mitigated.. Traffic is already congested with school runs and commuters; where are the 
children going to attend school?; carparks are at capacity; the station car park is at capacity; trains are 
overcrowded; leisure facilities are limited; water and waste services are under stress; capacity on all levels is 
basically full due to over intensification of development carried out in recent years. Beaconsfield has borne a 
huge and unfair burden of development and this should now stop. It is time for a period of restraint. Question 17 
- Refer to all comments made above. 
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Rep1694 
 Natalia Khimich; 
Rep1695 
 Andrey Khimich 

We are highly skeptical of the merits of further encroachment into the Green Belt areas in general and 
specifically  thoroughly oppose the proposed Option C of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan as its 
implementation would result in the destruction of a site designated as being of Special Scientific Interest (SSI). 
More broadly, our Chilterns AONB is protected under the 1949 National Parks and Access to Countryside Act and 
by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000.  The special qualities of the AONB have to be recognised and 
protected in all development plans. The fundamental aim of green belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by 
keeping land permanently open. The NPPF states that that the construction of new buildings should be regarded 
as “inappropriate” for the green belt. Last year the Prime Minister declared that protecting the Green Belt is 
‘paramount’. International comparisons* suggest that without the strong protection Green Belts offer against 
many forms of development, much more farmland and woods would be consumed by urban sprawl 
If we loosened Green Belt controls or de-designated large areas of it, we would simply allow more land to be 
built on, where developers can make maximum profit, as has been the experience of other countries in Europe, 
particularly Ireland and Spain. There is plenty of other, more suitable land that could be built on, and it could be 
used more productively. 

  

Rep1697 
Miss A V L Fennell-
Wells 

The extent of development, mostly developer led, which Beaconsfield has seen in recent years is destroying the 
nature and character of this market town.  Robust policies are required in order to protect Beaconsfield's 
character and charm.  The areas of Exceptional or Special Character identified in the existing local plan should be 
protected. We do not need more flats, which increase traffic congestion, parking problems, pressure on schools 
and medical facilities. We do need improved traffic managemen,  parking policies and more reasonable short-
stay  parking charges which would encourage people to use the local car parks rather than blocking up roads. 

  

 
Rep1699 
Mr Sean Lawless 

I am writing to object to the recent proposal of Westwood Park as a possible housing development site. The park 
is a focal point for our community my son and a great many others play football there. People walk their dogs 
there. Local groups such as cubs and brownies use the park. Cricket Tennis are other sports played at the park. 
Families and children use the play area. There is nothing like this locally. It is important to protect our park for 
the future generations so they too can play football cricket tennis go on a swing and walk their dogs locally. 

  

Rep1700 
Mr Frankl Abe 
Cameron Clarke 
Lawyers Limited on 
behalf of Angela 
Galvin 

1. The residents of Wexham are aware that this plan which will have very long term and far reaching 
consequences is at the stage of initial discussion and that we are aware that due weight will be given to the 
submissions of local authorities who by their very nature have expert local knowledge. 2. At the outset we would 
like to set Wexham Parish in its context, these may not be strictly planning issues. 3. Wexham civil parish as it is 
presently constituted dates from 1972, the southern part of Wexham was incorporated into urban Slough (what 
is now Wexham Court) and the remaining northern part becoming the present district. Wexham comprises in 
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Clerk to the Parish 
Council 
Wexham Parish 
Council 

particular George Green, Middlegreen and Wexham Street. It has had from the outset protected green belt 
spaces comprising woodland, Langley Park and Black Park Country Park. Amongst other things it has operated as 
a ‘green lung’ for the residents of Slough. Green Belt 4. Whilst Wexham is a relatively small distinct parish to the 
north and east of Slough it contains very significant areas of designated as green belt land. These areas of green 
belt appear to be under threat in the proposed Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (“the Local Plan”). 
5. When the existing green belt land was so designated it was on the basis of the factors identified in the 
National Planning Policy Framework at chapter 9: - Protecting Green Belt Land any changes in the Local Plan 
require to be read against the factors that will have been considered as at the date of the original designation. It 
is far from clear that the drafters of the Local Plan and in particular the SBDC have had in mind those factors or if 
they have it is far from clear that a coherent strategy has been adopted. We invite the drafters to consider the 
long term vision at the date of the creation of the existing green belt land. 6. The Parish Council will draw 
attention in particular to the following matters to be found in Chapter 9: The Green Belt serves five purposes: · to 
check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; · to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
· to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; · to preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns; and · to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 
land. 7. It is apparent that these five guiding principles are addressed by the existing green belt designation. 
Further it is clear that the fact of the proposed green belt encroachment as set out in the proposed Local Plan for 
Wexham would tend to undermine each of the five specified purposes of the Green Belt identified in the 
National Planning Policy Framework. The National Planning Policy Framework went on in its guidance to state 
that amongst other things: · Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the 
Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be 
capable of enduring beyond the plan period. · When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local 
planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. They 
should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards urban areas 
inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations 
beyond the outer Green Belt boundary. · not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open; · 
satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan 
period; and ·As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the 
Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances.  When considering any planning 
application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green 
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Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.  A local planning 
authority should regard the construction of new buildings as inappropriate in Green Belt. Exceptions to this are:  
8. It is also apparent from the foregoing that the original designation of the Wexham green belt land must have 
undergone a rigorous examination at that date and that the designation was intended to have long term 
consequences. Any alteration needs to not only undergo an equally rigorous examination but to give 
considerable respect and weight to the previous designation and the reasoning that underlay that designation.  
9. It is apparent to the Parish Council from a reading of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment dated 11 
August 2015 that insufficient if any respect or weight has been given to the historical green belt designation by 
the SBDC.  10. The parish notes the 4 criteria that are said to have been addressed in the plans described as 
Areas 81 and 88 at the following links:  http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7880&p=0 
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7890&p=0  11. With the very greatest respect to the 
drafters and scorers of those documents we note that the Assessment(s) are entirely subjective and have not 
been the subject of any consultation with the Parish. For example on the map described as General Area 88 
‘purpose 2’ and ‘purpose 3’ are apparently internally inconsistent in their description of the historical settlement, 
views and vistas.  12. Further the marking system (if any) is undisclosed and appears again to be wholly 
subjective without any reference points against which those marks can be objectively gauged.  13. We suggest 
that it is crucial that a general reassessment of the proposed alterations to the Wexham green belt land needs to 
be made giving due respect and weight to the reasons and justifications that lay behind the justification of the 
current green belt. With as a bare minimum an objective set of criteria being applied in a transparent way.  
14. Before that re-assessment is carried out we would ask that it be noted that the current green belt land that it 
is said will be tested includes land in the vicinity of Wexham Park Hospital and that the protection of the green 
belt in this area is regarded by Slough as being of particular importance. If that is the case for Slough all the more 
so for Wexham it’s much smaller neighbour. We wonder whether there has been any ‘joined up’ discussion 
between Slough and South Bucks? If there has been it is not apparent anywhere in the current Local Plan.  
15. The parish would also draw attention to the points powerfully made by a local resident, Mr Nicholas Travers, 
who has made a careful and considered response to the Local Plan which statement (Appendix 2) with a detailed 
and illuminating annotated map of the area graphically illustrating the points in his statement and in this 
Response (Appendix 3), the parish adopt these documents as a part of this response.  16. The local also does not 
appear to take into consideration the fact that up to half of the area of the threatened green belt land is in the 
Colne Valley Regional Parks area meaning that there would be very significant detriment to local amenities and a 
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threat to the economic viability of the existing area.  17. The areas bordered in mauve in Appendix 3 show those 
areas that have been gazetted for gravel extraction as a consequence they will be rendered redundant for the 15 
years after the extraction ceases. No account appears to have been taken of this fact in the Local Plans 
consideration of the green belt reduction.  18. The threatened green belt includes designated areas with Sites of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) such as Black Park, also a 15 hectares (38 acres) Local Nature Reserve (LNR) and 
the Local Plan does not appear to record this fact nor to provide any explanation as to justification for their loss 
or alternatively protection.  19. Further it is noted that in relation to the significant urban neighbour to Wexham 
namely Slough there is no intention by Slough to alter its own green belt (see at the end of this initial response a 
paraphrasing of Slough Local Development Framework Core Strategy the to be found in the Buckinghamshire 
Green Belt Assessment). See Appendix 1. Flood Risk  20. The Parish Council note that of the green belt land being 
considered the vast majority is properly designated as Wet Land with a high water table. It will be immediately 
apparent that therefore this land is important for the protection from flooding. Flooding has occurred over the 
last 25 years with increasing regularity.  21. There is a graphic description of the environment agencies warnings 
at Appendix 4.  22. No assessment has been carried out in relation to flood risk of development on some or any 
of this land. This is a crucial lacunae and will inevitably result in a failed planning process unless a suitable flood 
affect survey is conducted prior to the adoption of any new Local Plan. We are aware that the most recent 
assessment was the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 in August 2008. The vastly increased flood risk of 
using any of the existing green belt has not been considered adequately or at all. The parish is confident from its 
powerful local knowledge that unless a flood risk analysis of the proposed changes to the Wexham green belt 
land is carried out the detailed consequences are unpredictable save that it can safely be said that there will be 
increased flooding of existing developed areas. The Local Plan needs to thoroughly address these dangers before 
it could possibly be said to be more than a draft.  23. In relation to the flooding risk the parish will rely again rely 
on the statement from a local resident Mr Nicholas Travers.   
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Rep1701 
Mr Peter Smith 
PJSA Chartered 
Surveyors on 
behalf of  
The Trustee for 
the Grenadier 
Guards 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out that Local Planning Authorities should ensure 
that Local Plans meet the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing (paragraph 
47) and that Local Planning Authorities should plan for a mix of housing based on current and future 
demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in the community (paragraph 50). 
Whilst it is recognised that ideally sustainable development should be channelled towards urban areas 
inside the Green Belt boundary. Within a District such as South Bucks, where the majority of the area is 
within the Metropolitan Green Belt, it is inevitable that Green Belt land will have to be released to 
supply the housing required to meet the objectively assessed needs for the District. South Bucks is 
characterised by a dispersed settlement pattern of about 25 small towns and villages (Beaconsfield, 
Gerrards Cross and Burnham are the largest). These urban areas are already developed to a high 
density and whilst the redevelopment of existing residential land and changes of use of non-residential 
land will provide a significant level of housing, these cannot be relied upon to meet the full housing 
needs and an intensification in backland development and “garden grabbing” will have adverse effects 
on the character of the existing residential areas. In order to achieve a sufficient supply of housing to 
meet the evidenced needs the NPPF (paragraph 52) further states that the supply of new homes can 
sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale development. The South Bucks Local 
Development Framework Core Strategy (Adopted February 2011) states the community needs 2,200-
2,800 new dwellings in the period of 2006-2026 (Core Policy 1-Housing Provision and Delivery). In 
meeting the housing demand it will be necessary to allow some development within the most 
appropriate Green Belt sites and the starting point for such an assessment should be context of the 
purpose and aims of the Green Belt, as set out within the NPPF. The Local Plan 2014-2036 (emerging) 
and Call for Sites 2015 states suggested land allocation sites can be for housing. To recap, the 
fundamental aim of the Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently 
open, with the essential characteristics of the Green Belt being their openness and permanence 
(paragraph 79 of the NPPF). The five purposes of the Green Belt are to check the unrestricted sprawl of 
large built up areas; to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another, to assist in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, to preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns and to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land (paragraph 80 of the NPPF). Mindful of the above, the most suitable sites for release from 
the Green Belt are those which are on the edge of the Green Belt boundaries close to existing 
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residential development, those which are not located in isolated countryside locations, those of which 
are of low quality agricultural use and of little visual amenity and those which do not provide separation 
between neighbouring towns or villages. The previous supports the South East Plan (2007), which 
suggests the suitability of providing for an urban extension to Slough. The land is bordered by 
Middlegreen Road to the north and west, St Marys Road to the east and Grand Union Canal Slough Arm 
to the south. The land comprises of 6.69 hectares (16.52 acres) of grazing land. Residential 
development is across the Grand Union Canal Slough Arm in Edgeworth Close and sporadically located 
around St Marys Road and Middlegreen Road. Edgeworth Close is located within the built up area of 
Langley and not within the Green Belt. The site does not encroach on the neighbouring properties 
space if kept at similar residential pattern to Edgeworth Close. The site could be developed at a density 
which would respect the character of the area and in a layout which avoids any unacceptable impacts upon the 
neighbouring residential locality. Whilst the site is located within the Green Belt, its location and its context with 
the neighbouring residential properties is such that constitutes a logical site to be released from the Green Belt. 
The size, shape and location of the site would not result in urban sprawl outside of the general developed area, 
would not result into two towns, villages or urban areas merging into one another and would not represent only 
a marginal encroachment into the countryside. Moreover, the site is not located within any other landscape 
designation and the surrounding area is not designated as a Conservation Area or an Area of Special Character.  
The land is not contaminated or within a Flood Risk Zone and the County Highway Authority has raised no 
objection previously to the principle of a vehicle access off Middlegreen Road. The site is located immediately 
adjacent to established residential areas. It is within walking distance from retail outlets, supermarkets, banks 
(for employment opportunities), transport, schools (Ryvers Primary School, Langleywood School, Langley 
Grammar School and St Bernard’s Convent School, which are all within 2km of the site) and the health services 
(including Wexham Park Hospital). The development of this specific site would therefore be preferable to other 
Green Belt sites which are located within the open countryside and are associated with limited transport links 
and local services. South Bucks District Council has a pressing need to provide the supply of housing required to 
meet the needs of present and future generations and will need to release some areas of land from the Green 
Belt in order to meet the housing need. They will need to adjust the boundaries of the Green Belt to achieve this. 
There should also be limited infilling for market and affordable housing, the redevelopment of previously 
developed sites within the Green Belt, the re-use of agricultural buildings for residential purposes and 
agricultural diversification. Nevertheless, as set out within the NPPF, the supply of new housing is often best 
achieved through planning for larger scale development. The affordability gap is prevalent within South Bucks 
District Council and therefore the release of land from the Green Belt should help deliver sustainable, mixed 
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communities, including a material amount of affordable housing provision at 35% of the total to be provided. 
The site put forward is in a suitable location for both market and affordable housing. Without the release of 
suitable Green Belt sites such as that proposed, the shortfall in housing cannot be met and will only worsen the 
existing housing crisis, driving property prices up and meaning that people born within the South Bucks District 
will struggle to afford to live in the District. It is understood that there needs to be a balance between housing 
needs and the environmental impacts. However the site in question is a low quality area of the Green Belt and 
the development would have a limited environmental impact. The long term protection of the Green Belt is 
supported but it is inevitable that some development will be required in the Green Belt.  South Bucks District 
Council cannot rely on the shortfall of housing being addressed by the neighbouring local authorities through the 
duty to cooperate process and it is inevitable that South Bucks will also be required to absorb an element of the 
surrounding authorities housing need. The Council must strive, as far as possible, to meet the identified housing 
needs of the area, including through the release of appropriate Green Belt sites such as this. South Bucks District 
Council should liaise with Slough Borough Council with any planned sites which border Slough to necessitate the 
requirements for their housing demands shown within the South East Plan (2007) 

Rep1702 
Mr Anthony Waye 

1. We only became aware of the Local Plan a few days before having to respond to such a complicated 
document, more time is needed. Obviously more housing is required but it must be suitable to the area. More 
business oppurtunities also needed but there is not room for both in any decent proportion. 2. We are confused 
as it would appear that areas previuosly rejected in the Farnham/Stoke Poges plan, have now been included 
again, namely SB0037, SB0048, Sb0074. If it correct that these site have been rejected they should not be taken 
forward. 3. There is an area along the South side of the M40, that could accomadate a considerable number of 
sensible housing for working families. There are suggestions that the car park in Farnham Common could be built 
on, this would have to be done intelligently, controlled by the Council not a Developer as the car park is life blood 
to the village.  4. We assume it is a good idea to combine South Bucks with Chiltern but we must respect the the 
character of each area such as Burnham Beeches mentioned in South Bucks Strategy DPD page 27 - core policy 1. 
5. i) We believe the excellent recreational facilities we have in the Farnham area should be maintained to serve 
everyone to get exercise, they are well used. If the existing facilities are lost there is no space anywhere else to 
put them. We support the Farnham Parish Council in their concerns over additional requirements from outside 
the area particularly from Slough who must not be able to expand to the North of the Farnhams Southern 
boundary.ii) Any ideas of converting existing office areas can only result in jobs being lost and not replaced. 6. 
The existing Green belt buffer area should on no account be taken over for housing, a buffer between Farnham 
and Slough must remain. The Farnham Park is vital for recreation and sports facilities. The Norther section of the 
plan has already been rejected by Highways who object to any further access to the A355, a road which is already 
overused. 7. We are very concerned that a Councils needs can be transferred to neighbouring council. It would 
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be disaster for our area if Slough were allowed to to expand North beyond Farnahm Royal. The Farnhams are 
villages and should be preseved as such. 8. Affordable housing needs facilities, in our area the Surgery & the 
school are already struggling, a few flats for RENTAL could be built in Farnham Common but they would be in 
ones and twos which would not suit developers.  9. We thought there is already a Gypsy site along Crowpiece 
Lane past the Council Tip, could this be extended in any way. 10. There is an opputunity to develop the garage 
which is currently being used as a car wash. Ideally this could be for retirment flats as access to the facilities in 
the village are easily accessable. 11. All current geen spaces between Farnham Common & Farnham Royal should 
be preserved for ever, this includes Farnham Park. All areas of Burnham Beeches should also be preserved. 
13. All Green areas, Sporting & Recreational facilities must be preserved to provide areas for exercising, sporting 
& other events, we need to encourage people to take up exercise not to remove the areas that can provide for 
exeecise and recreation. 14. The wildlife of this area must also be protected, this is not mentioned in the Local 
Plan. 15. Wher are the policies for Education, Emergency Services, Schooling etc that would be needed for an 
increased population, we don't see plans for those in the Local Plan. 17. We only learn't of this Local Plan five 
days before the submission date, this applied to all the residents in our road. Any future plans that emerge 
should be better publicised so we all have a chance to comment otherwise it looks as though people are not 
interested and have not bothered to respond then the Coincil will get a false reading of local opinion. It appears 
that this was a deliberate ploy to keep the Local Plan under wraps, not everyone is an every day computer user 
or an iphone watcher. A document in Plain English would also help us to answer more accurately. Any futrue 
development should be of a size that is affordable to working families, the Council should be able to stand up to 
Developers and build more realistic properties not five and six bedroomed houses taking up a plot   on which two 
properties could be erected. 

Rep1703 
Mr James Walter 
Harden 

James Walter Harden FCCA FCMI is responding on behalf of Pennley Stoke Park Avenue Farnham Royal Bucks SL2 
3BJ.  It is a pity that I only learnt of this at 17.00 on Wednesday 9 March 2016.  This is too important for the 
whole future development of our living environment not to have had at least one month to give a considered 
response which would have been more productive for the Council.  I think that it is imperative that the Council 
and Parish Councils communicate such information in a better way since none of the 50 residents of Stoke Park 
Avenue Farnham Royal were aware of it until this week. In response to the questions posed we comment as 
follows:- Q1 We take these analyses at face value as presented to be correct.  Q2 We have commented on the 
deliverability in our following responses.  The overall planning of the Green Belt must look to a longer term than 
the relatively short term needs of the 2036 targets. Q3 Yes.  I have identified these as follows: i) The area to the 
South of the M40 to the East of Beaconsfield Services. This long stretch of land has a good main road linking to 
the A355 and the Motorway Junction. I would suggest that this may allow a significant development of housing 
and employment development, including facilities to support the Infrastructure and should be investigated 
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further.  ii) Part development of the Farnham Common Car Park, important to main sufficient car parking for 
local shoppers and visitors, but see the potential to develop an area for flats or similar. iii) The Car Wash, located 
at the edge of the Farnham Common shops, could be an ideal location for an Older Person’s residence 
development. With close proximity to the local amenities and a bus stop directly outside, I believe there could be 
scope to relocate the current business and use this site to help provide suitable accommodation for our older 
residents. iv) I would also suggest that relocating the Village Halls in both Farnham Royal and Farnham Common 
to, say, Farnham Park could also be of benefit in providing another option for accommodation for Older People 
close to the Farnham Common village centre while at the same time, provide the Village with a better social 
facility, with better parking and access.  The Farnham Royal village hall could also be developed into apartments 
of maximum two bedrooms with some one bedroom accommodation. v) There are many fields currently unused 
behind Swallow Road in Iver Heath which could be fully developed into a mix of affordable houses and also 1, 2 
and 3 Bedroom link detached and semi-detached houses.  This site could provide 1500+ living dwellings without 
removing sports and other amenities and much of this land is sitting idle being wasted and in some cases the 
owners are having to pay to keep the weeds and bushes from becoming overgrown. vi) Wood Lane Iver is 
another area that lends itself to provide housing and this will have little impact on the enjoyment of the houses 
opposite which are set well back from the main road. vii) Whilst golf is a sport from which many people derive 
lots of pleasure and important exercise, I do feel that there are not only several private golf clubs in the area over 
which SBDC has little or zero control, there seem to be more public courses in the region than there needs to be.  
Sacrificing one or two of these public courses in what is relatively a minority sport would seem to me to provide 
quite a substantial number of dwellings.  I know that this is likely to be controversial but we do need these extra 
dwellings and to drive a few miles to another public golf course in the area seems a much fairer price to pay than 
using Farnham Park and similar multi-sports used sites and the golfing facilities will still be available in plentiful 
way in the SBDC area. Q4 The Joint Local Plan approach should not override the particular characteristics and 
opportunities presented locally.  In other words let us not forget that each area needs to be judged on its own 
merits. Q5 There is merit in appraising all opportunities and moving forward with a mix of these.  A Increased 
density and existing development opportunities must be explored and a sustainable, mixed development 
strategy adopted that is opposed to a zoned approach.  It is not acceptable to relocate open recreation areas so 
that they are in a less sustainable location.  Similarly there is no point converting small locally accessible and 
sustainably accessible office to housing and then asking people to drive miles to a business park.  We must have 
integrated uses. We are concerned that the current vision by the District Council separates housing development 
away from job creation development. B Special Areas of Character will become more important as changes 
happen elsewhere.  We should be looking to designate more areas of special character to preserve and enhance 
the environment whilst looking for development opportunities within that framework of character. 
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C We have serious concerns about accepting additional requirements from outside areas.  It cannot be that an 
area can expand beyond its ability to provide for.  Or in other words how can Slough have a requirement for 
housing that it cannot accommodate? Slough can trade its needs with other District Councils such as Aylesbury 
Vale where capacity exceeds demands even after the 2036 developments have taken place. The concept of 
moving your housing needs to your next door neighbours is very likely to destroy the Green Belt, encourage 
encroachment and in our case undermine the natural environment of Burnham Beeches. D The key concern of 
the Parish is the prevention of the encroachment of Slough northwards and serious and substantial buffers need 
to be maintained in perpetuity to prevent the subjugation of Farnham Royal and Farnham Common into the 
encroachment of Slough. E On questions CD&E we ask the Council to consider the environmental points made by 
Burnham Beeches and the Corporation of London all of which are supported by the Parish Council. G The policy 
of maintaining a defensible boundary needs to be applied to all settlements. H Infilling and intensification of 
existing developed Green Belt sites should ONLY be considered where they do not fulfill the primary function of 
the Green Belt, i.e. that of preventing encroachment.  In all other areas stricter policies to return space to its 
open nature should be pursued. I Yes.  Providing that the Green Belt buffer is strengthened by this process. 
K This misses the point of achieving sustainable zoning. Employment must be integrated with housing and not 
located remotely.  Yes intensify existing industrial estates but prioritise the retention of commercial space within 
immediate reach of the workforce. See response to  5 A above. L Of Course.  A sustainable and integrated mix of 
uses.  Including commercial, private and social housing.  The strategy must strengthen the purpose of the 
retained Green Belt Q6 Yes. In relation to Farnham Common and Farnham Royal. The Green Belt buffer to the 
south of Farnham Common and north of Farnham Royal must be preserved in its effect. That is to say some of 
the area identified to the north of the Farnham Park public open space could be released for development with 
Farnham Park area retained and strengthened as the Green Belt Buffer to the east of the A355.  At the same time 
the West of the A355 opposite Farnham Park should be strengthened in its role as a buffer zone. Opportunities 
for intensification exist immediately within the heart of Farnham Common. The private playing fields to the west 
of the A355 could be further developed and this would be a preference to areas further to the south of the 
Parish in order to maintain the vital buffer previously described.  Q7 We have serious concerns over the 
suggestion that needs can be transferred to neighbouring Councils.  As previously stated there is something 
wrong in the way that these are arrived at if they are not based upon the resources of the Council.  Or in plain 
English if one were to decide to have a larger family it would not, logically, entitle you to compulsorily purchase 
next door’s back garden to extend your house. The Council should not take this as opportunity to release their 
own land which is how it appears to the many in relation to Farnham Park for example.  First priority must be 
given to maintaining the outdoor open recreation space and consideration only given if more accessible, better 
located space is provided.  For example private golf courses do not replace the function of parks. The use of 
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Farnham Park provides an invaluable amenity for the Parish and wider area. The Park includes a play area (for 
toddlers and youth aged up to 13) provided with Lottery funds and matched parish council funds following 
consultations which identified the need for play facilities in the area.  It has also become the national centre for 
Softball and Baseball which are rapidly growing sports for all ages. These are in additional to the popular sports 
pitches for football rugby and cricket. Such amenities all support the Government’s initiatives to bring down 
levels of obesity and improve the health of the population. Q8 Councils need to start providing affordable 
housing and driving the process.  They have the opportunity to recover funds through CIL (and have done for a 
long time).  This must be recovered and used to fund Council led developments.   Q9 I am not clear as to the level 
of expansion being considered for the Orchards, Chalfont St Peter and what balance would therefore need to be 
fulfilled. I would object to any further development or additions in or around Burnham Beeches. This goes 
against the statements made throughout the Local Plan and associated documents, where the principle to retain 
the character of Burnham Beeches is a priority. Clearly this is important to ensure the area for locals and the 
600K+ annual visitors. Q10 We understand L&Q are planning to build private housing on the land where Verdon 
Court (sheltered housing for the elderly) now stands and using the funds raised to provide social housing - but 
specifically not social housing for the elderly - elsewhere. Indeed they are systematically closing a number of 
other such housing accommodation for the elderly and the days of sheltered accommodation appear to be 
limited. This is a cause of great concern given we are told the population is ageing. As raised before, I believe 
there is an opportunity to consider a housing development near the local shops in Farnham Common on the 
current site occupied by the Car Wash.  Also Farnham Common village hall could be converted into apartments 
for the elderly with its close proximity to the shops etc.  I do not believe the suggestion options encompassing 
Farnham Park would not provide any benefit to older residents as the location of the shops, public transport are 
not within a short walk. Generally it seems to be the case that the whole system of provision for the elderly is 
fundamentally changing. We believe that this is an issue that must be given some priority when developing the 
new Local Plan and we would wish to be further involved in any consultations on this issue.  Q11 Farnham Royal 
and Farnham Common are two separate settlements with unique heritages and include the Conservation Area 
centred on Farnham Royal and the adjacent Burnham Beeches and some ancient woodlands in the surrounding 
copses. Farnham Royal and Farnham Common have unique cultural heritages. It is therefore important to ensure 
these two villages retain their separate cultural and historical identities by maintaining as much of the Green belt 
buffer zone as is possible. The amount of open space needs to be balanced in the Parish we are provided for to 
the north west by Burnham Beeches and the south by Farnham Park. Q12 There are individual heritage assets 
that we continue to identify in the villages of the District Council such as the Hemmingford group on Old 
Beaconsfield Road. There are also areas of ancient woodland for example in Ingrams Copse in Farnham Common. 
Q13 Farnham Royal and Farnham Common are under provided with public open green space.  Temple Dell and 
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Kingsway Green, The Pump, the FCSC sports field and Farnham Park are all required to sustain the growing 
community that we have. There are areas of privately owned green space that we would like to be considered for 
designation as green space such as the land at the southern corner of the A355 and Church Lane in Farnham 
Royal. Q14 I would like to see the following included or emphasized more in the Joint Local Plan. i) Traffic 
Calming and Management. The A355 is overloaded already, in particular during rush hours and also, late at night, 
when the road is used as a cut through and drivers tend to exceed the speed limits. ii) As mentioned previously, I 
believe the Farnhams need to be supported by a better “Village Hall” facility, ideally located within Farnham 
Park, where there is already parking and close to recreational areas. The “new” hall could be developed to 
consider a wide range of additional uses including local theatre, indoor sports such as indoor bowls, badminton 
(suitable for older and younger residents) as well as the societies, groups, activity and fitness coaches. iii) The 
impact on the local wildlife in and around the Farnhams and in to Burnham Beeches needs to be considered in 
more depth. The Joint Local Plan has little detail on this and I believe it is critical to ensure that any impact is 
minimal and preserving the local and visiting wildlife is treated as a priority within and surrounding our green 
areas! Q15 Some account needs to be taken of “joined up thinking” between central government and local 
policies.  It makes no sense to lose the small business in the village centre to flats and then wonder where we are 
going to find space to locate them next. Q16 CIL should be introduced for all qualifying development and it is 
easy to take a precedent from the London Boroughs.  The purpose is to provide the infrastructure for the 
increased development and the Parish is prepared to play its part in implementing those areas within its remit. 
For example affordable housing, increased health provision for primary care schools and transport links. 
Q17 The current process should be used to strengthen the Council’s position and become stricter on deviations 
from it.  The Council is seen as toothless in the face of Developers – particularly there is a perception that the 
desire to avoid litigation costs influences decisions taken on both applications and enforcement issues. The 
Council must rise to the challenge to ensure that its policies are implemented. The Council should take this 
opportunity to adopt design standards.  To effectively bolster their design input on proposals to ensure that the 
intensification of the Parish is handled to produce a good quality of design.  References from other Authorities 
that maintain a design group to comment on proposals could be taken. SBDC should work with Slough to agree 
and strengthen the buffer zones that exist at present to the south of Farnham Royal. In addition to the measures 
set out above. What is evident is that there is a need to create this extra housing.  Therefore, all of us must be 
realistic and adopt a proactive approach rather then one which says 'not on our patch'.  However, I note that the 
Council are talking about the housing needs but with 600+ extra houses being built each year from 2020-2036, 
then the infrastructure must be in place too.  Extra school places including nursery schools, extra places for 
people to exercise in such as Sports Grounds, Gymnasiums, Social Clubs for people to meet (note that many Pubs 
in the area, which used to be like social centres to meet are being closed down for economic reasons as they 
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cannot compete with the large chain breweries) GP surgeries, extra demands on the hospitals, etc  It needs 
educations planning, health planning, social needs planning, financial resource planning and all of this must 
happen NOW as these places do not just pop up overnight and where will they go?  It seems to me that it is a bit 
of a luxury to have two village halls--one for Farnham Common and one for Farnham Royal.  Why not combine 
the two into one new modern multi-purpose centre within Farnham Park?  This could not only be used for Parish 
Council Meetings but used as a meeting place for residents to have coffee, chat etc. I assume that SBDC will raise 
money in selling off some land it owns in the region.  The successful developer should, as part of the tender 
contract, be able to build a new centre in Farnham Park which could be used for all sports facilities, including 
swimming, badminton, snooker, table tennis, gymnasium, aerobics and other dancing, bar and snacks, meeting 
rooms, rooms used for hiring out for Weddings, Live Entertainment, a small theatre and with an aging population 
there is a need to green bowls. The big challenge is to develop sustainably and control the mix of development.  
A tighter control than exists may be required.  For example we do not need all houses to be 5+ bedrooms.  How 
can that be controlled to arrive at a mixed population.  But we do need to increase and improve the facilities for 
the increasing population.  That is the major challenge we all face. 

Rep1704 
Mr & Mrs Grewal 

I am writing with regards to Green Belt Consultation  with regards to the following area known as id 7461, 1885, 
7771  general areas 76 and 85b. I object  to this area being released for future development of housing  on this 
green built area I am a resident  on Farthing Green Lane my property is on the corner of Gray Park Road junction 
to Church Lane I moved to this area two years ago as i wanted to live in countryside rual area my property faces 
these field hence due to the view i chose to purchase this property and majority of the resents in this area use 
these field for walking their dogs and use for cycling etc, this is the only green build area we have in stoke poges 
where we can enjoy a bit of greenery around us. Not to mention the the impact it will have with traffic on the 
main Grays Park Road and Church lane with Wexham Park Hospital less then two mile away we already have 
quite impact with ambulances and police vehicles driving at all hours of the night with their blue lights and the 
impact it will have on Farthing Green lane being a very narrow road where  number of incidents have happened 
due to people speeding this will further cause issues when people start using as this road as short cut route to 
Wexham Park Road, black park etc 

  

Rep1705 
Mrs Zoe Clark 

In response to the Local Development Plan, I urge that over-development of land, with yet more flats, traffic and 
pressure on school places, is NOT fulfilling the criteria a) of efficient use of land in built-up areas. The character of 
Beaconsfield has changed hugely since I have lived here, 10 years. I struggle to get out of my road in the 
mornings as people are racing along the Forty Green Road as a cut through, and I have moved my daughter's 
school to avoid an urban type experience in a large impersonal environment. I am still impacted as I have been 
dodging the constant roadworks out towards Hazlemere on the Penn Road.  My other child would like to cycle to 
the station and link into the new cycle paths but again, rush hour and school run are hazardous due to sheer 
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volume of traffic and air quality. Have you done a survey of emissions in the town centre? Let's try to preserve 
the character of Beaconsfield as a semi-rural town before it's too late. 

Rep1706 
 Andrea Hall 

Further to the new Local Plan being proposed for Beaconsfield - as a resident for the last 50 years I strongly feel 
that the following concerns for the future of our town should be taken into consideration. The quality of our 
historic country town which is nationally renowned as being a highly desirable location for living and working is 
being eroded by recent inappropriate developments such as in Station Road and others. Here plots that once 
contained traditional and suitable houses have been replaced by numerous blocks of flats and commercial 
premises with their permanent attendant advertising leaving us at risk of losing what we once had. I feel that 
decisions for Beaconsfield's future should be led and approved by the residents who have chosen to live here, 
not by developers and others whose only interest is short term profit with no regard to keeping the unique 
character of the town. 

  

Rep1707 
 DRLB  Lamb 

I write reference to input into the thinking behind medium longer term planing in the Beaconsfield area. We live 
off the Penn Road and are ever more fearful of further development in our town. No matter where  one looks - 
Ledborough Lane,  Burkes Road, Grove Road etc etc - now the end of Gregories Road by Ridings Lane - single 
detached older houses with breathing space around them and valuable areas of green are being steadily gobbled 
up by developers to be replaced in several instances  by two or three dwellings on the former curtilage. Apart 
from the massive inconvenience to residents, these new properties tend to butt right  up to each other, offer 
only postage stamp gardens and mean a change to the whole character of the town as we know, or knew it. 
Before permitting more and more intensive house-building please also deal with i) the resulting strain on services 
and ii) the inevitability because of our excellent position for  London access by rail,  that more and more traffic is 
being sucked into the town with commuters parking free on any road where no restrictions apply. This  is 
desperately unfair. More income-earning car parking is needed and stricter rules for other than council tax 
paying residents. I never thought I would welcome the sight of a traffic warden! Please face up to the above 
concerns when considering future planning approvals. Thank you for your attention. 
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Rep1708 
Mr & Mrs Bob 
and Julie Musk 

Having seen our objections disregarded in the past we don’t suppose anyone will bother to take any notice of our 
comments below, however we live in hope and have to try and put a stop to those who wish and continue to 
harm our once lovely town. It is truly disappointing to say the least that Beaconsfield is being ruined by 
overdevelopment and residents and Town Councillors should have their comments taken into account for once. 
We wish to make the following RECOMMENDATIONS PLEASE: 1. Make areas close to Penn Road / Burkes Road / 
Gregories Road Areas of Conservation. 2. Protect the Areas of Special Residential Character from intensification - 
NO MORE FLATS. 3. Station Road has been transformed into Bournemouth without a beach. 4. The town’s 
infrastructure - i.e. schools and medical facilities will not be able to cope with the incoming residents of all the 
new homes at Wilton Park, there would be at least 700 more, let alone further development, WHERE WILL THEY 
ALL PARK WHEN SHOPPING. 5. Please protect the character of Beaconsfield as a semi-rural town rather than let it 
become like Milton Keynes and a New Town. 6. The extent of development which Beaconsfield has seen in 
recent years is destroying its character and now we need a period of restraint. 7. Development has largely been 
developer led in recent times. SBDC's planning department and committee should have said NO NO NO but 
instead they have appeased developers and completely ignored affected residents. Robust policies are needed to 
protect the character of the town. 

  

Rep1709 
 Gina Martin 

I understand the need for more housing but wish to make my opposition known to the building of houses on the 
Green Belt at the Middle Green Site and Wexham in general. I have three main concerns.  
1. The infringement of the Green Belt to the semi rural village of George Green/Middle Green and its destruction 
as a community. 2. The possible flood result of building on a flood plain. 3. The lack of infrastructure to cope with 
this possible building proposal. 1. The land is classed as Green Belt. According to the National Planning Policy 
Framework the Green Belt should do the following: -  ●  to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas / 
●  to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another  / ●  to assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment / ●  to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns. This land fulfils these 
principles. It checks the sprawl of Slough and gives George/Middle Green a separate identity. If this building were 
to take place George Green would become a suburb of Slough with the community being lost. George Green at 
present has many Grade 2 listed buildings including the Old School House and Cottage, the Lodge House and the 
George, the local pub. It has a Community Centre called the Harvey Memorial Hall. This hosts a pre school 
nursery school, a social Library and Garden and many other local groups and meetings such as the WI. It holds a 
Remembrance Service every year and some of the roads in George Green are named after those who lost their 
lives in the wars. George Green has its own unique identity and a vibrant community. 2. George Green has been 
flooded in the past. The fields adjacent to Withycroft, to the West are marked as a flood plain on the 
Environment Agency Map.  I have been living at a property in Withycroft for the last 10 years.  To my knowledge 
large areas of the fields are under surface water most winters and on 2 occasions have been badly flooded.  
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These fields are slightly lower in height than the properties to the East of ditch that is a run off from the lakes at 
Black Park Country Park and Rowley Farm. If these fields were built on, concreted and tarmacked over, not only 
would the properties built on it be flooded but also it would form a very serious risk to the flooding of George 
Green. 3. With the proposal of the large amount of properties to be built on this site it would add a huge strain to 
the infrastructure to this area. The A412 duel carriageway (Uxbridge Road) has seen many fatal accidents. With 
the increased traffic not only from the residents of the proposed houses but from the increase in heavy lorries 
needed for their construction will only add to the dangers of this stretch of road, not to mention the added 
pollution coming from the increase in traffic.  There is already a shortage of schools and doctors surgeries in the 
area. The average time to get an appointment with my doctors is 2 weeks. With the increase in the population to 
the area how would these factors be catered for? The building of more schools and surgeries would be a priority 
but would there be teachers and doctors to staff them? Although this last point is not one of my concerns I will 
mention that at the moment the land to the West of George Green has just started being quarried by Brett 
Aggregates.  I believe there is a 20 year restriction of building on a site that has been quarried so this land would 
not be available until after 2036 and so does not fulfill your criteria. 

Rep1710 
Mr Alex Johnson 

I understand that you need to build new homes somewhere, but surely you want to make cities and big towns 
larger as they are able to cope and provide more opportunities for people instead of just putting them in the 
countryside a long way from anywhere, and without major transport links. I cannot see how you could extend 
Chalfont St Peter as you suggest, especially not the part you call 38A which I live in. We need a car to do 
everything - even to be collected from the school bus stop at the Spar shop when it is dark.  So would all the new 
people. So there would be lots of traffic and our little narrow country lanes will not be able to cope.  It is really 
horrible having the big construction lorries drive past when I am walking home from the school bus stop as they 
splash me and drive up onto the grass, making it slippery if you have to walk past someone.  And this is 
happening now so I can't imagine what it will be like with more building sites in all the fields. You have put in 
false information, calling our Village Hall a residential dwelling "characteristic" of the area.  The area is all fields, 
woods, farms, and country lanes.  I didn't know you were allowed to do that. Where will the new children go to 
school?  My friend in Chalfont St Peter was offered a place at a school that hadn't been built as there was no 
place for him at the local schools already- what will happen to the new families?  Will they have to go to school 
miles away, or will it be like London where they can't get a school place at all?  Two of our neighbours could not 
move back to London because their child would not have been able to go to school. Which hospital will people 
use?  We have to go to Hillingdon or Wexham Park and they are both a long way away and you need a car. 
You seem to want to destroy beautiful rural areas, and to turn all the Chalfonts into one big town.  Why? 
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Rep1711 
Mr Nicholas Poole 

My wife and I moved to Chalfont last year after living in Amersham new town since 2005. Before that we had 
lived in Ealing but had frequently ventured out to this part of the world to enjoy the walks in the Chilterns and 
the more genteel atmosphere at the weekends. The feel of the old town and the convenience of the new town 
made it an easy choice for us as the place we wanted to live in once my wife got pregnant. Over time we felt the 
gradual increase in the number of people living in Amersham and using the towns amenities and facilities. Where 
we were living in Elm Close near Amersham on the Hill the station became much busier and the noise and smells 
of the newly opened Take-Aways gave a faint reminder of our time living in London. Towards the end of 2014 
with our two children growing bigger and strong pressure building to add a canine to the household we were 
given an amazing opportunity to buy a house on Loudhams Wood Lane. Right in the middle of green belt land, 
with the house surrounded by beautiful woodland and fields it has given our children access to some wonderful 
English wildlife (the woodpeckers, owls and other birds, the deer the foxes and rabbits as well as some of the 
imaginary creatures that lurk on the other side of the hedge). We've been here for about a year and are 
completely entranced by it. It has therefore come as a bit of a thunder strike to learn of this development 
consideration. I have to say I was quite shocked to hear of the extent of the level of proposals being considered 
for such a small village and even more saddened to here of the ones so close to our new home. There are so 
many reasons why this approval of this development would be such a bad idea for both the community here and 
for me personally but the key one is the errosion and eventual loss of the beautiful countryside. An area of 
outstanding natural beauty that once gone will never come back in our lifetime. Something that for children and 
families who live in the area will be that bit further away. A connection to the natural world that my children love 
will now be removed. It seems a very cynical ploy to carve up the land around the village and then take a view of 
why one bit of land is less "green belt" than another. The point is binary…..either it is or it isn't and clearly the 
land in Little Chalfont is green belt.  A decision by the Council to develop this areas will destroy the charm of 
Little Chalfont and the village will simply merge into Amersham and Chorleywood…..strongly reminiscent of the 
non-descript sprawl that are the commuter towns in Surrey. I strongly hope the council rejects the further 
development of Little Chalfont. The village has taken more than its fair share over the past couple of years. The 
Green Belt around the village is protected and the council has a duty to guard against the further loss of our 
beautiful countryside. 

  

Rep1714 
Ms Christine 
Nunn 

Question 1 - An uplift of 752 households is applied to Chiltern with a reduction of 902 in neighbouring South 
Bucks.  There is no justification for these vastly different numbers in adjoining districts.  For Buckinghamshire as a 
whole the uplift is only 305 (0.74%) whilst that for Chiltern is 752 (16.5%). Variations of this magnitude are not 
justifiable.  The uplift for Chiltern should be reduced to 0.74% in line with the county average. The 600 new 
dwellings in Chalfont St Peter which were given Planning Permission by CDC under the Core Strategy 
arrangements should be deducted from identified future dwelling numbers for CSP. Chalfont St Peter, with a 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

212 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

population of 13,000, is already the largest village in the country.  Approved developments will increase the 
population by 1,440 (11.1%).  Chalfont St Peter is already bearing more than its fair share of development, not 
only for housing but also for traveller sites.  These must be dispersed more evenly across the district. If the 
correct value of 2.23 was used for the calculation for the occupancy of dwellings, instead of the value 1.88 which 
has been used, there would only be a need for 509 more houses in Chalfont St Peter.  Approved planning 
permission already provides for over 600 dwellings, so no additional housing allocation is required in Chalfont St 
Peter.  Questions 4, 5 - Protection of the Green Belt and the AONB should be the priority.  There should be 
cooperation between districts and the focus of development should be on land in neighbouring areas outside the 
Green Belt and AONB such as South Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale.  The first choice for development 
within CDC should be brown field sites in areas with good transport links and a sustainable infrastructure.  CDC 
must make more efficient use of land in the existing built up areas, and any urban extensions of the main 
settlements in CDC should be in our greater built up towns of Amersham and Chesham where sustainability is 
greatest. CDC has granted Planning Permission for over 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter over the last three 
years in line with the previous Core Strategy; these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley 
Homes development at the Epilepsy Centre.  In spite of this the Local Plan proposes to allocate the largest 
percentage of future development for Chiltern District as a whole to Chalfont St Peter.  This is unreasonable.  
Recent planning permissions should be taken into account and used to reduce the new Local Plan allocation for 
Chalfont St Peter. Any further development in Chalfont St Peter, particularly on the outskirts, would lead to 
urban sprawl and the merging of Chalfont St Peter with adjoining settlements.  Encroaching on the Green Belt 
would reduce the availability of land for agricultural, forestry and recreational activities.  Limited extensions 
could be made to Great Missenden, Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles as these villages would benefit from some 
development opportunities.  Question 6 - CSP Area 1 - Mill Meadow. The area is a much used amenity which 
includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis 
courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where 
any of these facilities could be relocated. The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does 
not have a playing field within the school grounds, and the school uses Mill Meadow for physical education 
lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities.  The school would be unable to 
deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow were designated for development. The area is a much used public 
facility; the Community Centre has a hall and five rooms which are all booked out by various organisations almost 
all of every day; these organisations are vital to the life of the village.  There are also a sports injury unit and a 
garden club as well as a nature reserve, jubilee garden and the Millennium Wood.   These amenities are 
irreplaceable. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain; there is a serious risk of flooding. CSP Area 2 - The area to the 
north of Chalfont Heights between Winkers Nightclub & Paccar Scout Camp- Development at this location would 
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lead to loss of Green Belt.  A number of habitats including mature hedgerows, rough grassland etc, would be lost 
following any development.  The area is not sustainable for transport; only car use would be feasible, and this 
would lead to increased congestion and pollution.  A useful recreational social area, which is well frequented and 
provides facilities for young people to socialise in, would be lost. However, the residential development of the 
north eastern part of this parcel would be consistent with the built form of Chalfont St Peter, and not form a 
major extension to it.  This site could be considered for re-designation. CSP Area 3 – The Epilepsy Centre - The 
Epilepsy Centre Site is very large, and as a whole, it fulfils all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in 
particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn 
Hill.  It contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park, it provides important 
agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including 
the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.  It is inherently unsustainable; it is not 
served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are 
the nearest rail stations.  Road routes to other areas have restricted access through small single lanes.  Any 
development therefore requires increased car dependency.  It is bounded on three sides by narrow, unlit and 
dangerous country lanes, without pavements, which make it even more unsuitable for development.   The sheer 
size of this site is huge and the proposed development could potentially double the number of dwellings in 
Chalfont St Peter. The northern section, comprising the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery  and Brawlings Farm, falls 
within the Colne Valley Park and should receive special protection, with no development. The southern section is 
already a “Major Developed Site” within the green belt and two new care home developments are currently in 
progress.  Additionally, it provides important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with 
toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams.   The Epilepsy Centre is one of 
Chalfont St Peter’s largest employers and several local businesses use the site in addition to the agricultural use.  
This section of the Epilepsy Centre site is ideal to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for Chalfont 
St Peter and should remain as a “Major Developed Site” within the green belt. CSP Area 4 - The area identified 
for industrial development adjacent to the A413 - Providing industrial / commercial accommodation in the area is 
unnecessary for local employment reasons. Chalfont Park, to the south of CSP Area 4 and adjacent to the A413 is 
currently occupied by three large office blocks.  For several years now, a good proportion of these have remained 
unoccupied.  One of the reasons given for this is that the offices are located too far away from the centre of CSP 
and, more importantly, from the rail link at Gerrards Cross Station. CSP Area 4 is divided by the A413: The area to 
the NE of the A413 is within the Colne Valley Park and the green belt and is identified as being a particularly 
important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities, and it provides the important function of 
separating the built-up areas of Chalfont St Peter and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.  The area is 
valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further 
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industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.  However this area already has an 
office complex and some other buildings at its northern end, which could be considered for further development.  
The major portion of this land is still largely undeveloped, and retains an open rural character.  As such, this 
should not be considered for re-designation. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. The area to the SW if 
the A413 is a narrow strip between the Lower Road and the A413; the area to its north, west and south is already 
built, and the A413 forms its eastern border.  It has a low green-belt assessment score, and could be considered 
for re-designation.  However it is more suitable for residential than employment purposes; Lower Road is capable 
of providing satisfactory access for housing, but not for industry. Question 8 - Any flats should be low rise and all 
affordable housing should be situated in the centre of in town centres or within walking distance of a railway or 
tube station and never on the edge of villages or in the Green Belt.   Transport services in Chalfont St Peter are 
such that owning a car is essential for commuting. Question 9 - Traveller’s sites should not be concentrated in 
Chalfont St Peter but should be dispersed more evenly throughout the District. Question 10 - Sheltered 
Accommodation should be situated at the centre of settlements, near shops and transport.  The Epilepsy Centre 
site has already provided developments focused on elderly accommodation, with one providing for specialist 
needs; further development on this scale, together with supporting infrastructure, would be appropriate on the 
built area of this site but not on the undeveloped land in the Colne Valley Regional Park.  Question 11,12 - The 
Epilepsy Centre is a heritage site; there are four listed buildings on the site and it is of national historical 
significance, being a centre of excellence for research and the care of people with epilepsy for well over 100 
years.  The removal of this heritage site and community amenity would be a significant loss to Chalfont St Peter.  
Question 16 - Chalfont St Peter has an inadequate drainage system.  No further significant development should 
take place in CSP without a major re-construction of the sewage system.  If the Newland Park development 
proceeds, road and utilities need to be urgently improved.  Schooling remains a problem which has been 
exacerbated by the loss of a school on the Holy Cross site; allocating educational land for housing increases the 
shortage of school places in Chalfont St Peter, which is already incapable of sustaining planned developments.  
Proper provision for school places needs to be considered as there is no room for further expansion at the 
Community College and there are site restrictions at the Academy school.  Doctors surgeries are at capacity, and 
patients often have a long wait to see their GP. 

Rep1716 
Mr James Thorpe; 
Rep1717 
Mrs Beatriz 
Thorpe 

Please accept this as an overview of my thoughts to the questions posed in the consultation document. My views 
are particularly strongly held with regards to the areas of green belt declassification in and around Little Chalfont. 
Having grown up in Little Chalfont and now a homeowner in the village I believe I am well placed to comment on 
the changes the village has under gone in recent years. Having lived in London for a few years, my wife and I 
decided to return to Little Chalfont and buy a home here mainly for its excellent quality of life and areas of 
outstanding natural beauty. Both of us work in London, however these factors make the commute worthwhile. 
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I entirely understand the need for home creation, we have a growing population, but the areas in which to build 
homes must be in areas which can support the development and not ride roughshod over Green Belt land. When 
the Green Belt land in Little Chalfont was designated in 1954, it was to protect the area from urban over spill, 
stop towns merging into one and ensure areas of outstanding natural beauty remain as such. I truly believe the 
land blocks which have been put forward by the council for potential reclassification in and around Little Chalfont 
endanger these principles. It must be stressed that Little Chalfont has already seen significant development, from 
the additional developments off Bell Lane at the old Saw Mill and the Donkey field on Burtons Lane. Between 
2006 and 2014, 307 new properties have been approved or built in Little Chalfont.  This equates to 12.4% 
increase.  Chiltern District Council’s own figures show that the percentage growth neighbouring communities was 
Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4%, and Chalfont St Peter Village 7.7%.  Little Chalfont has certainly built is share of 
homes. The results of this are clear to see for residents, and personally for me. Schools: Places in schools have 
not been significantly adjusted to meet the additional homes. Should the proposed land be built on in Little 
Chalfont, it would put even greater pressure on Little Chalfont Primary School with its already tight encatchment 
circle. Transport: The station at Chalfont and Latimer is becoming ever more popular. Parking at both Chalfont 
and Chorleywood stations is becoming an issue, with no spaces often after 9am. The trains are becoming 
evermore crowded, the popular trains at 7.28, 7.36 and 7.44am are now impossible to get a seat on, for a 
journey of 30/40mins is a lot to ask of older people and really unhelpful if you'd hoped to do some work on the 
journey. I don't have the luxury of travelling in earlier or later due to unavailability of childcare before 7.15am. 
Chalfont Parade and Parking: Parking and access to the shops on Chalfont Parade is becoming an issue both on 
weekdays and weekends. Cars start queuing to get into the linear parking from the Amersham Road, blocking 
traffic. To build more homes and add to this issue without considering it would be negligent. Most importantly is 
the protection of Little Chalfont's areas of outstanding natural beauty: I can not stress enough the importance of 
maintaining the local AONB in Little Chalfont and their Green Belt classification. A growing population should not 
mean we throw away the principles of protecting this land, not just for residents, but for visitors, and future 
generations of people who choose to live in the village. It’s a (if not the) primary reason people choose to live in 
LC, amending it or declassifying it is a dangerous path to take. I would particulary point to the Cow Field behind 
Chessfield Park. This field offer people an unimpeded walks and views from the village to Chenies. It is my 
absolute view that this land should remain green belt and unthreatened by development. 

settlements.   
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Rep1718 
Mr & Mrs 
Alexander and 
Tamara White 

To Whom it May Concern, We wish respond to the recently released Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan and 
strongly object to one of the proposed build area extensions.  Page 13, Option 3 and Appendix 2 refer to possible 
"Build area extension(s) to the principal settlements of Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, 
Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Turnham".  Question 6 asks: Do you have comments on individual options 
generally or specific settlements/site options that could be part of these options?" We live on Stubbs Wood, 
which is adjacent to one of the Amersham Green Belts in question (Blackwell Stubbs) and vehemently oppose its' 
consideration for development.  We have recently moved to Amersham from London and the woods backing 
onto our road was one of the reasons for choosing to live in this area.  We have small children and regularly 
make use of these woods for walking and wildlife spotting.  We frequently enjoy visits to our garden from 
muntjac deer and foxes.  There are also active badger setts in these woods, making it unsuitable for development 
and disruption of their habitat.  In addition, the woods are habitat for a huge variety of birds, including 
woodpeckers, owls, jays and red kites, as well as numerous small birds such as dunnocks, bullfinches and 
nuthatches, which we see in our garden daily. Blackwell Stubbs is used extremely regularly by dog walkers, 
ramblers and local families and would be a considerable loss to the local community.  It is extremely important 
that these woods are conserved as a space for wildlife and as a recreational space for the future generations of 
the Amersham Community. This is an area of outstanding beauty and the grasslands are also designated as a site 
of Special Scientific Interest (SSI) due to the variety of flora and fauna contained therein.   It would be of huge 
detriment to both human amenity and local wildlife to destroy these woods and the surrounding grasslands for 
development purposes. We have strong views as to the inappropriateness of this Green Belt area being 
considered for build extension, in contravention of government policy, and would strongly oppose any further 
exploration of this as an option. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our objections further if need be. 

  

Rep1719 
Ms Helen Porter; 
Rep1720 
Mr Ian Russell 

Q5 - Option A is the only sustainable approach. The efficient use of existing land within town centres should be 
able to address housing and industrial needs. By facilitating access to existing underground and rail stations use 
of cars and associated parking spaces can be controlled and restrained. We are fortunate to have rail / 
underground links to our town centres in Bucks and higher density housing near these hubs makes more sense 
that using green field land for any development. Any plans for affordable housing must consider access to jobs 
and services. Q6 - Chesham has significant traffic problems, the only route from the A41 to Amersham and other 
towns passes right through its centre. Increasing development on the edge of Chesham will exacebate these 
issues. Developing the town centre and encouraging use of walking, cycling and the underground could reduce 
the traffic issues. In relation to the employment area of search between Chesham and Ashley Green I have these 
objections: - Traffic is already a major problem at the junctions at either end of Two Dells Lane. It can be difficult 
to turn right at peak times at both junctions because of the weight of traffic. Traffic passing from the A41 through 
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to Amersham or Great Missenden has to pass through Chesham. The suggested site would only increase the flow 
of traffic and make congestion within Chesham itself much worse  - The area is one I use regularly for running, 
cycling and walking, both along Two Dells Lane, Chesham  Road and across the footpaths between them. and I 
encourage my children to join me. - Once land is designated as industrial it will only be a matter of time before 
houses are built, and a gradual loss of the nature of the green belt between Chesham and Ashley Green will 
erode any separation. Chesham will end up as a large sprawl rather than a planned and compact town. 
Q10 - Sheltered housing complexes close to town centres would address this issue. Good quality development 
would encourage elderly people to move out of homes that could be used by families and so would make 
economic good sense in the medium to long term. Q11 - I fully support a Heritage plan that considers the cultural 
and scientific value of parts of Buckinghamshire. 

Rep1721 
Mrs Verity May 

Question 2: Please consider removing the land identified below from the Green Belt [map of site]. It is an infill 
area that could be residential development land in the future. It neither undermines the purpose of Green Belt 
nordoes it fulfil a Green Belt purpose.  

 

Rep1723 
Mr Keith Fowler 

As a current member of the GMVA I wish to highlight the following points of personal opposition to Options  E 
and J. Great Missenden is a small community and should not be bracketed with larger communities such as 
Prestwood and Chalfont Giles as in Option E. GMVA supports redevelopement of village centre sites including 
Chalk Leys and the Tesco land all within village boundaries. To maintain the character the character and 
attraction of our village and its positive impact on the tourist economy it is crucial that we do not allow the 
reduction of AONB designated areas, thus allowing an urban sprawl to emerge. Our communities have worked 
hard to try and stop the ruination of our Chiltern landscape by HS2. Reduction of the AONB threatens to have a 
similar effect. 

  

Rep1724 
Mr Umesh Mistry 

Response to question 1: The definition provided is quite broad.  Insofar as South Bucks being close to both 
London and Slough, this is in my view underplaying the fact that a number of residents commute into these 
neighbouring districts.  As such, the holistic view does need to be taken into account but not at the exclusion of 
residents of South Bucks, in this case Iver and Iver Heath where traffic considerations: roads, cycle paths and 
provision of public transport to all parishes must be considered when making decisions on the local plan.  
Additionally, the Plan appears to have taken no account of the current Pinewood Project which is ongoing and 
not scheduled to complete for a number of years. Response to Question 2: The land being earmarked by the 
HELAA is currently in the Green Belt, the provision of Green Belt land is in the case of this individual used for the 
relaxation and enjoyment of self and family: e.g. Iver Heath fields is used by the local community groups as well 
as numerous residents.  Additionally, adjacent land on the map is frequently used by locals as it has a public 
footpath and also by my family.  We watch the local wildlife which will be at risk if such land is developed. We 
frequently see deer and other wild birds - subsequent noise and air pollution from disruption due to the build 
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phase can only be detrimental in this regard.  As such no further sites should be added. Respose to question 3: 
The Everham centre is a local facility. I would like to see this as part of Local plan development change into a 
more modern facilty.  Iver Heath does not have a focal point at the heart of it's village that is modern and 
relevant to the needs of local residents.  As such, there is an option that must be utilised to secure funding and 
convert the Evreham cecntre into a state of the art leisure facilty to enhance attractiveness to local residents and 
those of nearby areas to enhance occupancy.  A multi-purpose arts and leisure facilty would be an example… 
Question 4: at present a number of long term development projects are underway that are contributing to 
additional traffic and consequently having a detrimental impact to the quality of life of myself and my family.  
These include HGV traffic in respect of Pinewood (a long-term project) with trucks passing A412 / Church Road; 
Crossrail where traffic passes down Wood Lane as well as the A412 and has adversely impacted the road on 
Wood Lane resulting in potholes that have not been repaired.  At present, local infrastructure links are poor.  
There is a limited bus route when compared to urban centres such as Slough and Uxbridge.  The quality of roads 
and street lighting is also of a poor standard with the effect that my family and I are infrequent cyclists on local 
roads.  I would strongly propose that SBDC considers the environmental impact and looks to build a safer cycling 
provision with dedicated cycle routes to link Slough, Uxbridge and Iver and Iver Heath, as well as a longer hours 
bus service for weeknights and at weekends.  Response to Question 5: Further detail on the options is desirable, 
especially as there is limited knowledge on other areas and plans referred to, to enable a thorough district-wide 
response.  As applicable to Iver, the concern by this respondent is that all of Iver Heath is up for development - 
this means that there will be little in the way of Green Belt land if this plan is adopted. Additionally, building on 
current experience of Pinewood and Cross Rail, if this development as well as Heathrow Access, and further 
stages of Pinewood development are all approved, there will be significant air and noise pollution in the area for 
a number of years that will be detrimental to both residents and local wildlife. Question 7 - there is a concern 
that the needs of Iver and Iver Heath are being considered against those of Uxbridge/Hillingdon and Slough.   
Question 8 - given local and national concerns on house prices and affordability, it would be good for South 
Bucks to offer affordable housing through an equivalent right-to-buy scheme aimed at the young / key workers 
within the South Bucks catchment area. Question 9 - I do not have any expertise / knowledge of this community 
so cannot comment on this. Question 10 - As per my earlier comment, a more thorough public transport offering 
would help here to provide mobility to those who can no longer drive…Using a specialist in this area such as Age 
UK will also ensure that the needs of this group are met as part of the local plan. Question 11 & 12 & 13 - Existing 
areas of outstanding national beauty and sites of special scientific interest should continue to be maintained at at 
least their current levels.  Additional areas that must be included would be the Iver Heath Fields and other Green 
Belt land to ensure that local wildlife and all ages can enjoy these free spaces. Question 14 - I would like for Iver 
Heath to be nominated for Local Measures and for the residents to be actively consulted and engaged in the 
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development of a Local Plan.  Question 16  - as per earlier comments, provisions of local infrastructure - which 
are already of a poor standard - must be enhanced: buses, roads, dedicated cycle paths…  Secondary schools 
provision is a continual issue for residents in Iver Heath so I would welcome the ability to input into this. 
Question 17 - As per comments above (Cross Rail /Pinewood and proposed Heathrow rail access, and possibly 
HS2)- taking a holistic view of Iver & Iver Heath, there is a lot of development planned, which is listed, but no 
allowance has been made within the Local Plan. I would recomment a revised Plan being issued that takes these 
points into account   

Rep1726 
 Wendy Nicholls 

On any weekend around our home in the village of Little Chalfont we see people out enjoying the beautiful 
Chilterns countryside. They are on bicycles, on horses or on foot – people out walking dogs, taking photographs 
or just strolling. A few are locals, others are some of the 55m visitors to Chiltern as an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, such as teenagers on Duke of Edinburgh Awards and members of cycling or hiking clubs from all 
over the country. Those of us who live in the village feel a strong responsibility to look after our surroundings for 
future generations to enjoy and to preserve the green lung around London and prevent urban sprawl. 
Additionally, we maintain gardens and hedgerows for bees and wildlife. Our houses are low rise and low density 
and many of them are subject to restrictions on their structure and setting, which stops us knocking them down 
and replacing them with high density dwellings; quite rightly so, as we are surrounded by Green Belt. Here’s Bill 
Bryson in his excellent book The Road to Little Dribbling: “What accounts for the great bulk of this 
sumptuousness is the Metropolitan Green Belt, a ring of preserved landscape, mostly woods and farmland, 
encircling London and several other English towns and cities with the single-minded intention of alleviating 
sprawl. The notion of green belts was enshrined in the 1947 Town and Country Planning Act and is to my mind 
the most intelligent, far-sighted, thrillingly and self-evidently successful land management policy any nation has 
ever devised.” How would we explain ourselves to future generations if we as residents, councillors and public 
servants were responsible for throwing all this away because we gave way to insatiable developers who are not 
prepared to invest a little more effort in developing brownfield sites? At a recent public meeting one developer 
suggested more homes in the village should be built for our children. I have two things to say to that: 
1. Most of us residents had our first homes in big towns, or rented, for many years. Our children will do the 
same. I fully expect them to live in blocks of flats in the big towns to our north, south east and west, such as 
Aylesbury, Slough, Wycombe, Watford or Harrow. None of these places are in Appendix 6 of the condoc, given 
the combined plan only refers to CDC/SBCC so they are not able to propose development outside their borders 
at this initial stage.  2. If the developers were prepared to build only for locals that argument just might be valid, 
but if I google Harvard Grange (previously the “donkey field”) I am not directed to any of housing which is 
designated for locals only. I assume there is some affordable housing probably under a shared ownership 
arrangement somewhere, but it is not in the glossy brochure. The cheapest dwellings advertised are £700k. The 
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people buying houses at these prices will, one assumes, mostly be commuting to London, on overcrowded trains 
where they may have to stand for an hour. It is true that the country as a whole has seen a large increase in 
demand for property. But the whole premise of the Green Belt is to be a check on development and there is no 
“very special circumstance” as required in the PPG (see below) about a demand for building. The point is not to 
allow unchecked development in these very special places. The Green Belt should not be sacrificed. The 
Government's Planning Practice Guidance to you   (the "PPG") states that “The fundamental aim of Green Belt 
policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts 
are their openness and their permanence”. Let’s think about the words “openness, and permanence”. Some of 
the development areas being assessed, especially up to and along the A404, would certainly stop the openness 
we currently have between Chorleywood and Little Chalfont. As for permanence, none of the proposals would 
assist with the permanence of the green belt, by definition. Developers have been quick to point to relaxations in 
planning criteria recently, and it appears they have even been buying up fields to sell piecemeal to investors with 
the hope that the council will re-designate Green Belt land for building. However, the current government 
“HELA” guidance which deals precisely with housing needs, is very clear: “In decision-taking, can unmet need for 
housing outweigh Green Belt Protection? Unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) is unlikely to 
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying 
inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt”. The same document says that “assessing need is just 
the first stage in developing a Local Plan. Once need has been assessed, the local planning authority should 
prepare a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to establish realistic assumptions about the availability, 
suitability and the likely economic viability of land to meet the identified need for housing over the plan period, 
and in so doing take account of any constraints such as Green Belt, which indicate that development should be 
restricted and which may restrain the ability of an authority to meet its need.”  Chiltern, which is over 70% 
AONB, and where there are very few undeveloped sites which are not Green Belt, is the perfect case in point to 
report back to central Government and say: “for this reason we cannot build large numbers of additional 
dwellings in our region” and should not be swayed by lobbyists who have clear vested interests and are seeking 
personal profit. Based on these clear guidelines, we could and should stop this review right now for any areas of 
green belt, which applies to all or almost all the proposed sites for testing in Little Chalfont. Nevertheless, 
presumably as a belt and braces measure, Chiltern DC has in fact called for sites - and unsurprisingly has received 
many site offers from landowners. A review of those sites has been undertaken using Ove Arup, who were 
engaged by SBDC. The methodology and assessment for the green Belt is listed as a “coming shortly" on the CDC 
website. This is unfortunate so close to the response deadline and may not allow residents enough information 
on which to decide what we as a community would like you to do, whether we agree with the proposals, and the 
premises on which those proposals are based. Further, the link between the work done by Arup and the 
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proposals in this consultative document is unclear. Where supplementary evidence is adduced it would be 
helpful to show how and where exactly it links to any proposals, rather than posting a huge number of pdf 
documents on the website. I have spent many hours trying to follow the “audit trail” here, and I simply cannot do 
so. I believe the method of assessment used by Arup is potentially flawed. Further, even some areas identified by 
Arup as scoring strongly are included in the proposed plan potentially to be sacrificed - with no explanation as to 
why one would consider going further even than the very advisers paid by Bucks to try to identify sites where the 
Green Belt could be disregarded as being "weaker" than other areas. Again, how can we make an informed 
judgement when there is no clear process as to what work was done, and no systematic links that we can follow? 
What is clear, though, is that the Arup method has involved dividing land up into parcels and then assessing them 
subjectively against the purposes for Green belt. Those purposes are: 1. to check the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built-up areas; 2. to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 3. to assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment; 4. to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; 5. to assist in 
urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. These are not additive 
criteria, they are discrete. I do not consider Arup should have been asked to “score” green belt against each 
criterion for potential release at all and certainly not in a subjective and relativist way. This method is plainly 
wrong. Further, the parcelling up of land in the way that has been proposed makes it appear more innocuous to 
agree to sacrifice a few sites if we save the rest. We’ll still have plenty of green belt left, won’t we? Clearly, if and 
when you accept this argument, there will always be pressure from developers for the next salami slice to be 
released. The “next weakest” green site will be in the gun sights of opportunistic landowners and developers. It is 
vitally important the Council hold the line on this. Furthermore, it is more likely that a small piece next to the 
edge of a village will be assessed as “weak” rather than a large section of green land surrounded by other green 
land. Again, this lends to pressure for ribbon development and sprawl. Finally, with respect to Arup, I cannot see 
how on any objective measure, any of the identified parcels around Little Chalfont could score less than a 
maximum score on criterion 3 given that they are all currently countryside! I also agree with the Campaign to 
Protect Rural England (CPRE) that “allowing development on land that is poor will only encourage landowners to 
neglect it. In April 2015, leading environmental economist and Chair of the NCC, Dieter Helm, published a paper 
which also seeks to challenge many of the arguments for Green Belt deregulation put forward by developers and 
other economists. As Helm argues, where the quality of Green Belt land is poor, the solution is to improve it .” 
The same of course applies if some land is merely relatively poor, compared with other land. The PPG appears 
slightly more ambiguous than other HELA guidance but it still says “As with previous Green Belt policy, 
inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in 
very special circumstances. “When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure 
that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless 
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the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed 
by other considerations.” It goes on to state clearly that “a local planning authority should regard the 
construction of new buildings as inappropriate in Green Belt”. There are a few exceptions, such as for barns and 
farmyards. Housing developments and industrial units are absolutely and obviously not at all appropriate. There 
is a potential caveat that “limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local community needs” 
may occasionally be permitted under appropriate local plans. “Limited” infilling and “limited” affordable housing 
– note the adjective used here. Please note also that it does not say affordable housing can be a small proportion 
in a larger development - nor that in order to persuade builders to build some affordable homes we should let 
them build many times more houses in the “not affordable” category at the same time. Any affordable housing 
should be on a site only for affordable housing and crucially should be available only to locals and should not be 
allowed to be resold at market prices by the owners, but kept affordable for all owners. NB I am not suggesting 
and DO NOT agree that green belt land be released in Little Chalfont for affordable housing, travellers, or others. 
Little Chalfont has already suffered far more than its fair share of new housing. Our little village (total pop. is 
under 6000 even now) has grown 12.4% in the last eight years. That is much greater than the towns of 
Amersham (5.3%, population over 23,000 per amershamhistory.info ) or Chesham (pop. 21,000 according to 
Chesham.gov.org) or indeed any of the surrounding villages. In Little Chalfont, the industrial area on Bell lane 
(“Sawmills”) was first re-designated for housing, and then we had 253 high density houses built. Even the 
“donkey field” (now “Harvard Grange”) is having some four story blocks built as part of its 45 dwellings. Neither 
of these developments is in keeping with the density of surrounding properties. Once you allow development, 
the pressure to make it high density is overwhelming. But our village should not have high density housing. It is a 
village surrounded by Green Belt, and all the areas proposed for release for development are green belt, with all 
of them either also AONB or visible from the AONB ie part of the very view that makes the AONB beautiful. It is 
also a heritage setting. There should be NO MORE development in Little Chalfont other than within the existing 
village boundary. On spatial strategy you refer in the condoc to previous responses to the separate local plan and 
say for example that original option a) was the most widely supported - 50% of all respondents rising to 56% for 
local residents – all these previous respondents wanted no new developments or sprawl, such as we are now 
being asked to (re)consider, but only but to make better use of existing built up areas. Given that some of the 
respondents were developers and landowners with commercial gain from development, this is impressive. It is 
also notable that under the previous, and indeed the current consultation, a developer or landowner who lives in 
our area is entitled to tick the box for their views to be recorded as those of a resident. After that option a, there 
was strong antagonism to all the other options eg less than a quarter (22%) of all respondents supported original 
option b) despite the leading wording of the question asking about “extensions to main settlements (Chesham, 
Amersham, Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Peter”. Little Chalfont and Chalfont St Peter are obviously not “main 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

223 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

settlements”, they are villages. In the case of Little Chalfont, the clue is in the name. You go on to concede that 
“these options were mainly supported by landowners and developers”. You also express the view that formerly 
some people supported some development, just not in their area. I do not believe this is correct. People express 
a view about their own area because they know it, and are most affected by it. If you ask most people who 
oppose green belt development next to their own village, they will tell you they do not support green belt 
development elsewhere either. However, having decided (reasoning not fully explained) that there is now to be a 
joint local plan for Chiltern and S Bucks (but not the rest of Bucks, or neighbouring authorities, apparently) in this 
new condoc, we all need to respond again. In the current condoc we are presented with a number of unpalatable 
options in section 4.7 et seq. I am sure this is not the intention, but in sales this technique is known as the 
“alternative close”. New option A looks the least bad, so once again presumably many people will respond by 
choosing to “support” that one. Yet the opening statement made in this section is in my view misguided, viz: 
“Given the overall levels of need and limited scope for development to meet that need the councils consider that 
there are exceptional circumstances to review the Green Belt.” Actually no, there aren’t. This is the wrong way 
round. Chiltern DC should state that apart from brownfield development or unprotected land, the responsibility 
and indeed duty of the Council to protect the green belt for the benefit of the whole country means that Chiltern 
is not going to allow encroachment on the green belt and that housing and industrial development must take 
place elsewhere, in larger towns or cities. Little Chalfont is also a heritage setting; it epitomises the “Metroland” 
historical experiment in the 1920s. That is, provided we preserve its special character and do not allow 
developers to turn it from a small and quirky village surrounded by open countryside and into another dormitory 
town for London. The Council’s own draft heritage strategy dated January 2016 recognises this heritage 
importance. However Arup has inexplicably said there is no heritage or setting issue and seems to have scored all 
parcels zero on this. The population density in London is far lower than New York or even Sydney, so how has it 
become the norm for developers to encroach on our countryside in order to build homes for people in London, 
stating for example: “ideal for those commuting into the city”(www.countryside-
properties.com/.../buckinghamshire/harvard-grange) This is the very first sentence that appears on an internet 
search for this site. In 2014, a CPRE report found that “there is enough suitable brownfield land, available now, 
for at least one million new homes. It also demonstrated that brownfield land is not a finite resource. It is 
constantly being replenished, and, usually, many more homes can be delivered on a brownfield site than an 
equivalent area of greenfield land.” We know that developers prefer green to brown field sites, because green is 
easier for them to use and makes them more profit, so there will be pressure from builders for the opposite 
approach. How do the developers want to get the same number of homes as we can build already on brownfield 
sites? The CPRE again: “It has been claimed that: ‘You can build 1 million new homes on 3.7% of the Green Belt 
within walking distance of a train station.’ This, and other claims like it, are often presented as a more moderate 
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alternative to abolishing Green Belt policy outright. But closer analysis shows that, in many areas, they would 
have much the same effect, defeating the key purposes of preventing sprawl and stopping places joining up with 
each other.” I know which alternative I prefer. Which do you prefer? I have made a number of points above 
which relate to several of your questions. It is not possible to cross-reference all. However I have a few specific 
comments below to emphasise my points and have drawn on the LCCA response here. Please note that in 
general I AGREE with the points made by LCCA and the Chiltern Society and would ask that you record my 
responses to the specific questions in line with theirs. In relation to q 1 - given that CDC and SBDC have already 
committed to preparing a Joint Local Plan and that the OAHN calculation has been undertaken without the 
opportunity for consultation, I request that measures are put in place to ensure the unique characteristics of CDC 
are protected through the drafting of the new Joint Local Plan, particularly the fact we are green belt and AONB 
protected. Additionally  I VERY STRONGLY urge the removal of Little Chalfont as a main settlement for growth 
from the Core Strategy as it is out of keeping with the village, not in line with the wishes of local people, not 
supported by infrastructure, and would have a deleterious effect on the green belt, AONB, and our neighbours in 
Chorleywood. On q2, It is my opinion that NONE of the parcels of land around Little Chalfont should be classified 
as having performed "less well" as Green Belt and NONE should be released for housing or economic 
development.We seek removal of Little Chalfont as a main settlement for growth from the Core Strategy. Little 
Chalfont has defined boundaries and that these should be protected. Little Chalfont should not be allowed to 
coalesce with either Amersham or erode the open countryside between nearby settlements. I do not support 
CDC’s decision to undertake a Part 2 Green Belt Assessment of the proposed sites in or adjacent to Little 
Chalfont. As recently as March 2013 Chiltern District Council undertook a review of Green Belt boundaries to test 
if exceptional circumstances exist to merit a change. The outcome was that no fundamental review was required. 
I am not aware of any change in circumstances over the three years since that review which justify a different 
outcome, and no explanation of this about turn has been provided in this consultation. The Local Plan should 
continue to protect and keep precious the existing AONB sites and boundaries.  In particular I urge that care be 
exercised when any development of such areas would have an adverse effect on any adjoining AONB. Re q4 
Please add important clarifiers to the vision and strategy to set better parameters for what is or is not acceptable 
: 1. ‘A place that celebrates, protects and enhances its wealth of Green Belt land and Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty’ and  2. To retain the character of settlements unless major change is supported by the local 
community.'  Re q 5 The present Spatial Strategy is robust, particularly in looking at new developments within 
existing settlements. In view of the infrastructure pressures and recent disproportionate development in Little 
Chalfont compared to our neighbours, I see no case to include Little Chalfont amon g the settlements where new 
development could be focused.   Re q6 Option A: Past experience shows that often industrial land is re-
designated for housing. The plan suggests only 2 ha is needed in Chiltern anyway. It is completely out of keeping 
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with the village to suggest large scale industrial/employments sites in Little Chalfont and the identification of 
huge areas for testing in our small village makes it look again as though Little Chalfont is being targeted. Why? 
This seems unfair. On option C I emphatically disagree with the inclusion of Little Chalfont in the list of main 
settlements for the same reasons as above. On option J I specifically object. Little Chalfont should be removed 
from the list of principal sites. I do not believe further development of Little Chalfont can be described as 
sustainable. It is my opinion that the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
Incorporating Issues and Options document and the supporting evidence is NOT joined up and does NOT provide 
any evidence-based justification for the ‘Areas for Further Consideration at Stage 2 for Chiltern and South 
Bucks’.It is my opinion that the inability to meet the Objectively Assessed Housing Need does not constitute 
‘exceptional circumstances’ for the release of Green Belt.  Therefore, I reject any proposal to undertake any 
significant housing or economic development in or immediately adjacent to Little Chalfont. I urge Chiltern District 
Council to fulfil its obligations to protect and enhance the Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. In 
relation to specific sites I agree with all the LCCA comments and would refer you specifically to annex B of the 
LCCA response re  BUILT AREA EXTENSION OPTION: LAND WEST OF LODGE LANE, SOUTH OF THE RAILWAY, 
LITTLE CHALFONT. HELAA site CD0082. Green Belt Assessment (GBA) general area 35. The land is at present 
mixed use, including the former golf course in the north, the employment area in the middle and enclosed 
paddocks and fields to the south, interspersed with concentrated woodland areas. The whole site is Green Belt, 
and visible from the AONB on the other side of Lodge Lane. I oppose release from the Green Belt and any further 
development on this site. There are no exceptional circumstances to justify such release. Evidence: HELAA 
history: Excluded at Stage 1 with comment: Green Belt site – not PDL. Not included in Appendix 5 (Sites deemed 
Suitable, Available and Achievable at Stage 2 Assessment).  Included in Appendix 10 (Call for Sites Nominations). 
NPPF Green Belt Purposes: GBA scores for General Area 35 serving Green Belt purposes are low except for 
Purpose 3 Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; score 3/5. On Purpose 2 I think the score 
should be at least 2/5, as the principle of avoiding merger with Chorleywood is important and development on 
the site would be a significant move towards that merger. Lodge Lane is not an A or B road, so not the most 
effective kind of barrier. The former golf course forming the northern part of the site meets Purpose 3 
particularly well. In my view, taken on its own it could earn a score of 4/5. It has well under 5% built form, well 
defined boundaries, is mainly open internally and forms a charming green scene on the margins of Little 
Chalfont, projecting tranquillity where it penetrates well into the village. Its loss would damage the amenity of 
the houses in Village Way, Loudhams Wood Lane, Burtons Lane, and Oakington Avenue, and the tranquillity of 
the wood on the eastern side of Lodge Lane, which contains a beautiful and much used footpath to Chenies.  The 
open green land immediately north of Long Walk performs a similar role for Long Walk and that area.  I object to 
the treatment of General Areas 29 and 35 in Map 6.1b, Areas for Further Consideration at Stage 2 of the Green 
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Belt Assessment. General Area 29 appears to have been broken up by division along Lodge Lane. The western 
part of the area has been identified as an option suitable for testing for housing, and extended along Roughwood 
Lane which is not an effective barrier, nor is it a road which could accommodate traffic from new housing. No 
reason has been given in public for breaking up General Area 29 in this way. The intention appears to be to 
suggest that the western part is weaker Green Belt than the rest, but no justification for this is given and we 
strongly reject such a suggestion.  Extended development in Area 29 along Lodge Lane and even Roughwood 
Lane, as above, would further damage the environmental and access qualities of the site in Area 35, and would 
strongly promote merger with Chalfont St Giles. Re q16: A differentiating factor for Little Chalfont is the A404, a 
main arterial route which runs through the centre of Little Chalfont and which is already subject to significant 
peak hour congestion. Any development in or around Little Chalfont will result in an increase in traffic levels on 
the A404. Not only will this increase noise and environmental pollution it will deter parents and their children 
from walking to the local schools/ shops. This in turn will increase traffic levels further as people will feel safer 
travelling by car.  Furthermore, "improvements" to the A404 to accommodate yet more traffic would result in an 
unacceptable urbanising effect on the local Green Belt and AONB.  Re q 17: Refer to section 5.2.18. ‘It will be a 
key objective of the Plan to ensure that no development will directly impact upon the designated and protected 
sites.’  I support this objective and question why CDC and SBDC are not supporting this objective. The Part 1 
Green Belt Assessment has concluded that the parcels of land assessed for Little Chalfont meet one or more of 
the criteria for designation as Green Belt. I do not understand why CDC are pursuing a flawed methodology for a 
Part 2 Green Belt Assessment. Thank you very much for your consideration. One final thought: The Green Belt is 
precious. When it’s gone it’s gone. Let it be our legacy.  Please support your residents and stand up to the 
investors, developers and landowners who would destroy the beauty of the Chilterns. 

Rep1727 
Mr Rupert 
Thomas 

I object to any development of the land either side of Windsor End which should remain as is.  There is no 
identifiable benefit to residents in developing this and it will only serve to erode the land available for residents 
and the rugby club to use as well as reducing the amenity value of the area. 
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Rep1728 
Mrs Sharon 
Barker 

It is with great sadness that I am obliged to voice my opinion against the proposed planning considerations for 
Little Chalfont and its surrounding areas. I had known the area for some time, regularly walking through areas of 
the Chess Valley before having the privilege to be able to afford a home in Latimer. The appeal is obvious, an 
area of outstanding natural beauty, an oasis from suburbia and the hubbub of inner city life. Established in 1954 
when the politicians of that era recognised the need for growth and development with the post war baby boom 
BUT also had the wise recognition that Greenbelt and ANOB should be preserved, not only for prosperity, but so 
that the heart and soul of Britain should remain, and not be destroyed in a concrete wilderness. It is therefore, 
no surprise that 55 million people agree with this and flock annually to the Chilterns to find beauty, tranquillity, 
wildlife, ancient woodlands, history etc. It is my belief that housing and commercial building DOES NOT QUALIFY 
as exceptional circumstances for development in Greenbelt or ANOB areas. According to a 2012-13 study, they 
found more brownfield sites are being made available (increased by 1658ha), within the area of Little Chalfont 
which can be utilised, and there is always an excess of commercial buildings which are vacant and ready to let in 
the surroundings areas. This new development would significantly change the character and nature of the area 
forever, never to be re-established again. Set out in bullet points below are my main objections/thoughts 
regarding the proposed developments:- 1) Given the above we cannot see how the proposed plans would 
‘conserve or enhance the natural beauty of the area’ if as planned the area is built up with  a. Roads to take 
significantly higher traffic volumes / b. Industrial estates where views existed / c. Intensive housing where views 
and green belt existed  2) The proposed developments being of a significantly large scale will put pressure on the 
existing infrastructure, a) Traffic levels – will increase dramatically, creating issues not only for local roads and 
lanes (including areas for single passing only) but also for major roads leading to the motorway, or to other areas. 
A full traffic study needs to be tabled to understand the non-local impact of effectively doubling the size of Little 
Chalfont. Daily commuting to the M25 is always close to a stand still and the trains are filled to capacity already / 
b) Surrounding lanes such as Stony Lane always have problems with drainage and are constantly in need of 
repair, with the excess water from heavy rain combined with freezing temperatures in winter creating large 
potholes. These are never filled over quickly / c) Surrounding areas are often flooded in inclement weather / d) 
Heavy vehicles – The majority of the roads in and around Little Chalfont are unsuitable for heavy vehicles.  With 
increased traffic and the addition of large, articulated vehicles, the road infrastructure will require significant 
rebuilding as most road foundations are not designed for the heavy axles weights / e) Road Safety – Children, 
schools, commuters, cyclists, horse riders will all be placed at higher risks from increased traffic / f) What are 
going to be the proposed infrastructure for schools and healthcare? Doubling the size of the village to a new 
town would require the equivalent increase in services / g) The electricity supply is sketchy at best, the additional 
buildings would put a greater burden on an already taxed infrastructure. This also applies to water supplies.  
3) Loss of Wildlife habitats – Once lost, lost forever. The creation of protection for these area of the UK was for 
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the very reason to protect something that was recognised as very fragile. Has an impact study been carried out 
to identify the potential impact / loss? Has this been independently reviewed by experts? a) How is this going to 
impact on protected species of bats and glis glis? b) How is this going to impact on the ancient woodlands 
adjoining the proposed development? c) How is the biannual migration of frogs and toads across the Chess 
Valley going to be protected? d) Has consideration been given to the environmental impact of this new 
development and the loss of the legacy of this area of Greenbelt to our future generations.  4) Industrial Areas – 
the plan proposes areas for potential employment. Given there are already large areas in Chesham and 
surrounding which have many vacant business buildings, the economics do not appear to stack up of creating 
further sites which will be near impossible to rent out or sell to businesses. a)Businesses such as Latimer House 
are valued by their customers not only because the venue is an historic house but the views surrounding it are 
quite exquisite. This is why there are so many wedding and corporate functions there. It also is an important 
business for local employment. As already stated more than 55 million visits per year are made to the area just 
because of the views and those views have been protected for a reason. The planned re-development / re-zoning 
would destroy the very essence of why people visit the Area of Outstanding Beauty. Further more the jobs 
associated with these visits (food, entertainment, services etc.,) would be lost and unlikely to translate to the 
perspective new jobs due to the difference in skill sets. / b) The potential of employment created by the 
proposed development must be viewed with scepticism, as a large number of industrial units currently lie vacant 
in the immediate area. The demand appears not exist in the area for dedicated industrial units. I have worded 
this letter in my own words but will refer you to all the detailed comments and legislations found within the 
Parish Council report. I wish to close with a quote from the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. “In 
exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in an area of outstanding natural 
beauty, a relevant authority shall have regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of 
the area of outstanding natural beauty”. Surely this council must be aware that its decision today will be forever 
noted in history. Does this council wish to be remembered forever as the ones who destroyed this area of 
Greenbelt and ANOB? 

Rep1729 
Mrs Ann Wilson 

I am a resident of Stoke Poges for over 20 years and am concerned on the over development of our area. I want 
to be kept informed on all Planning Matters that may affect my Village. 
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Rep1730 
Mr Ivan Hassan 

RE: The proposed development of Little Chalfont. I am obliged to voice my opinion against the proposed planning 
considerations for Little Chalfont and its surrounding areas. The area is unique and attracts people because of its 
outlook, whether visiting or becoming residents. The appeal is obvious, as an area of outstanding natural beauty, 
an oasis from suburbia and the hubbub of inner city life. Established in 1954 when the politicians of that era 
recognised the need for growth and development with the post war baby boom BUT also had the wise 
recognition that Greenbelt and ANOB should be preserved not only for prosperity but that the heart and soul of 
Britain should remain, and not be destroyed in a concrete wilderness. It is therefore, no surprise that 55 million 
people agree with this and flock annually to the Chilterns to find beauty, tranquillity, wildlife, ancient woodlands, 
history. It is my belief that housing and commercial building DOES NOT QUALIFY as exceptional circumstances for 
development in Greenbelt or ANOB areas. According to a 2012-13 study they found more brownfield sites are 
being made available (increased by 1658ha), in Buckinghamshire, which can be utilised, and there is always an 
excess of commercial buildings, which are vacant and ready to let in the surroundings areas. These could be re-
zoned if capacity was required to achieve the fictitious government target on housing, to keep the building 
industry propped-up. The proposed new developments in Little Chalfont, would significantly change the 
character and nature of the area forever, never to be re-established again. Set out in bullet points below are my 
main objections regarding the proposal:- 1) I cannot see how the proposed plans would ‘conserve or enhance the 
natural beauty of the area’ as laid out in various acts; a. Intensive housing where views and green belt existed / b. 
Industrial estates where views existed c. Roads to take significantly higher traffic volumes / d. Destruction of 
woodlands / e. Setting a dangerous precedence in allowing greenbelt and ANOB designated areas to be built on 
for commercial gain by developers, 2) The proposed development is of the scale to effectively double the small 
village to that of a new town like Hemel Hempstead. Such an increase would be detrimental to the area, 
significantly changing the nature of the area, destroying the look and feel, which provides employment and 
income to the locals, 3) The potential of employment created by the proposed development must be viewed 
with scepticism, as a large number of industrial units currently lie vacant in the immediate area. The demand 
appears not exist in the area for dedicated industrial units,  4) The proposed industrial units will be detrimental 
to the look and feel of the area, as these will be lining the road into the village and be the first buildings viewed 
when entering the village. The country look and feel so fiercely defended will be lost and turn the area into an 
urban inner city town, 5) The planned housing and industrial parks boarder protected woodland. As pointed out 
by many experts, building close to the woodland would significantly damage the ecology of the woodlands, 
adversely affect the wildlife, as they roam further afield then the boundaries of the wood, and has the potential 
to pollute and destroy the woodlands itself,  6) The proposed developments being of a significantly large scale 
will put pressure on the existing infrastructure, a. Traffic levels – will increase dramatically, creating issues not 
only for local roads and lanes (including areas for single passing only) but also for major roads leading to the 
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motorway, or to other areas. b. Daily commuting to the M25 is always close to a stand still and the trains are 
filled to capacity, already. c. Surrounding lanes such as Stony Lane always have problems with drainage and are 
constantly in need of repair, with the excess water from heavy rain combined with freezing temperatures in 
winter creating large potholes. The road foundation is unsuitable for the proposed traffic, d. Surrounding areas 
are often flooded in inclement weather, regardless of attempted road drainage solutions, e. Heavy vehicles – The 
majority of the roads in and around Little Chalfont are unsuitable for heavy vehicles.  With increased traffic and 
the addition of large, articulated vehicles, the road infrastructure will rapidly deteriorate under the heavy axles 
weights, and car volumes,  7) Road Safety – Children, schools, commuters, cyclists, horse riders will all be placed 
at higher risks from increased traffic levels due to substandard roads and increased traffic levels, 8) Utilities - 
Electricity and water already sketchy services at best, as historically local services have been erratic when under 
pressure, due to the unique was the area is provisioned. Further development would be detrimental to the area 
and make existing services further unreliable, 9) Loss of Wildlife habitats – Once lost, lost forever. The creation of 
protection for these areas, was for the very reason, to protect something that was recognised as very fragile. 
Independent experts regularly advise we should be looking to preserve and grow these areas as they absorb vast 
amounts of pollution and ensure our health, as well as that of our children, 10) The proposed plans appear to be 
based on the basis of monetary gain for a few and not that of preserving our environment, as laid down in the 
Greenbelt and AONB protection plans, I refer you to your obligations under the Greenbelt and ANOB acts, which 
states; a council must; In exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in an area 
of outstanding natural beauty, a relevant authority shall have regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing 
the natural beauty of the area of outstanding natural beauty. Lastly does this Council and its members want to be 
remembered as the people who destroyed our community and countryside or the ones who protected it for 
future generations? I believe the Council wish to do the right thing and I encourage them to do so without 
political or personal bias. I trust you will act accordingly 

Rep1731 Mr Jeffrey Edwards; Rep1790 Mr Paul Warren; 
Rep1848 Mr Donald Spooner; Rep1855 Miss Lyndsey 
Kelly; Rep1857 Mr Roy Howe; Rep1892 Ms Amy 
Hammond;  Rep1894 Mrs Jennifer Maddison; Rep1980 
Mr Terence Carter; Rep1989 Mrs Janet Chapman; 
Rep1994 Mr Mark Benson; Rep2007 Mr Jon Varley; 
Rep2014 Mr Neil Johnson; Rep2015 Mrs Sueli Johnson; 
Rep2040 Mrs Karen Allardyce; Rep2077 Mr Graham 
Chapman; Rep2117 Miss Jesdeep Rana; Rep2120 Mrs 
Kamaljit Rana; Rep2166 Mr Lester Pais; Rep2192 Mr 

I wish to formally respond to the Consultation Request in the matter of 
the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014 – 2036. I wish it known that 
I object to any part of the plan that extends any additional housing onto 
the current green belt area that runs from the Southern edge of Leas 
Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and 
Barnes Way, as I feel this area is supporting its role as designated Green 
Belt land, acts as a boundary for the current housing perimeter and light 
industry, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully 
support additional housing without having a major detrimental impact on 
the area of Iver village. I also wish it known that I object to any part of the 
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Leslie Rimell; Rep2197 Mrs Charlotte Hall; Rep2198 Mrs 
Pamela Barwell; Rep2217 Miss Becki Rana; Rep2247 Mrs 
Louise Cross; Rep2248 Mr Robert Cross; Rep2249 Mrs 
Faye Lester; Rep2266 Mr Tirath Rana 

plan that extends any additional housing and light industry onto the area 
adjacent to Old Slade Lane, as I also feel the local infrastructure would be 
unable to successfully support additional development without having a 
major detrimental impact on the local area of Richings Park. 

Council as Highway Authority in 

conjunction with the Local Plan. 

Rep1732 
Mr Wayne 
Bradley 

Q1: I cannot see how this approach to the situation can afford sufficient detail to allow an understanding of the 
levels of demand, current or future, for each location. There seems to be no consideration of known 
developments, planned or underway, primarily the ongoing large scale construction at Pinewood Studios. Q2. I 
consider that the construction at Pinewood Studios, phased over its 15 year planning agreement, is a deliverable. 
There has been no recognition of infrastructure in relationship to this project and with the environmental 
pollution due to increase in traffic, hgv and other, and the overall degradation of quality of life locally, I do not 
believe that the village could withstand any further developments. Q3. I do not agree with the inclusion of public 
open spaces as sites for consideration to be developed. These areas plus the areas for sport and leisure should be 
not only preserved but supported and or improved so that they can continue to be enjoyed by the local 
community. Q4. The information regarding the local plan has been sporadic and very limited in its presentation 
to the local community, which I feel has made it difficult for me to make a judgement on what is actually being 
proposed for our village and neighbouring villages. I chose to make my home in Iver Heath for various reasons, 
primarily due to the character and feel of the village and surrounding area. Many of these features appear now 
to be coming under the threat of erosion due to impossible levels of traffic bringing noise and air pollution and 
the spectre of a shrinking green belt as a cheap option to allow for more concrete. Q5. For Iver Heath specifically 
... Option A - not enough info. I have concerns over the effect on the character of the village. Option D - seems to 
allow for progressive urban sprawl with continuing erosion of the green belt that currently offers some buffer 
space between villages. Option E - This is very concerning. All of the signicamt green belt / open space around 
the village appears to have been included. I and my family enjoy using Iver Heath fields on a regular basis, for 
varied activities including dog training sessions, dog walking, jogging, bike riding and kite flying. We also go on 
rambles and nature walks where we may see deer, rabbits, squirrels, foxes, bats and many varieties of birds. 
These significant benefits, to us and many other locals, would be a disastrous loss should Iver Fields be sacrificed 
in a similar manner as the 100 acres of green belt that Pinewood Studios have recently been allowed to rip up. In 
terms of a local target, it is imperative that the Pinewood Studios development is included and be considered as 
a deliverable. Option K - Pinewood Studios development cannot be removed from consideration. It is ongoing 
and exerting a massive detrimental effect on the local area and its inhabitants. Q6. See response to Q5 
Q7. I have no means with which to validate any unproven need or requirement Chiltern or South Bucks 
Q8. The word "affordable" is a misnomer in this context. I would support any scheme which allowed for and 
supported opportunities for local young people to secure housing within the communities in which they were 
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raised. Q10. I believe that appropriate provision should be made for our elderly population. A balanced 
assessment should be made with regard to the needs of those able to live independently with those requiring 
careers and support in living with dementia. Q11. I feel that a large amount of our local heritage has already 
been and, continues to be, compromised. Mammoth buildings looming over the trees at the north end of Iver 
Heath certainly does not enhance the rural landscape. The traffic that floods in both directions through the 
village, drawn to the Pinewood site or the Crossrail development or the HS2 project or potentially the M4 smart 
project, added to the prospect of major roadworks at the Crooked Billet roundabout, should Pinewood dictate its 
redesign, does not enhance our quality of life. Being able to walk in open green space with my family and dog, 
and enjoying a rural area with views across field and hedgerow seeing wildlife in an unrestricted habitat ... 
healthy outdoor activity and uplifting for the soul .. is something that you cannot put a price on. In conjunction 
with the rural aspect of the village, there are older buildings of note which are significant facets of the identity of 
the village. One such would be St Margarets church. Q13. It is imperative that all of the remaining green space in 
and around the village is preserved for the community. Iver Heath fields must be preserved as should our 
recreation park areas. Q14. I would like to see a proposal that recognises the problems that Iver Heath is 
currently suffering and will continue to suffer given the projects that are already detrimentally affecting the local 
area. These seem to have been marginalised in favour of the views of Iver and Richings Park. Q16. Fundamental 
to the health of any community. infrastructure requirements  should be assessed in relation to known issues 
which currently affect the quality of life in Iver. and Iver Heath. The areas of focus should be -  roads (primarily 
relief road) schools and health centres. Q17. With HS2, Crossrail and Pinewood Studios construction ongoing, and 
the prospect of M4 alterations and reworking of the 5 Points roundabout, Iver and Iver Heath are already in 
danger of being crushed by the inherent pressures forced upon the villages from these large developmental 
projects. Our rural outlook in Iver Heath is being decimated at the hands of Pinewood studios as the local 
environmental blight is scheduled to continue for 15 years, with the towering studio blocks being a lasting legacy 
to the loss of 100 acres of green belt. This community needs help to retain its identity and to retain those 
attributes which attracted people to make their home in Iver Heath. This village does not need further 
development which can only adversely affect our quality of life. 
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Rep1733 
Dr Kate Halsby 

I've heard that the number of HGVs travelling down Bangors Road South in Iver is set to increase. Given the 
hairpin bend on that road, this seems like very poor planning. Iver high street already often has long queues at 
rush hour due to HGVs attempting to travel down it while cars are parked on either side. Any sort of tail back at 
the roundabout just next to the hairpin bed (at the join of Bangors Road South and Iver High Street) could very 
easily tip the entire area into gridlock. Unfortunately I have no choice but to travel down these roads every 
evening in order to pick my children up from the nursery situated on the high street. The proposal to route 
additional construction traffic down this way will seriously impact on my day-to-day life. (I understand that there 
might also be a weight limit in place on Bangors Road South, meaning the such a proposal would also be illegal?) 
More broadly, I recently moved into the area from London and have been amazed at the number of HGVs 
already travelling through such a small village [Iver] (and coming from London, I'm used to congestion!). A relief 
road is urgently required. 

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

Rep1734 
Mr Ali Hassan, 
Rep1735 
Mr Roderick 
Wilson 

Development of Stubbs Wood - The Chess Valley is an outstanding environment for wildlife and enjoyment for 
local residents and those coming from further a field. It is quintessentially Chiltern and is worthwhile preserving 
for future generations. The development of Stubbs Wood will significantly impair the Chess Valley outlook, will 
remove a key local habitat for wildlife and will cause significant detriment to home owners in St Leonards Road 
(the plans appear to suggest some kind of compulsory purchase of gardens would be necessary). Too often, and 
without little justification, green field sites are utilized instead of looking at brownfield sites for development. 
Councils should look at existing development areas. There are a number of sites in Amersham which would lend 
themselves to development within the existing boundaries of the town. 

The councils consider that options 

in the Green Belt need to be 

considered in addition to the 

opportunities that are available on 

brownfield sites.  

Rep1738 
 Jane Powell 

Re Question 17 - Building on the Green Belt - Little Chalfont. Is there no let up to which successive governments 
and councils will go to upset their customers... because that is what we are at the end of the day - customers.  
We are customers that are continually run rough-shod over. HS2, Waste Transfer and now our poor Green Belt - 
a life line to many of us and the Lung of London - to be abandoned, bulldozed and concreted over. Hours of work, 
millions of pounds wasted, whole careers spent saving what we have only to be trashed - with little consideration 
to the consequences of such actions. The Green belt around Little Chalfont isn't just for the residents to enjoy it 
is there for everyone to enjoy and they do.... walk the footpaths and bye-ways of this area and you find not just 
locals but Londoners. Londoners who have travelled out to enjoy this glorious assets that they can't get at home. 
We have to move with the times and progress - but removal of the Green Belt is not progression its recession. 
The are benefits to this Green Belt is that everyone can benefit from it, young old, rich and poor ... if they wish. It 
is proven that delinquency, dementia, heart problems all increase when wild green spaces are taken away. Are 
we to become just another grey space with all the problems that go with the society of grey spaces. We really 
can't let this happen. We already can't cycle on our roads as they are too busy, and now there will be no walking 
except in designated concreted areas with all the hidden costs that this will bring. And I have seen it with my own 
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parents who live in a built-up area, too frightened to go out, too intimidated by their surroundings and therefore 
lonely which in turn has put enormous pressure on the social services.... none of this would have happened if the 
green spaces and the community around them where still there. Little Chalfont does not want to become one of 
the London Boroughs of Chalfont, it does not want to be surrounded by grey - it needs to be surrounded by 
green so that not just the residents can enjoy it but everyone can enjoy it. PLEASE PLEASE SAVE our Green Belt 
around Little Chalfont. 

Rep1739 
Mr Richard 
Bounds;  

I would like to express my absolute opposition to the proposals in the above plan which would involve allowing 
development on greenbelt land. In particular, development of land which forms part of the Chilterns AONB (e.g. 
the sites at Stony Lane, Latimer and Upper & Lower Stone Meadow, Chalfont St Giles) would be especially 
egregious. I have grew up in the Chalfont area and recently returned to settle here with my own young family, so 
can well understand the demand for affordable housing in this fantastic area. I believe that the demand for 
accommodation in London and the surrounding areas is inexhaustible and it is obvious to me that the supply of 
housing generated by the release of additional greenbelt land (however much) would not have any measurable 
negative effect on the price of housing in the area. Greenbelt land is a precious resource that cannot ever be 
replenished - consuming it to alleviate housing pressure cannot be a viable strategy if we wish to maintain the 
environment that makes our area so special - we will simply find ourselves in the same situation in a few years 
time, having spent our irreplaceable resource. I would also like to highlight the strain that local services in Little 
Chalfont (particularly roads and schools) are already under - both of my daughters have recently been unable to 
gain admission to our catchement primary school due to local demand. There are frequent traffic jams on local 
roads and road traffic will inevitably also increase over the next 20 years as the HS2 project progresses. Much 
housing development is already happening in Little Chalfont, putting further strain on the village amenities. I do 
not believe that the village can sustain further development in the short term without negatively impacting the 
village community. Little Chalfont in particular has quite a lot of land at the heart of the village that is currently in 
industrial use (garages, car repairs, a tyre fitter) - this land should be considered for conversion to housing before 
any consideration is given to redesignating greenbelt land. 

  

Rep1740 
Mr Shaun Danielli 

I am writing in response to you local plan consultation. I understand the need to build new housing stock 
however I have serious concerns about the proposals relating to Little Chalfont.  These are: - Green belt areas 
have been designated as such for a reason and any consideration of build on these areas should be an absolute 
last resort. - moreover, the area west of stony lane is an area of outstanding beauty and in particular this area 
should be protected for the benefit of all residents and the local population - Little Chalftont has already had a 
significant growth in housing (most notably bell lane estate) and the infrastructure of the town simply could not 
cope with additional housing without significant investment in public services; transport; schools; services;shops. 
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Rep1742 
Mr Alex Powell 

It might sound extremely selfish to say please don't build on the green belt - but as a 25 year old still having to 
live at home and a commuter - I can see the benefits how the green belt is the relief to the pressures of the 
concrete jungle. Born and raised in Little Chalfont - it is my intention - if at all possible - to stay in this community, 
and it is a community that the council seems on course to ruin - we won't be 'Little' anymore in fact we will be 
just part of the Greater Chalfont community with no voice what so ever. I think we all appreciate that 
communities have to modernise and adapt but every time the Green Belt comes under pressure a little bit of our 
heritage is lost, an values diminish. For every ton of concrete spread our self worth is chipped away - take away 
the football pitches and parks so the children become a problem. Take away the footpaths and the woodland so 
dementia increases in the elderly - put more pressure on the roads and open spaces - the less people go out and 
about - therefore less revenue comes in then shops remain empty and neglected. I really want to stay in Little 
Chalfont - one day I wish that I too will be able to have a family and raise them here - where I was raised - The 
Green Belt is a life line that once gone can never be recovered. 

  

Rep1743 
Mr Matthew 
Clatworthy 

I object to the removal of Green Belt status from Botley and Ley Hill. I have seen no evidence at all within the 
proposed plan, let alone the Exceptional Evidence that is required, as to why this area should be taken out of the 
Green Belt. Removal of Green Belt status will lead to excessive development within the proposed area. This will 
change the setting and character of Ley Hill and Botley and will ultimately encourage encroachment of buildings 
onto nearby countryside. The developments which this proposal will trigger will place a huge stress on the 
existing village infrastructure. I urge you to reconsider. 

  

Rep1745 
Ms Juley Harding 

This area is a place of outstanding beauty I cannot believe that it is in danger of being destroyed.  I was out 
walking in the area yesterday and so were many other people.  Please reconsider the decision. 
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Rep1746 
Mr Colin Powell 

In response to Question 17 - Re Green Belt Proposals in Little Chalfont - The proposals for building restrictions to 
be lifted on the Green Belt is hugely disappointing - aside from the thousand of pounds that has been spent by 
residents when they live within the green belt and have been unable to extend their properties, we now find that 
Little Chalfont will be Little no more and more like the London Borough of Chalfont! Our successive governments 
have continually promoted how 'green' they are becoming - but how can this be when they now seem to be 
happy to concrete over everything.  Our Green Belt is the 'lung' of London and its conurbation and envied the 
world over, but by the time these plans are rolled out we will have less public green spaces than some London 
Boroughs and once gone can never be reclaimed. Pressures on infrastructure can always be solved with further 
infrastructure but once this Green Lung is gone - its GONE. Great thinkers of our world have nearly always had 
their lightbulb moments when stopping for a moment, and walking through some head clearing countryside - it 
would seem that our future thinkers will be denied this and forced to walk the streets. I would implore the 
council to stop these proposals in their tracks buy keeping our Green Belt Green and not becoming another grey 
place to live and breathe. 

  

Rep1747 
Ms Sophie 
OHaraSmith 
Director 
Sophie Smith Ltd 

Question 2: Additional sites - A scheme for housing at Sedges Farm CD0099 was assessed within the Housing and 
Employment Land Availability Assessment and rejected at stage 2. “Appendix 3 - Sites Deemed not ‘Suitable’ or 
‘Available’ at Stage 2 Assessment. Comments CD0099 Sedges Farm, Nags Head Lane Great Missenden Call For 
Sites. Suitable – No, Available -  Yes, Achievable - No  "The site is not suitable, in principle, for residential 
development given its Green Belt status and lack of access to amenities, public transport and its access. If the 
policy objections could be overcome the site is considered to be available given that the site is in sole ownership 
and the land owner is actively promoting the site” The emerging Local plan evidence base HEDNA / HELAA 
Housing Conclusion identified a clear shortfall between need and estimated supply. Need (2014-2036) = 15,100 / 
Built to April 2015 = 402 / Commitments = 1,503 / Revised needs = 13,195. The need for housing is unmet and 
therefore this represents “exceptional circumstances” to review the Green Belt. The exceptional need should be 
considered as “Very special circumstances” to consider re-use of existing buildings within the Green Belt to avoid 
unnecessary release of green field sites within the Green Belt. NPPF 87 As with previous Green Belt policy, 
inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in 
very special circumstances. NPPF 88 When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should 
ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist 
unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations. NPPF 89 A local planning authority should regard the construction of new 
buildings as inappropriate in Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: • limited infilling or the partial or complete 
redevelopment of previously developed sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use 
(excluding temporary buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and 
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the purpose of including land within it than the existing development. Sedges Farm Ltd would seek to put 
forward a new scheme for the renovation and conversion of the existing stables and redevelopment of the 
indoor riding school building area. The amended scheme would comprise of the renovation and conversion of 
existing stable and ancillary buildings and change of use to residential together with limited redevelopment on 
the footprint of the existing indoor riding school. As noted in the Call for Sites, the current equestrian facilities 
replaced a range of large barns and other farm buildings and building work was substantially completed in 2004. 
The farm was previously marketed as an equestrian property but failed to find a buyer as the listed farm house 
and barn do not provide the conventional large country house normally expected with equestrian facilities and 
an estate of this size. The scheme would seek to address the concerns noted in the HELAA. 1. Lack of access to 
amenities and public transport – Great Missenden station and the village shops and facilities are located at 
1600m. The public footpath would be upgraded to provide a surfaced route for walking and cycling to Great 
Missenden. 2. Access - The access was improved at the time of the planning permission to provide junction 
improvements and passing places on the bridleway. A transport report accompanied the Call for Sites submission 
which concluded that the access to the site is considered safe and suitable. The development proposal to replace 
the existing equestrian centre with residential dwellings is likely to reduce the number of large vehicles using the 
access and Nags Head Lane. The analysis of trip generation indicates that there would be a net traffic reduction 
as a result of the development and therefore traffic impacts are not a concern. Some improvements to 
pedestrian routes may be required but can be delivered within the site owners. The indoor riding school is a large 
building. The proposed residential scheme would result in a reduction in the mass and footprint of the built form 
in the Green Belt at Sedges Farm. Question 6: Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific 
settlements/site options that could be part of these options? Some sites will have limited capacity due to 
landscape and ecological constraints: Prestwood – woodland, Chalfont St Giles – impact on the river Misbourne, 
Chalfont St Peter/M40  - woodland, Beaconsfield East – parkland and woodland. 

Rep1748 
Ms Veronica 
Lockyer 

The land surrounding Little Chalfont forms part of the green belt and is also designated as an "Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty" (AONB). The countryside surrounding the village is one of the biggest attractions of 
the area and is very important not only to the residents of Little Chalfont and nearby towns but also to the 
millions of visitors who come to enjoy the surrounding countryside every year. The original intention of the green 
belt was, among other things,  to prevent the outward sprawl of London by keeping land permanently open. 
Among the purposes of the green belt are to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas; to prevent 
neighbouring towns merging into one another; to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; to 
preserve the setting and special character of historic town and to assist in urban re-generation by encouraging 
the recycling of derelict and other urban land.  The need for the green belt has not changed and these purposes 
are perhaps even more important today than they were when the green belt was first created. Continuing to 
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fulfill the purposes of the green belt alone should justify protecting the countryside surrounding Little Chalfont.  
However, the area around Little Chalfont is not only in the green belt but is has also been designated an  AONB. 
The purpose of AONB is to “conserve and enhance the natural beauty”. There seems to be no justification for 
releasing the green belt land / AONB land surrounding Little Chalfont  for development. The importance of 
protecting open countryside so close to such a big and growing city as London cannot be over emphasized. More 
than 55 million visits are made to the Chiltern green belt and AONB every year.  If theses classifications mean 
anything it is important that the land classified as such is not eroded. The classifications are completely 
inconsistent with large scale building. Some development is of course necessary. Little Chalfont has grown rapidly 
in recent years – significantly faster than neighbouring communities. Chiltern District Council’s figures show that 
the percentage growth in dwellings permitted or zoned in the District between April 2006 and March 2014 was: 
Amersham 5.3%; Chesham 4%; Chalfont St Peter village 7.7% and Little Chalfont 12.4%.  However, despite this 
significant growth, there has been no corresponding improvement to infrastructure and this is now largely at, or 
indeed over capacity. Without further significant development of infrastructure the village cannot support 
significant new developments. Some additional development could be carried out on infill sites within the 
existing boundaries of the village.  There is also the possibility of redevelopment of older houses on large plots to 
accommodate more dwellings. However, the main road (A404) through the village is already very busy and 
congested in peak hours. Additional traffic flows in and out of Stony Lane would only make this worse. The rail 
services into London – vital for the significant portion of village residents who travel to London to work during 
the week  – are standing room only during the rush hour would only become more crowded with further 
significant development. Station parking  is a significant issue. In addition to traffic and transportation, services 
such as health care, education, social care are already strained. GP services are under significant pressure, there 
will be a shortage of primary school places by 2018 and secondary school places by 2022. Without substantial 
development of infrastructure, which would result in a significant change to the character of the village, Little 
Chalfont cannot support further development. beyond some infill within its existing boundaries. I am aware that 
the Little Chalfont Community Association and the Parish Council are planning to submit detailed responses to 
this consultation. They have worked extremely hard on putting together the position and in making sure that it 
accurately reflects the feeling of the local community.  The time and effort they have spent preparing their 
submission reflects the concern felt by the local community about this threat to the community and the 
environment. 

Rep1749 
Mrs Madeline 
Dean 

It is essential that infrastructure is improved along with any redevelopment to handle the increased population -  
it is already stretched. This includes: Train and road links, Bus links, Schools, Community spaces, library, parks, 
children's centre. In particular Westfield Park needs to be retained and protected as do the surrounding 
woodlands for the use of the community and protection of our environment. 
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Rep1750 
Mr Shinsuke 
Kitaoka 

This is to confirm that I am totally against the plan of releasing the Green Belt especially the area by Lodge Lane, 
Long Walk and Church Grove. Little Chalfont has already taken more than its share of new housing with the 
estates by Bell Lane and Behind Chenies Parade. The Green Belt was created for protection of natural 
environment and not a bank of reserve building land. In addition, our infrastructure will not be able to support 
new housing estates e.g. School places, Parking and Road sustain the heavy traffics. I hope that the Council 
consider our responses seriously and will keep the Green Belt for our future generations. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
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Rep1751 
Mr John Douglas 

I am very concerned to learn of the possible inclusion of Blackwell Stubbs Wood, the neighbouring (privately 
owned) paddock and a number of fields belonging to Quill Hall Farm, designated Parcel 22b in the Draft Plan, as 
an area with potential for housing development. I would object most strongly to such development and urge the 
Council to remove this option for the following reasons. • This area is designated Green Belt and its development 
for housing would constitute exactly the type of urban spread that the original legislation was designed to 
prevent. • The site is critically located in an area of the Chess Valley that exhibits outstanding natural beauty.  
This is a popular and well used amenity with ancient footpaths linking the existing Chesham Bois community 
through woodland and fields to the Chess Valley footpath. Loss of these features would represent a major 
sacrifice of public amenity, and be in conflict with Policy GC3 - Protection of Amenity. I recognise that this is an 
early stage plan and detail is short, but it is very evident that infrastructure and logistics would be critically 
impacted by such development. The devil lies in the detail. • The site has no obvious substantial access routes. 
The existing minor roads where connections could be established are arguably inadequate for today’s traffic and 
would be strained beyond toleration by the creation of 33.8 Ha of new housing. • Access routes would have to 
be found wherever possible among the existing, limited options: St. Leonard’s Rd, Stubbs Wood (private)/Stubbs 
End Close and Quill Hall Lane.  I strongly doubt that these could provide sufficient capacity to service 33.8 Ha and 
I believe a link to Latimer Road would also have to be created.  This could be the final burden that forced the 
upgrade of Latimer Road into a substantial route. • Creation of a new road between Chesham Bois and Latimer 
Road (especially so if it were upgraded) would compromise the boundary effect of the railway that is assumed in 
the present scoring system. It seems probable, perhaps even certain, that it would lay the roots for progressive 
development of the slope below the railway. The Draft plan is designed to see the District through to 2036.  It 
seems likely that this development could lead, by the end of the following decade, to continuous urbanisation 
from Chesham down the Chess Valley, and from Chesham Bois down the slope to the river so that the entire 
existing buffer between Amersham/Chesham Bois and Chesham Town were lost. The area currently enjoys 
considerable landscape benefit in the form of mature woodland and grassland that has, in the past, been 
designated as scientifically interesting.  As well as the wildlife supported by the current mix, the views both away 
from this area and towards it from the other side of the valley are outstanding examples of the vistas offered by 
the Chiltern Hills. • The Chess Valley is particularly important in this area because it is not a “Gap” valley.  The 
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Chess rises and flows out of a blind valley that terminates on the higher ground around Cholesbury.  This gives 
the whole area a different ambiance from the neighbouring “gap” valleys at Berkhamsted, Old Amersham and 
High Wycombe.  • Development of new housing estates in the body of the valley would seriously damage, and 
eventually destroy, the image and vistas of this very special locale. • Development of Blackwell Stubbs Wood 
could not be achieved without the destruction of a significant area of natural woodland and the associated rich 
habitat that this woodland supports. It would be impossible to avoid destruction of a considerable amount of 
wildlife, both directly and through the loss of habitat. • There are several badger sets in Blackwell Stubbs Wood 
and their activities are very visible in the neighbourhood. We see many bats in the area on summer evenings 
though I cannot say where their colonies lie. Other larger mammals such as deer and foxes are also frequently 
encountered within this parcel of land. 

Rep1752 
Mrs Anna Brazil 

There is no doubt that new homes are required throughout the two districts. If the restrictions of the Green Belt 
and the AONB are respected then the numbers may simply not be possible. However if existing Towns and 
Villages are looked at carefully there is scope to create more homes by building more densely. This need not be 
to the detriment of the Town or Village concerned if it is a part of a Neighbourhood Plan. Whether the obligation 
to provide is shared with neighbouring districts should be considered after other these avenues are explored. 
Neighbourhoods are important and preserving the environment that we know and love is vital to our wellbeing. 
Smaller units and, some affordable, as starter or retirement homes should be built in order to keep the mix of 
housing varied and therefore the age mix of the residents varied and in proportion to employment opportunity. 
Many farmyards have diversified to provide employment opportunities as well as those whose barns are now 
housing. There may be opportunities to build farm cottages which are typical of the Chilterns. Not in great 
numbers and in places where they would enhance the view. The Green Belt and protection of the A O N B.  
We must not build on Green Belt land. We should look at our villages and towns and plan more housing within 
them. With proper local plans it’s possible to have healthy mixed age communities. This will not be the cheapest 
way to build but will be an improvement on the developer pushed planning which is inherently piecemeal and 
does not conform to a-pre designed plan. If we are not going to allow urban sprawl on the green belt then design 
– neighbourhood design is the only way. There may be schools we can combine – is this possible in Prestwood? 
And let’s think of mixed office / workshop and residential. Let’s make it possible for people not to travel to work. 
GREAT INTERNET SPEEDS – very important and meeting rooms when face to face is vital. Proposed Sites have 
been put forward by developers based on the desire for profit rather than the community need or wishes. 
Gt.Missenden The George Inn Great Missenden is grade 2* listed It is mentioned as the Former George – when 
planning for change of use has not been granted. Furthermore it is listed by Chiltern District Council as an Asset 
of Community Value. Therefore it is undeliverable and for all sorts of reasons should remain as an Inn, Hotel, 
Restaurant.  The land behind no 82 High Street shares a boundary with the Tesco Land and it would be sensible 
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to plan these 2 sites together. This could allow denser development which could provide more housing for both 
young and old, with less provision for cars by relying on the station car park which could at the same time be 
landscaped and is a complete wasted of space overnight. Win Win. Wicks Garage. The existing garage is by no 
means redundant and should be allowed to continue. Would in not be possible in this instance to redesign and 
rebuild and provide residential accommodation above. The neighbouring houses are high enough for a mixed use 
development to take place. Garage with housing above. Great Missenden already has a major problem with 
parking and this should be addressed and the Chiltern Hospital junction should also be governed by traffic lights 
to make it safer to exit there. This should happen before there are more be homes in Little Kingshill, Prestwood & 
Great Missenden. A better junction would help people in and out of the village and make that part of the 413 
safer. The former Drews Bakery shop is unavailable as the owner will not let it until the planning behind is 
settled. This planning impasse is holding back the High Street. If a neighbourhood plan had been in place this 
impasse could have been avoided. Indeed the same is true of the George Inn. If it had been clear from the outset 
that no change of use could be granted it would not have stood boarded up for the past 2 years which is an 
affront to the AONB. It is the time considering plans that are against the wishes of the community that is 
wasteful of valuable time and money. It ties up assets which could otherwise be contributing to the local 
economy. A Neighbourhood Plan regularly revised would deter developers from aspiring to unsuitable 
developments and would indicate where suitable development should take place. Prestwood - The site off Lodge 
Lane is in the Green Belt and will do nothing to improve the countryside or Prestwood. Estate type development 
– like the Lovell estate that changed the whole character of Prestwood should not happen again in the Chilterns. 
It has a mix of accommodation but is an add on to the village separated from the centre but by only providing a 
small failed shop in its centre it forces everyone that lives there into their car. At night when everyone comes 
home the roads are full of parked cars. Missed sites The Chalk Leys site and the 2 Empty Police houses have not 
been mentioned but comprise a large site between the Fire station and Missenden Abbey. Even the Fire Station 
itself could be moved to a better place where the engine would reach Prestwood quicker. But before anything 
parking has been considered. It may be necessary to put parking underground so that the above ground 
development can be better designed and more consistent with the village. Another site is the telephone 
exchange in Great Missenden which could be converted. There is so much opportunity in Gt. Missenden that the 
Neighbourhood Plan really should be put in place and developers made aware that it must be respected.  
There may be an opportunity to redesign the area around the Playing Fields in Prestwood. Improving the Scout, 
Guide & Sports accommodation and adding some new housing. 
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Rep1753 
Mr Matthew 
Miles 

I have lived in Little Chalfont all my life and have significantly beniftted from all the surrounding land that is 
currently designated as green belt and as an area of outstanding natural beauty. I was a member of the scouting 
movement for many years and these fields and woods are regularly used by the scouts to teach young people life 
skills such as map reading, orienteering and team building. The proposed developments will in my view 
significantly alter the character of Little Chalfont and encroach upon this area of designated green belt land. Also 
much of the land around Little Chalfont has been designated an area of outstanding natural beauty. I am also 
concerned about the increase in traffic flow in the village as it already seems as though the village is not able to 
cope with the levels of traffic based on its current population. Little chalfont has aleady absorbed significant 
development with 307 new properties being approved or built in the village between 2006-2014. This represents 
a 12.4% increase which is significantly ahead of other neighbouring communities. i feel that Little Chalfont has 
taken more than its fair share of such development and by converting current green spaces into residential and 
industrial sites current infrastructure will no longer be able to cope and we will see the identity of our village lost. 

  

Rep1755 
Mr Paul Warren 

Q1: The needs assessment should include roads and transport. Existing infrastructure is already overstretched 
and needs improvement ahead of any building work. Q3: There are existing brownfield sites that should be fully 
utilized before building on new land. Q4: How HS2 affects the local area must be taken into account in the local 
plan as it is a core issue with a large effect on the local area.  Q5: Fully utilizing existing industrial and housing 
areas whilst preserving urban open spaces and Green Belt land should be the priority. Q11: Heritage assets in 
terms of buildings and open spaces are absolutely essential to maintaining the character and sense of community 
of an area. This applies not only to those places with recognized heritage status but also to those unspectacular 
spots that have such an impact on our quality of life and yet seem so unimportant to politicians... Q12:...who 
require "evidence". Q16: Given that evidence suggests the council cannot maintain existing transport  
infrastructure to an acceptable standard, it seems unlikely that the council will give due consideration to 
adequacy within the Plan. Q17: A challenge will be to engage the public in a meaningful way so that they aren't 
alienated  from the discussions and decisions. The council should review the style of their presentations and 
questionnaires and ensure that it's more accessible and less daunting for the public. 
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Rep1756 
Mr John 
Rathbone 

I wish to register my strong objection to the plans being put forward. In my view the Councils are misdirected in 
even considering development of any AONB. The government's own planning framework gives a clear steer that 
AONBs should be protected, and yet this plan suggests re-designation of Green Belt within the AONB around 
Little Chalfont, Chorleywood and the Chess Valley. Furthermore this is an area where the groundwater is already 
over-abstracted for drinking water purposes, and future housing or industrial development would put further 
pressure on the groundwater and on the groundwater-fed rivers (such as the River Chess and Misbourne) in this 
area. This would threaten local Chalk Rivers of international importance for wildlife. The Green Belt was created 
to protect the land in this area from development, not to provide a bank of undeveloped land for building 
purposes. Furthermore, the proposed RSA10 area south of Little Chalfont will absultely test spirit of one of the 
original purposes of the green belt act:  "to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another". If the plans 
were to proceed, there would be barely a field's width between, Chorleywood and Little Chalfont. These 
proposed developments will put increasing pressure on the roads and rail links in this area and add to the vehicle 
traffic which is already problematic. Little Chalfont has already seen enough development and it is time that this 
village was removed from the short list of main settlements for growth. Any development in to the South of Little 
Chalfont will impact on the lives of those people in Chorleywood through increased traffic and water demand 
and a decline in aesthetic value of the area. I ask the councils to reject these proposals. 

  

Rep1757 
Dr Kate Heppell 

I should like to register my extremely strong objection to the plans being put forward for Little Chalfont and 
surrounding areas (RSA7 and RSA10). In my view the Councils are misdirected in even considering development 
of any AONB. The governments own planning framework gives a clear steer that AONBs should be protected, and 
yet this plan suggests re-designation of Green Belt within the AONB around Little Chalfont, Chorleywood and the 
Chess Valley. Furthermore this is an area where the groundwater is already over-abstracted for drinking water 
purposes, and future housing or industrial development would put further pressure on the groundwater and on 
the groundwater-fed rivers (such as the River Chess and Misbourne) in this area. This would threaten local Chalk 
Rivers of international importance for wildlife. The Green Belt was created to protect the land in this area from 
development, not to provide a bank of undeveloped land for building purposes. These proposed developments 
will put increasing pressure on the roads in this area and add to the vehicle traffic which is already problematic. 
Little Chalfont has already seen enough development and it is time that this village was removed from the short 
list of main settlements for growth. Any development to the South of Little Chalfont will impact on the lives of 
people in Chorleywood through increased traffic and water demand and a decline in aesthetic value of the area. 
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Rep1758 
Mr Anthony Joyce 

For the reasons detailed by the Stoke Poges Parish Council, the Stoke Poges build Area proposed by SBDC 
performs a strong Green belt function and should not be released for possible future development. 
HOWEVER, the suggestion by SPPC of Stoke Court as a possible alternative is not realistic. The site is referred 
to as the "Beyer site" which is misleading as this implies an unused industrial/commercial site. Stoke Court 
and its grounds are an important part (the key part) of The Stoke Poges West End Conservation Area. The 
Conservation Area was designated in July 2011 with Stoke Court and its grounds making up more than 50 per 
cent of its area. The Character appraisal establishing the Conservation Area states "Stoke Court has been 
included in the conservation area for its special architectural and historic interest" and " The verdant 
appearance of Stoke Court makes a significant contribution to the conservation area and the wider landscape 
setting of West End." It is clear that, if the criteria for maintaining a conservation area are to be respected, 
any residential development on the Stoke Court site would necessarily be of a small scale, sympathetic to to 
the Stoke Poges West End Conservation Area. Whilst this might provide some small residential potential, it 
would (and must) be of a minimal scale and should certainly not be considered for any medium or high 
density development. 

Heritage assets, such as listed 
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Rep1759 
Mrs Harriet 
Gallagher 

Please confirm the following have been considered and provide proposed solutions: 1) Water management: Run 
off water from roofs, carparks, hard standings, roads etc can normally be managed provided sufficient open land 
- ie agricultural land and/or woodland is available. Additional building, provision of industrial sites on such land 
can be expected to result in flooding and pollution of river and streams as occurred in the Chess River when 
sewage overflow polluted the Sarratt water cress beds. What action will be taken to protect the Chess and 
surrounding areas from pollution as a result of flooding of the sewerage systems and to protect already existing 
properties from flooding such as occurred recently and was attributed to the "concreting over" of open land for 
housing and industrial/commercial purposes  in other parts of the UK ? 2) Waste Management - Already there is 
a dumping/littering problem in rural areas. What provision will be made to counteract the problem? 3) Traffic - 
Already the rural lanes and roads in the area suffer from their use by excess traffic avoiding the motorway 
congestion which regularly occurs on the M25/M40 and m-way junctions. Industrial development in the area can 
only increase the use of rural lanes by heavy vehicles. They are already potholed and in bad condition and in 
need of urgent repair for which funding does not seem to be available. 4) AONB & Green Belt Status - Loss of this 
is of considerable concern not only to residents but also to neighbours who benefit from the opportuniy for 
healthful leisure activities in the area. In doing so we all contribute to the health of local businesses providing for 
their needs. It is of course of serious concern to all who love our countryside of this green & pleasant land visited 
from all over the world for its beauty thus offering tourism and hospitality business opportunities to those living 
and working here. 
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Rep1760 
Mrs Juliet Brown 

I am providing a response to Question 6 Do you have any comments on individual options that could be part of 
these options? In particular I am commenting on the areas for proposed development in Amersham under 
Option C Built Area extension to principal settlement. I recognise that the Councils have to identify areas for 
increasing the housing stock in the Chilterns and South Bucks. In principle I have no concerns with testing further 
the small hatched areas alongside the A413, as these are contained, within an already built up area and are on a 
relatively small scale. I do oppose the large proposed area in Amersham on the Hill/Chesham Bois that proposes 
building in the fields and wooded area between Chestnut Lane/Raans Road and the railway line. This specific 
area is not only green belt, it is also in the Chiltern's Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Housing need does not 
justify release of land from green belt areas and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  These protected areas 
were established for good reason. The Council's existing policys support the protection of this area. I quote from 
Chiltern District Council's own documents "A high degree of protection is given to the AONB by planning policy at 
all levels national, regional, county and local. The purpose is to conserve and enhance natural beauty which 
includes wildlife as well as landscape features." It is right that this areas is protected for its natural beauty, 
wildlife and in particular for the enjoyment and recreation of the many who use it. Once this protection is 
removed it will be impossible to reinstate. Furthermore, the infrastructure in this area of Amersham/Chesham 
Bois simply will not support this scale of development. Currently there are insufficient school places and limited 
access to doctor and dentist services. Even if the development included new school facilities the roads in this 
area are already congested with Chestnut Lane, Woodside Rd/Plantation Road,  Bois Lane being particular 
bottlenecks. 

  

Rep1761 
Mr Glyn Marsh 

Paras 1-7 refer most particularly to Questions 4 and 16. 1. I contend that the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan (2014-2036)initial Regulation 18 and Issues and Options Consultation, and the associated Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study do not give sufficient weight and prominence to the impact of the inherent 
limitations of rail/tube transport connectivity to Chesham.  These limitations represent a currently MATERIAL, 
and potentially MAJOR, INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRAINT specifically applicable to Chesham. Given this I must 
object to the strategic sites to the North East of Chesham proposed in the above plan. 2. For any strategic 
housing development plan, good public transport connectivity must be a critical dependency, and this 
dependency will only become more important as time goes on.  However, rail/tube connectivity and passenger 
carrying capacity especially at rush hour periods is substantially worse for Chesham than other towns in the area.  
This is, most importantly, almost certain to remain the case even into the long term future.  These inherent and 
intractable limitations on connectivity and capacity for Chesham must make the town in public transport terms a 
fundamentally weak option for large scale strategic development of the type and size proposed in the 
Consultation Document. 3. Compared to other sites on both the Metropolitan and Chiltern Lines, rail/tube 
services to and from Chesham are very limited.  This limitation is fundamental and is caused primarily by the fact 
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that Chesham was built as a small SINGLE TRACK spur from the main route.  Trackbeds, cuttings, signalling, 
bridges etc are all sized for single track operation- as they have been since the line was first opened. This single 
track drastically reduces carrying capacity. 4. Chesham is served by a MAXIMUM of only TWO TRAINS per hour 
each way including at morning and evening rush hours.  By contrast other sites on the Metropolitan and Chiltern 
lines are able to sustain much more frequent services, because they are situated on the main route.  Amersham, 
Chalfont, Chorleywood, etc all have 7-8 Chiltern or Metropolitan TRAINS each way at rush hour periods.  As well 
as services South towards London, these sites also provide services Northwards to stations towards Aylesbury.  
Chesham of course is able to provide no Northwards rail connectivity at all. 5. Transport for London has done 
excellent work in the last few years improving the Chesham service and indeed the whole Metropolitan Line- 
including track and signalling improvements and new rolling stock.  However, even allowing for this, Chesham 
must essentially remain what it has always been- a small low capacity branch off the main transport route.  It can 
give little or no scope for substantial upgrading of rail connectivity or service increase in the short, medium or 
long terms.  Given these inherent limitations, it is hard to see the case for   making such a large development 
substantially dependent on such a weak transport link. 6. Additionally with respect to rail connectivity, it must be 
likely that a large development on the Green Belt areas to the North East of Chesham will create a substantial 
increase in the road traffic into the town both to access the Metropolitan Line and more generally- with the 
congestion, pollution and environmental impact that would create.  These areas are too far from town for 
convenient walking and the roads are too steeply inclined for easy cycling.  In terms of other possible rail 
transport options, the areas under consideration are also inconveniently placed for accessing the London 
Midland line on the far side of Berkhamsted- and would add to existing vehicle congestion and pollution 
difficulties there, although it may be that Berkhamsted, and Dacorum Council, will be content to bear the impact 
of Chesham developments upon their area. 7. Overall, if any large scale residential development is to have a 
manageable environmental impact, it needs easy pedestrian/cycle access to public transport (effectively 
rail/tube) links which are robust enough to be able to handle current and future requirements.  Any major 
development to the North East of Chesham will inevitably lack BOTH of these elements. Paras 8- 10 refer 
particularly to Questions 2, 3 and 4. 8. Separate from concerns about the overall lack of focus on public transport 
connectivity.  I would also like to express concern about the methodology used in the HELAA document and a the 
of consequences of this. 9. The HELAA Appendix 3 identifies numerous sites which have been identified, 
considered, and in the majority of cases have already been rejected.  Amongst the rejected sites in the Chiltern 
District Council area are almost 60 which although potentially or definitely SUITABLE for development, have been 
rejected as UNAVAILABLE simply on the basis that the intentions of the landowners towards further 
development is not known to the Council at present.  For example- sites CD0253-CD0303 form a large block of 
these, but there are several others, and from the descriptions given, many are clearly BROWNFIELD or previously 
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developed.  The HELAA rejects several other sites as unavailable because the identity of the landowner is not 
currently known to the Council. 10. I would contend that given the potential risk to substantial areas of 
Greenbelt in the Chiltern District Council area, that the Council should to establish the ACTUAL availability status 
of all such sites in the HELAA as described above, rather than rejecting so many on the basis of lack of 
information, within a purely administrative process.  Surely there is an obligation to explore fully all alternative 
possibilities, especially exploiting Brownfield and other previously developed sites- before seeking to build on 
Greenbelt land? 

Rep1763 
Mrs Marie 
Sanderson 

We only recently moved close to the village of Little Chalfont and feel lucky to be able to be part of this charming 
“village community” and to be able to enjoy its beautiful surroundings. In consideration of the initial consultation 
for local plans to release green belt land for future development, we would like to make the following remarks: 
1. The potential release of “bits of land” at the proximity of  Little Chalfont for future development, is indeed a 
questionable solution as the present infrastructure would need to be significantly up scaled to be able to deal 
with the additional inhabitants and workers. As it is today, when commuting to work from Burton Lane and onto 
the M25, it is common to often get stuck in traffic as lorries attempt to go through this very narrow country lane. 
Wouldn’t the road need to be significantly enlarged to cope with additional traffic? Is it realistic to do so without 
impacting the enjoyment of current inhabitants in the road? Additional development would require the provision 
of additional services such as doctors, shops, parking including at the Station of Little Chalfont for commuters. 
Is it really realistic to increase additional parking areas when today it is not always straightforward to park in the 
village – e.g. it is not always easy to find a slot by the local shops? How about the trains to central London – how 
would it be possible to increase the traffic flow at the train/tube station? Would a bigger platform be required? 
2. Areas of natural beauty are part of the enjoyment of many inhabitants and workers in this area, and it is also 
the habitat of some of our wildlife (owls, pheasants, rabbits etc). As such it would be good that any potential 
future plan makes allowance for this and still aims to protect these areas of natural beauty. 3.   Ideally, it would 
be good to identify a large enough parcel of land which would allow development of a new “village” to start with 
a ‘white canvass’ to create housing and all related amenities including, train station, parking, shops, schools, 
doctor surgeries etc. Part of potential options to consider is whether a “Park and Drive” system and tramway 
system could help with the traffic flow in village surroundings? The question remains whether building to a 
significant extent in the surrounding of Little Chalfont is really part of this solution when the infrastructure seems 
to already be stretched? We hereby voice our concerns with the proposed plans as per the above and ask for the 
continued protection of the existing green belt around Little Chalfont. We understand the national need for 
further development and ask that, for significant development, as proposed in the current Joint Local Plan, 
adequate land and sites are identified so that "standalone new villages” with their own amenities can be built 
whilst carefully minimizing the impact on surrounding villages.  
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Rep1764 
Mr Matthew 
Bunch; Rep1762 
Mrs Nicola Bunch 

I am concerned that Green Belt Parcel 69, which lies between Fulmer Drive and the M40, has been identified for 
possible development. I believe this parcel fulfils vital Green Belt functions and it is wholly unsuitable for 
development. My principal arguments are as follows:  1. This parcel provides an effective check on the 
unrestricted sprawl of Gerrards Cross from the north into open land. While the M40 Motorway forms a durable 
boundary along the south of the land parcel, this parcel is an important boundary to sprawl owing to the weak 
boundary with the settlement of Gerrards Cross. 2. This parcel prevents neighbouring towns from merging into 
one another as it forms part of the gap between the non-Green Belt settlements of Gerrards Cross and Stoke 
Poges and Farnham Common, and with the Green Belt settlement of Fulmer. 3. This parcel safeguards the 
countryside from encroachment.  It protects the openness of the countryside and is minimally (<5%) covered 
built form. The land use is mostly characterised by woodland with some open fields in the east of the land parcel, 
contributing to the largely rural character of the land parcel overall.  Despite being of a small scale and the close 
influences of infrastructure and built-form, the land parcel possesses a strong unspoilt rural character. 4. This 
parcel provides protection to the existing residents of the area from air and sound pollution caused by traffic on 
the M40 Motorway, which is often congested due to tail-backs from the nearby junction with the M25 
Motorway.  Should this parcel be developed vegetation that forms a necessary and vital environmental function - 
with regards to traffic fumes - will be removed, which will be to the detriment of local residents. 5. Any new 
dwellings built on this parcel and their residents will be subject to excessive air and noise pollution from traffic 
on the M40 Motorway. I understand that under “Noise - Environmental Planning Advice [PPG 24]” the southern 
edge of the parcel would be rated as category C and as such there should be a strong presumption against 
permitting development.  6. Vehicular access to the parcel will need to be from the Windsor Road (B416) to the 
west and/or the Fulmer Road to the east. Neither of these roads, nor any of the residential roads to the north of 
the parcel, are suitable for increased volumes of traffic. In particular, the junctions with the A40 already are 
under considerable stress at peak times and placing additional demands on the roads will exacerbate traffic 
congestion. 7. Most of the parcel consists of ancient Beech, Oak and Birch woodland. This woodland is a vital 
wildlife sanctuary for a wide range of nesting birds, badgers, foxes, small mammals and muntjac deer. 
8. The trees and vegetation on this parcel perform a key environmental function by absorbing water that 
otherwise may flood the M40 Motorway and lower level land to the south. 9. The only open fields / meadows are 
on the east side of the land parcel. This land is relatively small and is dominated by pylons and high voltage 
cables overhead.  The proximity of these cables may cause issues with electronic equipment for any residents 
and, possibly, health issues. In any case, I am sure people will be discouraged from living so close to the cables as 
well as the noise and pollution from the M40 Motorway. 
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Rep1765 
 Patricia Burke 

I write to express my opposition to the proposal of closing Great Missenden Garage in order to build houses. As a 
neighbour of the garage (Headland Close), I would normally much prefer to look out onto houses rather than 
broken cars. However, I fully appreciate that this is a successful and thriving local business (unlike many in the 
village) and one that provides a vital and convenient service to the community. I am shocked that the council 
would even consider jeopardising a thriving local business for the sake of a few new builds. 

 

Rep1766 
Mr Daniel 
Buckingham 

Q1 The terminology of Central Buckinghamshire housing and economic area to describe Chiltern & South Bucks is 
confusing / Q2 It is unlikely so many sites will be deliverable by 2036. CDC & BCC should lobby Central Govt to 
prioritise housing where demand is highest: London. / Q4 Chesham is already severely congested in the morning 
and evening. Any new economic area will need new road infrastructure. I see no evidence of the Council taking 
such an approach. / Q5 Council should identify areas where the infrastructure and services have capacity for new 
housing and prioritise these for potential development. / Q7 CDC should look to pass unmet development to 
London boroughs, especially Hillingdon. / Q9 42 pitches for travellers & 16 for show people is excessive and bears 
little resemblance to actual demand in the area. / Q10 Town centre sites should be prioritised for elderly 
housing, so they are not isolated and are close to amenities. / Q11The Chilterns are littered with heritage 
settlements, beautiful landscapes and great architecture. Any large-scale developments will destroy this 
heritage. The AONB should be protected. We are already being devastated by HS2. / Q12 Amersham and 
Chesham Bois have many properties built in the 1920s, referred to MetroLand architecture. These are unique to 
the local landscape and should be offered protection by increasing the conservation areas. / Q16 Clearly, 
infrastructure is nearing or at capacity. Roads are clogged at rush hour and the Chiltern/Metropolitan Lines are 
full at peak times. Schools are also full, so where will the new schools be built AMERSHAM - The Built Area 
Extension Option for Amersham and Chesham Bois is not appropriate due to: 1. Part is long established (and 
probably ancient) woodland. It is also in multiple ownership, belonging to residents who live adjacent to the 
woods on St Leonards Road. /  2. The woodand is an amenity, used by locals and visitors to the AONB landscape. 
/  3. Part of this area falls within the AONB. Such areas should be conserved, owing to their unique character. 
Development on such land is sacrosanct. / 4. The rest of the land forms the valley landscape of the River Chess 
and should be in the AONB. / 5. All this area is on steep slopes of the valley, making development and access 
difficult. / 6. There is a lack of road access to this area. Large lorries would need to use very narrow tracks and 
lanes, with some residential. / 7. The Council should seek to maintain the separation of communities. 
Development of this land would blur the separation of Chesham, Amersham and Chesham Bois. I believe that is 
essential for land inappropriately designated for possible development to be dismissed from the Local Plan at an 
early stage, owing to the negative affects of speculation and uncertainty. 
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Rep1767 
Dr Bob Crocker 

1.  The Chiltern and South Bucks Local plan Initial Consultation document states, in paragraph 2.6, that the 
HEDNA indicates 7800 houses will be required in the new local plan.  The Methodology Statement puts its 
starting point as the Communities and Local Government estimate.  Their estimate is for 322 new houses per 
year for the period of the plan, which leads directly to the total of 7800.  However, the HEDNA also states that 
population growth in South Bucks is predicted to remain at around 140 per year, (page 58, paragraph 3.59). The 
Methodology Statement highlights the need for examination of the initial data for anomalies.  Therefore, can you 
explain why there is such an annual need for housing (322 per year) when the population growth is predicted as 
~140 per year?  Have your Officers correlated these conflicting demands?  Is the stated number of houses 
actually necessary? / 2.  Paragraph 3.7 on page 9 states a "significant gap" between HEDNA and HELAA but only if 
the initial estimate of need in the CLG is taken as "proven".  I see no evidence of that proof and therefore 
question decisions that follow from it. / 3.  The Buckinghamshire Authorities presumably expended a 
considerable amount of public money to fund ARUP to produce recommendations for areas to be tested as a 
Part 2.  SBDC has totally ignored the ARUP recommended area (RSA-25 in Appendix 4) and proposed two totally 
different sites in area 76.  The first of these, on the southern edge of Stoke Poges is adjacent to Greys Monument 
and the other is on the east of Farnham Common consisting almost entirely of playing fields and market gardens.  
Please can explain why ARUP has been ignored without even a mention in the Consultation document? 
4.  Clearly there is a demand for housing across the country and South Bucks will have to participate so I 
appreciate the efforts being made by SBDC to maintain an open and transparent methodology.  However, the 
apparent willingness for Aylesbury Vale to grow should help to mitigate the demands on South Bucks, especially 
given the prediction of population growth in this area. 5.  My concern above all others is the clearly stated 
ambitions that Slough has towards South Bucks.  This will be exacerbated as commuters on the new Crossrail 
realise South Bucks is a more desirable area to live than others which are currently in vogue.  Please try to limit 
the growth of South Bucks in this round because the pressures will be enormous over the coming 20 years. 

  

Rep1768 
 Jackie & Richard 
Bateman 

As a resident of Vale Road, Chesham, I wish to inform you of the grave concerns of my husband and I on the 
proposed building of an industrial site on the Nashleigh Hill fields. We currently do not believe that there is 
enough infrastructure within Chesham to increase by the size proposed, and the use of green belt land should be 
protected where possible. The fields bordering Nashleigh Hill are used by a lot of the local population for 
recreation, it would be a shame to lose such a wonderful facility. 
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Rep1769 
Mr Neil Lindsay 

I have lived in Beaconsfield all my life , my father came to Beaconsfield and helped set up the rugby club , I 
subsequently played there and now my 2 sons do. The club provided a local amenity for people of all ages and 
has one the biggest mini set up in the country. There is little for youth in this town , we all hoped that the 
development of the army camp would provide some amenities to equal places like Amersham and also 
important things like schools but I suppose money talks and net to nothing was provided. Now your plan wants 
to destroy some of the limited amenities there are , the town will die if this continues. The rugby club provides a 
service for a growing sport , provided 100's of children with fitness, the value of sportsmanship and teamwork 
more than any other sport . Finally the land was given to the town for the benefit of the town and for amenities 
to the population not to build houses on. If you make Beaconsfield a dormitory town with no life there you 
eventually will suffer as well.  There is no sense Beaconsfield does not have the amenities both sporting  but  also 
health and schooling for the existing population . Only a couple of years ago the council had to taxi 5/6 year olds 
to schools in Slough Wycombe and other places - god help you if that happens again and there are attacks. We 
suffer in Wattleton Road with parking opposite the High School causing chaos and we all know nothing will 
happen until a child is killed. 

 

Rep1770 
Mr Andrew Derry 

I would like to object to the Green Belt land identified as potential land for development (east end of Parcel 47b 
in the Arup report). The NPPF clearly states the five purposes that Green Belts serve and this particular site is 
highly relevant to three of those, namely: - to check unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas.  An incursion 
between the A40 and Chiltern Line would be quite unnatural and would likely lead to additional infill/extension 
that would represent further urban sprawl into the countryside - to prevent neighbouring towns from merging - 
this extension would lead to the gap between Jordans, Sear Green and Beaconsfield being lessened with the 
threat of this being further eradicated in the future - safeguarding countryside from encroachment - the land 
represents high quality Green Belt land with high quality environment, mature hedgerows, woodland and 
associated flora and fauna together with high quality farm land.  The area is already accessible via footpaths 
which is another aspiration of Central Government. Development of this land would also generate significant 
additional car-borne traffic along Bull Lane which has already seen significant traffic as it is used as a cut through 
to avoid Gerrards Cross and the congestion caused by Tesco with the introduction of traffic lights along 
Packhorse Road.  There is also a lack of capacity on commuter trains into London with standing room only around 
peak times to and from London. Overall, urban sprawl into our cherished Green Belt would have a devastating 
impact on the environment and local community. 

  

Rep1771 
Mr Ryan King 

Our local area cannot cope with any more housing estates. The schools already have a waiting list to get in so 
there is no room for children to get an education. I play for Westwood Park Football Club and there are over 300 
other players there aswell. There are no other pitches around the local area to allows to train there. Taking away 
the park area will mean no recreational area for me and friends to meet up to have fun.  Taking away the 
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greenary will destroy the area of outstanding natural beauty. 

Rep1772 
Ms Lindsey 
Moore Fitzgerald 

The road and services infrastructure in this area cannot support such a vast increase in the volume of housing or 
building development.  At peak times there is already far too much traffic for these roads to accommodate 
safely.  GPs and schools in particular are already operating at  full capacity and cannot be stretched any further. 
To destroy an area of outstanding natural beauty and push that area's resources beyond breaking point is 
extremely short sighted and irresponsible. 

  

Rep1773 
Master Aaron 
King 

My school has been full for the last four years I've been there. The only way to have more classrooms is to put 
them on our playing field. We would have nowhere to do our sports, And if you build on Westwood Park we can't 
play there either.  I live on lodge lane where I have to walk to and from school. It is a dangerous road as it is, and 
more vehicles would make it even more dangerous.  We moved here to this lovely unspoilt area if it gets built on 
it would definitely spoil it.  Friends of mine go to Bell Lane and new houses has had a bad impact on their school. 

  

Rep1774 
Mr Daren Dawes 

I strongly object to the proposed development of houses and an industrial estate in Little Chalfont and Latimer 
area for the following reasons: - Any development will impact on the wildlife in the Chess Valley, the green 
belt/AONB should be respected as it was created for good reason. - The country lanes (from Stony Lane to 
Chesham/Chenies/Ley Hill/Flaunden) will be unable to cope with additional traffic from an increase to the local 
population. - Already inadequate schooling provision (primary in particular) in the area. - The area is enjoyed by 
many people for recreational use such as cycling, walking and horse riding. 

  

Rep1775 
Mrs Amelie 
Sargent 

I am a resident of  Beaconsfield and my family and I are active members of the Beaconsfield Rugby Football Club 
(BRFC), the Beaconsfield Cricket Club and the Beaconsfield Tennis Club. I am concerned at the proposal 
(Appendix 2) that proposes redesignation of greenbelt land that covers Beaconsfield FC's pitches at Wilton Park, 
Beaconsfield Rugby Clubs grounds on the Hall Barn Estate and Beaconsfield Cricket Club's ground.  These areas 
must be protected and enhanced for the benefit of the existing and growing community. Similarly the proposal in 
Appendix 5 to extend land for business use to cover Beaconsfield SYCOB's pitches at Holloway Pak (which are 
also used by Beaconsfield Holtspur FC) would also be inappropriate. Before greenfield sites are considered for 
development every effort should be made to use existing built up areas and brownfield sites. If green belt land is 
to be redesignated it must be done in a way that protects and enhances the sporting facilities that are available 
to the community as a whole and young people in particular. These plans show a disregard for what is best for 
our children and our environment and should not be approved. If Beaconsfield is to grow we should ensure that 
more sporting facilities are added to avoid an epidemic of obesity. To lose important sporting facilities and focal 
points for the community would be a disaster and the environmental impact of building on the land is 
unjustifiable. 
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Rep1776 
Mrs Corrina 
Davies 

I believe that this plan has major negative implications and impact upon Chesham Bois and the surrounding area. 
The project will result in the destruction of a large part of Green Belt fields in an outstanding area of national 
beauty. The loss of open countryside takes away a unique amenity for local residents where we currently have 
the opportunity to walk and observe animals such as badgers, foxes, deer and birds amid an idyllic woodland 
setting. In addition any planned development of this scale will only put further pressure on public services, 
particularly school places and the NHS which may exacerbate an already challenging situation. I think that the 
creation of such a development including an urban road infrastructure is not good for the environment, and that 
Chiltern and South Bucks Council have a duty of  care to the local environment  and they should ensure that they 
protect it now and in the future. 

  

Rep1777 
Mr Nick Filippetto 

Nick, Mary, Marco & Joseph Filippetto believe that Little Chalfont has already undergone a major building 
development. Which will create problems in the small village infrastructures: medical and schools. A large 
employment development area along A404 and Lodge Lane will bring huge congestion on these two roads 
causing potential hazard to children and parents using the Primary School located in Oakington Avenue and the 
Comprehensive School St. Clement Dane in Choorleywood. A suitable alternative site for the employment area is 
along the A413 Chalfont St. Giles where already exist a dual carriage way and proximity to the M25-M40 could 
ease the traffic without endanger the lives of citizens. 

  

Rep1783 
Mrs Joanne 
Mason 

There is a lack of affordable housing in Chesham; can we get ensure that the houses are aimed at the majority of 
current Chesham residents (and their children).  As a person born and bred in Chesham there is no where for my 
children to afford in this town - they will have to move far away to enable them to buy their first home (if ever).  
Can we somehow 'cap' the size and price of the new houses so they target local residents? As a local teacher I am 
acutely aware of the lack of school places - how much consideration has been given to the overall infrastructure 
of our town?  School places (primary and secondary) must be a huge consideration in any building work 
applications. The River Chess is a valuable chalk stream which is dry every summer due to the over-extraction 
from the water company, Affinity.  Continuous extraction will deprive us of this beautiful resource - it is heart 
breaking to see the fish and other wildlife dying due to this extraction.  What provision is being made for the 
extra demands on water with this increase in local population?  Additional reservoirs will need to be built.  
Traffic through Chesham is bad at any rush-hour, particularly if there are roadworks.  With additional residents 
there is going to be additional traffic.  How can this be developed without impact on our High Street (particularly 
the old part of town)? We are blessed to live in a beautiful valley with outstanding views and natural beauty - this 
will never be replaced.  Once it has gone, it has gone. What will be left for future generations? Nashleigh 
Recreation Ground is used by families at the Newtown end of town; any opportunity to encourage children 
outside to play must be encouraged rather than create an additional brownfield/industrial site.  How ugly this 
will look as you enter Chesham from Ashley Green. Why build additional industrial units when there are currently 
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industrial units standing empty in Chesham?  (Asheridge Road, Howard Road, Chess Business Park, etc)  
Asheridge Road currently has a vacant Alcan Eko site - why build houses here when this is brownfield site?   
Why does Chesham seem to have such a large area taken out for industrial usage when compared to other 
Chiltern areas?  Has all this been considered in addition to the huge impact HS2 will have on our area, our wildlife 
and our infrastructure? 

Rep1784 
Dr Charles Wood 

Following the public meeting at St Andrew's Youth Hall in Stoke Poges on 29th February 2016, we understand 
that it is proposed that a parcel of land, including that currently occupied by Stoke Court, should be designated 
as suitable for possible future residential development. The parcel of land abuts Rickman's Lane, Duffield Lane 
and Rogers Lane. I wish to register my objection to this proposal and I think the site should be retained as Green 
Belt. There are a numbers of grounds for this objection. First, the recommendation of Arup is that General Area 
76 is not suitable for further development. Secondly, a large portion of the proposed parcel comprises Stoke 
Court and its surrounding grounds. A planning application for the redevelopment of Stoke Court was submitted 
in 2008 (08/00014/FUL), but the application was subsequently refused. Although the reasons for the refusal 
included the inappropriate development of the Green Belt and deficiencies in the proposal, there were a number 
of reasons cited that would be relevant even if Green Belt status were to be revoked, namely: (1) The 
development would involve the loss of an Employment Generating Site in the Green Belt. (2) The additional 
traffic flow “would adversely affect the safety and flow of users of the existing distributor road network”. 
(3) The proposed development would have a detrimental impact on the setting of Stoke Court, which is a Grade II 
listed building. The planning application also failed to include any flood risk assessment. If it had, the assessment 
would have noted that the undeveloped area immediately adjoining Duffield Lane is a hollow at the deepest part 
of the site. A stream, which originates in Stoke Common, runs through the hollow and flows out through a 
culvert under Stoke Court. During periods of heavy rain, the flow rate of the stream can increase dramatically 
and blockage of the culvert by debris has led to flooding of the hollow. Any enclosure of the stream would simply 
move the flood risk further upstream. The planning application was strongly opposed by local residents and they 
were supported by the parish council. I find it surprising that the parish council is now proposing that this same 
area is suitable for further development. Thirdly, development of the area to the south of Rickman’s Lane would 
erode the open area between the main estate in Stoke Poges and Brockhurst Wood, which is one of the last 
significant areas of woodland (after Burham Beeches) in South Bucks. Fourthly, most of the proposed area has 
already been designated as a conservation area. This status becomes meaningless if future development is to be 
permitted. Finally, SBDC originally proposed that the area at the south-east corner of General Area 76 was 
suitable for further development, but this has been largely rejected by Arup. I can understand why the southern 
part was rejected, but the northern part is largely surrounding by existing development, so further development 
would not seem out of place. If Stoke Poges has to provide a quota of land as part of the South Bucks Local Plan, 
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cannot Arup be asked to re-assess this particular area? Arup will have to change their mind one way or another 
in any case. 

Rep1786 
Mr Douglas 
Armstrong 

I completely disagree with any potential planning of houses on the recreational fields and that they should 
continue to be used for sporting functions, rugby, etc. The area should remain a green belt area for the use of the 
local community. 

 

Rep1787 
Mrs Vivien Wiciel 

I am dismayed to find that green belt space has now been given planning permission for a housing estate. I vaue 
walking near the village of Chainies. It is the nearest countryside to my home in Pinner. 

 

Rep1792 
Mrs Elizabeth 
Carine 

We are very concerned by the extensive development proposed in existing green belt land extending between 
the Vale in Chesham, Nashleigh Hill towards Ashley Green.  • The area encroaches into the Chilterns AONB. 
• Such extensive development would change not only the character of the local area, but the broader character 
of Chesham itself, where the green open spaces that surround the town can be viewed by all, even from the 
town centre and main roads.  • The region includes important amenities that are enjoyed by many people in the 
town:  (i) a highly-used playing field and recreational ground,  (ii) a Local Wildlife Site with a rich diversity of chalk 
grassland species,  (iii) green open spaces for walkers and  (iv) woodlands that are an important wildlife habitat 
with species typical of ancient woodland, such as the wood anemone and bluebells. • There is existing traffic 
congestion on Nashleigh Hill and the Berkhampsted Road that will only get worse. • Air quality along the 
Berkhampsted Road is poor because of the amount of traffic and the topography. The proposed development 
can only exacerbate this significant existing problem.  More generally, we are concerned about the plans for 
further expansion of Chesham and the extent to which the current infrastructure including schools and roads 
could cope with such large scale development. 

  

Rep1794 
Mrs Melanie King 

One of the reasons we moved to this area 11 years ago was because of the amazing  Area of outstanding beauty. 
We should not destroy these beautiful areas that people come to visit and admire. The green belt act was 
created to protect these areas and this should not be broken. Our infrastructure would not be able to support 
any new housing estates. our local schools are already oversubscribed each year and long waiting lists being held. 
Traffic is already excessive and further trucks & vehicles would be very dangerous on our country roads to the 
children. Westwood park is used by all the local community. My 2 boys along with over 350 children are part of 
the football club that have training sessions there, without this area the children of this community would have 
no where to play. 

  

Rep1795 
Mr Matthew 
Zahra 

I oppose the plans for housing and employment development in little chalfont as it is on Green belt land. Housing 
should not justify the release of green belt land it was created for very good reasons to limit building and 
preserve our precious countryside. It's not meant to be used as a reserve of land to build on. A lot of the land 
around little chalfont is an area of outstanding natural beauty and an important local asset should not be 
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destroyed. Little chalfont has also had two housing developments in the last couple of years, Bell Lane with 253 
homes and behind Chenies parade 45. We have taken some of the need for housing and should be removed from 
the list of main settlements for growth in the councils core strategy.  Another important point to make is that our 
infrastructure could not support more housing. There is already a huge pressure on school places, we are in 
catchment for little chalfont primary and did not get in last year, being no. 5 on the waiting list and living less 
than a mile from the school! Traffic is also already heavy and unlike other areas we have the busy A404 going 
through the centre of the village producing a lot of non -local traffic both light and heavy. It would also add 
pressure to healthcare provision in the area. 

Rep1796 
Mr Roger Nichols 

I strongly object to the possible release of Green Belt land in Little Chalfont that are subject to consideration 
under the local plan of Chiltern DC.  Little Chalfont cannot support the possible development of large areas of the 
village. It neither has the infrastructure or transport links to support such developments.  A large increase in 
housing and industrial development would destroy the character of the village and possibly the whole area.  The 
green belt was put in place to protect such developments also this area does not have the natural boundaries to 
make sense of such a plan. Surrounded by and divided from other villages and towns by small country lanes 
there are no obvious lines of demarcation.  The plan seems to suggest a joining to Amersham and Chalfont St 
Giles which is contrary to green belt guide lines. I confirm my strong objection to any release of green belt land in 
the Little Chalfont area. 

  

Rep1798 
Mrs Rachel 
Confait 

I am strongly opposed to the development of the land at Stubbs Wood and alongside Quill Hall Lane. This is a 
beautiful part of Amersham that my family and I have enjoyed almost every weekend since we moved to 
Amersham 12 years ago. Being only a short walk to open countryside is a precious aspect about living in 
Amersham. Removing this area of land would seriously affect our family way of life of being able to enjoy the 
unspoilt countryside and discover nature on our doorstep, whilst encouraging the family to partake in healthy, 
free exercise. Development of this land I feel would also put far more pressure on an already pressured schooling 
system. Schools in Amersham are held in very high regard, this is one of the reasons why we pay a premium to 
live in Amersham, and I am glad to do so because Amersham is a superb town and community – we need to keep 
it that way.  

 

Rep1799 
Dr Janet Cottrell 

Whilst I acknowledge that there will be a increase in demand for housing (and businesses) within the South Bucks 
& Chiltern District area between 2014 and 2036, I am not convinced of the validity of the method used to 
calculate the projected demand, so the figure of 15,100 may be a gross over-estimate.  I am unhappy at the way 
the "testing sites" for potential development have been identified within each parish, i.e. someone sat down 
with a map and identified pockets of green space bordered on 2 sides by housing, without any local knowledge 
or consideration for the special features of these sites.  It is not surprising then that Farnham Park, a sports 
facility including the national softball and baseball ground and children's playground; an area protected by 
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covenants, was identified by this method, but is clearly unsuitable for development of any sort. I support the 
intensification of existing settlements through infilling and the development of "brownfield" sites, but the prime 
focus of SB&CDC must be to PROTECT THE GREEN BELT.  With increasing pressure from the urban sprawl of 
Slough and the open admission of Slough Borough Council that they want to expand north into Bucks, it is 
imperative that our Green Belt areas are maintained to create a buffer zone into which Slough cannot penetrate.  
Similarly, the distinct communities of Farnham Royal and Farnham Common should be preserved by keeping the 
open green spaces between the two villages.  Burnham Beeches and Stoke Common are precious assets which 
can only be protected by limiting any further development in close proximity to these sites. The area identified 
by the proposed plan in Stoke Poges; fields bordered by Rogers Lane, Grays Road, Park Road and West End Lane, 
must NOT be released for development.  The tranquillity of the area around St Giles and Grays Elergy must be 
preserved.  Building on these fields would seriously affect the vistas to/from the Elergy and the surrounding 
Church fields.  Just because it looks fine on a map to "round off" the village of Stoke Poges by extending it 
southwards, that does not mean it is an appropriate development.  It would seriously affect the whole character 
of the village and its semi-rural location.  I fully support Stoke Poges Parish Council in their suggestion of Stoke 
Court and Plough Lane recreation ground as alternative areas to be tested for potential development. There 
seems to be little provision for housing for the elderly in the proposed local plan.  Verdon Court is being closed, 
Bolds Court is no longer used for sheltered accommodation - where will an increasingly ageing population live if 
they cannot afford private residential care?  Hopefully the Khalsa Secondary Academy will soon be evicted from 
Pioneer House - it would make an ideal site for a residential care home for the elderly. 

Rep1800 
Mr Simon Harris 

I object to the proposed development plans for areas 76 and 85b. These areas are highly unsuitable for 
development as they perform a strong greenbelt function.They separate Stoke Poges, a small village, from the 
sprawl of urban Slough and also neighbouring villages such as Farnham Common and Farnham Royal. The land to 
the south of Stoke Poges is of historical significance to local heritage due to the Gray memorial and Stoke Poges 
church which dates back to the Doomsday book.  The rural nature and visats from this site should be preserved 
for future generations to enjoy. I believe that within the county other sites can be considered where the Green 
Belt land is not so vital to prevent sprawl from other settlements.  This is because the separation from other 
developed areas is greater and they will not become so easily engulfed by local towns or villages. I have lived in 
Stoke Poges for over 30 years and have seen the village grow and develop, sometimes for the better.  This 
proposal to build on our green belt would massively alter the nature of our village as it would significantly 
increase the size of the village, number of residents and cause us to become a suburb of Slough. 

 

Rep1801 
Mr Wayne King 

I as a father of two young boys who both play at Westwood Park, feel that I have to object to the planning 
permission of homes etc being built on their pitches /park. It has to be the hub of our village and a most Beautiful 
place to congregate. Where else is there for three hundred plus children of all ages to express themselves every 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 
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Saturday/ Sunday as well as adult matches going to be played. Added to this our Little Chalfont Middle School is 
up to its full capacity and has a constant battle to park there every morning. Little Chalfont has already had its 
share of buildings recently built after losing the local donkey field & the nearby Bell Lane dwellings. Green Belt is 
Green Belt for a reason and Little Chalfont is as an area of outstanding natural beauty if all the building 
permission is granted then this would cease to be.  Lodge Lane, Sandy Lane etc was not built to sustain hgv's and 
large building works traffic let alone the normal traffic which has increased over the last few years. Therefore 
please consider my/our views little Chalfont is desperate in need of staying as beautiful as it is. 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.  

Rep1803 
Ms Helen Lanfear 

I oppose the plans for housing and employment development in little chalfont as it is on Green belt land. Housing 
should not justify the release of green belt land it was created for very good reasons to limit building and 
preserve our precious countryside. Its not meant to be used as a reserve of land to build on.  A lot of the land 
around little chalfont is an area of outstanding natural beauty and an important local asset should not be 
destroyed.  Little chalfont has also had two housing developments in the last couple of years, Bell Lane with 253 
homes and behind Chenies parade 45. We have taken some of the need for housing and should be removed from 
the list of main settlements for growth in the councils core strategy.   Another important point to make is that 
our infrastructure could not support more housing. There is already a huge pressure on school places, we are in 
catchment for little chalfont primary and did not get in last year, being no. 5 on the waiting list and living less 
than a mile from the school!  It would also add pressure to healthcare provision in the area.  Traffic is also 
already heavy and unlike other areas we have the busy A404 going through the centre of the village producing a 
lot of non-local traffic both light and heavy. 

  

Rep1804 
Mr Selwyn 
Learner 

Q17 General response - The consultation document sets out many factors to be considered in meeting a 
potential housing need. Many of these are, however, not clear. In short there are several issues which seem to 
be significantly overlooked, and which will cause substantial and irreversible destruction to the long-term 
ecological and infrastructure sustainability of the area, which already is in possession of much green belt status 
and AONB designation. The need for increased housing is projected and based on speculative, rater than robust, 
data. The infrastructure in the Little Chalfont area plainly cannot sustain substantial increases in residents. The 
A404 is already busy, the trains are overcrowded and the bus service is poor. Whilst more trains and more buses 
could help, there are no plans to guarantee improvements to public transport, nor to alleviate traffic on the A404 
and surrounding roads. The planned activity therefore does not made anywhere near an adequate assessment, 
nor consideration, of the impact on infrastructure. Furthermore, Little Chalfont has a very minimal village centre. 
It can clearly not sustain a near-doubling of residents. Whilst an increase in the quality and variety of amenities 
might be expected, space for such, and parking/access is not being considered. One aspect entirely without 
adequate planning is the provision of open space for the increased level of young children/young adults. Indeed 
the concept of building on land currently used for recreational activity is extraordinarily short-sighted because a 
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large influx of new residents will need such areas. The increased number of youngsters will need access to open 
space, and without the space there can be no organised activities, and without these a hollow village will emerge 
with large numbers of young individuals suffering from a lack  social cohesion. One example is the area of 
Westwood Park currently supporting the football club,  which is a superb facility allowing youngsters to meet and 
develop social bonds, discipline and a healthy lifestyle - the cornerstones of a strong, sustainable community. 
In summary, it is my view that the building of housing should have restrictions placed on it in accordance with 
the green belt status, AONB designation and MOST IMPORTANTLY, limited so as to allow the village 
infrastructure to remain and develop, rather than be fragmented and shattered by the overwhelming pressures 
placed upon it. The proposed increases in housing stock should be initially restricted substantially, and increased 
in stages as the infrastructure improvements, schooling, transport etc grow, to a maximum of no more than 
approximately 33% of the land area proposed, and overall with a housing density in those areas in the region of 
50-75% of the expected. 

Rep1805 
Mrs Claire 
Goldstein 

I moved to Amersham 9 years ago from London to bring my children up in a beautiful rural area.  The amount of 
green belt land around Amersham and the surrounding areas are what makes this such a special place to live. I 
am extremely opposed to the proposed developments in the area of Quill Hall Farm and Stubbs Wood.  It would 
permanently ruin a lovely area of countryside and put huge pressure on the local amenities.  Since moving to this 
area I have noticed an increased pressure on the local schools and doctors surgery and do not feel the town as 
the infrastructure necessary to deal with such a huge influx of people.  It would also have a huge impact on the 
local wildlife.I would also emphasise the importance of informing people of these proposed plans.  Not many 
people would periodically check the council websites and not everyone is active on social media.  I only found 
out through word of mouth and I expect there are many local residents who are still not aware of this 
consultation. 

 

Rep1807 
Mrs Laura Arends; 
Rep1809 
Mr William 
Arends 

I am deeply disturbed by the proposals for residential and employment development in Little Chalfont and object 
to them in the strongest possible terms. The comments here comprise two sections: 1) comments on the 
planned areas for testing for residential and employment development and 2) comments on the green belt 
review. 1) COMMENTS ON THE PLANNED AREAS FOR TESTING FOR RESIDENTIAL AND EMPLOYMENT 
DEVELOPMENT. Little Chalfont is not a suitable location for these proposed areas of residential and employment 
development for the following reasons: i) Little Chalfont has already expanded hugely due to recent property 
developments such as on the Old Sawmill Site and the Donkey Field. Indeed, it seems bizarre that the 
development of the Old Sawmill site (an "industrial" site) for residential purposes could now be followed by the 
development of a green field site (area East of Stoney Lane / Lodge Lane) for industrial development. ii) The vast 
areas of land that are under consideration would, if built on, completely change the appearance and character of 
Little Chalfont owing to the increase in population and the necessary road widening/building that would be 
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required. iii) The infrastructure of Little Chalfont cannot cope with a large increase in population. In particular, 
the Chiltern Railway trains from Little Chalfont station are already at capacity in rush hour and apparently cannot 
be lengthened due to platform length constraints. Metropolitan line trains have recently had their capacity 
decreased. Also, it is not apparent what provision could be made for increased secondary education capacity 
given that it is not permitted to build new Grammar schools. iv) One of the purposes of Green Belt land is "To 
check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas". Little Chalfont is effectively the first settlement outside 
Greater London in this direction: the A404 speed limit only reaches the national speed limit between Little 
Chalfont and Chorleywood. After Chorleywood, it is below the national speed limit all the way in to central 
London which makes road journeys even to nearby places such as Rickmansworth, Northwood and Pinner very 
slow. Therefore, if building in Little Chalfont is permitted then it will turn it into another part of Greater London. 
This principal purpose of the Green Belt will have been completely undermined. v) Little Chalfont is in Chiltern 
District of which 72% is designated as an Area of Outstanding National Beauty. It seems completely inconceivable 
that the development proposed can be undertaken without severely impacting the beauty of the area and 
degrading the AONB. This is all the more relevant in view of the HS2 development which has already seriously 
compromised the AONB status of the Chilterns. vi) There is already excessive traffic through Little Chalfont since 
effectively all traffic in and through the village is routed through the A404, passing through the centre of the 
village. In summary, the land has been designated as Green Belt land for very good reasons such as safeguarding 
the countryside from encroachment. It simply cannot be justified to release Green Belt land because it has 
become convenient to do so. According to the National Planning Policy Framework, Paragraph 83 , "Once 
established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances…" We are not in a state 
of such emergency that "exceptional circumstances" exist and therefore there can be no justification for 
releasing Green Belt land. 2) COMMENTS ON THE GREEN BELT REVIEW. I understand that, although not well 
publicised, this is also residents' sole opportunity to comment on a more general Green Belt review that includes 
the area referred to as "Green Belt Parcel No. 22a" which comprises: Westwood Park; and the area bounded by 
Bell Lane, Latimer Road and Stoney Lane including Westwood. I would firstly like to say that if this is correct then 
it is an absolute disgrace that this can have happened without greater publicity of the nature of the consultation. 
Indeed, the lack of public awareness of the issue completely devalues the consultation and renders the 
consultation void. Notwithstanding this, I comment as follows: a) Green Belt Parcel No. 22a includes Westwood 
Park which is a popular and well-used park including a recently developed children's play area. Many sports 
teams practise and play on the playing fields. It would be a monumental loss to the area if this facility were to be 
lost. It is to be noted that this not only affects Little Chalfont but the wider area since many of the visitors to the 
park come from outside Little Chalfont. b) The area bounded by Bell Lane, Latimer Road and Stoney Lane is an 
integral part of the Chess Valley and any development of it would completely destroy the setting and character 
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of the Chess Valley. c) The area bounded by Bell Lane, Latimer Road and Stoney Lane is a popular area for those 
engaging in outdoor pursuits (including, hiking, mountain bike riding, horse riding etc.). It is criss-crossed by 
paths very regularly used by a wide range of people. It is frequently used by young people on Duke of Edinburgh 
Award expeditions. None of this would be possible if the area is developed. d) Westwood is a significant bluebell 
wood which, if lost, would be a major national loss of this rare flower. All of items a) to d) are directly relevant to 
the requirement for Green Belt land "To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment". If Green 
Belt Parcel No. 22a were declassified as Green Belt then a major role of the Green Belt has to be completely 
disregarded. All comments above under section 1 i) to vi) also apply to Green Belt Parcel No. 22a in a 
corresponding manner. 

Rep1808 
Mr Paul Johnson 

I grew up living in Chessfield park in the 70s and 80s. My mother still resides there.  When I visit I always enjoy 
the view across the chess valley from her house.  This is very much an area of immense natural beauty.  I am very 
much saddened by the news that there is a plan to remove its status as green belt with the intention of adding 
both housing and industrial facilities.  Doing such will greatly reduce the character of both little Chalfont and take 
away the beauty of the area. Building on the field behind Chessfield park along with the adjoining fields will put a 
even greater strain on the existing infrastructure.  Amersham road is already too busy with cars ignoring the 
speed limits.  The roads are not wide enough and to widen them will encroach existing resident ion properties. 
The shopping centre of little Chalfont chenies parade is already over capacity with there not being enough car 
parking spaces.  There simply is not enough room to take any more capacity.  Removing the green belt  status of 
the areas around little Chalfont will mean the village will lose its unique character. I therefore urge the councils 
to reject the proposition to remove the green belt status on all proposed areas.  

  

Rep1810 
Mrs Caroline 
Ridkind 

The proposed development areas around Little Chalfont in this consultation are totally unsuitable for 
development. The area is already struggling to cope with the number of people in the village and surrounding 
areas as demonstrated by the traffic congestion and lack of seating on trains at peak times, excessive road noise, 
lack of parking and oversubscribed local schools. In addition the proposed development sites would impact the 
Outstanding Area of Natural Beauty and this would be a detriment to those who already live in the area and 
those who visit to enjoy it. 

  

Rep1811 
Mr Harjas Sehra 

I was at the event last week and feel that should land be identified for development, as a resident of Stoke 
Poges, i would not want additional development in Stoke Poges, and would rather it would be at the area 
identified as Middle Green as this area is already closer to Slough (Berkshire) thus can take more over the over-
spill as well as nearer a main road and hospital. it is also near an already developed area. S. Bucks council have 
already identified this area as its preferred area for development, this would be a more favourable choice. 

  

Rep1812 
Mr S England 

Despite being registered to receive updates on the Planning Policies, I was not informed by the team that the 
Local Plan had been changed to include South Bucks District and would need to reregister in order to continue to 
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receive information. I discovered the change from an external source which makes think the Planning Team are 
deliberately keeping residents in the dark. .....  Since reregistering with the new set-up I still have received no 
further communication from the Planning Policy Team. Further to that I have been informed (correctly?) that the 
Plan was changed a few days ago to include Westwood Park. If that is true then residents who have already 
expressed opinions will not be able to expland their responses to include this additional area. ..... As you may 
therefore have gathered, I am writing to express my objections to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. ..... I 
contributed to the LCPC/LCCA Response to CDC Regulation 18 Consultation in 2015, and am annoyed that my 
previous responses are not automatically carried forward to the new team. I can’t help but wonder if this has 
been done deliberately to reduce responses because people think their views have already been taken into 
consideration. ...... My suspicions have deepened because I re-registered for further Local Plan updates and, 
other than acknowledgement of this, I have received no further communication from the Planning Policy Team 
yet I have been told by friends that the Local Plan was changed a few days ago to include Westwood Park. Surely 
this cannot be true? .... My family moved into the area a few years ago, seeking a more rural location to bring our 
family up in. Since we have lived here, we have been shocked at the amount of development taking, place for 
example the Bell Lane estate and the Donkey field, and we were very disappointed that land next to the shops in 
Chenies Parade will be used for more accommodation rather than much needed parking to support the local 
trade. .... The rate of development in the village has astonished me and the plans I‘ve seen show potential to 
double its size if all is used. The village would lose its character and charm. We’d have to change name from Little 
Chalfont and to Great Chalfont. I also note that we seem have already taken more than our fair share of new 
housing compared with neighbouring areas such as Amersham and Chesham. Why aren’t they contributing more 
and taking some of the burden. ..... Four days before the closing of the consultation, I have been informed that 
Westwood Park is also to be considered for declassification as Greenbelt land and hence future development. 
This is our village’s (Little Chalfont’s) main recreational area. There is a playground for younger children that my 
own children use very regularly. Football and cricket clubs also use this park. Where will they go? Speaking of 
where people may go, where will the cows go? The cows in the land off Stony Lane are a delight to the area. My 
family regularly uses the public footpath in walks to Chenies Manor, Latimer House and to access the Chess 
Valley walk. Aside from being green belt, this is also classified an Area of Outstanding Natural beauty. We would 
hate to see that ruined by housing. The Stony Lane patch of green belt + AONB that is being used for farming, 
has, I am reliably informed, been sold to private investors. If this area is chosen to develop on ahead of any other 
area, it will suspiciously seem as though the decision makers will have had some outside influence affecting their 
judgement. I certainly would be calling for a public inquiry should it be declassified. Little Chalfont - the clue is in 
the name – “Little.” I don’t want to live in a sprawling metropolis. Look at the delights we have such as the new 
nature reserve at Snells Wood that has encouraged many of us to contribute to enhance the beauty of the area. 
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Please don’t ruin it by sticking buildings wherever you see a patch of green. We’ve more than done our bit 
already. Let’s fight for our area and insist the government make surrounding areas take some of the strain and 
make their developments more proportional to what we have already lost. 

Rep1813 
Mrs Natacha 
Tapoulal 

You have chosen areas for future developments, which are green, protected areas and should remain like that. 
The need of green spaces in order to protect the environment, reduce noise and pollution is extremely important 
to have a balanced life. The project you are aiming for will destroy the peace and environment of all Chilterns. 
Such exponential increase means that traffic will increase (Becoming impossible), we will not have the green 
spaces available to enjoy; pollution will be at the highest levels; schools will loose the edge gain throughout the 
years, hospitals, GP, dentist will not be able to support the growth. Amersham is currently considered the best 
place in South East Britain to live (Sunday Times 13th of March) and that status will go down if the project goes 
through. Keep the life and environment the way it is and protect the natural resources that thrive in the 
Chilterns. I object with the future planning's for Chilterns and Amersham. Take my opinion in consideration. 

  

Rep1814 
Dr Nicole England 

 I would like to express my objections to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. I would like Little Chalfont to 
remain a village community, with protected AONB and greenbelt land maintained for the benefit of both local 
people and visitors. The area is an important site for recreation and as a protected habitat for plant and animal 
species. Greenbelt land was designated in order to protect green spaces and prevent the spread of development. 
The need for such spaces around London has not changed.  Given that much of the greenbelt land around Little 
Chalfont is also classified as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, this area should be protected and conserved, 
not declassified and developed. Once destroyed in such a way, the effects could never be reversed and the 
special character of this area of the Chilterns would be lost.  The current unmet need for housing is not extreme 
enough to justify changing the designation of these important green areas of land. My family moved into this 
area nearly four years ago and, like many people in the area, take great pleasure from the local walks around 
Little Chalfont towards Chenies, Latimer and the Chess Valley.  It would be tragic for these green fields, 
woodlands and footpaths to be lost to development. I strongly oppose the view that Little Chalfont should be 
considered a main settlement for growth to meet future housing needs. Little Chalfont has already contributed 
to the local area’s housing needs through the development of Turner’s Field and the Donkey Field, which 
together provide nearly 300 additional homes. This is already a significant increase in the size of the village, and 
to add yet more houses would be detrimental to both the community and the environment. The local facilities 
and amenities are already at capacity.  The true impact of these two current new developments has not yet been 
established and to allow further building would necessitate considerable investment in services such as schools, 
doctors’ surgeries, etc.  Such changes would significantly alter the community and Little Chalfont would no longer 
be a village.  Furthermore, the transport links are already stretched with the A404 being very congested at peak 
times, and the local train services at capacity. I therefore urge you to de-list Little Chalfont as a main settlement 
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for growth and protect our greenbelt and AONB land. 

Rep1815 
Mrs Sylvia Jones 

Re-Development from Quill Hall farm across to Ranns Road this is a. Place of beauty and to build on would ruin a 
place of  where their is so much wild life. We have know infa structure in our area too copy with a large 
development. Like most of the residents in this area we feel you will be distroying this area, and do not agree 
with it. 

  

Rep1816 
Miss Lucy Peters 

I wish to register comments on the use of green belt land in South Bucks for building residential propertied.  In 
particular I object to the proposal of building houses on areas 76 and 85b. These areas of land perform a strong 
Green Belt function in separately local villages and towns from each other and preventing urban sprawl from 
Slough, Wexham, Farnham Common and Farnham Royal.  It maintains the village nature of our communities and 
their discrete location from one another. It performs it in the following ways • To check the unrestricted sprawl 
of large built-up areas in this case Slough and Wexham; • To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one 
another in this case Stoke Poges, Farnham Common and Farnham Royal; • To preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns in this case the beautiful rural church and churchyard surrounded with the vistas that 
inspired the poem Elegy of a Country Churchyard and the historic monument in the field next to the church 
which commemorates this; and • To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 
other urban land.  In this case the Bayer property in the village of Stoke Poges and the recreation ground near 
Plough Lane would be preferable sites for development within the village in my opinion. The proximity of the 
Thomas Gray Memorial and the important historic landscape between the Memorial and the village of Stoke 
Poges has not been taken into account. These views are immortalised in Gray’s Elegy in a Country Church Yard, 
which is internationally recognised as one of the most important records of Pastoral England prior to the 
Industrial Revolution.  Once the character of this area has been destroyed this can never be replaced and future 
generations of residents would all be poorer for the loss of this special and inspirational area in the village which 
is visited by tourists from all over the world. I would like to highlight the following links to policy which I believe 
are relevant. NPPF9 Par.79 advocates openness and permanence as essential characteristics of the Green Belt 
stating that ‘the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently 
open’. NPPF9 Par.87 As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to 
the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. NPPF9 Par.88 When considering 
any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to 
the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason 
of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. Particular relevant to 
development around the Village Church of St GIles and the Thomas Gray memorial are the following:- 

Decisions on identifying options 
has been carried out consistently 
and independently of land 
ownership and in accordance with 
evidence-based documents. 
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NPPF 12 Par.126 Local planning authorities should set out in their Local Plan a positive strategy for the 
conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, 
decay or other threats. In doing so, they should recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and 
conserve them in a manner appropriate to their significance. NPPF 12 Par.129 Local planning authorities should 
identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including 
by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any 
necessary expertise. They should take this assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal 
on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of 
the proposal. 

Rep1817 
Dr Laurence 
Sargent 

I am a resident of Burnham Avenue in Beaconsfield and have a son who plays at Beaconsfield Rugby Football 
Club (BRFC) and Beaconsfield Cricket Club. As head coach of the U10 rugby team I see first hand the positive 
impact BRFC has on its young players who benefit from playing a team sport in their local community. They are 
proud to play for their club and the community benefits from having one of the largest mini rugby sections in the 
country. Our players are taught to respect their team mates, the opposition, the referee and their local 
community. I am concerned at the proposal (Appendix 2) that proposes redesignation of greenbelt land that 
covers Beaconsfield FC's pitches at Wilton Park, Beaconsfield Rugby Clubs grounds on the Hall Barn Estate and 
Beaconsfield Cricket Club's ground.  These areas must be protected and enhanced for the benefit of the existing 
and growing community. Similarly the proposal in Appendix 5 to extend land for business use to cover 
Beaconsfield SYCOB's pitches at Holloway Pak (which are also used by Beaconsfield Holtspur FC) would also be 
inappropriate. Before greenfield sites are considered for development every effort should be made to use 
existing built up areas and brownfield sites. If green belt land is to be redesignated it must be done in a way that 
protects and enhances the sporting facilities that are available to the community as a whole and young people in 
particular.  These plans show a disregard for what is best for our children and our environment and should not be 
approved. If Beaconsfield is to grow we should ensure that more sporting facilities are added to avoid an 
epidemic of obesity. To lose important sporting facilities and focal points for the community would be a disaster 
and the environmental impact of building on the land is unjustifiable. The legacy of hosting the 2015 rugby world 
cup in this country is surely not to concrete over community clubs like BRFC when club members and the 
community have worked so hard to make it a success. 
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Rep1818 
Miss Jessica Duke 

I am commenting on the housing development proposed for George Green and for the South Bucks region.  
According to the government website a green belt land exists to: check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up 
areas, prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another, assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment, preserve the setting and special character of historic towns, assist in urban regeneration 
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Below I have accustomed the paragraphs to the uses 
of the green belt land. During the meeting held at the Harvey Memorial Hall there were multiple things brought 
up that were extremely concerning and to me seemed to go against the policies of green belt land. I feel as 
though the sheer amount of land, which is Green Belt land that is being seen as an ‘option’ for development is 
particularly concerning. The South Bucks district is 87% of green belt land, making its destination not only 
beautiful, but a highly desirable place to live. Check the unrestricted sprawl of large build up areas. The best 
aspect of George Green is that although it is close to the urban area of Slough, somehow the village remains 
quiet and an overall pleasant place to live. However if the housing developments are carried out George Green 
will no longer be a small, beautiful village surrounded by open space but it will become an urban area, allowing 
the urban area of Slough to overspill into George Green. This means that the urban boundaries that the green 
belt land outlines will no longer be obvious and George Green will be made a part of the urban area of Slough.  
Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. The plans that are being discussed involve many villages 
and small pockets of the South Bucks area. For example if these developments take place villages such as George 
Green, Iver and Middle Green will soon become merged into one, creating a city feel rather than the countryside 
feel it currently offers. Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. This policy ensures that open 
land is preserved and remains as open land, rather than becoming a place to build houses on. However the plans 
put in place for the South Bucks development is concerning, in that many areas of green belt land is being 
considered as an option for building multiple houses, creating a defined urban area. Preserve the setting and 
special character of historic towns. If these houses are allowed to be built towns such as George Green, Gerrard’s 
Cross and Chalfont St peter will no longer hold the character they do now, they will become polluted areas of 
urban land. The beautiful cottages and churches will look out of place in the modern, built up area, and will 
merge into the background rather than being attractive to visitors and dwellers. Assist in urban regeneration 
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Why must beautiful open spaces be built on when 
there are derelict warehouses in Slough that can be developed? Aside from the green belt land the development 
on green belt land will not only be an eye sore but will increase the pollution levels in the area and will have 
impacts on the local environment. At the moment the pollution in this area is relatively low; however once the 
population and amount of cars in the area increase so will the carbon emissions, causing a negative impact on 
our environment. Pollution also has a detrimental effect on people’s health meaning that it will put more strain 
on the health system and the hospitals in this area are already over stretched. The areas of interest in the area 
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such as Langley and Black Park will become overwhelmed with visitors causing extra litter and damage to the 
lakes and trees within the park. I am also extremely concerned that the matter of the wildlife has not been 
addressed and knowledge of what could happen to the wildlife was not brought up in the meeting by the 
speakers. There are multiple wild animals currently residing in the area, in particular found in Langley Park, 
animals such as deer’s, foxes, badgers, hedgehogs, snakes and bird species such as red kites are found in Langley 
Park and around the South Bucks area. However if South Bucks and the Chilterns became much more of an urban 
area, compared to a rural area, this would not only scare away the wildlife but would also cause multiple other 
issues. For example if there were extra roads built around the area then car accidents involving wildlife are much 
more likely to occur, causing not only death to the wildlife but injury to the people involved in the car accidents. 
Birds such as the red kite are an extremely important species to take care of and protect as this species became 
extinct in Britain and with numbers still sparse the South Bucks district is extremely lucky to have this bird 
species. However with an increase in population and air and noise pollution the red kites are less likely to breed 
and populate the area, especially if their nests become disturbed by the construction and high volume of people 
around the area. I would also like to know how you plan to support the amount of people you are proposing I 
feel as though these limits will be impossible to reach for multiple reasons. There are limited resources in terms 
of schools, doctors and hospitals, the NHS is already struggling so I doubt they will be willing to make a whole 
new hospital to support the new people. Also the elderly peoples’ home in George Green was demolished to 
build houses. Why demolish this home if you need to provide for the elderly demographic? As a side note I do 
not feel as though this is a beneficial project for the South Bucks district, and the impact on the land will be 
extremely negative. Many of the members of the local community feel they are being punished for the 
population increase, which isn’t our fault, by taking away our beautiful open land and proposing to build on the 
areas around it. Being part of the younger generation I have grown up in George Green and I will be the 
generation to buy houses in the area. However, I would not even consider purchasing a house in this area if this 
urban development takes place and I know many people my age who feel the same. 

Rep1823 
Miss Hayleigh 
Taylor; Rep1825 
Master Ben Taylor 

I strongly reject the plans to develop the fields next to Westwood Park. We often go on family walks there to 
Chenies and back, and we always enjoy the view and watching the scenery change.  Without those fields and that 
view, Little Chalfont will lose its village identity. We love that footpath and the feeling of being out in the open, 
being able to see the hills and lots of sky. The traffic in the mornings and at rush hour are bad enough as it is, and 
it would just get even worse with more houses. People park on Village Way even though it is private land, 
because they can't find anywhere to park near the shops. I don't see how this could be alleviated, if the current 
open space near the shops is being developed into flats. A housing development would constitute an 
unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open 
space of Westwood Park and, furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be 
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noted that this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA) at Stage 1. Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and 
Lodge Lane, which have been selected as planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the 
objections highlighted above, this is an area of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone 
between Little Chalfont and the settlements to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form 
of urban sprawl that would completely alter the rural setting of Little Chalfont. 

Rep1824 
Mr Andrew Watt; 
Rep1826 
Ms Lynda Meyer 

I hereby object to the proposed development of new houses because: - The A404 through Chorley Wood and 
Little Chalfont is already under strain and I object that the scheme for new houses has not been submitted along 
with a realistic traffic / road / parking solution to cope with the current problems as well as the extra traffic load 
that will be caused. - I object that there has not been a proposal to upgrade the existing education, medical and 
social care services. This is surely necessary before proposing new homes for which a social infrastructure does 
not exist. I also strongly object to the proposal to review the Green Belt status of parcels of land around Little 
Chalfont. In particular I object to the review of the land between Bell Lane, Stony Lane and Latimer Road. This 
land is designated as an Area of Natural Beauty and should never be released for development. The 
government’s planning guidelines state that the Green Belt serves the following purpose: •to check the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; •to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; •to assist 
in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; If the Green Belt around Little Chalfont is not protected 
then we will see Little Chalfont merging into Chalfont St Giles. We will see the countryside being lost and we will 
see unrestricted urban sprawl. The urgent need for new housing cannot justify the loss of Green Belt land. There 
are brownfield sites in the county that can still be developed. 

  

Rep1827 
 Anon 

We were dismayed when walking through the Chess Valley this afternoon to learn of the plans to build an 
industrial park and a housing estate on part of the woodlands. Looking at the location we cannot understand why 
this has to be in such a picturesque part of the South East. Is there no alternative plot available?  We live in 
London and walk there regularly and see this area as an integral part of out "green lungs". It would be damaging 
for the flora, fauna and local wildlife and being so close to the planned HS2 route can only be to the detriment of 
us all.  We really cannot understand the rationale for it. 

  

Rep1830 
Ms Kumiko Yokoi 

The area under discussion for development is, for the residents of Little Chalfont, the last area that is within 
walking distance that has a view of the Chiltern Hills. If that disappears, then it means getting into your car to go 
for a change of scenery and breath of country air. Those fields are populated every day with walkers or dog 
walkers, or just casual strollers. These are my sentimental views.  See Rep1547 for rest of this rep.  
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Rep1834 
Mrs Rachel 
Ferguson 

I agree with all the comments made in the joint BOTRA/Beaconsfield Society submission. Specifically:  
- Beaconsfield is a semi-rural area of historic character. It is not acceptable to permanently change the nature of 
the town for future generations by building on the green belt. The purpose of the green belt is to protect against 
over-intensification of exactly the sort which is being proposed. - The existing planned development at Wilton 
Park will already stretch the town’s infrastructure (education, healthcare, parking, drainage etc) past capacity. 
There must be a co-ordinated approach to addressing the existing infrastructure needs before any further 
development is contemplated. - The purpose of having a wider area covered by the Local Plan (i.e. both Chiltern 
and South Bucks) is so that a holistic view can be taken of the best options for development. From a purely 
commercial view, it does not make sense to buy land to build affordable housing in an area where land prices are 
amongst the highest in the country. This would merely result in increased profits for developers and landowners. 
There are other areas where land would be cheaper and infrastructure could be more easily provided. - The 
BOTRA/Beaconsfield Society submission sets out data supporting the fact that there is no major requirement for 
either additional affordable housing or light industrial space in Beaconsfield, and in fact providing it would 
actually create a disproportionate increase in strain on infrastructure. If there is no proven need, there is no 
justification for releasing green belt land. - Schools in Buckinghamshire are rightly renowned, in particular the 
grammar schools. Due to central government constraints, it seems unlikely that the opening of additional 
grammar schools to meet increased demand would be permitted. It would be unfair on current residents in the 
outer parts of catchment areas for the existing grammar schools (which are already large) to significantly 
increase the potential pupil level (by over-intensification), as this would result in existing residents’ children who 
pass the 11+ being denied a grammar school place due to new homes being built closer to the current schools. 
 - Healthcare in Beaconsfield is already stretched, with only 2 GP surgeries despite the increased demand from 
the agreed Wilton Park development and no nearby hospital for A&E or maternity services amongst others. 
Further housing development would exacerbate this issue, particularly given the local demographics of a 
majority of young (families) and elderly residents. - Transport in Beaconsfield is a key issue, as evidenced by the 
responses to the recent Vision for Beaconsfield consultation. The combination of high demand and poor public 
transport links (particularly buses, though the trains are increasingly overcrowded) has led to current parking 
issues in both the Old and New towns. Further increase in population would exacerbate this issue. - Although 
Beaconsfield has a number of woodland areas, recreation areas are limited and not of great quality. Those that 
currently exist should be safeguarded, particularly given the high proportion of families in the local area. Ancient 
woodland provides critical wildlife habitats and cannot be replaced – we should not sacrifice this, particularly for 
short term gain for developers. It is critical that any changes proposed are put forward in the context of how the 
additional infrastructure demands would be addressed. It is difficult for people to give feedback without 
understanding whether these issues have been considered and resolved, or missed. 
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Rep1835 
Mrs Margaret 
Johnson 

It appears that the Nashleigh Hill Recreation Ground is under threat under current proposals.  It is vital to retain 
this important open space, enjoyed regularly by many local residents, and an important contributor to their 
health through the opportunities for exercise and fresh air that it offers. This facility will be even more vital since 
it appears that the area earmarked for the town to spread is to be that beyond this open space, towards Ashley 
Green. on these grounds I strongly object to Nasheigh Hill recreation ground losing its protected status and  
being built upon. 

 

Rep1836 
Mrs Annette Daly 

I feel that the village of St. Giles won't cope with this number of new houses.  Building in the field behind the 
coop and using the car pack is not a good idea because the number of people being able to park there will be 
reduced.  Also this field floods. Any site chosen needs to have adequate infrastructure to support the number of 
new dwellings/occupants. 

  

Rep1837 
Mr Arthur 
Roberts 

Insufficient information appears to be unavailable to the current residents of Iver Heath, Iver and Richings Park.   
A meeting of the residents of Iver Heath and some members of the local Residents Association have been 
arranged on ad hoc basis.  This leaves the residents and ourselves in a position of partial ignorance and therefore 
unavailable  to put constructive criticism or further queries to the Council. Impact on road usage especially Five 
Points Roundabout, Church Road,  Slough Road and Bangors Road North and South, Iver High Street all of which 
are totally unsuited to heavy goods vehicles as most are or were little more than country lanes.  The length in 
time of the road disruption in that the movement of heavy vehicles will start at the commencement of the 
project and carry on until all "development" is finished.   The heavy goods vehicles will create considerably more 
pollution to the area in general and a risk of accidents involving all types of other vehicles and quite possibly 
pedestrians. Many residents of Iver Heath have been here for a long  time and new residents have chosen this 
area because of its green belt environment, lack  of pollution and for quiet peaceful enjoyment. All theses are 
very important issues to the residents involved and will be very much destroyed if these proposed developments 
go ahead. 

Transport options for Iver are 

being considered with the County 

Council as Highway Authority in 

conjunction with the Local Plan. 

Site-specific comments will be 

taken into account.   

 

Rep1838 
Mrs Pauline 
Butler 

I am writing to strongly object to any development taking place on Mill Meadow.  Mill Meadow plays an 
important part in the community and is widely used by many institutions all of whom would suffer greatly if any 
development was to go ahead.  Mill Meadow is part of the community and is used by children and adults alike.  
In various reports by Chiltern District Council the need for more facilities has been noted so why take away 
something that plays such an important part in the village.  The meadow is used extensively by the local school 
by the football club, the community centre and other institutions along with the villagers themselves.  
Development of Holy Cross will also see recreational areas reduced so please do not develop this well loved and 
well used area. 

 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

271 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Rep1839 
Mr Andrew Hall 

I regard the release of Green Belt land as a blatant breach of a longstanding agreement between government 
and its population. As residents of the area we have always had to abide by the planning restrictions in place for 
Green Belt land. This now seems not to matter. Furthermore, the impact on the value of properties close to or 
adjacent to Green Belt will be diminished as the purchase of these properties was on the basis that Green Belt 
would never be built on. This would be a national issue not just specific to Little Chalfont and the surrounding 
area. There is already considerable traffic congestion in Little Chalfont and the surrounding area including traffic 
feeding onto the M25 at Chorleywood.The proposed further development can only exacerbate this situation 
resulting in the main roads and surrounding small lanes being gridlocked. At peak times this is already a difficult 
situation as the majority of the roads are not designed nor maintained for the volume of traffic they currently 
take. An increase in traffic is only one area that will impact on the local infrastructure. The need for schools, 
medical provision and other public services will have to be provided. Clearly, this is another ill thought through 
Government initiative with complete disregard for the longstanding rules for the preservation of Green Belt. 
I suspect there will a number of legal challenges and requests for compensation from the Government using 
money that would be better spent on our existing cash strapped services. Ironically, this is at a time when the 
Government are looking to make further cuts. Thankfully, I suspect either human rights legislation or rare animal 
breeds or plant species in the proposed area will stop this in its tracks given we live in an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty. 

  

Rep1841 
Mr Nigel Adderley 

I am a resident on Brushwood Road, Chesham, HP5 3DW and strongly believe the houses required for Chesham 
should not be built on the land which is adjacent to the Hill Top area of  the town. It is an area of peace and 
tranquility for the existing residents and is widely used by walkers. Brushwood School is also next door to the 
fields and life for both teachers and pupils would be disrupted by both extensive building work and the extra 
traffic which will be generated. There is no room at that school for more pupils. The area is surrounded by either 
houses or country roads so access to the area for a large scale development would either be troublesome or a 
blight on the existing area. The removal of the wooded areas to help cope with access would be shameful. The 
area is also prone to flooding during bad weather which often leads to gardens in Brushwood Road ending up 
under water as a result. Should this situation be worsened by development then I would imagine the legal 
redress from residents of Brushwood Road would be swift. Why you would be looking to build on this sort of 
area would also be brought into question. As a former BBC Journalist I would have no hesitation in giving the 
situation the oxygen of publicity. When I bought the property two years ago this was not a foreseeable issue and 
my wife and I will flight this potential imposition vigorously. 

  

Rep1842 
Mr Carl Barker 

I oppose any policy which would enable any building ( residential or commercial) on any area within and 
surrounding little Chalfont. I am a resident at the above for over 10 years now. In that time I have seen over 
three hundred properties already built. We seem in little Chalfont to have built a lot more proportionally than 
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say Amersham and Chesham. I oppose vehemently any declassification of the green belt. I urge my district 
council protect areas of outstanding natural beauty.Little Chalfont could not cope with any more building. 
Parking is already a huge problem especially near the shops! More buildings mean more people with cars. We 
can't cope already There are insufficient school places already for local schools. No places for any new children 
who would live in new buildings. The local train service could not Coles I commute to London every day on 
chiltern rail. I can never get a seat already at rush hour. I doubt I could even get on the train at all if any new 
commuters live here! But my principle objection to any declassification would be the fact that this would hold 
the gates open to property developers to build on the beautiful crucial green countryside that the lawmakers, 
parliament itself, sought to protect in 1954.  

Rep1843 
Mr James Clarke 

Q1.  Do not have the knowledge to comment on this Q2. No comment Q3. One possibility is the Ridgeway Estate 
but it must limited to office based businesses, Technology etc.  There must be a plan implemented to reduce the 
volume of HGV traffic in the area. Q4. Additional areas to be considered are Air and Ground source Pollution. 
Q5. Due to the need for expansion K(V) may be an option but due consideration must be taken in relation to the  
burden that exists on the current infrastructure. Q6.  Common areas in Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park must 
be preserved. Q7.  Don't know what the unmet needs are!  Needs further clarification. Q8.  Priority should be 
given to local inhabitants and key workers with selection controlled by a representative body. Q9.  No comment 
Q10.  Priority must be given to local inhabitants so that remain part of the community in which they have lived. 
Q11/Q12.  This is difficult to answer as the scope and range of buildings in Iver is extensive and would require a 
further study.  However, the demands currently placed on these buildings by commercial traffic etc. is 
compromising that heritage. Q13. All existing recreation grounds in Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park need to be 
preserved as well as canal paths and walkways. Q14.  I believe that there is an Iver Neighbourhood Plan being 
formulated.  Q15.  No comment Q16.  A community infrastructure levy should be implemented and proportional 
to the potential  profit margins of any project. Q17. Priorities must be the infrastructure, taking into account the 
current needs of the residents with an enhancement to their lifestyles....that is to say any developments should 
be to the benefit of the community.  One necessity is a permanent relief road, which should be of an appropriate 
size and position to take the anticipated volume and type of traffic. 

  

Rep1844 
Mr Alan Jamieson 

I oppose the local development planning of green belt land as the village doesn't have; the infrastructure to 
support extra schooling etc., there will be increased traffic volume which will lead to increased local pollution.   
Local shops are already suffering from the increased parking restrictions around Chenies Parade and Burtons 
Lane, so an increase in local vehicles will not help already difficult parking for local shops etc. 
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Rep1845 
 DUPLICATE 

I have looked at the Local Plan. I am very concerned about the proposed use of greenbelt for housing and 
industry. These areas are more than valuable to the whole community in the south-east, offering not just 
recreational space but also essential fresh air, wild life habitat and farms. Greenbelt must not be touched!   
I am aware that houses must be built, but using infill sites is better than destroying greenbelt which can never be 
reclaimed. Another concern is the traffic congestion and inadequate transport into London. Both the 
Metropolitan line and the Chiltern Rail are very overcrowded at rush hour. Please note that this is my second 
response as I have not received an acknowledgement for my first, but I am aware that others have. I am sending 
this back up as I feel this issue is important and we should all be listened to. 

  

Rep1846 
Mr Richard 
Fawdry 

This area is already overly congested, the strain this would put on roads, transport and schools is over-whelming.  
The loss of the fields and woodland would also be criminal. 

  

Rep1847 
Mr David 
Jewsbury 

I have lived in Little Chalfont all my life.  I am very opposed to the possibility of building on the Green Belt land 
around Little Chalfont.  I live on Loudhams Wood Lane.  Our house looks out onto the field off Burtons Lane, 
behind Homestead Farm.  This field should not be built on.  It provides a very rural feel to our garden.  There is 
much wildlife that comes from the field into our garden, namely muntjacs, foxes and glis.  We have a lot of bats 
in our garden. They are probably roosting in the trees in the field, and certainly they use the field for feeding.  
This field provides a valuable area of countryside between Loudhams Wood Lane and Long Walk and gives a rural 
feel to Burton's Lane. I like living in the countryside and think that the countryside should be maintained. We 
have already had to put up with the building of Harvard Grange that will hugely add to the congestion along 
Burton's Lane.  It's not fair that Burton's Lane may have to have more building work done on it, adding further to 
the congestion on this road.  I am also opposed to there being building work on the Green Belt area that used to 
be the former Little Chalfont Golf Course as we don't want to lose our open land surrounding the village. I 
understand the need for more houses but Little Chalfont cannot absorb any more houses.  It is getting harder to 
drive around the village, we can never park easily at the shops, it takes a long time to get a doctor's appointment 
and the schools are vastly over subscribed.  Since 2006 Little Chalfont has taken more than its share of new 
development compared to other settlements in the Chiltern area. I like to walk with my family in the Chess Valley 
in the areas surrounding Stoney Lane and Chessfield Park.  The Chess Valley is a very beautiful area, and is an 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty so it should be preserved for future generations. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   
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Rep1849 
Mr John Fiddler 

Question 1: Having read some of the the relevant HEDNA documents,,l should like to challenge the need for the 
estimated number of houses suggested in the ‘Local Plan’. Question 6: The four areas suggested as possible sites, 
three have been rejected as unsuitable by Amp who are expert planning consultants. I believe two of the parcels 
of land are in flood planes and all could be considered unsuitable as their loss would contravene the tenets of 
‘Green Belt methodology’ Question 16: I am concerned that there will not be adequate provision for schools, 
health facilities and general utilities if this large expansion takes place. Question 17 For many years this district 
has largely become a commuter area so that there seems little need for provision of more light industry units. 
There are and have been several office blocks and commercial units which have stood empty for long periods. 
The South Bucks and Chiltern area is a pleasant place to live and it is important to protect the Green Belt which 
makes it so. 

  

Rep1851 
Mr Mervyn 
Campbell 

With reference to the above mentioned document, we are writing to express our objection in the strongest 
possible terms to the identification of this site for potential development. You should be aware that only four 
years ago a planning application to develop here was firmly rejected at planning and committee level. At that 
time the application was for four detached homes. We are therefore extremely concerned that this site has been 
identified despite its previous history and surprised to say the least that the capacity cited in your document is 
now 5–15 dwellings. This is a garden location and circumstances are unchanged since 2012. The application back 
then failed on six counts, namely:- • Cramped and poor form of development (Contrary to policies GC1, H3 & 
CS20) • Overbearing and visually intrusive to nearby properties (Contrary to policies H3 & GC3) • Unacceptable 
level of overlooking to nearby properties (Contrary to policies H3, H12, GC3) • No financial contribution to 
provision of affordable housing (Contrary to policy CS8) • Inadequate access (Contrary to policies TR2, TR3 & 
CS26) • Unacceptable level of disturbance for nearby properties (Contrary to policies H3 & GC3) We would 
respectfully draw your attention to the National Planning Policy Framework guidance that gardens to houses 
should not be treated as brownfield land “Local planning authorities should consider the case for setting out 
policies to resist inappropriate development of residential gardens, for example where development would 
cause harm to the local area”. Additionally, according to the policy paper 2010 - 2015 government policy: 
planning reform (updated May 2015), councils have powers to stop “garden grabbing”.  The current Core 
Strategy stipulates that the townscape is “very sensitive to change”. In addition “back land development” is 
wholly out of character for Chesham Bois and any development of this site would set an unacceptable precedent 
for Stubbs Wood and St. Leonards Road. Since any development on this site would be “back fill land”, access 
could only be obtained from Stubbs Wood. This would inevitably result in an adverse impact on the surrounding 
properties i.e. Nos 7, 9, 23, 25 and 27 St. Leonards Road as well as the houses in the locale of Stubbs Wood. 
There would be potential for our residential amenities to be severely compromised for example by the 
juxtaposition of the public part of a dwelling (front gardens) into the area that is, and should remain the private 
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part of a residential development (back gardens).  This would fail current policies GC1 and GC3. The existing 
character of the site is that of a pleasant sylvan enclave which provides an important part of the character of 
Chesham Bois (the name of the settlement itself recalls its historic association of having the character of being a 
settlement in woods). In consideration of the aforementioned, we would like to reiterate our absolute opposition 
and objection to the selection of this back garden site and accordingly strongly urge the council to remove this 
site from consideration.   

Rep1852 
Mrs Joyce Lai 

I have lived here for 8 years and have really enjoyed the greens and woods near Quill Hall Farm. I have taken my 
children for walks near there and enjoyed sledging in the winter months. It is really important that we keep this 
green belt area in the future for our future children to come. It is a great asset to Chiltern. 

 

Rep1853 
Miss Ella Slack 

QUESTION 17: I disagree with the plans to build on the green belt and area surrounding Little Chalfont. I am a 
scholar at one of the local schools and I have already noticed the extra traffic in the mornings when walking to 
school from the development on Bell Lane. In the mornings especially, the extra traffic makes it dangerous on the 
way to school, so building more houses and increasing residents would only make it worse. Not  just this but 
building more houses in Little Chalfont would put even more strain on local businesses and facilities, such as 
schools and doctors. An example is the doctors. In the village we only have one surgery and when you ring up to 
make an appointment, it is already extremely busy, so with more people living in the village, this would only get 
worse and would mean some residents would have to travel further to get seen if they are ill, which would not 
only be inconvenient but would also cause unnecessary pollution to the village. Also, I strongly disagree with 
building on the green belt. This is because it has been put there for a reason and it would be a shame to build on 
an area of outstanding natural beauty and have  the village become even more built up. As well as this, it would 
cause a lot more traffic and more families would be living there and that would put more strain on schools as 
well. My school has already had to put on an extra class each year and this is already showing problems as it 
affects where we have certain lessons as there are not as many free classrooms or teachers, so having more 
children in the local area, would just add even more pressure to the school. 

  

Rep1854 
Mr Neil Morrison 

Q17 - Other Points I have 2 main areas of concern with the proposed plans. First -  It seems to me that the plans 
completely ignore the principle of Green Belt (which seem to have held extremely well up until this point)- large 
pristine areas of land that are particularly valued for their visual appeal and that are heavily used for leisure 
activities seem to have been randomly selected for housing and industrial use. Of particular concern the land 
bordering the A404 towards Chenies from Little Chalfont and the Field bordering Stoney Lane and the playing 
fields which on any weekend receives extremely heavy pedestrian traffic.  I believe the longer term plan to look 
at building housing in the middle an area of outstanding natural beauty can only have suggested by someone 
who has never walked through the Chess Valley and not appreciated the majestic sweep of trees and tranquillity 
across the valley from Latimer.  The net effect of these plans if realised would be to fundamentally change the 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

276 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Character of the area which I suspect is the reason most of the residents have chosen to live here. Second - 
The roads, tube, rail connections, and schools are all already suffering capacity problems.  The A404 is constantly 
clogged up passing through Chorleywood with long queues to get onto the Motorway and through to 
Rickmansworth.  Large amounts of traffic uses the minor roads and cuts through residential areas e.g. through 
Heronsgate or Latimer.  Rail and Tube services are already standing room only at peak times with little 
opportunity to put in more capacity. Green belt is there for a good reason - don't be the people who destroy this 
wonderful legacy. 

Rep1856 
Mr Sachin 
Rakhade 

Considering the current environment around little Chalfont, I would like to urge not to redevelop or release any 
further green belt for development around the village. The potential for the area to remain as it stands today, it 
most essential for the local community. I would like to oppose any release of green belt from the area for any 
further development as proposed. 

  

Rep1858 
Mrs Sian Tunney 

I believe we have a duty to fight to protect the Green Belt (GB) and AONB. The NPPF provides an obligation to 
protect and enhance the GB. CDC have an overriding obligation to have exhausted all other avenues of 
development before destroying AONB irretrievably. The should not just be a quick win to meet a target.  
The infrastructure of Little Chalfont is already under pressure. Over crowding on commuter trains, parking on 
feeder roads during the day, queuing to use the local shops and shrinking school catchment areas.  
The plan makes cursory reference to London but the reality of life is that the increased housing supply will to 
some extent be taken up by people travelling to London to work, these people could live anywhere within 
reasonable commuting distance they don't need to live on land which had previously been GB. This will put 
further pressure on infrastructure. In joining with South Bucks, the interest of the residents of CDC should not be 
dismissed. The housing supply can't just be allocated pro rata. Recognition needs be made of what is being lost to 
the whole of the country forever. We should fight to protect the green areas which are enjoyed by us, but also by 
people living in London who escape to the Chilterns for peace and recreation. I strongly disagree with the 
inclusion of GB and AONB in the land allocated to meet housing supply and employment needs. 

Independent  analysis of the 

housing market area functional 

linkages concludes that the “best 

fit” for Chiltern and South Bucks 

Local Plan area is with the rest of 

Buckinghamshire. Best fit 

groupings do not change 

functional housing market 

relationships and they will 

continue to be considered through 

the plan making process. 
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Rep1859 
Mrs Anne Clarke 

Q1. Not knowing how the consultant has arrived at these figures, it is difficult and too technical to comment 
 on this question. Q2 No comment. Q3 The Ridgeway Estate is a possibility as long as it does not mean HGV 
businesses.  Office based businesses, IT Technology, Communications etc. mixed with residential.   Schools, 
Medical Centres and Banking will be needed. Q4 .  There should have been more public awareness generated by 
SBDC, however one of the many areas that should be added to the list of objectives is Air Quality and Pollution.  
Pollution levels in Iver breach EU regulations on a daily basis. Q5 There should  be no extensions to the current 
built up areas in Iver. Option K (v) may be an option.  All others options will just make the current situation worse 
regarding the sites that do exist. Q6 The recreation grounds in Iver and Iver Heath must be preserved. Parcel 
SB0043/SB0065 Thorney Business park is a good area for the proposed Richings Park North Garden Village as 
long as it is accompanied by a HGV relief road. Q7  As question 1, this we need to know exactly what the "unmet 
needs" are and how they have been calculated in the first place. I fail to see how we can meet the "unmet needs" 
of adjacent authorities, if we have to think about using green belt land to meet our own needs! Q8. Working 
closely with housing associations for the construction of affordable housing with priority for key workers and 
those living in the area already. Q9  No comment as I do not know what their needs are. Q10 Any facilities 
provided for the elderly must be pleasant, affordable, safe and secure and needs to be part of the community as 
a whole.  It needs to be close to medical services and all other essential services. Q11 & Q12. Local heritage is 
important to a community.  Parts of the village go back t Anglo-Saxon times!  Iver needs to have its character 
preserved.  There are too many buildings and structures to list individually here and to answer this question 
would require a further survey. Q13 All existing recreation grounds in Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park need to 
be preserved.  The provision of these public spaces are essential for contributing to healthy  & active lifestyles 
and should certainly be permanently protected from any further redevelopment. Q14 We need the Iver 
Neighbourhood Plan that is currently being formulated.  This will give residents a better chance to have their 
voice heard. Q15 No comment Q16 A community Infrastructure Levy needs to be implemented to fund the 
provision of infrastructure.....schools, health centres etc. and a relief road which is now a necessity.  If developers 
move into an area, it is only fair and right that they contribute to the community and ensure that their 
development is not the to detriment of that community! Q17 It is imperative that the Infrastructure is in place 
before any further development takes place.   Schools, Medical facilities etc. will have to be planned for first. 
A permanent relief road usable for all traffic, will be necessary in advance of any construction development 
commencing. To end, I would like to add that communication about this has been very late in coming and many 
people have not even heard about it yet.  I would like to see an extension of the consultation period and a more 
robust means of communication. 
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Rep1866 
 Carol Ann Khan; 
Rep1913 
 Lalji Patel 

I write with regard to the   Chiltem and South Buck consultation concerning the Emerging Chiltern & South Bucks 
Local Plan. I feel the council should adopt options F, G and J of question 5 of the Emerging Local Plan. This will 
make land available for building much needed housing. I understand that the greenbelt has a valid role in policy 
framework, the policy is outdated and needs to be means tested for viability in todays modern society. This is a 
more proactive approach to frlfilling the need for housing than cramming in high density housing with little 
gardens. I would be grateful if you would take me views into account. 

 

Rep1867 
Mr William 
Marley-Shaw 

The Chess Valley is beautiful, please don't destroy it.   

Rep1869 
Mrs Lorella 
Shearme 

Over the last 5 years there has been a single massive development representing a 10% increase in 
housing in little chalfont in addition to a large number of smaller developments. This rate of growth 
has already overstretched the local facilities - road,rail, schooling,health, lesiure etc. This rate of 
growth is quite unsustainable a period of slower growth is required to absorb the existing jump in 
housing.  

The Local Plan will need to identify sustainable 

development options to meet needs taking 

into account the scale of development and 

implications for individual settlements.   

Rep1871 
Mr Max Marley-
Shaw 

We love walking to Chenies from Westwood Park. Don't destroy nature.   

Rep1872 
Mr Edward 
Marley-Shaw 

The country and Buckinghamshire clearly need more homes, however these should not and need not be built at 
the expense of the Green belt and an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Today I walked along the footpath 
from Westwood Park to Chenies manor, as I do at least once a week. As usual I passed a great many people 
enjoying this particularly beautiful part of unspoilt countryside. Among the people I past included a party of 20+ 
people from Mumbai. It is absolutely crazy and unconscionable that you should even be consider building a 
housing estate and industrial park on this particular area of green belt and AONB when there are so many other 
places more suitable in the local area. For example there is a derelict field of no amenity value next to the BP 
garage on White Lion Road. Equally, the field between the Quill Hall Lane and the Chesham branch offers little 
amenity value and very little natural beauty. 

  

Rep1873 
Mr Michael 
Shearme 

Little chalfont has the highest housing stock it has ever had Little chalfont has the highest per capita housing 
stock it has ever had Little chalfont has, in addition to a lot of small developments, added 250 houses in the 
recent past There is no need for new housing in little Chalfont The facilities (schools, trains, healthcare etc) 
cannot cope with further influx of people The roads are already overloaded eg white lion road and through 
chalfont is blocked every morning eg the traffic on elizabeth avenue has risen over ten fold since the previous 
major development - this is a residential road and the traffic is at a dangerous level. roads such as bell lane are 
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equally overloaded 

Rep1874 
Mr Warren 
Howlett 

I SUPPORT the decision of the CDC to REJECT green belt sites in and around Little Kingshill including CD0078, 
CD0173, CD0232, CD0159, CD0233, CD0049, CD0077, CD0006, CD0017, CD0099, and CD0072  

Rep1876 
Mrs Yvonne 
Patterson 

The reason I moved here 26 years ago, was to bring my family in a small safe community. If there was further 
development it would put a drain on our schools, hospitals, doctors and overall infrastructure. This plan does not 
in anyway benefit the locals of this village nor that of the others stated within the plan. I feel I speak for most 
when I state that this is not wanted or needed within this area. Furthermore this huge change is being 
considered without the input of the residents that it will affect on a daily basis. The state of the roads at the 
current stage is already questionable and in some areas extremely unsafe. Just recently there was an incident 
near the school in which a house was collided into by a fast moving car within a small village. surely the 
expansion will be a major impact on further of these events to happen. What I am trying to point out is that our 
roads in stoke Poges are NOT designed for huge amounts of traffic. This plan will ensure that Stoke Poges is no 
longer a village and will merely be an area where people move out of in order to live within a village which they 
once did so. 

  

Rep1877 
Mr Martin Everitt 

Looking at the proposed Land to be made available for housing in Prestwood, I think the council needs to 
seriously consider the provision of suitable infrastructure.  Namely Schools are now full and local children are not 
able to gain places.   Doctor Surgeries are full with little or no capacity for new clients. Before housing is 
increased consideration needs to be made for the schooling and health provision in the village.  Regarding the 
sustainability issues the provision needs to be local to prevent an increase in car use. Therefore if the land being 
considered for housing is released it might be that some of the land may need to be used for new schooling and 
health-centre provision thereby releasing the County owned land in the village centre. Unless a holistic policy is 
adopted we will end up with more traffic, to cater for normal family needs, with folk travelling further for early 
years schooling and basic health needs. If it is not possible to earmark land use in this way then the land being 
considered needs to remain as Greenbelt and any building proposals vigorously rejected. As an aside the release 
of the land shown on the plan will put pressure on the remaining fields running parallel with the Wycombe road. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

280 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Rep1878 
Mr Mark King 

I strongly oppose the proposed development of the green belt land surrounding Chenies, Chorleywood, Latimer 
and Little Chalfont. It is not right that development can be made on these lands where there are existing 
brownbelt lands available. It also is in direct contrast to the purpose of protecting these areas as AONBs if 
development is allowed to proceed. If I were to make a planning application for such works on these 
circumstances it would be rejected for the above reasons so why should it be a different rule for the council if 
they decide to the develop the land? Please please please do not proceed with this proposed development. 

  

Rep1879 
Mrs Robyn Gason 

I am writing to express my strong concerns regarding the proposed developments in the Little Chalfont and 
Chenies areas. While we understand the need for Councils to share the burden of creating more housing across 
the country, the areas proposed for the development are inappropriate for the following reasons:  ANOB: The 
planned developments would destroy the character and views of a unique Area of Outstanding National Beauty 
(ANOB). Only 9% of Green Belt land nationally is within an ANOB and this site is within the Chilterns ANOB. The 
proposed developments would significantly degrade a unique and irreplaceable national asset. Brown field sites:  
Developments of this nature should focus on brown field sites and on areas where it will have less impact on the 
environment and where there much greater infrastructure capacity (e.g. roads, health, education, etc.) to absorb 
the impact. Green Belt: The proposed Stage 1 developments in Green Belt land and potential Stage 2 
reclassifications would remove the separation /demarcation of local historic communities, and destroy their 
special character. The Green Belt serves a vital function in this area in protecting the demarcation between urban 
and rural, and its loss would lead to a progressive urban sprawl.  The whole purpose of the green belt is to 
preserve the identity of local communities. Recreation: The ANOB and Green Belt in this area provides a vital 
recreational resource for not only the local communities but also for surrounding urban areas. Its amenity value 
would be significantly reduced if the proposed developments were to proceed. Road traffic impact: The 
proposed developments would hugely increase congestion on already overcrowded roads. The A404 which is a 
single lane highway already has long tail backs at peak times stretching from the M25 to Little Chalfont. The 
surrounding rural roads are narrow and would be overwhelmed by higher traffic volumes. There would also be 
congestion in Chenies Village where the road narrows to a single vehicle width. In addition, there would be 
extensive additional business / shopper pressure on car parking in Little Chalfont which is already over-crowded. 
Trains:  the Metropolitan line is already at full capacity with people having to stand from Little Chalfont and 
Chorleywood at peak times when travelling into London. Community facilities: There is already excess pressure 
on the schools and health care facilities which would be significantly exacerbated by the proposed 
developments. Conclusion: The areas of Little Chalfont, Latimer and Chenies are a unique collection of villages in 
an ANOB. It is remarkable to find such an area so close to London and it is vital that it is protected for future 
generations. There is no justification for destroying this ANOB or reducing the Green Belt which has successfully 
fulfilled the function for which it was created. 
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Rep1880 
Mr Simon Lowe 

I'm in favour of increasing density in large conurbations by increasing density/ average number storeys rather 
increasing vilage sizes. In favour of protecting green belt, and land owned by the council for recreation(for 
example Iver Heath fields). If green belt needs to be sacrificed then the areas to be developed should I believe be 
in the locality of railway stations hopefully reducing the increase in demand on the roads. Options for mitigating 
increases in road transport should be pursued ie the Iver relief road. The closure of hollow hill lane with the 
WRATH project should not go ahead without a good alternative. Langley / West Drayton are already congested, 
and motorways aren't always a viable alternative traveling from the Iver Heath area to Colnbrook / Heathrow. 

Transport options for Iver are 

being considered with the County 

Council as Highway Authority in 

conjunction with the Local Plan. 

Rep1881 
Mrs Gill Walley 

I have lived at HP8 4BA in Chalfont St Giles from 1986 until 2011. I still live the vicinty. I wish to express my 
absolute opposition to the plans to develop currently undeveloped land in the green hatched area (Upper Stone 
Meadow) and request that covenants are imposed on Upper and Lower Stone Meadow so that they are not 
developed in the future. Chalfont St. Giles is an area of national interest(church, Milton's Cottage and very old 
but well preserved coattges) and an Area of Outstanding National Beauty in Green Belt land. It is greatly enjoyed 
by walkers, cyclists, horseriders and dog walkers. Established woodland which provides habitats for various 
species including protected species such as bats would be destroyed. A rare chalk stream, as well as wildlife, flora 
and fauna would also be destroyed if this land were to be developed in any way. The area is on a flood plain and 
it has become increasingly clear in the last few winters that the village is already liable to flooding. Properties 
built on flood plains cannot be insured and are of little value as a result.This happened in the village centre for 
many weeks early in 2015 (or it may have been early 2014). Nothing has been done to prevent future flooding. 
The river Misbourne runs high through the heart of the village and the level is often the same as the surrounding 
land.This area is already likely to face severe disruption and destruction as a result of the proposed buidling of 
HS2. The area is likely to be the site of an HS2  waste transfer station.  The village is small and an increase in 
dwellings would overstretch services such as diooctors, schools and parking by shoppers. 

  

Rep1882 
 Anon 

I reviewed the local plan in detail and believe that it does not consider the requirements of the local residents 
regarding the following: - little thought is given to current residents - HS2 will be constructed (as local politicians 
have failed to prevent it) over the next 15 years and ideas in this plan will lead to more construction and thus 
disruption - the plan does not consider infrastructure in sufficent detail - trains, roads, buses etc which cannot 
support a further 10k plus dwellings - schooling is already a problem and this will also be under greater strain 
- consider brown sites I look forward to seeing an improved consultation, although perhaps I am cynical due to 
HS2 as aware the desires of the inhabitants will be ignored.  Thus perhaps a local 'binding' referenda on the plan 
could be held. 
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Rep1883 
Mr Alan King 

I consider myself a true local having been born in Stone Maternity Hospital, Chalfont St. Giles in 1955. I lived in 
Chalfont St. Peter for 37 years and for the past 24 years in Lodge Lane, Little Chalfont. Over the years I have seen 
lots of changes, most of them improving and developing the area without damaging the natural beauty and the 
rural setting we see around us today. These developments have always been with thought, allowing the local 
infrastructure to cope. However the new proposals in this document are outrageous and have been 
recommended without giving any thought as to the impact to the infrastructure, community and this area of 
ASNB. Green Belt - The proposal to remove large areas of agricultural land from the green belt for the 
development of housing and industrial estates is ludicrous. The reason we have green belt is to act as a natural 
border/boundary between villages to stop them merging and losing their identity, to stop AONB being lost for 
ever to developments such as in this proposal and keep the natural habitats for the large amount of the natural 
wildlife in the area. The two area’s proposed for housing in the Lodge Lane area are using Lodge Lane and 
Roughwood Lane a natural boundaries, these are lanes with passing spaces, not even B roads! This really needs 
looking into again, surely this cannot be beneficial to the area or anybody living here or those who may end up 
living here! Infrastructure - Little Chalfont has already reached its capacity in this department. Shops - Already 
the local shops are in great demand by the community, so much so that no matter what time you visit Chenies 
Parade during the daytime, you’ll have to que for a parking space. Where are all the new residence going to 
park? There’s no room to build another car park or more shops! Transport - Trains are already packed to capacity 
with commuters by the time they reach Little Chalfont Station, standing is not an uncommon practice when 
journeying to and from London for work, and how are the trains going to cope with massive extra requirement 
from the proposed developments? Roads - The roads around here are in poor repair, often flooded for days on 
end and full of pot holes. With Lodge Lane, Rough Wood Lane and Burtons Lane becoming “rush hour” race 
tracks for the many commuters trying to avoid the M25! How again are these roads going to cope with firstly the 
construction traffic that goes with this type of development and then the new residence? Let’s remember Lodge 
Lane can only be accessed by larger traffic by going through Little Chalfont Village and down Burtons Lane, 
because of the low bridge in Lodge Lane? These roads are not made for this type or volume of traffic! Schools - 
Already our local primary school is full to capacity, myself and many of my neighbours have had their children not 
accepted by our local school even though its only 0.80 miles from my house, as it’s over subscribed. Concussion - 
Should any of the recommendations in the proposal go ahead we would see the end of Little Chalfont as a 
community, the destruction of large AONB, over crowded trains that can’t cope, over crowded roads Etc. Etc. Etc. 

  

Rep1884 
Mr Robert 
Patterson 

As a long term resident of Stoke Poges I am against any further development of Green Belt land. The Green Belt 
was designed to stop Urban Sprawl and the environmental implications thereof. Stoke Poges has been a village 
for centuries with its own identity and history. To become a suburb of Slough (which is in Berkshire) is the death 
knell of villages like Stoke Poges (which is in Buckinghamshire). 
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Rep1885 
Mrs Sharon 
Rogerson 

I, as a resident of Amersham strongly object to the plans to develop on Blackwell wood and land adjacent to Quill 
Hall Lane Farm. I am totally disgusted that Chiltern District Council would consider this area for development. 
This area is not only Green Belt land but is an area of outstanding natural beauty. I thought that these areas 
where protected? What is the point of having these titles if they are still considered for development? The 
woodland and wildlife in these areas brings so much pleasure to so many and is what makes Amersham the town 
it is. Resources in the town are already being stretched and I have noticed negative changes such as more 
pressure on amenities in the ten years that I have lived here. Building more housing in this town is only going to 
put extra pressure on all these resources. Once this green space is gone it's gone for good. Please don't do this to 
our home. 

 

Rep1886 
Mr Patrick Tarrant 

I do not think Little Chalfont should be identified as a Main Settlement area for growth as it can't accommodate 
such development. The area has had more than its fare share of development. CDC should be protecting the 
green belt and AONB areas. The infrastucture would struggle to cope with any new development. So please leave 
the area as it is. 

  

Rep1887 
Mr Duncan 
McInnes 

As a Planning Field Officer of the Chiltern Society I have contributed to the submission made by the Society to the 
Emerging Local Plan Consultation Document published by Chiltern District Council in January 2016 The responses 
given by the Chiltern Society to the 17 point questionnaire are totally endorsed by me ,as a resident,and this 
document is to express the specific concerns I have that relate to Amersham.. The concerns I have as a resident 
of Amersham to the four parcels of land designated in the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 are as 
follows. Parcel 1,which is designated "Quill Hall Development" is within the Green Belt and as such should be 
rejected..The harm to the Green Belt that housing development on that site would cause has to be the deciding 
factor when considering the choices available in the Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment HELAA. 
The infrastructure necessary to support any development of Parcel 1  would cause significant additional harm to 
the Green Belt. Parcels 2,3,&4 are all in the area of Old Amersham.Having Housing development in these areas 
should be rejected for the harm it would do to the Heritage status  of  Amersham Old Town. All 3 sites are within 
the Green Belt and as such housing development would be totally inappropriate. These same parcels of land are 
also within the Chilterns AONB and housing development would have a significant detrimental effect on the 
character of Amersham Old Town. I wish to record specific concerns about any housing development on all 4 
sites  in Amersham because of the harm likely to be done to the rivers Misbourne and Chess. The harm that 
would be done to the Green Belt and the Chiltern AONB by providing an infrastructure that would be necessary 
for housing developments in parcels 2,3 &4 cannot be overstated. 

 

Rep1888 
Mr Geoffrey 

Our Association would ask that you take into account fully the national planning framework policy with regards 
to Green Belt and the five points which are the backbone of the policy. Green Belt serves five purposes: • to 
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Spring 
Secretary 
Wexham Parish 
Residents 
Association 

check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; • to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
• to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; • to preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns; and • to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 
land. We would also ask that full consideration is given to historic farmland, previous gravel extraction and 
flooding all of which are in Wexham. Thankyou for reading our comments 

Rep1889 
Mrs Carol Hurst 

We are very concerned about the mpact of the removal of the Green Belt – This plan will in fact be merging 
Chenies, Little Chalfont, and Latimer. There will be destruction of AONB in the Chess Valley and this will have a 
huge impact on walkers, hores riders and general tourism. The proposed housing development, apart from the 
impact on the rural nature of the area, will effectively be doubling the size of Lt Chalfont. This will put major 
pressure not only on traffic, road junctions (Stony Lane in particular) schools, healthcare etc but also water – it 
risks drying out the Chess so that it disappears like the Misbourne. As a resident of the Chilterns I would urge you 
to consider all these points when making a decision on the local plan. 

  

Rep1890 
Mr Christopher 
Jones 

As a local resident, I would like to make the following response: - Q1 - I accept that further development is 
required within the Bucks/Chilterns area to meet ongoing and future housing, employment and supporting 
infrastructure needs. Q2 - There appears to be an inconsistent approach to which areas have been included in 
this Plan - areas that have had development previously rejected are now included. With respect to the Farnhams 
- Farnham Park Sports Club in particular is a significant local amenity and should therefore be excluded from any 
future change in use. Q3 - There are other options other than the area proposed for the Farnhams : - 1 - The area 
south of the Beaconfield Motorway Services  2. - The area north of Stoke Poges adjacent to the Windsor Road 
 3. - Redevolpoment of the "Car Wash" on the A355 in Farnham Common  4. - The previous planning request for 
a housing development adjacent to Pinewood Studios  Q4 - A joint development strategy with neighbouring 
authorities is sensible, however the Plan has significant local impacts - therefore Parish Council responses should 
be be respected as they local knowledge   Q5 - The housing pressures that the Plan is addressing enforces the 
need for the Green Belt. Otherwise the Farnhams will become of Slough. There areas within Slough that can be 
redeveloped e.g. Mill Street/Petersfield Avenue.   Q6 - Retain the Green Belt north of Slough. Current road 
capacity is struggling to cope with existing demands created by the M40/Slough Trading Estate/M4 link.   Q7 - 
The Farnhams are a village environment, expansion of Slough to the north will destroy this. The Farnhams 
provide signifant recreation to both the local and Slough population   Q8 - The Farnhams are primarily 
residential. The development of affordable housing, public transport and employment would be better served 
within existing areas i.e. Slough   Q9 - There is an existing development adjacent to Burnham Beeches, for which 
there has been no previous request to expand   Q10 - There is an opportunity to develop the "car wash" in 
Farnham Common. Locating a development in the proposed area South of FC would not be close to existing 
amenities.   Q11 - The Farnhams are a village culture that should be protected that people the area also come to 
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visit and appreciate   Q12 - N/A   Q13 - Farnham Park and Burnham Beeches are community assets. The retention 
of the Green Belts enforces the character of the Farnhams   Q14 - Traffic management of A355   Q15 - There are 
no details on how public service requirements will be met as part the development plans e.g. Local education, GP 
services etc   Q16 - A355 capacity issues. Retention of Burnham Beeches Special Area of Conservation   Q17 - 
improvement of communications wrt to forward notice of Council Plans - 2 weeks is not sufficient 

Rep1891 
Mr James Begley 

I have been told that one of the areas being considered for development is Mill meadow, home of a busy 
community centre and Chalfont St. Peter AFC. My family have used the community centre for various purposes 
over a number of years and would hate to see this facility lost. Moreover, my two sons have played football for 
CSP AFC which has a thriving childrens' development programme. To lose the sports facilities at Mill Meadow 
would be a huge blow and should not even be on the drawing board. We should be encouraging kids to do more 
sport not removing facilities. 

  

Rep1896 
Mr William 
Patterson 

I strongly disagree with the "local Plan" firstly the name is fairly funny in content of a "local" plan. I am sure the 
term local means a certain togetherness, one shared by the LOCALS of Stoke Poges, the same Stoke Poges which 
is a small village under constant pressure to be expanded. The Locals of Stoke Poges have chosen to live in Stoke 
Poges for the very reason of it being a little VILLAGE, where you can talk to your neighbors, enjoy less busy 
surrounds and live together as one. The plan stated will have huge impacts on stoke Poges and is morally wrong 
to do so. There is plenty of space else where besides Stoke Poges which would be more suitable for this growth 
to occur. When the services of Stoke Poges are already stretched how can you possibly think expanding further is 
a good idea. People choose to live in different areas to suit their specific likes and dislikes. people who choose to 
live within a town or city do so because to a degree like enjoy the buzz, transport links etc. But its awfully unfair 
to keep building within a small village that clearly does not want extra expansion. The village itself only has two 
shops for example, on surgery which is already full, one school which is already full and another school which is 
not even wanted! I myself, as a 23 year old, have lost all faith in democracy, because surely the vote of whether 
to take more green belt from Stoke Poges should be a vote from the LOCAL residents of the village. To conclude I 
would like to further state that is a crazy plan and should not be happening within small villages. 
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Rep1897 
Mrs Judith 
Palfreman 

1. The developments on the Donkey Field site and the wood yard in Bell Lane have already provided housing 
which adds a strain on local infrastructure, schools in particular, but also the train services, healthcare and traffic 
and parking. These two developments however, are within the village boundary and are discrete.  2. The Green 
Belt, which was created to prevent sprawling development and to protect areas designated as being of 
outstanding natural beauty, should be upheld at all costs. I expect my District Council to seek to protect, not 
destroy, the green belt  This area will already suffer considerably from the construction of HS2 and the Waste 
Transfer Station.  The Misbourne and Chess valleys have a huge number of visitors each year as well as being 
used by local residents.  3. The areas highlighted for potential development are huge and would totally change 
the nature of the village.  4. The green belt parcel along the Chess Valley has been subdivided, but the area 
highlighted is woodland and overlooks one of the prettier sections of the valley.  5. The area on the right of the 
404 approaching Little Chalfont from Chorleywood has been highlighted as having potential business/industrial 
use.  This would be a dreadful approach to the village and would require widening of Stony Lane, again altering 
the character of the village.  6. Other areas would also require road improvements if selected.  7. Little Chalfont is 
being targeted to bear more than a fair share of local development, and has already contributed a higher 
percentage of new homes compared to other local communities.  

  

Rep1898 
Mr Ozzy Johnson 

Here are the reasons why I don't think you should build on Westwood Park : Westwood Park Fc will have 
nowhere to train. Scouts, Cubs and Beavers sometimes go there to have our sessions. Because there may be 
more children around they will have nowhere to play. They  might have to play on the streets. This may increase 

the amount of accidents happening. If this happens I will be incredibly sad 😔 I hope you consider my views 

   

Rep1899 
Mr Martin Lee 

RE. Planning Development of Little Chalfont. I find it hard to believe that all of this building work is being 
considered in such a small village area and an area of outstanding natural beauty. We have already had a 
considerable amount of building in the old saw mill down by bell lane school and more recently by the parade. 
How will the infastructure cope with the influx of so many people? The schools won't be able to cope the local 
GP's won't cope the transport is struggling as it is. Everyone will have to cope with so much traffic including a 
large increase in HGV's especially if there is to be warehouses built nearby on a working development. This area 
will change forever. Nobody wants it to change, we live here because this is the way we like to live, the 
countryside is stunning, it's what we all want to keep. This is supposed to be Green Belt land protected from 
building. What happened to it's protection. How can anyone just take it away just like that. The wildlife will suffer 
as a consequense we'll lose our farmland our fields and our woodlands. My sons are in teams playing for 
Westwood Park FC which is also under threat. Over 300 hundred children play on this park every weekend, with 
many adult teams as well. It's so much a part of the community which helps children and adults of all ages. 
It would be a tragedy to build all over this land. I would like to express how strongly I am opposed to this 
planning development. 

The Councils will be seeking to 
protect the best and most versatile 
agricultural land from 
development. 
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Rep1901 
Mr Neville Slade 

Green Belt: Purpose of Green Belt as per National Planning Policy is: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built-up areas  / To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another / To assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment / To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns / To assist in 
urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. The option presented of 
expanding Chesham to the east (presumably on the grounds that the land either does not meet a Green Belt 
purpose or does not have a “strong” Green Belt function) appears misguided.  The reason that the land to the 
east of Chesham is designated as Green Belt is precisely for several of the reasons listed under the National 
Planning Policy, in particular to restrict the expansion of the town into the countryside.  This area is of particular 
beauty and should not be built upon. Infrastructure: The centre of Chesham sits in a valley which means that the 
only way to transit through it is to pass through the town centre.  Traffic levels over the last few years have 
become unacceptable, with long queues into town morning and evening on the Amersham Road, Berkhampsted 
/ Bellingdon Roads and Lye Green Road.  Additional housing in Chesham means additional traffic and to put it 
simply the town cannot cope with any increase of traffic, as it is likely to become totally gridlocked. 

  

Rep1902 
Mr Timothy 
Cutter 

Traffic - The traffic through Chesham to the north of the town and particularly the A41 is becoming increasingly 
heavy. The traffic through Ashley Green has seen a significant increase over the past 10 years.  It is not 
uncommon to have to wait more than 5 minutes just to leave our drive in Ashley Green to access onto Two Dells 
lane and then to Chesham road. Any increase in the levels of traffic would only exacerbate this situation. There 
have been a number of extremely serious road traffic accidents on Chesham Road and Two Dells lane since we 
moved to the village in 1999. Sadly some of these have resulted in fatality. With increased traffic – particularly 
heavy trucks serving commercial premises – would no doubt significantly increase the risk of further accidents 
and as a consequence increased fatality rates.  Two Dells Lane is currently used by many now as a cut through 
and ‘rat-run’ during peak hours.  This is a country lane with a school at one end a church at the other with speed 
restrictions that people already find difficult to comply with.  Plans by Dacorum Council to increase residential 
housing in Shooters Way has already shown an increase in traffic coming through Ashley Green. This is likely to 
significantly increase over the coming years.We understand that a coordinated review of traffic movements 
through Ashley Green, between Dacorum and Chiltern District Council has not taken place.  Brown Field Options 
There are far better options for providing commercial development to support increased populations within 
existing, developed urban areas. There are a number of sites that would far better meet current planning laws 
and guidelines. The area around Chesham station and existing sites along Mount Nugent would provide far 
better solutions, closer to the working population and therefore resulting in less traffic. Expanding Chesham to 
link it to Ashley Green will force the village to lose its identity – counter to Green Belt policy which specifically 
precludes urban sprawl. Heritage - The area being considered is in the Green Belt and also designated as “areas 
of special interest”. The land includes ancient hedgerows and paths that were used for droving cattle to market. 
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A series of dew ponds exist on these routes along with settlements that define this typical Chilterns scenery. 
These things can be seen on the map exhibited in the Ashley Green old school building entitled “Saint John the 
Evangelist Ashley Green Gazette Oct 29th 1875”. To allow the area to be developed in any way, but particularly 
for commercial use, would be seen by the millions of people who enjoy these green spaces as crass vandalism. 

Rep1904 
Mr Peter Finegan 

I object to the plan to bring green belt land into future housing development. Green belt land is protected for the 
sole purpose of stopping urban creep into areas of nature. To start to build housing on this land would be to set a 
precedent for further urban development on this green belt. Who knows where this might end. Further the plan 
is going to increase pressure on local Schools which are already full to bursting and have waiting lists for entry by 
local people"said children. Also Little Chalfonts roads would take a substantial increase in traffic,not to mention 
local parking which is already a problem in Little Chalfont. 

  

Rep1905 
Mrs Isobel 
Warrender 

I am against the further development of Little Chalfont which involves  using existing green belt land and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty for any sort of development including additional housing, infrastructure or 
employment development. People feel so strongly about having public green space within the locality that they 
have purchased land, to which many people donated, and for which many have volunteered their services, to 
create a Nature Park in Little Chalfont. The proposal to build on the green belt is an attack on people's desire to 
protect green spaces. In much the same way that people rallied round to organise support for a community 
library facility when it was under threat,a library  that is an acknowledged success,people want to maintain a 
sense of identity and community for Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont has, over the years grown as a community, 
and functions  as such; the proposal to introduce a disproportionate number of new dwellings would overload 
the public facilities and infrastructure and damage its ability to function as an entity. It would effectively destroy 
the hard fought for identity that has been created. 

  

Rep1906 
 Samuel 
Henderson 

I live in Little Chalfont with my mum and dad and elder brother. I object to all of the proposed plans for 
residential and employment development in Little Chalfont. I am very dismayed at the recent plan to build on 
Westward Park. This would mean that I (as well as my friends and other club members) are no longer able to play 
at our football ground. I have been a member of this club since I was 4 years old. I enjoy using the park and 
playground facilities and think it is important that our village has facilities such as community football pitches and 
areas for recreation. Little Chalfont is a busy village (307 properties have already been approved or built between 
2014 and 2017). More development will lead to more pressure on resources (for example more road congestion 
and greater competition for places in our schools). I object to the proposals as they will mean a fundamental and 
irreversible change to Little Chalfont and the surrounding areas of natural beauty for both wildlife and future 
generations. One of the key elements of the planning system is to provide the opportunity for communities to 
shape the place in which they live. I understand that I am not alone in my objections to the proposals and 
therefore trust that Chiltern District Council will review and cancel these plans. 
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Rep1907 
Mr Kenneth Keen 

We live surrounded by fields that are on high flood risk. I have been living here for 20years with a community 
that look out for myself and others. We help each other and enjoy what we have here as a village. We have deer, 
pheasants, voles, badgers, foxes, rare birds just to start off with all this and our lives and homes will be 
destroyed. We fill all five policies of the green belt which is highly important to the government.please listen to 
us all here. We understand housing needs to be built but this is just not right or needed here. This is our village 
keep it a village!! People visit this area because of its rural surroundings. Protect us and our village!! 

  

Rep1909 
Mr Paul Stockall; 
Rep2168 
Mr Daniel Upfield; 
Rep2428 
Miss A Ridler; 
Rep2928 
Mr David Todd 

We wish to object to the possible development of Green Belt Parcel 47b.  Only the area west of Beaconsfield Golf 
Club is recommended by Arups for potential release, but the Districts have brought the area immediately west of 
Bull Lane into consideration which is specifically not recommended for further consideration by Arups. General 
Area 47b, located between Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross /Chalfont St Peter, is judged to meet the NPPF 
purposes strongly. It is noted as playing a particularly important role in preventing encroachment into the 
countryside, given its open and unspoilt rural character, thus meeting Purpose 3 (Assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment) strongly. It also meets Purpose 1 (To check the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built-up areas, preventing the outward sprawl of both  Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross / Chalfont St Peter, and 
Purpose 2 (To prevent neighbouring towns from merging) by maintaining the overall scale of the gap between 
these settlements. The east of the parcel adjacent to Gerrards Cross has a very open, rural character and strong 
links with the wider countryside, with no durable boundary features present which would check the outward 
sprawl of the large built-up area and allow for the definition of a robust Green Belt boundary. Such development 
within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to the principles of such a designation while conversely, the 
existing use is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of 
the Green Belt. The area is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and 
environmental priorities.  The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating 
built-up areas.  The A40 is a natural barrier for development.  To build to the west of Bull Lane would erode the 
barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future. Bull Lane is currently overloaded with traffic from local 
schools, the GX tennis club and as a cut-through from CSP to GX/the A40 to avoid congestion in the centre of GX. 
During peak times Bull Lane is subject to significant levels of traffic with congestion and delays at various points. 
Bull Lane has intermittent footpaths which would make navigating the road on foot even more dangerous than it 
is now. I have experience of a number of traffic incidents along Bull Lane which are likely to increase with greater 
traffic flow. It would be irresponsible and dangerous to send even more traffic along Bull Lane. The area is valued 
by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further development, 
industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. 

 

Rep1911 
Mr John 

Area 15 should continue to be a green belt area. This area holds an abundance of wild life and is enjoyed by 
many people who visit it from urban areas. Farming and conservation are carried out in this area. However there 
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Robertsonn are very poor public transport links to services, shopping, hospitals, doctors, dentist and other civic amenities. 
With regard to these the doctors surgeries are over subscribed, very often an appointment can take over 5 days 
and the schools are over crowded. The road networks are also at capacity during commuter/school run times. 
This can clearly seen at Two Dells Lane and the village school in Ley Hill. With regard to utilities, the 
telephone/internet is slow, gas pressure low and water pressure low as these services have not been upgraded 
for decades.  Extending the areas adjacent to existing urban is a better solution. Reducing the requirement of 
spending more money to provide transport to essential services. Green belt areas are very important. They are 
enjoyed not only by the people that live in them but also the people that visit them. 

Rep1914 
Mrs Margret 
Fidler 

Question 1: Having read some of the the relevant HEDNA documents,,I should like to challenge the need for the 
estimated number of houses suggested in the ‘Local Plan’. Question 6: The four areas suggested as possible sites, 
three have been rejected as unsuitable by Awp who are expert planning consultants. I believe two of the parcels 
of land are in flood planes and all could be considered unsuitable as their loss would contravene the tenets of 
‘Green Belt methodology’ Question 16: I am concerned that there will not be adequate provision for schools, 
health facilities and general utilities if this large expansion takes place. Question 17: For many years this district 
has largely become a commuter area so that there seems little need for provision of more light industry units. 
There are and have been several office blocks and commercial units which have stood empty for long periods. 
The South Bucks and Chiltern area is a pleasant place to live and it is important to protect the Green Belt which 
makes it so. 

  

Rep1915 
Mr Dave Bunce 

Site Nomination at One Pin Lane and Parish Lane   

Rep1916 
Mr Steven Rule 

Having attended the Local Plan meeting in Iver Heath which addressed the development needs in Chiltern and 
South Bucks District to 2036, we have come to a realisation that our site could be of benefit to you and the 
local community. The South Bucks presentation demonstrated an inevitable need for new dwellings along with 
the necessary infrastructure. After studying documentation available on the South Bucks website it is clear that 
all suggestions from site owners and the local community are encouraged at this time, we have also discovered 
that our site is already sits within the a ‘Built Area Extension Option’. Our existing equestrian property has been 
adversely affected by the ‘Alpa Garden Centre Housing development’ adjoining us. Sadly our riding and training 
facilities are no longer fit for the purpose that it has been used for the last 15+ years. The previous use was for 
development and training at a professional international level of dressage horses, which is no longer sale or 
suitable along side a building site! Future houses and gardens (see photograph ‘C’). Our 2.3 hectors currently lies 
within greenbelt- We have recently learned that there areS main purposes of greenbelt thus have tried to 
establish whether it would be reasonable that our ‘now unused’ site could potentially be incorporated into the 
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Local plan and released to help fulfil the housing demand. From research we feel that the following points have 
addressed the 5 elements mentioned above- suggesting perhaps the appropriate use of the site would be to not 
remain as greenbelt and instead to help house, employ and accommodate the future community of Iver 
5 Purposes of Greenbelt  1.) To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas: Our site is situated between 
a new housing development (Alpa Garden Centre) and land to our left, we are under the impression this land 
belongs to the Council. A residential street borders the far side of the land to our left and then following on from 
that lays the Everham Centre. The rear of our site is more land all of which is bordered by a busy road- Wood 
Lane, this land has also been incorporated into the built area extension option. If we are interpreting this bullet 
point correctly we are demonstrating that our site would be a relatively small area of infill and would be planned 
positively through a local plan, and well designed with good masterplanning, therefore would not be seen as 
sprawl. 2) To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another: As mentioned above, our site sits very 
neatly between a new housing development, and clearly bordered Council land, therefore the development of 
this area would be classed as infill. We are not situated near any village or town borders so there is no threat of 
merging any boundaries 3) To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment: Our site is situated 
behind Swallow Street in Iver Heath, and it not considered as ‘open countryside’, there are no public pathways 
through the site which could be disrupted by future development. The site is not accessible or open to the public 
for any recreational purpose. Between our site and the development next door there are no substantial 
boundaries just fencing? garden borders, therefore the site openness has already been encroached by 
neighbouring developments. The site does not contain any protected nature reserves or woodland, the conifer 
trees which originally performed as a definitive boundary and had been present for years have now been cut 
down by neighbouring developments as mentioned. Overall the site does not perform any sort of safeguard in 
protecting the countryside from encroachment. 4) To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 
and: The site has no historic value or special character that may be lost to the village if the site was to be used in 
any future development. 5) To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land: Although the site does hold a few stables and a barn, each year both the land and buildings need 
considerable maintenance and capital, which is less appealing to invest now we can not enjoy it for its original 
purpose. Through illness or loss of earnings, the site could very easily become unmanageable leaving the land 
overgrown and unsightly. Fortunately when considering future development the site would effectively be infill 
as it is already partially enclosed by development. If our site, next door and to the rear was used as part of the 
local plan it would be a substantial contribution to the demand present, it could be clearly bordered by the 
existing main roads in order to prevent any further sprawl. Conclusion: Although the local area is facing a number 
of changes it is understandable that perhaps some greenbelt will inevitably have to be sacrificed in order to 
promote sustainable development. There are a number of potential uses for the site for example, housing, 
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leisure facilities, industrial uses, housing for the elderly, sheltered accommodation, the list goes on. There are a 
number of requirements for which demand is growing evidently. 

Rep1917 
 Catherine 
Dolmans 

I read with much concern for the expansion of Little Chalfont. No doubt you have letters expressing similar 
unhappiness about changes to our environment and what it will mean of us. I have already lived through 
upheaval and would like to tell you of its impact. In 1945 there was a severe housing shortage in Glasgow due 
partly to wartime and partly to out of date housing. The build new homes aw3ay from the site chosen was my 
village. It didn't matter what was said, this proposal, views orf the locals ignored. We lost good arable land and 
could not cope with the influx of new residents most of these people had jobs in Glasgow but how were they to 
get there with insufficient transport facilities? Ques in the existing village shops grew longer. We needed schools, 
we need bus stations, we need more doctors, we need roads as country lanes just couldn't cope. Most of the 
origianl village residents moved away. Close knit community. Perhaps there are a few questions you could ask 
yourselves before making a dramtaic decision  1) Why are we doing this? Is it more employment locally or is it to 
London overspill? 2) Have we sufficient schools, doctors and other services? 3) Will our roads be safer? 4) Where 
will all the necessary… go? 5) What about trees and the wildlife they support? 6) Lastly what about changes to air 
quality. 

  

Rep1918 
 Anon 

It is with great sadness that of the proposed new building on Green Belt . By the time that schools, parking and 
all the infrastructure which development needs will be stretching from Rickmanswrth to Amersham. Do not allow 
the Government to bully you into destroying what is left of South Bucks. I have lived in this area for 91 years. 

  

Rep1919 
 Sam Paine 

I am writing to object to the release of the Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty in Little 
Chalfont for development and think that Little Chalfont should be removed from the “short list of main 
settlements for growth” within the Councils Core Strategy. Once the local Green Belt and Area’s of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty are released for development and built on, they will be lost forever and the local countryside 
destroyed. Currently the infrastructure of Little Chalfont struggles to cope with the number of people already 
living In the village and I really don’t think it will cope with such a huge increase. I already have to wait to see 
the dentist or doctor and couldn’t go to my closest school as it was over subscribed so I had to go to a 
neighbouring village. When I want to use the local shops parking is impossible in the layby’s outside the 
shops and the village car park Is very small and regularly congested at school times. Village lanes already 
struggle with the volume of local traffic and is a complete nightmare when there are problems on the 
M25 and people choose to use Lodge Lane and Roughwood Lane as a short cut. These lanes could not 
cope with an increase in local traffic. 

  

Rep1920 
 Donna Paine 

I am writing to express my opposition to the “Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty” in Little 
Chalfont being released for development. And sk that Little Chalfont be removed from the “short list of 
main settlements for growth” in the Councils Core Strategy. The purpose of the Green Belt is to prevent one 
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village from merging into another NOT as a stock of land to be sold off to developers and built on at a later date. 
Many areas in Little Chalfont including those in Lodge Lane, west of Stony Lane and land straddling the A404 east 
of Little Chalfont are also designated as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The Countryside Act of 1949 states 
the purpose of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty is to “conserve and enhance the natural beauty”. The 
Countryside Rights of Way Act of 2000, puts a duty on public bodies to “have regards to the purpose of the Areas 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty”. With this in mind I do not understand how Chiltern District Council can consider 
releasing the Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty within and around Little Chalfont for such a 
high percentage of development. This local asset should not be destroyed. The Golf Course on Lodge Lane 
requested permission to convert the building back to a residential property which lunderstand was refused, now 
it seems this land is being considered for a housing estate. As a resident of Lodge Lane, we also have to adhere to 
tighter planning rules due to the lane being in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Therefore I cannot see the 
justification for the Council to now be considering allowing such large housing estates to be built on the land in 
this lane. I also do not understand why the area of land in Lodge Lane that runs to Buftons Lane has been 
parcelled up and who was responsible for making that decision. Little Chalfont has recently seen 2 new 
developments being built, providing 253 new homes off Bell Lane and 45 behind Chenies Parade. We are a small 
village and compared to Chalfont St Peter, Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St Giles have already taken on a 
significantly higher percentage of new housing than neighbouring villages. Little Chalfont already struggles to 
provide sufficient primary and secondary school places, and with such an influx of new residents as those 
proposed, new schools for all age groups would need to be built Additional health services would also be 
required as getting an appropriate doctors and dentist appointment is always a challenge. Parking is also very 
limited which makes using the local shops, village hall and library rather difficult, an increase in residents would 
require an increase in parking facilities as well. The roads are in a very poor condition and could not support 
more local traffic. We already have a main road running through the centre of Little Chalfont, the A404 causing 
traffic issues with both very heavy and light, non-local traffic. The infrastructure we have in Uttle Chalfont is 
already struggling to cope with the existing number of residents, so to significantly increase this number would 
be disastrous. If these developments go ahead then Little Chalfont, Chorleywood and Chalfont St Giles will no 
longer be 3 separate villages they will have merged into land the local countryside will have been destroyed 
forever. 

Rep1921 
Mr Woody 
Johnson 

I am really annoyed with the people who want to build houses on Westwood Park because I play football there 
every Saturday and I won't be able to do that anymore if there are houses on it. I also go to Cubs and sometimes 
we use the park for our games and orienteering. Where will we be able to go if you take away our Park? There 

will be more children and less space to play. Please don't take away our Park, if you do I will be sad 😔 
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Rep1922 
Mrs Moira Rugg 

I wish to make some comments about the proposed plan around Little Chalfont. I am particularly concerned 
about the planned redesignation of the Greenbelt to allow development. The Greenbelt was instituted to retain 
green undeveloped land  to stop the uncontrolled expansion of London and urban areas and protect green areas 
which residents and visitors can enjoy. The Greenbelt around little Chalfont provides an important amenity for all 
local residents and many visitors from urban areas. Once it is redesignated and developed all these benefits will 
be lost for ever. The proposed plan is likely to lead to the sprawl of Little Chalfont into Chorleywood, thus 
creating a large new urban  development and completely changing the character of the area. The current 
Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is nationally recognised as a very special area, within reach of 
millions of people, particularly from London. Any reduction or curtailment of this area will have a negative effect 
on the local leisure industry and those who service it, and the quality of life of the millions who benefit each year. 
It will also  reduce important wildlife habitats,with the resulting reduction of wildlife The local services around 
Little Chalfont  can barely cope at present. The proposed development will either put impossible strain on 
existing services, or require  such considerable building of services, roads, schools, utilities and  medical facilities 
etc,  that the character of the area will be irrevocably changed. 

  

Rep1923 
Mr Benjamin 
Henderson 

I live in Little Chalfont with my parents and brother. I object to all of the proposed plans for residential and 
employment development in Little Chalfont. I am especially dismayed at the recent plan to build on Westward 
Park. This would mean that I (as well as my friends and other club members) are no longer able to play at our 
football ground. I have been a member of this club since I was 5 years old. I enjoy using the park and playground 
facilities and think it is important that our village has facilities such as community football pitches and areas for 
recreation. Little Chalfont is already a busy village and 307 properties have already been approved or built 
between 2014 and 2017. Further development will lead to more pressure on resources (for example increased 
road congestion, greater competition for places in our schools). I object to the proposals as they will mean a 
fundamental and irreversible change to the village of Little Chalfont and the surrounding areas of natural beauty 
for both wildlife and future generations. One of the key elements of the planning system is to provide the 
opportunity for communities to shape the place in which they live. I understand that I am not alone in my 
objections to the proposals and therefore trust that Chiltern District Council will review and cancel these plans. 
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Rep1924 
Mrs Sumaira 
Nasim 

I strongly oppose any development on 'green belt parcel 69', since this woodland area provides the natural 
habitat for a variety of wildlife including birds, small mammals and muntjac deer. The trees in the area serve 
many a function - including ensuring clean, healthy air for us to breathe and also to absorb the excess water in 
the ground in this area, where many lawns are waterlogged, thereby preventing further subsiding of properties. 
One of the main beauties and attractions of Gerrards cross, which attracts residents from city areas including 
London, are the wide expanses of greenland and woodland.  These wide open areas are what attracts people 
from the hustle and bustle of city life and as a resident, when we look at these tranquil surroundings it brings us 
great inner peace and therapeutic relaxation of the mind.  These areas of woodland are a unique part of this 
area, which bring added beauty and special interest to the region.  Without these areas, even the beauty of our 
road would be robbed greatly.  Residents of Gerrards cross live here because we refuse to be part of an 
expanding city metropolis.  Certain parts of the UK are steeped in history and play an essential role in creating a 
healthy environment for both body and mind.  This is one such area, which in order to maintain the magic and 
beauty of this region must remain untouched. 

 

Rep1926 
Mr Daryl 
Humphrys 

OUR VILLAGE Please do not destroy our lovely village. The surrounding fields are on flood plains. It is not ethical, 
environmentally friendly, or sensible to built more housing where there just is not enough ground to built new 
roads and new facilities. The visual effect would change completely from the rural setting we have now. 
George green is one of the only villages that fits all five policies of the green belt. To prevent towns and our 
village merging into one! To safeguard the countryside from encroachment. To preserve the setting and special 
character of our village. These are only three, we have history here and two country parks which have listed 
buildings. Please take a look and see how this would destroy what is beautiful!!! 

  

Rep1927 
Miss Antonia 
Thoday 

I wish to object to the proposal to develop land beside Nashleigh Hill, Chesham. • The land was dedicated as a 
Public Open Space and is widely used for recreation.  • The field is managed as a chalk grassland habitat in 
partnership with Chesham and District Natural History Society (CDNHS) and is a designated Local Wildlife Site.  
• I support the nomination of Nashleigh Recreation and the Berkhampstead Field to be designated Local Green 
Space. • The current transport system cannot cope and this site does not have suitable access for industrial 
traffic.  

  

Rep1928 
Mr Andrew 
Goodey 

No weighting seems to be available aginst the districts involved eg Aylesbury vale chilterns wycombe. Etc when 
development is concerned. I am surprised that green belt and AONB are treated the same as urban sites. I see no 
evidence of significant infrastructure needs analysis roads hospitals schools transport etc. Assumptions have 
been made on where residents will work which seem poorly researched. I am surprised that travellers are a 
consideration over green belt. 
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Rep1929 
Miss Rachel 
Classick 

Question 1 - I query the validity of the figures based on the predicted trends as these figures have been wrong in 
the past and patterns change. Question 3 - The Ridgeway Trading Estate has not yet been considered. Due to the 
proposed housing development at SB0188,  it would be more beneficial to utilise the whole area, instead of just 
the middle. Question 4 - I have concerns that the approach has not been accessible for all residents. There has 
been a lack of engagement from the younger generation so the opinions are not representative of everyone.  If 
the consideration is for the next 20 years or so then targeting the younger generation is vital as they are the ones 
that will be affected. The meetings have also been held at times of day that are not accessible for everyone, 
especially people who may work away from Iver and cannot make it back in time for a 6.00 meeting. Question 5 - 
Option A is my preferred option, taking account of the objections below. Option B – Iver High Street should 
remain a conservation area. However there are parcels identified by HELAA Stage 1 such as SB0189 and SB0193 
where the current usage is out of character and these could be redeveloped appropriately in line with 
regeneration of Iver High Street. Option D – There should be no encroachment into the South Bucks area from 
either Slough or Uxbridge. The function of the Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl should be respected. Option E 
Apart from comments relating to Parcel SB0043 (see below) there should be no extension to the current built up 
areas in Iver/ Iver Heath. Option I - please see comments relating to E above. Option J – please see comments 
relating to SB0043. Option K – The only acceptable sub-option is (v). Al other options only exacerbate the existing 
problems arising from the existing employment sites in Iver/Iver Heath. Option L – An acceptable option taking 
account of the comments to the other options above. Question 6 - I would like to comment on the following sites 
in Iver Village and Iver Heath. Parcel SB0043- SB0065 should be included within these plans and SB0299 could 
instead be developed for Crossrail parking at Iver station. To reduce traffic flow from Iver High Street a relief 
road/ by pass must be included. Parcel SB0292 & SB0177 – This would make an idea site for high-density starter 
homes, which would aid people of my generation to get on the property ladder. SB0189 – This parcel would be 
ideal to redevelop as parking for Iver Village, possibly with some associated retail units or a bank. SB0189 – This 
could be redeveloped for offices or high density affordable starter homes. Parcel SB0035 – This site should be 
preserved as Green Belt as it includes the facilities at Iver Recreation Ground and areas for dog walking etc. It 
also acts to prevent Iver from expanding into Green Belt land and losing its village identity. Parcel SB0221 & 
SB0036 – The combination of these parcels would provide enough space for a much needed secondary school in 
Iver. Question 7 - I am against South Bucks District giving up any of their green belt land in order to meet the 
needs of other authorities such as Slough. Question 8 - Local affordable housing need can be met by SBDC 
working with a variety of housing associations to administer and develop affordable housing funded by 
developers. Utilising a mixture of shared equity and rental, this could be allocated to either people meeting 
existing residential qualifications, such as having been brought up in the area for x number of years or to key 
workers required in the area. Question 9 - Due to the specialist knowledge required on this matter SBDC should 
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be involved in discussion with those in the Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople community and 
appropriate organisations such as www.gypsy-traveller.org. Question10 - Again as this is a specialist area SBDC 
should seek advice from organisations such as Age UK and specialist developers to establish the type and location 
of accommodation needed by the aging population. Question 11 & 12 - Iver High Street as a conservation area is 
appealing for both current residents and potential residence.  There has always been a sense of community in 
Iver and this should not deteriorate with any new developments and residents. Question 13 - The Recreation 
grounds in Iver Village, Iver Heath and Richings Park need to be kept. Green belt that stops built up areas from 
intruding needs to be preserved. Question 14 - An Iver Parish Neighbourhood Plan is currently being formulated 
and should be taken into account in SBDC’s Local plan. Question 16 - Iver needs a relief road in order to remove 
the negative implications of HGVS and ease traffic.  There needs to be a walkable to Richings Park train station, 
wide enough for two people to pass and include a cycle track for commuters. Iver needs a Secondary school to 
keep up with a growing population. If Everham sports centre is closed/ redeveloped then there will be a need for 
sports facilities in the village that are accessible to all ages. This could potentially be on the same site as the 
school, with sports facilities that are rented out. Iver is in need of an improved accessibility to health care for 
residents. This means a need for an increase in GPs, a walk in clinic, and an NHS dentist. Policing is noticeable 
absent in Iver. As someone that walks from the station at night, there is a distinct lack of street lamps which 
makes the walk feel very unsafe. Therefore unlit areas need to be improved. Question 17 - The challenge will be 
to ensure that the infrastructure has been considered and is in place prior to the development of housing and 
commercial use that requires it. 

Rep1931 
Miss Nicola Smith 

George Green is our Viilage!!! Our Homes!!! George Green is one of the only villages that fits all 5 categories of 
the green belt, ( hence George Green). The government attaches great importance to green belts. The 
fundamental aim of the green belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open: the 
essential characteristics of green belts are their openness and their permanence. Five purposes of green belt- 
1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. 2. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one 
another. 3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment . 4. To preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns: and 5. To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 
other urban land. Do not destroy OUR VILLAGE!!!!  The fields around us are high flood plains and I can confirm 
this with pictures. The wildlife  here it is their home too. There is not enough footfall for new roads and more 
importantly the traffic this would entail. Just not possible. This is why we as a community chose to live here. We 
are a lovely village that people from ironically Slough come to visit with Langley and black park. Slough council 
need to concentrate on what they have. There is plenty of opportunities for them to develope new housing. Just 
take a drive and look around!!! Leave us alone!!!!! 

  

http://www.gypsy-traveller.org/
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Rep1932 
Ms Diana 
Finegan; Rep1936 
Mr Nigel Hoff 

I object to the conclusions drawn by CDC in regards to the proposed development in Little Chalfont. 1.   The area 
in question is designated  green belt land and therefore development would be in contravention of local and 
national planning policy.  Green belt was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and such land should not 
be treated as a repository of reserve building land. 2. Much of the proposed site for development is within the 
Chiltern area of outstanding natural beauty.  This is an incredibly important asset to the locality and the nation.  
Use of such land for building would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 3. This proposed 
development of housing and industrial sites would be extremely detrimental to the rural character and setting of 
Little Chalfont and the surrounding area. 4. In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (12.4%) of 
new housing compared to other settlements in the area.  Eg Amersham - 5.3%, Chesham - 4% and Chalfont St 
Peter - 7.7%. 5. The proposed housing and industrial estates would place unmanageable stress and overload on 
the present infrastructure.   This includes; a-  the roads and parking; already at saturation point. b - education. 
schools are already struggling to cope with the numbers. c- healthcare such as GPs and dentists. d - water and 
waste management. Without a huge investment in infrastructure this development plan is fatally flawed.   
This plan represents a wholly unacceptable use of land in an area of the UK already under great stress in terms of 
increasing population and countryside destruction (for example- HS2). 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   

Rep1934 
Mrs Margaret 
Burbidge 

Comments on sites in Chalfont St Peter 1.The Epilepsy Centre Site - Chalfont St Peter already has  major housing 
development sites -  at the Holy Cross Convent site, at Newland Park and Audley Chalfont Dene and is already 
contributing more than its fair share to meet increased housing requirements for the Chiltern District area. The 
schools in the area are near capacity and any increase in child numbers would cause problems In particular with 
regard to the Epilepsy Centre site there is already substantial development on the southern part of the site with 
a development providing Retirement Homes and a Nursing Home. More development of this part of the site is 
likely to follow but the suggestion that the northern part of the site stretching from the football pitches to 
Newland Park is not appropriate. The football pitches provide essential facilities for the village and are already 
designated green open space in the Neighbourhood Plan. I am sure any proposed development of these for 
housing would provoke a critical response from Sport England. The remainder of the northern part of the site 
fulfils all the criteria of the green belt. It provides a buffer zone between Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and 
Horn Hill. It provides employment in  agriculture and forestry. It provides leisure & employment activities in the 
shape of Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre as well as providing open country with 
views across to the Colne Valley Park. It is also unsuitable for development as it is a long way from the Centres of 
Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St Giles.  There is no bus service and the nearest stations can only be reached by 
car. Children living in the development would have to be taken to school by car as the roads are narrow have no 
pavements and are unlit. If this site were fully developed it could double the number of dwellings in Chalfont St 
Peter and create a situation where the housing in Little Chalfont, Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   
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Gerrards Cross were linked.in one long sprawl. This area of land should not be developed in any circumstances. It 
should remain in the Green Belt and part of The Colne Valley Park. 2.Mill Meadow Site - The proposal to develop 
this site for housing is almost too ridiculous for comment .It is a very much used & valued amenity. The site 
includes a Children's Play Area, a small Skateboard area, the Community Centre., the local Football Club, the 
Parish Council Offices, the Scout Headquarters, the Tennis Club, Allotments and a field which is used by the local 
school for sports activities and at weekends by children's football teams. It is also used by many residents for 
recreational purposes. It is the irreplaceable lung  the Village.  If this were not enough it is in the flood plain of 
the river Misbourne. Any development would have to contain flood prevention measures most of which would 
not be agreed to by the Environment Agency. If development were permitted any flood prevention measure 
would increase the flow of water to the main part of the village containing shops public houses and residences 
which are already prone to being flooded. Has this area been chosen as it is owned by Chiltern District Council.? 
This area should remain in the Green Belt as a designated Green Area 

Rep1935 
Mr Ian Spedding; 
Rep2289 
Mr Derek 
Spedding 

I appreciate that there is a need for new housing in Chalfont St Giles particularly affordable houses for the young 
of the village and the elderly but I am completely opposed to the potential development of Stone Meadow 
(upper and lower) and Blizzards Yard in Chalfont St Giles.. In relation to Stone Meadow the reasons for my 
opposition are as follows: 1. It is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty/ Development on any green belt land 
should be a last result, however when it is designated as an AONB, no development should be considered under 
ANY circumstances. I ask CDC to covenant that no development of these lands will ever be undertaken. These 
beautiful fields are full of wildlife and flora and fauna, intersected by a precious chalk stream. They are a key area 
for walkers (the Chiltern Way crosses the land which is a public right of way), walkers, horse riders, dog walkers 
etc.. There are many beautiful trees which are already protected, or should be. 2. It is a Flood Plain. These fields 
form the natural flood plain for the Misbourne river. The lands have been heavily flooded in the past (most 
recently 2008, 2012, 2014). They are therefore completely inappropriate for development. Any building will 
worsen flooding for the village. Any housing built would surely be uninsurable given the nature of the land; the 
Environment Agency recommend that development should not be undertaken on flood plains for very good 
reasons. 3 The hugely detrimental impact it would have on the village. Development needs to be in keeping with 
the character of the village and proportionate to its current population. Account needs to be taken of the impact 
on services and traffic both of which are currently at breaking point. The village cannot support any development 
of any significance from its current state and bearing in mind the impact of HS2 and local developments 
proposed at the Epilepsy Centre and Newlands Park on the boundary with Chalfont St Peter. In relation to 
Blizzards Yard my objection is based on the fact that the Village and its businesses rely on the car park. If the 
council wishes to destroy the community and its shops then the best way of doing this would be to build on the 
car park. Different sites for housing should be considered such as Bowstridge Lane or the land between Dibden 
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Hill, the Lagger and Narcot Road (however any development needs to be proportionate,and not transform the 
village into a town). In summary the current proposals are completely unacceptable and pose a huge threat to 
the village. They should be immediately discarded. 

Rep1937 
Mr Ian Warrender 

Little Chalfont has already faced a substantial increase in its housing stock over the past few years through infill 
and demolition rebuilding, and this is likely to continue. This is already putting pressure on roads, services and 
facilities.Further increase would be unsupportable. The green belt was put there not just to provide green spaces 
for people in the immediate vicinity but also for people visiting the area from the city, to allow them to walk and 
appreciate the landscape of this area of outstanding natural beauty. This is a facility which has been provided for 
decades. The green belt not only allows people to recharge their batteries but aids health in the wider 
community. It is not enough simply to allow people to walk in a woodland or through a field which is surrounded 
by housing; it is important for people to be able to experience the open landscape and the space. From my own 
experience when we walk at the weekends the number of people one meets, of all ages and ethnicities, some in 
organised groups, some simply walking dogs or children, is considerable. In Westwood Park today there were at 
least three hundred people, the car park was overflowing, people were playing tennis, teams playing football, 
families making good use of the children's area. The filed beyond,proposed for housing is good agricultural land, 
in use for grazing beef cattle. The Green Belt around Little Chalfont is of particular merit and should not be 
encroached on. 

  

Rep1939 
Dr Andrew Stoker 

In the document FINAL_Reg_18__Issues_and_Options_Consultation_Paper we see that there is a proposed 
extension of property development to the East of Chesham (page 30). We have been informed that a further 
area in the Ley Hill and Orchard Leigh region is also to be considered in terms of removing green belt status. I am 
concerned about this proposal since the existing consultation on an extension (page 30) is logical in being a direct 
extension of Chesham into green fields space, whereas the Orchard Leigh area is further removed, with poorer 
road links and little existing infrastructure to cope with more houses; there are no shops and few utilities for 
example.  If such an area were to be developed, then such utilities must be built in, so that these are available 
very locally to increased numbers of residents that may include young families and retirees. Also to be 
considered are the increased needs for schooling and health care. I believe these would all be more easily 
provided closer to existing utilities in Chesham. I would therefore view building plans in the Ley Hill area and 
north of this to represent expansion of a detached "village" rather than of Chesham, with attendant 
consequences. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

301 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Rep1940 
Mr Malcolm 
Wright 

Reference   IVER HEATH FIELDS IN IVER These fields were bought by the Bucks County Council at the request of 
the residents of Iver Parish. Before they were bought by BCC they were already a popular area for people to 
walk. Myself and my family have in fact walked and my children have played inthe whole area since 1973. Our 
grandchildren now play there, but of course  the area has been much reduced by Pinewood Studio's ugly 
development.  It is therefore vital that this major asset be protected and retained within the Green Belt.   
Reference   PINEWOOD STUDIOS The field that is to the East of Pinewood Studios development area and has the 
M25 and a Bucks footpath to the North with Iver Heath Fields to the South. This Field should be retained as 
Green belt. Pinewood Studios have already erected a gross and ugly fence along the footpath by the Clump 
proving that they have no real desire to safeguard our green and leafy village. If this field can keep its Green Belt 
status it will make it more difficult for them to ruin another section of our parish. 

  

Rep1941 
Mrs Nicola 
Massey 

I am opposed to the destruction of a large part of the Green Belt and the loss of a much loved amenity where 
generations of Chesham Bois and Amersham residents have enjoyed open countryside and the opportunity to 
walk and observe animals such as badgers, foxes, deer and birds amid an idyllic woodland setting. Another 
consideration is given the already high pressure on school places such a development may exacerbate an already 
challenging situation. 

  

Rep1942 
Mrs Mary 
Farebrother 

I live between Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross and am concerned that the small amount of Green Belt land 
that still exists in the combined Chiltern and South Bucks areas is under further threat. The sites that are being 
put forward for further development encroach on and threaten the precious Green Belt areas. Green Belt is 
designated such as it has stated purposes according to the National Planning Policy Framework and all measures 
should be taken to protect this because it: 1. checks unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas 2. prevents 
neighbouring towns from merging into one another 3. assists in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment 4. preserves the setting and special character of historic towns (such as Chalfont St Peter and 
Gerrards Cross) 5. assists in urban regeneration by recycling of derelict and other urban land. Both these villages 
are already dormitory towns for London and neighbouring buroughs like Slough. The Chiltern railway line out of 
Gerrards Cross is already used to capacity by residents of many local villages, including Chalfont St Peter, 
Chalfont St Giles, Stoke Podges, Fulmer, etc. Our house is in a lane bracketed by two schools (Maltmans and 
Gayhurst) but there is no pavement for walking children to school and the lane floods regularly as the drainage 
system seems inadequate. this is an incredibly busy lane and traffic comes to a standstill at rush hours and 
suffers from speeding traffic at other times as it is considered a rat run and is extremely dangerous for 
pedestrians. Such basic infrastructure as there is in Chalfont St Peter has already suffered terrible flooding due to 
inadequate capacity in the sewer upstream. This poor infrastructure has to be improved significantly before any 
consideration be given to further development. I also want to see the Green Belt preserved between Bull Lane 
and the A40 (South Bucks), on Mill Meadow in Chalfont St Peter (Chiltern) to prevent the complete merger of 

88.4% of land in Chiltern District is 
designated Green Belt. 87% of land 
outside of the main settlements in 
South Bucks District is designated 
Green Belt.  
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Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter.  The Epilepsy Society site is so large that it endangers the village being 
overwhelmed by extra traffic as there is no infrastructure to support so many new homes and their occupants. 
we have to preserve such village life as is left here, including the unique historical character of the village. We 
must prevent further sprawl and honour the commitment to preserve Green Belt for the wellbeing of everyone 
who lives in this area. Chalfont St Peter has already had over 600 new homes authorised on its land. These 600 
must be deducted from any future quota for the area. The councils should make very clear what percentage of 
new dwellings are proposed and for which sites. The potential loss of Green Belt is a real threat and should never 
be considered. Why are the councils not seeking sites within the larger towns, brownfield sites and derelict sites 
for rebuilding, not raiding the village areas and destroying our countryside. Also the infrastructure, with bus 
services are better there. Another concern would be the impact on schools, already to capacity in the area, and 
medical services. Many services would be stretched beyond their limits. 

Rep1943 
Miss Anya Ahuja 

The Green Belt. If bushes and trees are cut down, then our beauty goes. If you don't our beauty stays.  In my 
opinion I feel that if you remove Amersham's greenery, your basicly removing our beauty, your beauty. Why do 
you want to destroy what Amersham is proud of and replace it with houses? Why Amersham and Little 
Chalfont.? Why in Bucks? Why not in somewhere else? I can understand that maybe people might want to move 
houses to these 2 places,but you can just say" Sorry, you can't move into this area because we have our greenery 
there." How simple is that? Easy. So why not do it? You should be able to speak up to your customers.Even 
though we are But, there's one thing that I don't understand yet, why do you want to destroy our countryside as 
we are so close to London. Please don't ruin the Green Belt. 

  

Rep1945 
Mrs Helen Kren 

I strongly oppose any release of the green belt areas in Little Chalfont and want to see Little Chalfont removed 
from the list of Main Settlements for Growth. Little Chalfont is a small village surrounded by green land, forests, 
narrow country lanes and a large variety of wildlife and any loss of green belt areas would destroy its character 
and well as all the wildlife we enjoy. Little Chalfont has already has significant development disproportionate to 
that in the surrounding, much larger, settlements. These figures should therefore be recognised and adjusted to 
reduce any new housing proposals in Little Chalfont. Much of its infrastructure is already over capacity. Schools 
are oversubscribed including secondary schools and new Grammar Schools cannot be built, there is inadequate 
parking, overcrowded public transport, traffic congestion and pressures on medical provision. These issues will 
only get significantly worse with an increased population. Green belt status should be retained for all the 
proposed sites in Little Chalfont to prevent merging with the surrounding settlements and to encourage wildlife, 
decrease pollution and reduce the effects of climate change. The green belt to the east of Little Chalfont should 
be retained to prevent any future danger of merging with London. Parcel 35 - This separates the main village 
centre and surrounding area and is an important area of farmland, open land and woodland area. It provides 
homes to wildlife and provides country views to all the surrounding houses. It is also a popular area with horse 
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riders. Parcel 29 - This is unsuitable for development due to the narrow single track lanes and railway bridge 
which are totally unsuitable for the increased traffic which development would bring and removal from the green 
belt would just encourage developers. There are better and cheaper development options throughout the 
district that already have superior infrastructure particularly in the more built up areas of Amersham and 
Chesham and more efficient use of land must be made in these areas. There are also more suitable potential 
development sites with superior travel links, roads, schools and doctors in the neighbouring authorities of South 
Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale, Dacorum and Three Rivers, which are not on Green Belt land or AONB. 
Chiltern District Council has a duty to co-operate with the authorities and must argue for development to occur 
first in land which is not Green Belt or AONB. This is in keeping with the NPPF. 

Rep1946 
Dr David Kren 

I strongly oppose any release of the green belt areas in Little Chalfont and want to see Little Chalfont removed 
from the list of Main Settlements for Growth. Little Chalfont is a small village surrounded by green land, forests, 
narrow country lanes and a large variety of wildlife and any loss of green belt areas would destroy its character 
and well as all the wildlife we enjoy. Little Chalfont has already has significant development, more than other 
towns and villages over the last 10 years and as a result we have seen the following infrastructure problems: 
• Traffic congestion.  • Overcrowded public transport. • Parking difficulties in the village and station.  • Schools 
oversubscribed. These issues will only get significantly worse with an increased population growth as well as new 
problems arising: • Road and traffic/transport and increased pollution. • Health care. • Water waste  
management. • Sports and recreation. Green belt land allows areas to be kept in reserve for open spaces. The 
main purpose of the green belt policy is to protect the land around larger urban centres from urban sprawl, and 
maintain the designated area for forestry and agriculture as well as to provide habitat to wildlife.  Green belt land 
is protected and this status must not be removed.  These Green Belt spaces are vital to aid biodiversity, 
encourage wildlife, decrease pollution and reduce the effects of climate change. Parcel 35 separates the main 
village centre to the surrounding area and is an important area of farmland, open land and woodland area. It 
provides homes to wildlife and provides country views to all the surrounding houses. It is also a popular area 
with horse riders. There are more suitable and cheaper potential development sites with superior travel links, 
roads, schools and doctors in the neighbouring authorities of South Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale, 
Dacorum and Three Rivers, which are not on Green Belt land or AONB. Chiltern District Council has a duty to co-
operate with the authorities and must argue for development to occur first in land which is not Green Belt or 
AONB. This is in keeping with the NPPF. 
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Rep1947 
Miss Charlotta 
Slade 

I wish to formally respond to the Consultation Request in the matter of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
2014 – 2036. All of the communication regarding the above was left for us as a community to research and find 
out for ourselves which reduced the timescale to respond.  There was a significant gap in information available to 
us unlike the Chilterns region, again leaving us responding to less developed information. I object to any part of 
the plan that extends any additional housing onto the current green belt area that runs from the Southern edge 
of Leas Drive, Iver Recreation Ground, Dutton Way, Chequers Orchard and Barnes Way, as I feel this area is 
supporting its role as designated Green Belt land, and acts as a boundary for the current housing perimeter and 
SME's, and that local infrastructure would be unable to successfully support additional housing without having a 
major detrimental impact on the area of Iver village. I also I object to any part of the plan that extends any 
additional housing and light industry onto the areas of Iver Heath and Richings Park for the above reasons. 
However, I would support the improvement to public open spaces, sports and leisure facilities to ensure the local 
community continue to enjoy the benefits they deliver. As a council SBDC should explore the options to meet its 
local affordable housing needs and ensure our young people can stay within the communities they were raised 
in, and can demonstrate strong local links by prioritising their access to affordable options. With regards to the 
Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study, this is essential and should be proportionate to the known issues 
already contributing to a notable deterioration in the quality of life for local communities throughout Iver, Iver 
Heath and Richings Park. These include: relief road provision, schools including a secondary school as the local 
one was closed 27 years ago, health centres and other local amenities.  SBDC need to support the community 
and not impose further development which erodes further the quality of life and destroys the attributes which 
have prompted people to choose Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park to live and call their home, and for their 
family to want to stay in the area. 

  

Rep1948 
Mrs Doreen 
Williams 

question 18.  I feel that any house/office/workplace  buildings should not be in ANOB, or green belt, we should 
be using brownfield sites first.  We have to accommodate new housing, but we need to make sure there is 
enough school/nursery placements, health/dentists facilities to support the extra population . When building  
facilities for OAPs, disabled and the vulnerable, they need to be near shops and local facilities.  I feel that we 
should protect ancient woodland in all areas - if it is cut down we will never get it back. 

  

Rep1949 
Mr Thomas 
Gibney 

I view with no small amount of horror the plan to remove the greenbelt status of large parts of this district 
(option F in the current proposal).  The greenbelt protection has ensured for many years that our communities 
are not overbuilt and our countryside is protected. The council has put forward a number of other much more 
attractive options, notably increasing the height of existing buildings.  While I understand the need to add to the 
housing stock over the next twenty years, it is surely premature to risk degrading the countryside further before 
less disruptive options have been fully exploited.  Only when much more efficient use is made of already 
developed areas can it possibly make sense to even consider such a drastic measure as to remove the greenbelt 
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status. In particular, the plan to remove greenbelt status of the area around Botley and Ley Hill has the potential 
to completely alter the character of the villages and their surroundings.  It would have a tremendously negative 
impact on the residents in these villages whom  the council exists to serve.  No amount of compensation is likely 
to make up to for this. I strongly urge the council to abandon these plans. 

Rep1950 
Mrs Nicola Wood 

Having reviewed the various documents, I wish to highlight issues concerning development in Beaconsfield. I am 
concerned that the proposal for development of housing at Wilton Park (appendix 2) will result in the removal of 
football pitches which are very important to Beaconsfield Holtspur Football Club. Unlike most other towns we do 
not have a recreation ground with facilities and as we absolutely must retain this space for the use of football. 
The club has nearly 400 children and if there is more housing planned there will no doubt be even more children 
playing.  We also use facilities at SYCOB and I notice in Appendix 5 there is a proposal to use this for business use. 
Again, we have so little space already in Beaconsfield that it would be a travesty to lose what little we have.  
I understand there is a need within Bucks for development, but there needs to be open space within the urban 
plans for children to play sport!  Please listen to the needs of the children and do not over develop the few local 
spaces we have. 

  

Rep1951 
Mr David Bennett 

Many local services are likely to be heavily affected by a significant and rapid increase in population. One 
resource already under considerable strain during many parts of the day are the roads. Congestion is not only a 
feature of rush hours: traffic through the New Town can be at a standstill at any time of the day. The response to 
residents’ express concern over the Wilton Park development has not been adequate. There is simply insufficient 
space to build the additional road that would be needed to service a large increase in the population of 
Beaconsfield. For this reason and others I am opposed to the proposed development plan. 

  

Rep1952 
Mr Matthew Nash 

The proposed development for residential and business purposes will destroy Little Chalfont.   

Rep1953 
Miss Alicia King 

Hi, I am 13 year old girl, who has lived in this area since birth and go to the local school. I enjoy living in this area 
as it is extremely beautiful seeing the open countryside and all the wildlife in their natural habit. I often see deer 
from my bedroom window, hear owls at night and kestrels perching on the trees as I go to school in the morning. 
This is absolutely amazing and there is not many places around here you would see this in the morning. I think it 
would be a great shame to destroy this and lose this wonderful area and all the animals and birds too. On my 
way to school, the traffic is bad enough and I have noticed that everyone drives to fast and it courses great stress 
to myself and friends when out and about on our own. If there is more traffic on the roads this would be even 
worse. My local school is so full some of my friends have had to go to other schools, which is not right. If more 
houses are built this would course more problems at local schools in the area. Please, please do not go ahead 
with  
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Rep1954 
Mr Andrew 
Lennard 

The proposed development areas around Little Chalfont in this consultation are totally unsuitable for 
development. The area is already struggling to cope with the number of people in the village and surrounding 
areas as demonstrated by the traffic congestion and lack of seating on trains at peak times, excessive road noise, 
lack of parking and oversubscribed local schools. In addition the proposed development sites would impact the 
Outstanding Area of Natural Beauty and this would be a detriment to those who already live in the area and 
those who visit to enjoy it. 

  

Rep1957 
Mr Lloyd Mc 
Dougall 

I am writing to oppose the development of housing on Green Belt Parcel 69 which has also not been 
recommended by Arups. Reasons against as follows: The proposed sighting of the development is particularly ill-
considered as it is on a green belt site and which not only prevents as per green belt policy urban sprawl it is also 
an area rich in ancient woodland. Within the Arups consultation document it also highlights "the parcel is an 
important boundary to sprawl owing to the weak boundary with the settlement, preventing its outward sprawl 
into open land". Woodland that consists of historical Beech, Oak and birch trees need protecting for future 
generations to enjoy. This woodland is able to provide a safe habitat for wildlife to flourish such as badgers, 
foxes, woodpeckers,grey squirrel, Owls, Muntjack deer and an array of nesting birds. The narrow strip of wooded 
land that separates existing houses and the M40 provides an important noise barrier for the immediate residents 
and local residents within the Dukes Wood estate. The main sources of noise is the A40 motorway, greenspace 
has the ability to mitigate noise in urban areas. worth noting that "noise buffers" such as the woodland trees 
reduce noise by five to ten decibels for every 30m width of woodland. Building here would also reduce the urban 
air quality which the trees and vegetation currently play an important role in maintaining. As most of the land 
slopes towards the M40 and extreme floods are expected to become more frequent due to increases in winter 
rainfall removing trees and shrubs that currently act as existing defences may no longer be able to provide and 
prevent possible flooding on the motorway. There should be strong opposition to developing this site based 
upon the issues I have outlined and better alternatives sites consulted upon. I fully support Arups findings and 
their "not recommended" conclusion. 

 

Rep1961 
Mr Christopher 
Browning 

My wife grew up in the Chilterns and we have visited the area throughout our married life. We particularly enjoy 
returning to the Chess Valley and to Little Chalfont, which is surrounded by very attractive areas of countryside. I 
am objecting to the plan to possibly build on the areas of countryside straddling the A404 in the Chess Valley as 
this is a particularly beautiful area to walk. It is also Green Belt and should be safeguarded for future generations.  
I strongly oppose any release of the Green Belt.  I oppose the building on the area south of Loudhams Wood 
Lane, behind Homestead Farm off Burton's Lane, and on the former Little Chalfont Golf Course off Lodge Lane. 
These are beautiful areas of countryside that enhance the community on the south side of Little Chalfont and 
give it its rural feel. 

  

Rep1963 We have lived in the village for 31 years . My husband for 50 years . We are against this development because of   
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Mrs Sally Burdett the huge impact it will have on the village . Since we first moved here it is so much busier . The amount of traffic 
on the small lanes has become so congested at times and with all this additional housing it will increase a lot 
more and change the village for the worse . There will be a lot more demand on schools , doctors etc . Also 
parking will be a problem at busy times of the day and access to shops etc. Also this area is one of particular 
beauty one of the main reasons we chose to live here . A real village communityand lots of green countryside . i 
walk down by this green space everyday accessing by Stratton Chade drive . To be built on with so many 
properties will be such a shame and change the character of the Village completely. It also floods very badly 
during wet weather not suitable at all for this large development . 

Rep1964 
Mrs Alison 
Borughton 

I object to proposed plan to build on green belt areas surrounding Little Chalfont. This is a designated area of 
outstanding natural beauty enjoyed by local residents and once it is developed it will be lost forever. The area 
cannot support the influx of new residents, roads are already severely congested at peak times.  Particular 
reference to the A404 which serves access to the M25 and Stony Lane junction with Latimer Road. Local doctors 
surgery has not stepped up to increase in demand since the new development on Bell Lane in Little Chalfont. It is 
usual to wait 2 weeks for an appointment. 

  

Rep1965 
Mr George May 

The area of land between Westwood Park and Lodge Lane behind Chessfield Park has been in danger of 
development for the whole of the 28 years that I have lived here.  We have always taken comfort from the fact 
that it is green belt and designated an AONB. I accept that green belt designation was and is a man made 
arrangement and as such can be altered but you should be careful when you release this land for development as 
this can never be reversed. I would also comment on the shameless double standards surrounding your defence 
od AONBs. You are ready to fight the HS2 to try to get the project buried on the grounds that the Chilterns are an 
AONB and as such should be protected whereas the AONB where we live deserves to be developed. Is there 
some sort of measure of beauty that the council used to determine its treatment of AONBs in danger of 
development? Remember these areas do not self regenerate you cannot grow another one once they are gone 
the're gone. 
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Rep1966 
Miss Alexandra 
Kaye; Rep1968 
Miss Man Yang 
Chow; Rep2113 
Mr Andy Kaye 

I am opposing further consideration of Green Belt Parcel 69 in line with Arup's own "not recommended" 
conclusion. I beleive this parcel fulfills vital Green Belt functions and it is wholly unsuitable for development. My 
arguments are as follows :-  1) Most of the parcel consists of ancient Beech, Oak and Birch woodland. These 
woods form an essential pollution barrier for houses in the Dukes Wood estate both in terms of traffic noise and 
atmospheric pollution. In addition, the woodland is a wildlife sanctuary for a wide range of nesting birds, 
badgers, foxes, small mammals and muntjac deer. Tearing out these ancient woodlands would be an act of 
environment vandalism. If these woods do not have tree preservation orders on them, they should have, and 
local residents will apply for such orders.  2) As the parcel is a narrow strip bounded to the north by existing 
housing and the south by the M40, access would be difficult and so practical considerations for site clearance 
and building development will have informed Arup's "not recommended" conclusion.  3) The only area clear of 
trees in the parcel is at the eastern end alongside the Fulmer Road. This meadow is the only photograph 
contained in the planning documents, and may look idyllic, but th ephoto makes the meadow look bigger than it 
actually is. More importantly, there is a high voltage cable and pylons crossing the middle of the meadow, so 
electronic communications for any houses built beneath would be severely compromised. There is also a body of 
concern that health hazards could be attributed to being too close to overhead cables.  4) Most of the land in the 
parcel slopes towards the M40. The trees and vegetation perform a key environment function by absorbing 
water that otherwise may flood the M40 motorway and lower level land to the south.  5) "Noise - Environment 
Planning Advice [PPG 24]" sets guidelines for acceptable noise levels for new dwellings. We have taken readings 
that show noise levels on the southern edge of the parcel of 65 decibels, which is noise exposure category C 
defined as "there should be a strong presumption against permitting the development unless there are other 
important factors, such as a lack of better alternative sites.". This is clearly not the case. May I suggest that your 
offices take their own readings.  I trust my comments fully support Arup's "not recommended conclusion. 
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Rep1969 
Mr Robert 
Preston 

Major Development Plans : Little Chalfont, Chenies and Latimer. Question 8 –  The proposal to release Green Belt 
for development. As a long term family resident in Latimer, this is to confirm our strongest objection to the 
release of a designated area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) for industrial and housing development. I 
request common sense prevail and that the decision to reject the planning permission is the only option. As 
custodians of our heritage we have a responsibility to protect the Chess Valley for future generations. As like 
many others the Chess valley provides an enviorment of well being and extensive oppertunities to experience 
nature up close, a stones throw from existing housing developments the crisscross of public footpaths provides 
the necessary oppertunities to "be outside" and participate in some form of exercise. From dog walkers, runners, 
cyclists, ramblers and picnicking families the valley is a year-round location for activity. Chess valley's unique vista 
and landscape is a very strong prompt that if taken away and replaced with industrial and housing development 
our furture children will never have the opportunity to experience. Question 17 – The whole area between Bell 
Lane and Stony Lane - Little Chalfont. This is to confirm our strongest objection to the release of a designated 
area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) for industrial and housing development.  As a long term family 
resident and commuter I object to the planing proposal on the following grounds;- - The chess valley is a 
designated area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and a unique part of the Green belt land which we have a 
responsibility to protect for our future herritage and wellbeing. - Road, rail, public transportation and motorway 
Infrastructure cannot cope with the demands placed upon it, the balance between housing and infrastructure 
investment must balance so that individuals are able to fulfil their employment capabilities with the logistical 
possibilities to do so. - Pre-school, schooling and healthcare services are stretched, if not at capacity. - Local 
economic prosperity is derived by the development a rounded policy of which housing is only one, continued 
under investment in infrastructure must be retified before any house development on the scale proposed. 

  

Rep1970 
Ms Debra 
Mayfield 

I vehemently oppose the proposed development in Mill Lane area of Chalfont St Giles as the village roads and 
infrastructure cannot support another large community without it have very serious impact on the residents and 
the village's future. I am not opposed to development in as much as everywhere has to be able to offer housing 
to our growing population, however it cannot be done in isolation of the impact it will have on the community.  
There is already a stress on our schools and doctors and very few facilities for our children to be able to play 
safely.  The roads around the area are dangerous enough at the moment with many using the village road as a 
'rat run' and travelling at high speed.  None of the roads have the capacity or are of a good enough standard to 
take more. 
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Rep1971 
Mrs Carole 
Roberts 

With the limited amount of information available and the timescale to respond feel this has been unfair to us 
residences of Iver, Iver Heath & Richings Park.  With the proposed construction work there will be extra traffic on 
already over loaded local routes.   With extra housing are the Council going to provide extra schools, because 
new housing means families which mean children.   Families also need doctors and other local medical resources. 
Our local roads are already being used to their maximum and are in need of repair, will there be any provision to 
keep the roads in good order.  Construction work will this be done on a seven day program  or just weekdays as 
the transport of materials etc. will be going through residential areas and people need to  have some respite 
from constant traffic. I moved here to bring my family up with green fields and a country atmosphere, which my 
children have valued and  I would like to think that my grandchildren would also carry on having the benefit of. 

  

Rep1972 
Mrs Margaret 
Good 

It appears that you - Chiltern District Council - are preparing to grant yourself planning permission to build 
hundreds of new houses on Upper Stone Meadow. This is as you are well aware a flood plain, indeed only a 
couple of years ago it was underwater for a considerable time - your actions are reckless in the extreme since any 
new houses will be completely uninsurable and therefore no responsible entity should be offering such 
properties for sale to unsuspecting buyers. Furthermore the location is an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in 
the Green Belt  - which was granted in perpetuity, and one of the few open amenity sites in the village enjoyed 
by all the locals. Your proposal is nothing but an act of vandalism - had it been launched by a private developer it 
would have been dismissed out of hand. I strongly urge you to think again and if you must build new houses 
don't site them in an area which will ruin the village and the lives of its inhabitants - after all you were elected to 
protect the area and its people. Do you really want this to be your legacy? 

 

Rep1973 
Mr Richard 
Broughton 

As a Little Chalfont resident I object strongly to the proposed developments in the 2014-2036 plan.  Chiltern 
council should be protecting Green belt land, and the borders of the Chess Valley, an area of outstanding natural 
beauty, from all forms of development. The residents already have to bear the weight of increased traffic, 
pressure on schools and local services brought about by the Bell Lane development.  Little Chalfont is a Village - 
not an urban town. The council should protect the village and prevent the urbanisation which threatens to join 
Chenies, Little Chalfont and Amersham together, and ultimately join all towns along the A404 into a Greater 
London urban sprawl. 
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Rep1974 
Mrs Margaret 
Conway 

I have been a resident in Beaconsfield since 1988 and much of our family life centred around the Beaconsfield 
Rugby Club.  Our young son joined the minis when he was 5, my husband trained the team until they reached the 
age of 16/17. Our three daughters though not playing members, enjoyed Sunday mornings playing with their 
friends, tramping around in wellie boots, helping sell crisps and sweets from the counter.  We made friends with 
other families and these forged friendships still stand today.  Rugby was the common bond and the Beaconsfield 
Rugby Club was the link that allowed us enjoy very happy family times.  We still return there all the time and it is 
amazing to see 3 generations of families still enjoying all that the club has to offer. Not to have this club with its 
wonderful facilities in the town would be  a huge loss to the present generation of players both young and old. 
A huge loss to the players that have yet to don a pair of boots  and a massive loss to families that would miss out 
on all that we as a family have gained from this wonderful asset that Beaconsfield has. 

 

Rep1975 
Mr John Harrison 

I live in Greenway Chesham , so as you can see I have a vested interest in putting a stop to the proposals to 
develop parts of Chesham Vale and Nashleigh Hill. In your Green Belt Assessment Pt. 1 you speak of the 
assessment of land parcels. This is self evident , but with thought & care. See Asheridge Road for the sprawl 
caused by careless industrial development many years ago ! Chesham adjoins an A.O.N.B. allowing it to spread 
piecemeal will be disastrous.! In Item 1.13 J) you seek the views of local residents , businesses , landowners and 
developers ; you must see that the views of local residents are what really matter . They are present 24/7 
Under Plans , Visions & Objectives 4.14 it states what the Green Belt's purpose is ., "to provide important 
recreational space " Chesham Vale does this in spades, From my windows , I see dog walker ,  & hikers passing 
through all day. In the summer evenings people sit on the hillside below Francis Wood taking in the sunset over 
the valley. Finally the traffic coming into Chesham or going towards the M25 & M1 , up Nashleigh Hill is very bad 
now . What do you think it will be like if this development takes place ! I have no idea what areas of Chesham are 
included in this consultation. Needless to say , if it involves building on any greenfield sites I would object most 
vehemently. This would include the areas along Chesham Vale . I admit to a vested interest regarding this 
particular area , but my views extend to other green belt areas.  On a practical basis , the roads , drainage and 
education facilities are already stretched . To add to them would be plain stupid !  Chesham is a tight , congested 
town which has suffered since the 1960s from planning decisions made by philistines (viz St. Mary's Way , the 
demolition of the market building  & many more) It has the saving grace of being surrounded by the most 
beautiful open land in S. Bucks. Walkers are seen all over the area , enjoying its scenic beauty , especially along 
the Vale. Summarised ; NO DEVELOPMENT OF GREEN FIELD SITES ! 

  

Rep1976 
Mr Christopher 
Dann 

I appose to any development plan on Upper and Lower Stone Meadow as these areas are of outstanding Natural 
Beauty, these areas sit in a flood plain which is unsuitable for any form of construction development and the 
impact on the local community to such a development would be immense with more traffic and increased 
burden on local schools. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

312 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Rep1978 
Mr Mark Conway 

I have lived in Beaconsfield since 1988, having first bought in Baring Road, then moving to Ledborough Lane 
before moving here to Penn Road. We have four children, all grown up now and living in London.  My son Bryan 
was a mini and youth member of Beaconsfield Rugby Football Club from the age of 5 to 20.  He benefited hugely 
from the team spirit generated there.  He was never going to play international rugby, that is exactly the point. 
BRFC is about young people and adults socialising together learning to respect each other and enjoying living in 
Beaconsfield and of course being proud on Beaconsfield.  My three daughters also benefited from joining in the 
comradery ever Sunday and helping out moving furniture as required.  I believe the current crop of young boys 
and girls deserve the same opportunity.  I am also friendly with many the senior players and they are fine young 
men and I am delighted they represent my town on a weekly basis.  Please, Do not break something that works. 
Mark Conway 

 

Rep1979 
Mr Ian Mathieson 

I am writing to protest against the plan to consider areas around Little Chalfont for release from the Green Belt. 
Since its creation The Green Belt, together with the related Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, in this part of 
the Chilterns has fulfilled its purpose admirably.  It should not now be treated as a land bank to be used for 
housing and employment progressively destroying its vital importance both in preserving open countryside and 
preventing the coalescence of development into an urban sprawl. Little Chalfont has taken and is taking a 
disproportionate share new housing in the form of estates. I fully support the call, from the Parish Council and 
the Community Association, for Little Chalfont to be removed from the shortlist of main settlements for growth 
in the District Council’s Core Strategy. The existing infrastructure in Little Chalfont is already already under stress.  
Because the village straddles the A404, which acts as a feeder road from a significant catchment area to the M25, 
congestion is a problem at peak periods.  Parking serving both the village centre and the train station is at 
capacity. Little reference is made to the ability to increase utility services, school places and medical services. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   

Rep1981 
Mr Jack Cooper 

Leave the village alone   

Rep1982 
Miss Lucy Cooper 

Leave this picturesque village be   

Rep1984 
Mrs Julie Cooper 

Preserve the countryside   

Rep1985 
Mr John Cooper 

Save the village , preserve its beauty   

Rep1987 
Miss Charlotte 
Elkins; Rep1988 

I am against the development of green belt land around Little Chalfont for housing, industrial or employment 
opportunities. The green belt was created specifically to control urban growth and stop towns and villages from 
merging into each other and the policy has been successful over recent decades, helping our villages maintain 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
sustainable development options 
to meet needs taking into account 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

313 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Miss Heather 
Elkins; Rep1991 
Mrs Jennifer 
Elkins; Rep1992 
Mr Paul Elkins 

their character. The proposals to develop additional areas of green belt land around Little Chalfont will see a 
transformation of the village to a sprawled urbanisation or industrialised area. Little Chalfont was designed, and 
has been maintained, as a village with an infrastructure to suit the community it supports. In recent years there 
has been a significant increase in the number of dwellings in the village, with more than 300 new dwellings 
added in the last 5 years alone (more than 12% increase), an additional 45 being built at the moment and recent 
applications for more than 45 more (a >16% increase). The rate of expansion of little Chalfont has far outstripped 
those of any other community in the area, and most likely the County. This increase has not seen any investment 
in infrastructure, leaving the village severely underinvested and incapable of supporting additional population or 
business opportunities. Little Chalfont suffers as a result with overcrowded schools, limited healthcare, reduced 
recreation and leisure amenities alongside insufficient parking and road structure to meet demands of an 
increased population. Any further pressure to an already stretched community is likely to see the infrastructure 
fail completely. Extending the boundaries of Little Chalfont for industrial or housing development will transform 
the village forever. The green belt policy was introduced to protect the environment and communities such as 
Little Chalfont, a careless proposal to utilise the land for development and create urban sprawl will be 
detrimental to the village and surrounding areas for generations to come. 

the scale of development and 
implications for individual 
settlements.   

Rep1990 
Mrs Alix Lane 

I am extremely concerned about the plans to redevelop Mill Meadow. This area is not only pivotal to Chalfont 
Football club but also to the Middle school. We need to encourage our children to be healthy and steer them 
away from being stuck in front of a TV or playing computer games. Taking away a prime site used by hundreds of 
children every week is nonsensical for the sake of lining the pockets of developers. It's not clear how the 
community will benefit from this. We do not have the infrastructure to cope with large scale development in the 
area. I play for Chalfont Angels who are Chalfont FC's ladies team. We train every Wednesday on Mill Meadow 
throughout the year and without this field we would have no access to the floodlit facility. This team has been 
playing for many years encouraging women aged 16 to over 50 to play football. Without Mill Meadow we would 
have nowhere else to go and the team would have to fold. We are only a small part of the community that relies 
on this space. I appreciate that there is a shortage of housing but using open green space is not the answer and 
takes away a key part of the community which should be protected for future generations of families living in the 
area to benefit from. 

  

Rep1995 
Mrs Chiara Davis 

Please find below my thoughts on the CDC 20 year plan. I understand that there is a need to build more houses in 
the South of England and that we all need to take a share in this. I feel however that with in the plan you are 
accepting too much. I am aware that releasing land does not mean it will be built on but if we are honest there is 
expensive land around Little Chalfont upon which large expensive houses can be built and this is clearly attractive 
for developers so we need to safeguard it. In my response although I would like there to be no loss of greenbelt 
in the understanding that this is unlikely to be the case I thought I would say why I would chose certain parts of 
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land and not others. If forced to choose between the packages of land you highlight I would also allow the infill of 
the land to the West that has two small packages of land one for employment and one for residential ( North 
West of Snells lane. ) This is simply because it is a gap and does not move us nearer to Amersham. The land is 
fairly scruffy and I personally can not see it as a large loss of amenity to the village. I would protect the two areas 
up for reclassification 22a and 29 firstly to stop the continued erosion of this land in the future. 22a is a 
particularly beautiful plot when looked out from Latimer with view that would blow you away and 29  is an area 
that clearly has the village moving way to near to Chalfont St Giles and we can not allow the villages to merge in 
this way. Just this weekend has seen many children camping on area 29. The duke of Edinburgh award scheme is 
a highly prized award for school children and allows many inner city children to strive toward something, grow 
themselves and help the community. As part of this they frequently walk and camp on this area of green belt 
which you aim to reclassify. This land is used by so many  please leave it alone.This reclassification will eventually 
lead to it being build upon. Even if you view that as 20 yrs away you can help make that 40 yrs away by not 
touching it in this review. The large area behind Burtons land and lodge lane seems fairly difficult to expand into 
due to the roads in and out not being suitable for the extra traffic and would affect the entire area. I would 
however allow the old golf course to be re generated. I feel that by giving up some small plots of land you as CDC 
are fulfilling your obligation to the government and surrounding councils without allowing such a fundamental 
reshaping of our village that allowing all of this sites would force upon us. With in this I would ask you to put in 
place policies that let you CDC dictate the size and shape of the developments. What sort of housing goes there 
and how high? Many areas in the village are bungalows and when building near them I do not think new houses 
should be too high but you CDC need to be able to control all of these aspects of a development. You should be 
able to dictate the material used so that they are in keeping with the surroundings. Perhaps have a sustainability 
policy meaning that new developments should have rain water recycling or heat exchangers or any other 
technology there is to try to make news houses more efficient and self-sustainable. Making them less of a drain 
upon the resources in the future. I believe that you should charge a planning and a development levy on all land 
that is built upon and this money could be earmarked specifically to the town in which it is raised. Used for road 
improvements or schooling etc. These cost should be a great increase on the charges currently in place. There 
are many parts of this chain from empty field to sold off flats and everyone along the way is making a healthy 
margin apart from the council. The rational that you should develop more in a town with a train station seems to 
make sense until you contemplate that the transport links are already at capacity. After 7.30am you can just 
about get on a train. Don’t think about a seat as it is not happening. By the next stop you may have a problem 
getting on. As we add more housing here we just fill up the trains so that people at Chorleywood and 
Rickmansworth will not be able to get on the trains. What is the point of all this? I am originally not from the UK 
but have live here for twenty years and became a British citizen in 2008. Having lived in Italy, Peru, Bangladesh, 
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Switzerland, Leicester and London, Little Chalfont is where I decided to put down roots. This should tell you 
something, it should tell you how special this village is, its location is it’s biggest asset and it’s biggest danger. 
Being so near to London and so well covered with roads and rail it is in danger of being swallowed up by London 
or Amersham and the history and beauty will be lost forever. I know that time does not stand still but please 
fight the scale of this change, help to minimise the  loss of the beautiful land and wild life. 

Rep1997 
Mr Frederick 
Beckett 

As residents since 1976 my wife and I have been regular walkers, with and without our dogs, on the Westwood 
and beyond across the footpath to Stony Lane.  It beggars belief that CDC planning should even consider using 
the area under discussion for buildings.  As with recent projects there is complete disregard for the necessary 
support structure to accompany this development i.e. schools, shops, parking and medical. We wholeheartedly 
object to this proposal on the grounds that it would destroy a beautiful countryside vista adjoining the 
Westwood Park area. 

  

Rep1998 
Mr Terry 
Farebrother 

I live halfway between Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross. I am concerned that the small amount of Green Belt 
land left in the combined Chiltern and South Bucks areas is under further threat. Both "villages" are already 
dormitory towns for London and neighbouring boroughs like Slough. The Chiltern railway line and the bus 
services are already stretched. Our house is in a lane bracketed by two schools (Maltmans and Gayhurst) but we 
do not have a pavement and the street floods. Such basic infrastructure as there is in Chalfont St Peter has 
already suffered terrible flooding due to inadequate capacity in the sewer upstream. I want to see this 
infrastructure sorted out before any consideration can be given to further development. I also want to see all the 
Green Belt preserved between Bull Lane and the A40 (South Bucks), on Mill Meadow in Chalfont St Peter 
(Chiltern) to prevent the complete merger of Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross. Although I have less problem 
over the Epilepsy Society site, it is so large that there is danger of the village being overwhelmed by extra traffic 
and having no infrastructure to support it. We have to preserve such village life as is left here, including the 
unique historical character of the village, prevent the sprawl which inevitably sets a precedent for yet more 
sprawl and gives planners the excuse of that precedent to extend and plunder Green Belt yet again. The whole 
point of the Green Belt being set up was to provide space for urban dwellers for sport, recreation and simple 
enjoyment of the landscape. Enough is enough. Chalfont St Peter has already had 600 new houses authorised on 
its territory. These 600 must be taken off any future quota for the area and not just ignored for the purposes of 
this new plan.That is unacceptable.. The Councils should also state what percentage of quota dwellings are 
planned and for which part of the districts. This information is currently conspicuous by its absence! In summary, 
my objection to the latest local plan is the potential loss of Green Belt access and amenity. It goes completely 
against the whole purpose of Green Belt provision. Much better to seek sites within the larger towns such as 
Amersham and Chesham and not raid village areas. 

88.4% of land in Chiltern District is 
designated Green Belt. 87% of land 
outside of the main settlements in 
South Bucks District is designated 
Green Belt. 
 
The councils consider that options 

in the Green Belt need to be 

considered in addition to the 

opportunities that are available on 

brownfield sites.  
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Rep2000 
Mr Kieron Jones 

The proposition to build on Mill Meadow and the surrounding community activity centres (CACs) will tear the 
heart out of the local community in several ways:   -Firstly, Mill Meadow is at the centre of many sporting 
activities for both the Chalfont St Peter CoE Academy, as part of their sports and health education, local football 
teams and individuals. Without this great opportunity for sport many members of the local community would be 
unable to exercise; this lack of exercise could then have detrimental effects upon their health - putting extra 
strain upon local health services and the NHS as a whole.  -Secondly, over 240 children - from 6-18 - regularly 
attend the appropriate Scout Group every week. Under the building proposals this would all go and hundreds of 
children would be left without this important source and learning, this would then have a detrimental effect 
upon the community as a whole as the Scouts would not be able to provide such community services and events 
such as the Scout's Christmas Post and acclaimed fireworks and bonfire display. The building upon the Scout Hut 
would also greatly affect the opportunities available to the hundreds of members of the Scouting Community in 
our village - traditional activities such as bivvis, bonfires and wide games would not be possible, leading to a loss 
of culture and skill.  -Thirdly, the area encompassing the CACs and Mill Meadow is a flood plain and if the past 
few winters have taught us anything it is DO NOT BUILD ON FLOOD PALINS. Building on flood plains increase the 
surface run-off of the rain and prevents the water from percolating through the ground, leading to severe 
flooding, cost and distress which no-one in the village wants. -Finally, under the building proposals, the historic 
allotments would be destroyed. Many families rely upon these allotments to provide healthy and wholesome 
food. Without these many families would be unable to grow healthy food, leading to reduced health and 
increased pressure on local services and healthcare as they would have to pick up the pieces left by the reduced 
quality of diet caused by the proposed building development. 

  

Rep2001 
Dr Christopher 
Daley 

Having looked through the Local Plan documentation and noted the area of land to the south of Stoke Poges 
which is being considered for development, I have the following comments to make:  1) It seems immediately 
obvious that this land functions, primarily, to preventing urban sprawl as it is a key buffer between the village of 
Stoke Poges and the predominantly urban area of Slough.  2) This is an area of cultural and historical significance. 
This area contains the Thomas Gray Memorial, which commemorates the site of composition of Gray's famous 
poem 'Elegy in a Country Church Yard'. Again, in line with the National Planning Policy Framework on maintaining 
the historic landscape and setting of an area, this literary and cultural significance would seem another reason 
for this site being unsuited to development.  

  

Rep2004 
Mrs Alice Stoker 

I am wishing to object to option F - area 15 the botley and ley hill area having their greenbelt status removed.  A 
small part of this I would not object to, but it is a huge area that would ruin the Botley/Ley hill area if the entire 
area was made brownbelt and had buildings on 

  

Rep2005 
Mr Joe Cronly 

I am concerned about the plans under consideration to develop the Beaconsfield Rugby Club rugby fields for 
residential or other development. The playing fields are a precious resource for our children - as a father of four 
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boys, I have seen them all play rugby here, which has helped their physical development, encouraged healthy 
habits of exercise from an early age, and given them a great deal of fun. The club is a valuable part of the 
community, and my children have all really benefited from the opportunity to exercise outdoors.  We are very 
lucky to have this open space, and would be making a very unwise decision if we were to cease to protect it.  I 
would not support any reduction in the availability of Beaconsfield's open spaces for sports. Thank you for taking 
my remarks into consideration 

Rep2008 
Mr Nicholas 
Rothwell 

We should like to stress that we are strongly against any erosion of the Greenbelt and, in particular any such 
erosion in  the Botley & Ley Hill area. We would like to say that, in our view, the NPPF clearly states in paragraph 
88 that  "local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt", 
and within paragraph 80 that a "local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as 
inappropiate in Green Belt".  This begs the question as to when did these policies change? When purchasing our 
property, in 2006, we consulted with the Planning Department of Chiltern District Council, regarding the Green 
Belt to the rear of our property, and were assured, that the Council's policy was to maintain the status of the 
Green Belt.  Again, when did that policy change? 

  

Rep2009 
Mrs Caroline 
Ashcroft 

I am concerned that the proposed developments will adversely affect the local character of our village and 
destroy local leisure amenities. Mill Meadow is extensively used for many sporting activities and clubs, which 
will, I presume have to be relocated further away from the village centre. It is also the flood plain of the River 
Misbourne. Commercial development along the A413 corridor would destroy local woodland where badgers, 
foxes and muntjacs currently inhabit as well as various species of birds. There are also more sporting facilities 
that would be affected. There are already empty offices within the village and also within the Chalfont Park 
complex. Should we not be utilising these before further development takes place? Would sufficient parking be 
included in any plan? The new developments between the roundabout with Kingsway and the Greyhound 
roundabout have not got sufficient parking and the overspill onto local roads has caused considerable difficulties 
with local residents struggling to access their properties. If the Epilepsy Centre is redeveloped on its existing 
footprint this makes more sense. We already have new homes being built on the old Holy Cross site, these will 
put additional strain on all local amenities, schools, doctor's surgeries. Are the sewers and drainage systems 
going to be able to cope? We have already had problems with raw sewage flooding the village centre. 
We have no real public transport infrastructure to support this kind of development, private car use would 
expand and create further local parking no problems. 
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Rep2011 
Mrs Elizabeth 
Lines 

Chalfont St Peter have already had more than our fair share of new development for which CDC have granted 
planning permission. More than 600 since the original local plan (to 2026) was agreed. Much of this in the 
Chalfont Common area, which is distant from the village centre and with inadequate public transport 
connections. Any development should be close to the village centre, rather than on the edges where it lead to 
ribon develoepments joining up with the next town or village na uses up green belt, rather than brownfield sites. 
Chalfont St Peter is already outgrowing its school capacity and our doctors' surgeries also seem to be over-
capacity as there is always a lon wait for appointments. The village lacks sustainable transport links to railway or 
underground services which can be found in other villages in Chilterns and South Bucks. I would suggest that 
those areas are more suit able for large-scale development. I am sure Chalfont St Peter will continue to supply 
small, infill sites for housing and commercial buildings. The local plan suggests making great inroads into Green 
Belt area. To do so in Chalfont St Peter would be against all five of the stated purposes of green belt land. It 
would lead to 'urban' sprawl' which would see the Chalfont Common area, in particular, merging witjh Chalfont 
St Giles and Horn Hill. Similarly, on the other side of the A413, Chalfont St Peter village would merge with 
Chalfont St Giles and Gerrards Cross. This would deprive us of our green space and merge the area into one ugly 
sprawl. The green space around our villages is of enornous benefit to local people, being used for recreation - 
sport, games and walking, providing attractive landscapes to encourage local people and visitors to visit.There is 
also considerable high grade farmland and areas for nature conservation and wildlife. The Site of the Society for 
Epilepsy is currrently a Major Development Site within the green belt and, besides being to home of the Society 
(the first such development in the UK), it also house two care homes and recreational facilities and several small 
businesses. Current development of the site is retained in only part and this includes some dilapidated buildings 
which are no longer used and could be developped into further care facilities, while i believe other buildings 
already have preservation order on them. The remainder of the land is mainly good quality farmland and 
woodland, lthough there are some small businesses, especially at Rowan's Farm and Model Farm. This area is 
quite unsuitable for development as there are no public transport links and such roads that exist are narrow and 
unsuitableg for the amount o traffic that development would create. I am appalled to think that houses are to be 
built at the Newland Park site, despite it being outwith the CDCs own policies for sustainable development.  Since 
access through Chalfont St Giles is so poor, all traffic would travl through Chesham and Rickmansowrth Lanes and 
down to the (very busy) A413 via steep (sometime dangerous in winter) lanes. The Mill Meadow Site is Chalfont 
St Peter's main leisure area, with the Community Centre (very well-used), Football Club, Tennis Club, Scouts Hut 
and playing fields, despite being on a flood plain and suffering from flooding from in wet periods. The site also 
provides the only sports facility for the Chalfont St Peter Academy, as the school site is so over-built that there is 
no sports area there. There is also a memorial garden which provides opportunities to see wildlife and to find a 
peaceful place to relax, as well as a riverside walk. Removal of this site as a public amenity would be a great loss 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   

The Councils will be seeking to 

protect the best and most versatile 

agricultural land from 

development. 
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to the village. The Area on the A413 identified for Industrial Development is part of th Colne Valley Park and 
identified as particularly important for biodiversity and environmental priorities. Also, I understand that it is part 
of a park laid out by Capability Brown! This area is green belt and provides a barrier between Chalfont St Peter, 
Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. A river runs right through this stretch of land, so it is also a flood plain. 
I also question whethe we need further industrial building as there appear to be emptty sites throughout the 
village, indeed, one such site has recently been allowed a change of use to a community building!  

Rep2012 
Mr Clive Ashcroft 

I am concerned as to the unacceptable effect the proposed plan will have on the village of Chalfont St Peter and 
its environs which at present sit in an area of natural beauty and provide a vital haven for wildlife. I comment as 
follows:-  Mill meadow - Mill meadow is the only open recreational space in the village providing sporting and 
allotment facilities which are vital to the area. The sports fields are used not only by local clubs but also are the 
only playing fields for the adjacent school. Development of this site will require the relocation of the Scout/ 
Guide hut as well as the tennis and football clubs, all of which are well used and supported. This site also sits on 
the flood plain of the Misbourne - a very poor selection for development, given issues with flooding and 
insurance on other flood plain developments. Commercial development along the A413 This an area of woodland 
providing an xcellent habitat for wildlife, including hedgehogs and Muntjacs as well as many species of birds.  The 
proposal will destroy what is a semi rural approach to the village as well as taking away a highly valued facility in 
the form of the local cricket club. The golf course (and the public footpaths)  will also be irrevocably damaged 
thus changing the nature of this area beyond recognition.it seems that what is proposed is "commercial" 
development. It is hard to imagine with the excess of empty commercial properties across this part of the county, 
what organisation is likely to occupy commercial space in this location. The development will also ruin the 
character of Lower road as a rural "lane" serving the residents. The National Centre for Epilepsy site. There is 
some scope within the EXISTING building area to build more housing but this should be limited and above all, 
should consist of mainly affordable housing. General observations:- The envelope of the village will disappear as 
the country proposals will ensure is individual nature will disappear. Development on the scale proposed will 
effectively see Chalfont St Peter merge with Gerrards Cross, becoming just another dormitory town.  This 
(proposed development)  will in no way address the appalling problem of parking in the area. There is totally 
inadequate provision of public transport which leaves the public no alternative but to use their cars and park on 
unrestricted roads - Lower road in particular has become a car park as a direct result of Gerrards Cross being a 
single no parking zone, this in turn as a result of commuters not being prepared to pay for parking in the Chiltern 
Railways car park. Commercial development will no doubt come with limited parking in order that the approving 
authority can falsely claim they are meeting environmental targets. This will exacerbate the existing issues to 
breaking point. The local infrastructure is totally inadequate to support the proposed plans. There has been little 
or no investment in this area over the past years and I see nothing in the plan whichaddresses thie existing 
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issues, let alone the pressure to be crated by an additional 190 plus homes on the Grange site. As mentioned 
earlier, there is totally inadequate provision of affordable housing within the plan. Local residents in their 
twenties and thirties have been priced out of the market. This must be addresses before approving the 
delopment of any commercial sites. Employment may well be a laudable objective but if there are no young local 
workers left, then the suggestion within the plan that it will tprovide local employment, is patent nonsense at 
best and utterly dishonest at worst. 

Rep2013 
Mr Stephen 
Hedges 

Firstly I must point out that we have not found out about these planning applications/surveys until this week and 
only by word and mouth ! I have rung the council to find out more and told that it is published in the library ! I do 
not use the library ! These areas marked for development in my opinion are ludicrous for the following reasons : 
We live in small villages which will all join, the roads will not take any more traffic, the schools, the local 
hospitals,all public services are stretched all ready and we pay a premium to live in an area which is/was green 
belt and surrounded by areas of outstanding natural beauty. I am upset that we have not had more time to 
respond and put our case forward prior to the council getting to this stage of planning !!! IF WE COME OUT OF 
EUROPE WOULD WE STILL NEED THESE HOUSES AND FACTORIES ? i would like to be kept informed of any further 
developments/decisions regarding this application/survey Steve Hedges 

  

Rep2016 
Mrs Gurjit 
Cheema; Rep2018 
Mr Harj Cheema 

Please see below for the comments I have why Stoke Poges is not suitable for the additional development 
proposed.  1.To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. There will be no difference between Slough 
and Stoke Poges even though we are in different counties. As you go from wexham road, Slough to Stoke Poges 
via grays park road or from Stoke road, Slough to Stoke Poges then there is already housing the majority of the 
way through. The area in question which has been mentioned will in effect cause one continuous band of 
residential development.  2.To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. The only cut off from 
Slough if this goes ahead as your travel north will be the m40 motorway at gerrards cross.  3.To assist in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. There is an abundant array of wildlife in the area that have 
been designated.  4.To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns. Grays field and 
monument.Named after the famous 18th Century poet Thomas Gray who lived nearby, this ancient piece of 
common land is owned and overseen by the National Trust who have protected it as a significant example of 
ancient woodland. The area is a popular place for locals and visitors to sit and relax particularly in the summer 
months.   5. Arup have not suggested this site, their recommendations are a lot smaller and would be feasible. 
 6. Stoke Poges is a small village and everyone who works travels out to work by car. At rush hour the local roads 
are already severely grid locked. The infrastructure is not adequate at the site for such an increase in traffic if the 
plans go ahead. There is no rail station either so modes of transport are limited in the first instance.  
7. There are several small streams that flow through the designated area. Even with small downpours of rain the 
area is boggy and a lot of standing water about one foot deep is present for a whole long time. When there is 
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heavy rain the local drains can not cope and it takes a very long time for the water to soak into the ground and 
down the drains also.  8. There are better locations with better road and rail infrastructure then Stoke Poges for 
additional housing development. Taplow has the roads the A4, M4 and direct links to the west and major 
employment centres with good road transport. It also will have a crossrail station which negates the need for 
extra cars. Iver will also have a crossrail station and already has direct train links to London and to Slough and 
further on.  9. The population of Stoke Poges has been very static for a very long number of years.  10. I do agree 
the need for extra housing in the south east. However, the location mentioned does not fit any criteria that 
would be suitable for increased development. There are actually better locations in Stoke Poges, albeit on a 
smaller scale. There are two sites that already come to mind. One is the playing field on plough lane. This is 
hardly ever used for any sporting purposes and its main function is for dog walkers to use the field for their dogs 
to defacate on. This has better road links going north towards gerrards cross and south towards Slough. Another 
option would be the Bayer building on the corner of Rogers lane, Stoke court drive and west end lane. This would 
have better road links going north towards gerrards cross via duffield lane and is already built up.  This is what I 
suggest and being a resident I am in the best position to comment. I am not a nimby as I have given other 
suggestions for Stoke Poges itself but do feel that any residential development around south bucks would be 
better served by Iver and/or Taplow. 

Rep2017 
Mrs Jennifer 
Wildman 

Do not build any more housing in the area surrounding Chestnut Lane or Stubbs Wood, the schools are overly 
subscribed and the area cannot handle any more traffic on the road (Chestnut Lane already has cars speeding 
down it at an alarming speed for a residential neighbourhood full of children). The local community relies are 
what little areas of open space are available within walking distance. The area around Chestnut Lane/Quill Hall 
Lane has already lost two neighbourhood pubs and has had several housing developments created, adding to the 
pressure on the roads and open spaces. In a time of increasing childhood obesity and pollutants from cars, 
councils should prioritize the health of its current residents (especially when they continue to raise the council 
tax) by keeping open areas within walking distance of the homes. Also, the schools are struggling to hire staff as 
it is, why increase the pressure on them by increasing the number of residents in the area. I strongly oppose any 
plans to build on the open spaces in Amersham/Chesham Bois. 

  

Rep2020 
Mr Malcolm 
Brookes 

I live near to the option area between the Chesham Metropolitan railway line and Quill Hall Lane. Naturally, as an 
area which is a current part of the Green Belt and also an AONB, it goes without saying that it would be desirable 
to continue to have this status for the area.  Whilst overall there is a need to provide additional housing, the area 
is very large and any development would severely congest the surrounding roads and facilities. The local roads 
approaching the area are already narrow and restricted due to excessive parking, especially near to industrial 
sites (Raans Road) and Quill Hall Lane which for a large part is like a country lane rather than a main road. Traffic 
is also heavy with large vehicles for the same reason.   At the same time, local infrastructure is lacking and 
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oversubscribed.   All efforts should be made to use all 'brownfield sites' and other 'used' land. 

Rep2021 
Mr Mandeep 
Bhatti 

I have grave concerns regarding the councils consideration of GREENBELT PARCEL 69 which lies between Fulmer 
Drive and the M40 for the following reasons:  1. The parcel is ancient woodland consisting of ancient beech, oak 
and birch. It provides a vital wildlife sanctuary for a population of muntjac deer. TPOs are being sought over the 
woodland to protect its future.  2. The woodland provides a natural pollution and noise barrier to the residents 
of Howards Wood Drive.   3. The parcel is unsuitable for new dwellings because it would exceed PPG 24.  I 
strongly agree with ARUPs conclusion and am dissapointed that public money is being used for consultancy 
advice and that advice is then ignored 

 

Rep2024 
Mrs Sally Barter 

Gypsy, Traveller & Travelling Show people Site options - Comments: Option 6.1 Valuable work has already been 
undertaken with regard to the Traveller accommodation needs consultation and the Call for Sites process. The 
involvement of the Traveller and Gypsy community themselves as major stakeholders is a positive and should be 
encouraged. Bucks and Chiltern District Councils should be aware that there are many factors that can impact on 
the respondent’s views and should bear this in mind when considering the results of this consultation.   
Option 6.2 a) Previous consultation carried out by ORS identified a number of plots on sites within Bucks which 
were let to non-Travellers; this seems to be for financial reasons as plot rent is lower than conventional housing. 
Councils must investigate to ensure these particular plots are not counted in their existing provision for 
Travellers. Re- Dudley Wharfe, Iver and Green Park Copperkins Lane. These plots are being blocked long term to 
Travellers and Gypsies with accommodation needs. b) Infilling could be an option with regard to existing sites 
with temporary permission. This would be cost effective and immediately deliverable as these sites are already 
occupied by Traveller families who are using local services, schools etc. Chiltern and Bucks District Councils are 
currently looking at developing Greenbelt land to meet mainstream housing need so Traveller sites should be 
afforded the same consideration.  c) Chiltern Council must be aware that proposed extension to the Orchards 
Site, Chalfont St Peter will meet the needs only of the family who occupy it.  This is a privately owned family site 
whose residents are Irish Travellers and any extension will only serve to meet the needs of the Irish Traveller 
community, excluding English Gypsy and Showmen Travellers.   d) This option is not at all realistic. Past evidence 
shows residents would object and block this option. Historically proposals close to residential areas have always 
received strongest opposition and local residents have launched campaigns to stop sites being built. Mass 
opposition in the past has been publicised and fuelled by discriminatory reporting of this by the local press and 
resulted in organised online campaigns, websites, leafleting and posters etc.   This undermines the ethos 
promoted by Chiltern and Bucks Local Councils of transparent, fair and inclusive consultation and prevents the 
Traveller/ Gypsy community themselves from participating and taking part as intended.  e) This is the most 
realistic, sustainable, cost effective and easy to deliver option. Most sites proposed in Call for Sites are privately 
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owned family sites consisting only of one or two mobiles/ caravans (not large, multi plot sites as perceived by 
residents or promoted by the press)  These sites are already established and have existed in almost all cases for 
many years. They have been granted temporary planning permission and so already have met imposed 
conditions and requirements. The families living there are Buckinghamshire residents and local families and so 
are already integrated into the local community and using schools, GP's and services. The Local Development 
Plan is required to look at the needs of all its residents and for this reason these families should not be 
highlighted and singled out as they have been. They have been wrongly portrayed as invaders and a drain to the 
local community. When publicising the Call for sites and Traveller accommodation needs the press have 
succeeded in creating tension and fuelling discrimination by printing articles which are intended to reinforce this 
idea, for instance damning comments about costs to residents from the tax payers’ alliance, in one particular 
article. This is wrong and it's racist to consistently target one community in such a negative way. The Traveller 
accommodation needs are only a small part of the Local Development Plan. Chiltern and Bucks Local Councils 
should be aware of the impact this can have on the views and responses received in any consultation. It is worth 
noting that in the last consultation it was evidently clear that the majority of those that opposed the Traveller 
site options in the Call for Sites were not actually aware that they already existed!  This speaks for itself. f) As 
above g) Cannot see how this would be an option as current need far outweighs supply. As a result many 
Traveller families are occupying sites in overcrowded conditions with extended families living in several caravans 
on one plot. Also generations of local Traveller families have had no choice but to move into housing as 
historically there have been no sites available to them. This is still the case. This is not culturally appropriate and 
denies future generations; it is also difficult to identify them with regard to the consultation process. This results 
in unrecognised need. This is a major problem across the Bucks District and is a result of under provision.  
Although a move in the right direction this consultation has only looked at the need of a minority of Gypsies and 
Travellers living within the Bucks districts. This is a fact which many respondents are unaware of.  Lastly with 
reference to the new definition of Gypsies and Travellers within planning, I do not believe it is possible to define 
a community out of existence and any attempt to do so is unjust. It has been noted that some of the questions 
within the ORS Traveller accommodation needs questionnaire have been changed so the Travelling patterns of 
those who respond is under scrutiny. This is just an attempt to reduce numbers nationally and could not be 
imposed on any other race or culture without opposition. I would be extremely disappointed, particularly after 
such previous good work, if Chiltern and Bucks District Councils decide to take this stance and deny the existence 
of need simply because it is convenient. 

Rep2026 
Mrs Sara Caley 

Chalfont St Giles is a small village with amenities and transport links sufficient for it's size but these would not 
cope with a significant increase in local population.the village is surrounded by beautiful open spaces which are 
enjoyed by residents and visitors. Sacrificing these to support an increased population will have a significant 
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detrimental effect on the positive aspects that draw people to this area in the first place. The area proposed for 
redevelopment carries a significant local water course and is prone to flooding during the wetter winter months. 

Rep2028 
Mrs Manisha 
Bhavsar 

I am objecting to the local development plan which has shown the area of Nashleigh hill (both sides) as proposed 
areas of development. The substantial development in this area will mean we lose our green field along 
Nashleigh hill, the play facilities which is in walking distance to.  Many families in the area. pollution and traffic 
will increase and the areas proposed as being designated as employment is very vague, which could mean it 
could become a industrial area which provide employment. Such a huge development plan will affect the 
catchment area of  Newtown school and Brushwood school as a high influx of resident come to live in the area as 
a result of the development and plan. Local amenities such as doctors and dentist at Chess medical centre will 
become over subscribed and therefore the current infrastructure will not be able to handle the influx of people. 
As it is the infrequent train from Chesham (every 30min) means there will be a lot of road congestion to and from 
the station along broad street, to meet the train time table, and any areas resulting in large development plans 
will have a huge impact on parking facilities at the station which has been designed to serve the residents of a 
small town. 

  

Rep2029 
Mr Jatinder Joshi 

I am a home owner in middle green, I am very disappointed to note that development is being considered on 
green belt land within a stone throw from my home. I moved here to enjoy the country, if I wanted to live in a 
town I would have remained in slough. I have nothing against slough, but I do enjoy the gap and that gap makes 
the difference . I firmly believe that south bucks residence enjoy the better life of country side and it seems 
easier for them to build closer to slough. There I plenty of available land in south bucks, and you need to provide 
affordable homes in your own back yard, instead of the neighbours . I know of many a places where you can do 
this, for example winkersfarm have been wanting to develop, yet you will not allow this, you own isle of white 
farm over the misbourne, you could develop that, there are sites in Chalfont St. Peter's , I can go on, so please 
take a long look at your plan, I will certainly stand in the way of development in middle green. 
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Rep2030 
Mrs Sarah Miles 

I have had the joy of living in Little Chalfont all my 53 years. I attended the local state schools and college, and 
have been lucky enough to have been able to send my own children to the same schools. The stunning beauty of 
the green belt land has been much loved and used as we have grown as a family. I  have seen the village grow 
over time, and now believe that it is struggling with basic amenities such as parking ( it is sometimes impossible 
to park in the village parade now so I often resort to using other local villages),the local schools are over 
subscribed already - and county council land that once held state schools has been sold off in recent years to 
allow housing development),  The figures show that Little Chalfont has sustained significant development 
between 2006 and 2014. the parcels of land being considered for future development is designated as Green 
Belt. This was created to prevent the sprawl of London. The character and community feel of our village will 
change forever. The proposed development sites will open the door for even more future development and the 
village of Little Chalfont will no longer be the beautiful place that it is.  Ancient woodlands will be at risk and land 
that has been designated as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be affected. This land should be protected 
for the benefit of everyone to enjoy. Indeed it has been acknowledged that the Chilterns is possibly the most 
heavily visited landscape in the UK, with over 55 million leisure visitors a year 

  

Rep2031 
Mr Alan Wilson 

I have been a resident of Iver Heath for over 40 years. During this time the village has of course expanded 
attracting more houses, more businesses, a dramatic expansion of Pinewood Studios and of course much more 
traffic. The state of the roads provides ample evidence to the increased volume of traffic. However, there have 
been virtually no improvements to local roads to accommodate this expansion. There are even plans to close 
Hollow hill Lane (a vital small local road that alleviates traffic through Langley) to accommodate the Heathrow 
rail link. Despite the above Iver Heath still just about manages to remain a village protecting some green space 
between Slough and Greater London, the M4 and the M40. Perhaps there is still room for some additional 
housing but without initial considerable improvements to the infrastructure the character of the area will be 
destroyed. 
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Rep2032 
Mr Alan Paine 

I am writing to register my opposition to the “Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty” in Little 
Chalfont being released for development and request that Little Chalfont is removed from the “short list 
of main settlements for growth” in the Councils Core Strategy. The whole purpose of Green Belt land was to 
prevent developments such as those being proposed by Chiltern District Council taking place, and to preserve 
individual villages from merging into each other. Green Belt land is NOT a supply of land to be built on to satisfy 
the latest housing targets, its purpose is to preserve the countryside. Little Chalfont has many Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty within its Green Belt including land on Lodge Lane, land to the west of Stony Lane 
and the land straddling the A404 east of Little Chalfont. Once developments such as those proposed are 
approved our local Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Green Belt will be lost forever and sets a very 
dangerous precident. The “Countryside and Rights of Way Act” of 2000 puts a duty on public bodies to “have 
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regard to the purpose of the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty”. I hope that the council takes this duty 
seriously and finds alternative sites for such developments, ie brown field and derelict sites rather than 
destroying the local coutryside which would have a devastating effect. Our current infrastructure already 
struggles to cope with demand, with school places, medical appointments, parking places all at a premium. I live 
in Lodge Lane but am not in the catchment for our village school, they are so oversubscribed the catchment area 
is very limited. My children had to go to a neighbouring village, meaning we had to drive them to school rather 
than walk as it was over twice the distance away. Lodge Lane is in the green belt and has been designated as an 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty so we have to abide by stricter planning laws. Now it would seem that land 
on Lodge lane stretching down to Burtons Lane has been sectioned up into parcels and is now being considered 
for development. I am concerned about the reasons for the land on Lodge Lane being “parcelled up” and worry 
about whose decision it was and their motives. Between 2006 and 2014, 307 new properties have been built or 
approved in Little Chalfont, equating to an increase of 12.4%. The neighbouring and much larger towns of 
Amersham and Chesham have only provided 5.3% and 4% respectively with Chalfont St Peter village providing 
7.7%. I fail to understand why Little Chalfont is being targeted again to provide substantial numbers of new 
properties having already suffered a much larger increase in development than its bigger neighbours. If these 
developments go ahead then Little Chalfont, Chorleywood and Chalfont St Giles will no longer be 3 separate 
villages they will all merge into 1, and our local countryside, Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
will have been destroyed forever. 

Rep2033 
Mr Andrew 
Moore 

I have reviewed the proposed plan for Amersham and would like to make the following observations. Again, you 
are proposing to develop in an area that is alredy densely populated? There is far more room over the west side 
of Amersham and distributing the population more evenenly would make much more sense. Unless you are rich 
enough to live over the west side of Amersham. As you know, the area behind Quill Hall Farm is stunningly 
beautiful with magnificent views. It provides the local residents with easy access to the countryside where there 
are numerous footpaths and woods with wild life. This what makes Amersham such a beautiful place to live. 
Please do not concrete over it. 

  

Rep2034 
Mrs Kathryn Pate 

As a long term resident of Stoke Poges I wish to make an objection to the new proposed local plan releasing 
green belt land for development. The plan would allow the sprawl of Slough to merge with our village contrary to 
NPPF9 par 83 and 87. Also the countryside would be significantly encroached upon including the historic Greys 
memorial contrary to NPPF12 par 126 Any release of green belt land would be another nail in the coffin for our 
village. We value our South Bucks history and will resist any encroachment from surrounding local authorities. 
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Rep2035 
Miss Annabelle 
Hilton 

I oppose your ideas of building over the beautiful countryside in Little Chalfont. I think that this is an awful 
thought because… • Little Chalfont is home to much wonderful wildlife and with all this land being developed, 
the poor animals’ habitats will be demolished, leaving nowhere for them to live. • Parts of Little Chalfont are in 
the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, (AONB) and if these horrific plans go ahead, we will certainly not have 
the privilege to be in the AONB, which would be a terrible shame. • With these vast chunks of countryside no 
longer in existence, the people in Little Chalfont will have nowhere to go for enjoyable walks, walk their dogs etc. 
• The views, also will be ruined and it is always a delight to open your curtains in the morning, to meadows or 
hills rather than houses overlooking your garden. It is great to hear chirping of birds in the morning, which will be 
much rarer with fewer trees. • With population growth in Little Chalfont as well, you may find it more difficult to 
book to go to the doctor, dentist etc. and the traffic, which is already enough, will increase, causing gigantic 
queues, which you will find very annoying, I have to say. • Finally, with such an expanse of buildings, the village 
feel will be lost forever, and will no longer be a village, it will in fact, be a town and will not have the name Little 
Chalfont, but Great Chalfont, which I personally, think does not sound nice at all. 

  

Rep2037 
Mrs Julie 
Wolstenholme 

I am totally against any building on Green Belt Land...anywhere for whatever reason. The areas highlighted for 
Chalfont Giles are on a flood plain as was highlighted in the recent flooding. Any building on these areas could 
only cause problems to the village centre and to the new housing. I request that a binding and legal covenant be 
imposed on all land at Upper and Lower Stone meadow that binds Chiltern District Council to protect it for the 
good of the village and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively 
housing, commercial buildings or offices.building on these area could only cause more problems for the village 
centre.  The Stone meadows are in constant use by walkers of all kinds and would be a huge loss to the village as 
there are very few areas to walk in the surrounding areas. Knowing that there is huge demand for housing in this 
area and the council is under pressure to build, there are some points I would like to be considered should this 
application be approved: Being so far from a station, with a poor bus service and expensive housing it should be 
considered that Chalfont St Giles is in danger of becoming an OAP only residency area….I am one of those OAP's! 
Any new housing should ALL be affordable to include ALL houses and flats so that young people and young 
families can afford to stay in the area. No one point something million plus, large houses should be considered. 
There should be a covenant set to that end and also include that no property is allowed to be sold for "buy to 
rent". AND I have questions….where will the children go to school and how will the doctors surgery manage? 

  

Rep2038 
 Mary Power nee 
Edwards 

I wish to object to,the way this proposed plan was introduced.   It seems as if much more research should be 
done about the effects on the village 

  

Rep2039 
Mrs Lindsey Smith 

I would like to fully object to botley and Ley hill having their greenbelt status removed. Page 13 option F of the 
local plan 2014-2036. This is an area of outstanding natural beauty and such outstanding amounts of wildlife, my 
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husband, children and I absolutely adore living here due to this natural beauty. By removing the green belt you 
are jeopardising the wildlife in the area and the natural beauty which attracts resident and visitors alike. 

Rep2041 
Mr Edward Payne 

I am  against the proposed development in Stone meadow. It is in the flood plain and not suitable for 
development, If there must be any development alternative sites should be considered on the fringe of the 
village  and not its centre 

 

Rep2042 
Ms Ann Mayling 

As someone who has moved to Iver Heath within the last decade I have been shocked by the encroachment onto 
green belt which has already been allowed despite the SBDC policy and the poor support given for infrastructure 
spend from Bucks CC.   As such the community takes all the pain of 'growth' but is not the recipient of any of the 
gain.    At first reading of this plan it appears the as a parish The Ivers and Iver Heath in particular have a 
disproportionate number and area of sites - all green belt are open fro consideration.  The level of rejection at 
Stage 1 demonstrates that we have reached capacity within our area for sustainable development while 
maintaining the semi-rural character of the area.    The pressure from  surrounding areas further exacerbates the 
threat to the nature of the community.  We are already underserved across all aspects of the infrastructure and 
the anticipated major public infrastructure projects mean we are already at the centre of significant disruption 
and resulting negative impacts on health and quality of life.  The Pinewood development has not been factored 
in to any discussion I have seen or read to date and its impact across a range of areas all and will change the 
traffic flow and volumes for HGVs and motor vehicles.  I would urge SBDC to consider whether Iver Heath can 
cope with further major development along side this during their 15 year plan.  I would also ask for SBDC to 
continue to liaise with Pinewood Studios and the community and removing their location from green belt would 
reduce this ability to influence.  In the draft topic paper Iver Heath is barely considered and it feels to the 
community that we are often sidelined rather than considered equally with the remaining areas in our Parish - 
can meetings be rotated to all 3 rather than always being at Iver Village Hall?   The current documents lack the 
detail needed to formulate a truly considered response but I wished to indicate the strong levels of concern felt. 
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being considered with the County 

Council as Highway Authority in 

conjunction with the Local Plan. 

Rep2043 
Mr Micheal 
Coomber 

We object to the new proposed Local Plan Area 15 Ley Hill & Botley being removed from Green Belt Status for 
the following reasons :- As well as being detrimental to the health of the local residents there is so much wildlife 
in the area which will suffer by not having the open spaces & the trees & hedges to nest in which will eventually 
disappear. We belong to the Berks Bucks & Oxon Wild Life Trust & enjoy numerous birds in our garden that 
include Sparrows that are already on the decline, Blue Tits, Great Tits, Long Tailed Tits, Thrushes, Wrens, Robins, 
Gold Finches, Chaffinches, Green Finches, Woodpeckers, Gold Crests, Black Birds, Jays etc. many of which nest in 
our garden. We also have visits from Squirrels, Badgers, Foxes & Munjac Deer. Also we have Newts, Frogs, Toads 
& a variety of different Snails & Slugs that become food for birds etc. Also Bank Voles, Shrews & other small 
Rodents that become food for other creatures including at least one Tawny Owl that we often hear in the 
evening. The Barn Owl is in decline & farmers are being encouraged to allow them to nest in their barns which if 
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it happens will also need creatures for food. The fields around at the moment will disappear & become housing 
estates. The Horse Riding School trains young riders by travelling down Jasons Hill. Jasons Hill has no footpaths & 
more traffic would cause a danger to life including children going to & from Ley Hill School. We are encouraged 
to grow the flowers that attract Bees & a variety of Butterflies. We cannot afford to lose the Wild Life which 
enjoy this part of the Chiltern Hills, just as much as we, Ley Hill & Botley Residents do. 

Rep2044 
Mr John Classick 

Question 1 - How were the figures for the number of households needed or the employment areas arrived at? 
The HEDNA refers to the fact that they are arrived at “robustly”, but also refers to the fact that it is difficult to 
predict trends for the future as they are based on the 2004-14 patterns which may not be valid in the future. Do 
the figures presented have any validity? Question 3. - The Ridgeway Trading Estate, off Thorney Lane North in 
Iver could be more carefully reviewed. The parcel of land identified as SB0188.  could consist of mixed residential 
and commercial usage or could include some of the much needed infrastructure services such as a health centre 
or school. The current usage of the Ridgeway trading Estate with HGV/logistics/freight haulage etc. has 
developed without planning and has contributed to the traffic and pollution problems in the area could be 
moved closer to the M40 at Denham. Question 4 - Many of the local population are unaware of what is going on, 
therefore the conclusion has to be that SBDC’s  public consultation has been poorly thought out. At the public 
meeting held in Iver recently, many people were turned away from that meeting because they could not fit into 
the hall.  Completing the Consultation Response online disenfranchises large sections of the population, 
particularly the elderly residents. Iver doesn't even have a library any more where documents can be viewed. 
Question 5 - Option A is my preferred option, taking account of the objections below. Option B – Iver High Street 
should remain a conservation area. However there are parcels identified by HELAA Stage 1 such as SB0189 and 
SB0193 where the current usage is out of character and these could be redeveloped appropriately in line with 
regeneration of Iver High Street. Option D – There should be no encroachment into the South Bucks area from 
either Slough or Uxbridge. The function of the Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl should be respected. Option E 
- Apart from comments relating to Parcel SB0043 (see below) there should be no extension to the current built 
up areas in Iver/ Iver Heath. Option I - please see comments relating to E above. Option J – please see comments 
relating to SB0043 Option K – The only acceptable sub-option is (v). Al other options only exacerbate the existing 
problems arising from the existing employment sites in Iver/Iver Heath. Option L – An acceptable option taking 
account of the comments to the other options above. Question 6. - Parcel SB0043- Currently Thorney Business 
Park. Any development of this site must include the provision of a relief road/by pass both to ensure easy access 
during development but to also provide relief from HGV traffic for Iver High Street. Parcel  SB0299 – Part of this 
site could be developed for parking for Crossrail at Iver Station. It is currently marked as a HELAA site rejected at 
Stage 1. Parcel SB0292 & SB0177 - The area to the south of the Grand Union Canal and to the east of the M25 
would be much better served by using it for high density affordable starter homes. This could be along the lines 
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of the developments along the canal in West Drayton or George Green. This would be preferable to the current 
unregulated usage. SB0189 – This parcel would be ideal to redevelop as parking for Iver Village, possibly with 
some associated retail units or a bank. SB0189 – This could be redeveloped for offices or high density affordable 
starter homes. Parcel SB0295 at Thorney Mill. This would be ideal for commercial development such as a hotel 
serving and expanded Heathrow, should that development occur.  

Rep2045 
Mr Dean Bradley 

My evidence is based on experience. An experience that saw the destruction of my community due to an 
exhausting, endless, threat of development. Myself and my family moved to Iver Heath in the summer of 2008. 
Our previous home had been adjacent to Heathrow Airport in one of the villages destined to be bulldozed to 
make way for a new 3rd runway. For over ten years we had suffered a never ending assortment of stresses, 
strains, anxiety and uncertainty due to blight .The blight and fear such proposed changes impose, are incredible 
for any  family or resident impacted. We fought and protested, but eventually we succumbed to this awful 
blighted situation and with a heavy heart and a very heavy financial debit, we eventually left the house in which I 
was born and had called home for over 30 years. These events had taken their toll on our health, my health 
particularly damaged by chronic depression. After moving to Iver Heath, for a while it felt as if we had gained 
some kind of reprieve. It felt as though the balance of the area in Iver suited us. We had found a wonderful 
community,open spaces, protected green belt, access to surrounding areas on adequate roads. We were also 
now closer to family who had lived here since 1999 and were besotted with the area they had chosen as home 
for the very same reasons outlined above. However it soon became very clear that there was now a new threat 
to our way of life, which was Pinewood Studios and their plain to build an obnoxious mega city on Protected 
Green Belt land in our area.  Pre and during the planning inquests, residents warned that this project was sold on 
lies and phantom positives to the "national and local interest". These warnings fell on deaf ears which resulted in  
areas of our green belt being destroyed to make way for a mesh of concrete and steel with polluting HGV's 
swarming our roads. The Pinewood project is a parasitic venture and this creature alone is changing the dynamics 
of the area. With it's ugly encroachment on the green belt and increased traffic issues, many fear we are just 
seeing the beginning of the inevitable negative pressures on infrastructure that will ultimately and adversely 
affect residential life here. In the wake of the Pinewood debacle we are now seeing additional major 
infrastructure and development sites starting to appear in the local area at an alarming rate.. Within a very short 
space of time it seems as if Iver Heath and its neighbors have lost or are possibly losing land to major 
construction projects or having the area totally reshaped, and this all appears to be happening with  little or no 
apparent  warning or resistance from our political representatives. Here is a brief summary of local development 
projects planned or in process that have come to my attention. Opposite our house, to the North and adjacent to 
a footpath and church, a rural setting of green and open land will be tarmacked to house a car park and  
residential care home. Out of nowhere a major construction project has appeared to the South of Iver by Iver 
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station, that sounds like it will be some kind of mega terminus. To the south west of us we will be losing one of 
our "scenic" routes and open land through to Langley nd the canal via Mansion Lane. Further over towards 
Langley we will be seeing a major Railway site for Heathrow Express and or HS2. It appears my progosis was 
correct and relocating the train depot from Old Oak common near Willseden is to release NW10 land for 
extortionately priced housing. How may Paddington basins can they build? Heathrow runway 3 if given the green 
light, is a mere 5 miles away to the South which means further m4/m25 construction and additional traffic on the 
ground, let alone in the skies. Having studied issues to do with airport expansion, it is quite possible that air 
quality in the location of Iver may breech legal guidelines should Heathrow and its relative infrastructure expand, 
hence BAA originally attempting to design ridiculous M4 ozone tunnels to deflect the air impact. Very shaky 
ground that should be very carefully considered before subjecting unsuspecting and increasing numbers of the 
population to it. The m25 will yet again be widened regardless, subjecting us to never ending roadworks on the 
motorway to the Northeast of the village. It seems as though these projects are being constructed regardless of 
any public or resident opinion. Whilst this particular consultation appeals for input from the community, a cynic 
would conclude that redevelopment of this area is a done deal. In the face of such change I wonder has anyone 
truly inquired and probed the policies that dictate the necessity for development of this area. Has anyone 
questioned the numbers of the home building policy? Has anyone questioned the national immigration policy 
and its true affect on housing? Has anyone questioned a possible Brexit and how that may reflect on required 
housing numbers? Has anyone questioned the infrastructure policies regarding Heathrow and its sustainability 
and the true housing housing requirements if not built? Has anyone questioned the true median living wage in 
relation to the "affordable housing" being built and how that will not house a large number of first time buyers? 
Has anyone questioned the numerous sites available in business parks and white elephants within the county 
dedicated to business that are sitting empty due to austerity measures and the stagnant economical climate? Has 
anyone questioned the growing gentrification of greater London.This ideology results in fewer properties per 
head being built for substantially more profit. The inevitable is overspill of people needing rehousing, thus adding 
more pressure on the surrounding suburbs to supply housing for those evicted from "affordable" rented 
accommodation that has been redeveloped? This is an issue that affects our neighboring towns who are adjacent 
to London and will inevitably have an affect on the Iver parish if allowed to continue. Profit and poverty do not 
respect borders or lines on maps. Why should areas such as ours in that instance take up the slack of bad policies 
designed for profit in other jurisdictions? Surely before irreversible and life changing developments are imposed 
on any community these questions have to be addressed and all channels to avoid unwelcome development for 
those who will suffer should be exhausted first? From experience it appears as if more land grab and profit is 
always the first and only option. These observations appear to be unfolding again. In the current climate,the 
argument for a Iver relief road is a valid argument yet it appears to be a double edged sword and some kind of 
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political football, that will be offset no doubt by more land grab and construction. The political bartering appears 
to be an acceptable game of words for some, yet it has far reaching consequences on local peoples lives. Why 
should the community be strong armed into bartering to retain its beauty and heritage, particularly when the 
community did not and does not welcome the additional infrastructure projects and proposals that are being 
forced upon us? To even contemplate further major development of the Iver Heath area and wishing to 
somehow retain it's fundamental features and the residential lifestyle we enjoy, is a preposterous notion.  
Anyone who has seen the changes in Iver Heath over the past 5 years alone will find this patently obvious. The 
roads are already starting to resemble congested parts of the capital at certain times of the day, which is 
ludicrous for such a little suburban residential area. The jewel in the crown, our green belt spaces are slowly 
evaporating thanks to the likes of Pinewood and a few profiteers. Endless convoys of HGV's are already 
terrorizing the roads of our sedate village, with more to come. Iver and Iver Heath simply cannot develop to 
accommodate the kind of increase in population suggested in this consultation without major infrastructure 
changes, changes that will inevitably eradicate the community feel, skew the area's proportions and add stresses 
and strains on people here.  The green belt is a precious commodity and an intrinsic part of the area's make up. It 
is also invaluable to the sustainability of areas such as this, keeping at bay the ever increasing urban sprawl. 
Simply Drawing pretty colored areas on maps and crunching numbers within some academic site test does not 
make a successful and healthy community. Nor do the greed infested profit margins milked from never ending 
development. We, our friends and neighbors who inhabit these areas create a  community and healthy 
community is the lifeblood of this and any prosperous area. Iver Heath as a place to live, appeared healthy and 
proportionally balanced when we decided to move here. Yet again it would appear untold numbers of decent 
folk who wish to live their lives in stable environment of their choice, now have the shape of their future 
surroundings balancing in the hands of a few characters in suits. I ask those who are in a position to and who are 
willing to, please re establish my faith in the political process and stand up and reject any plans for further 
development incursions into Iver, Iver Heath and it's green belt. My experience is, that major development plans 
and the change development brings have severe consequences on peoples lives and communities. If realized, any 
further major development of Iver and Iver Heath, which appears to be a possibility within the constrains of this 
consultation, will be irreversible and a catastrophic strain on the area as is, and will again literally obliterate all 
that we have come to love about the place where we live, which is now Iver Heath. 
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Rep2049 
Mrs Nicola 
Williams; 
Rep2050 
Mr John Williams 

AREA 69:- Bounded By  M40,  Howards Wood Drive and Howards Thicket. I am opposed to any further 
consideration for the development of the land Green Belt Parcel. 69. This Land has already been shown as “not 
recommended”  by Arup in their study. There are various factors that contribute to this opposition. 
1. This ancient woodland consisting of Oak Beech and birch trees is a much needed habitat to all forms of wildlife 
including mammals and birds. It would be environmentally outrageous to destroy this from this point of view 
alone. 2. The sloping land and trees provides much needed attenuation of the noise from the ever increasing 
volume of traffic on the M40. 3. Any development would place houses far too close to the pollution created by 
the already heavy traffic volume which is often stationery at peak periods and growing annually. 4. The volume 
of paved areas would increase the water run-off in the direction of the M40 as the land slopes down to it 
Increasing the likelihood of costly additional drainage requirements to protect the motorway. 5. The area as it 
stands provides a much needed physical barrier between existing housing and the motorway and helps minimise 
the environmental noise and air pollution. 6. Development of this area would increase and be detrimental to 
traffic flows in and out of the area and place additional strain on the already struggling demand for social 
infrastructure. I trust that South Bucks Council will heed the “Not Recommended” conclusion by Arup and reject 
any further consideration of ‘Green Belt Parcel. 69’  for future development. 

 

Rep2051 
Mr David Wilson 

I was dismayed to learn that the area of land used by beaconsfield rugby Club could be used for future housing. 
All of my 4 children and myself have used the facilities of BRFC regularly. my 2 sons still play at the club. i would 
like future generations living in Beaconsfield to have this same facility as we have enjoyed. You must visit BRFC 
on a saturday and on a sunday to see the number of people of all ages from the local community who benefit 
from this great amenity. There must be some area of green belt not so well used that could be used for housing 
that would not cause such widespread disruption. 

 

Rep2053 
Ms Imogen Tilley; 
Rep2054 
Mr John Gannon 

Question 6: In reference to general area 11 I do not think this land parcel is appropriate for development either 
industrial as proposed or residential. There is insufficient infrastructure to support industrial traffic. The A416 is 
already very busy especially at peak periods and it would not be able to support the extra movement of large 
vehicles and lorries which would also exacerbate current damage to the road. Additional HGV traffic moving 
through Chesham will be dangerous for pedestrians and cause additional pollution. The southern edge of this 
land parcel encompasses Nashleigh Hill Recreation Ground. Any development would result in the loss of a 
community amenity much used by local children from the Chesham Vale and Newtown areas. This area also 
contains a chalk grassland meadow. Over the past sixty years almost 80% of the UK’s unique and fragile chalk 
grassland has been lost due to intensified agricultural practices, development and mismanagement. It is critical 
to maintain this precious habitat which supports a diverse range of plant and animal species. This land is 
designated green belt. The evidence shows this land parcel scores highly in its purposes as designated green belt 
checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas, protecting the gaps between Chesham, Berkhamsted 
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and Ashley Green and restricting ribbon development along the A416, and assisting in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment. It is also part of a designated AONB which recognises the natural beauty of the 
landscape and meeting the need for quiet enjoyment of the countryside. Question 13: I would like to nominate 
Nashleigh Hill Recreation Ground, the adjoining Berkhampstead Field and the three fields beyond (running along 
Vale Road) as a Local Green Space. This space is used constantly by dog walkers, families, children playing and 
also playing football, cricket etc. and is vital recreation space for the north end of town which doesn't have any 
other open green space. Question 17: I have read the Chesham Society's Visions of Chesham and agree with their 
proposals which address the questions in this consultation. 

Rep2056 
Mr Michael 
Ballard 

I am against all plans to build on green belt land. No new housing should be built unless services such as 
schooling, medical and social care are provided to support the increased population. Perhaps even more 
important improved utility supply, water, waste and sewerage services MUST be provided. Several of the sites 
suggested are on flood plains and are areas that are notorious for flooding. These areas MUST not be built on. 
Whilst I am against building on green belt land has anyone considered buying Bulstrode and building there. If 
green belt has to be used this seems to me to be the least worst choice. 

  

Rep2057 
Mrs Barbara 
Richardson 
Chair 
C.O.P.A.G. 

Question 10 - One of the lifesyle choices some people consider as they get older is whether to move into smaller 
properties, or retirement homes prerferably in or very close to the town centre. The advantages being easier to 
maintain as a degree of mobility declines, and being in the centre the elderly wouldn’t feel isolated from needed 
amenities, such as as public transport . Downsizing would also free up the bigger units for growing families. So 
the need for smaller units is crucial This town is very short of providing inexpensive places for the elderly to meet 
and chat, the churches do their best with their lunches and regular coffee mornings. The day centre is 
inaccessible to most of the elderly through location and expense. We would not want our town to be built 
upwards so that we wouldn’t be able to see the countryside when standing in the the Broadway and the cows 
grazing on summer days. There are sites about town that could be used for intEl or brownfield sites for 
redevelopement. We support the Chesham society’s Town plan proposals. Question 16 - The infrastructure of 
the town is poor with the possible expansion of over a possible 1000 units many vital ammenties would have to 
be upgraded , such as sewage, drainage , roads and I have already mentioned transport. With slightest amount of 
wet weather Berkhampstead Road and specially Broad Street have torrents of surface water running both sides 
of the road unable to escape. Broad Street and part of Berkhampstead Road are also air polluted areas which 
cannot be good for the children’s nursery recently allowed planning permission to set up in Broad Street. The 
sewage works in Latimer Road has also come under extrime pressure in times of wet weather, and had to release 
raw sewage into our river. I would expect young families would be moving into the district new schools would 
have to be built, it’s ironic that in Chesham a school has been demolished resently to to make way for houses 
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Rep2059 
Miss Janet Beal 

Question 1 - From personal experience and also talking to many friends, one area of housing that is significantly 
lacking in the Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross areas is a supply of houses (NOT flats) suitable for people looking 
to downsize, such as the houses in Dove Court & Somerford Place in Beaconsfield, Miller Place in Gerrards Cross - 
ie smaller houses with fewer rooms, but of a good size. Many people who have lived in larger properties in 
Beaconsfield & Gerrards Cross would like to move to a smaller house as they get older, but still want to have a 
small garden, so a flat is not suitable.  The planning authorities seem to give permission to replace existing large 
houses with a block of flats, but there seems to be little encouragement to build the type of housing that 
downsizers would like.  All the new housing that would be suitable for downsizers is either flays - with no garden 
- or townhouses - which require lots of running up and down stairs, so not a long term option for older people. 

  

Rep2060 
Ms Ann Mayling 
 
Iver Heath 
Residents 
Association 

Our response at this stage is in general terms as the information provided by SBDC is incomplete with nothing 
beyond Stage 1 assessments available and is therefore difficult to address with a specific rebuttal or alternative 
proposal. We note that there is no infrastructure  assessment information in any detail and that only Stage 1 
assessment information has been made available at this stage for SBDC. We would also raise our concerns that 
about the communication process and that we were not included in the original briefing for stakeholders so were 
left with less time to respond and encourage input from the residents.  We would ask to be added to the 
attendance for any future communcations/presentations. The plans do not give sufficient granularity of the mix 
of housing which would be sited in our area to comment and the 'strategy' appears to list a series of options with 
no details as to how each could contribute and any details of the options feasability. We have been asked by our 
members to ensure the following points are raised in relation to the plan as applied to Iver Heath:  •We are a 
community that has already experienced significant reduction in land fulfilling its green belt purpose with the 
Pinewood Studios planned development. •The impact of Phase 1 of this development is emerging as we 
approach the anticipated date for occupation (June 2016).  This delivers 55,000 sq. feet of studio space. •The 
associated car parking etc. for this development gives some indication of the anticipated uplift in vehicle  
movements and there will inevitably be a further uplift in HGV traffic to service the site. •The infrastructure has 
not been improved in any way to accommodate either shifts in the demographics or needs of the community to 
accommodate what is a major development in a village of our size. •The full Pinewood Studios Development 
framework has a 15 year duration and has 3 phases which in total will create 100,000 sq. feet of studios, office 
and work shops. We believe there is a compelling case to ensure the infrastructure is delivered to support this 
development before any additional major developments are planned. •The location of the village means that 
there is a significantly higher level of HGV traffic than would be anticipated through a residential area and that 
through traffic (regular commuters and those accessing the motorway network and Heathrow) mean the AM and 
PM peaks can result in significant delays and  increases in journey times for local residents.  There is nothing in 
any plan for mitigation for Iver Heath and we are barely mentioned in the Topic Paper commissioned by SBDC. 
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•The community wish Iver Heath to remain a semi-rural location and to ensure this we need the green belt to 
hold its position as an effective buffer between us and the urban sprawl which is anticipated. •We are a diverse 
community and we want to ensure any development reflects this so that benefits can be seen for all 
groups.Alongside this we would ask the SBDC to ensure that development – housing and infrastructure - can be 
managed to improve the quality of life for existing residents and opportunities for our young people to stay 
within the communities that they have grown up in. •We are greatly concerned with what we see as a ‘land grab’ 
from Slough and that there is a possibility that as a community we will disappear between Slough and Uxbridge. 
and we risk being 'absorbed' into the urban sprawl. •We want to ensure the green belt retained is maximised 
and is preserved to ensure it fulfils the purpose for which it was intended.  •We feel it is not useful to single out 
any individual site at this stage as potentially for release and will comment once more data is available. 
•Education – in particular the lack of a secondary school results in significant stress for both children and parents 
in managing the ‘commute’. We would also argue that retaining the education within the area will build stronger 
Your Comments Our response at this stage is in general terms as the information provided by SBDC is incomplete 
with nothing beyond Stage 1 assessments available and is therefore difficult to address with a specific rebuttal or 
alternative proposal. We note that there is no infrastructure  assessment information in any detail and that only 
Stage 1 assessment information has been made available at this stage for SBDC. We would also raise our 
concerns that about the communication process and that we were not included in the original briefing for 
stakeholders so were left with less time to respond and encourage input from the residents.  We would ask to be 
added to the attendance for any future communcations/presentations. The plans do not give sufficient 
granularity of the mix of housing which would be sited in our area to comment and the 'strategy' appears to list a 
series of options with no details as to how each could contribute and any details of the options feasability. 
We have been asked by our members to ensure the following points are raised in relation to the plan as applied 
to Iver Heath: •We are a community that has already experienced significant reduction in land fulfilling its green 
belt purpose with the Pinewood Studios planned development. •The impact of Phase 1 of this development is 
emerging as we approach the anticipated date for occupation (June 2016).  This delivers 55,000 sq. feet of studio 
space. •The associated car parking etc. for this development gives some indication of the anticipated uplift in 
vehicle movements and there will inevitably be a further uplift in HGV traffic to service the site. •The 
infrastructure has not been improved in any way to accommodate either shifts in the demographics or needs of 
the community to accommodate what is a major development in a village of our size. •The full Pinewood Studios 
Development framework has a 15 year duration and has 3 phases which in total will create 100,000 sq. feet of 
studios, office and work shops.  We believe there is a compelling case to ensure the infrastructure is delivered to 
support this development before any additional major developments are planned. •The location of the village 
means that there is a significantly higher level of HGV traffic than would be anticipated through a residential area 
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and that through traffic (regular commuters and those accessing the motorway network and Heathrow) mean 
the AM and PM peaks can result in significant delays and  increases in journey times for local residents.  There is 
nothing in any plan for mitigation for Iver Heath and we are barely mentioned in the Topic Paper commissioned 
by SBDC. •The community wish Iver Heath to remain a semi-rural location and to ensure this we need the green 
belt to hold its position as an effective buffer between us and the urban sprawl which is anticipated. •We are a 
diverse community and we want to ensure any development reflects this so that benefits can be seen for all 
groups.Alongside this we would ask the SBDC to ensure that development – housing and infrastructure - can be 
managed to improve the quality of life for existing residents and opportunities for our young people to stay 
within the communities that they have grown up in. •We are greatly concerned with what we see as a ‘land grab’ 
from Slough and that there is a possibility that as a community we will disappear between Slough and Uxbridge. 
and we risk being 'absorbed' into the urban sprawl. •We want to ensure the green belt retained is maximised 
and is preserved to ensure it fulfils the purpose for which it was intended.  •We feel it is not useful to single out 
any individual site at this stage as potentially for release and will comment once more data is available. 
•Education – in particular the lack of a secondary school results in significant stress for both children and parents 
in managing the ‘commute’.    We would also argue that retaining the education within the area will build 
stronger community ties as school events etc. form part of the life of any community. We are underserved in all 
aspects of the infrastucture and have seen little investment to address existing needs. Question 1: We fail to see 
how this approach can create anything which has the necessary levels of detail for each location to demonstrate 
either the current or future demand.  It also appears to ignore known developments within Iver Heath including 
the impact of 84.13 hectares covered in the PSDF which is already in construction. Question 2: As Pinewood 
Studios is already in process then this is an obvious ‘deliverable’ which has a 15 year timeline within its planning 
conditions. As the impact of this on the infrastructure, vehicle movements and pressure on air quality, noise and 
the quality of life is unquantified it would be difficult to consider adding any additional development to the 
village. Question 3: We would oppose the inclusion of public open spaces, sports and leisure but would support 
the improvement of these to ensure the local community continue to enjoy the significant benefits they deliver. 
Question 4: As an organisation our residents’ association were not identified as major stakeholders so not 
included in the launch process. All the communication is left for us to search out and find and then communicate 
– this reduces the timescales to respond and the reach of the communication. More push using broader 
communication channels and involving the community more proactively. There is a significant gap in information 
available compared to what has been developed for the Chilterns region again leaving us responding to less 
developed information which has proved difficult for us to develop a coherent approach. Sustainability needs to 
be at the centre of this (as the NPPF recommends) with more weight being given to the quality of life for the 
community – in particular we already experience significant challenges in air quality, vibration and noise.  
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Damage to the health of the community is happening now and the anticipated national infrastructure projects 
continue to erode the very features that prompted people to make Iver Heath their home. Question 5:  We 
would welcome further discussion about what the optimal solution might be but cannot comment on a region 
wide strategy.   There is insufficient information to provide a ‘ranking’ as it is unclear what each standalone or in 
combination would contribute and the impace. We require more information of what is meant by Option A and 
how this would be achieved without losing the character of the village. For Iver Heath there are a number of 
concerns around specific options we would raise now – Option D is concerning as this would appear to 
encourage an accelerated pace of urban sprawl and reduces the existing green belt which acts as a buffer for the 
village currently.   We would oppose any encroachment for Slough or Uxbridge. Option E For Iver Heath this 
option added in every significant piece of green belt land around the entire village and includes public spaces 
such as the Iver Heath fields.   Until there is clarity about what are the housing and commercial needs the SBDC 
expects to place here within their bigger programme this is difficult to discuss constructively. We would argue 
that the scale of the development at Pinewood Studios meets any part of the target we should be expected to 
meet and that any further discussions happen once the impact of this on the community is better understood. 
Option K:We would not support the removal of Pinewood Studios as any input the community would have on on-
going work would be significantly diluted. Question 6:  See above for comments on options. Question 7: These 
are unproven and the validity of the model used is impossible for a lay man to assess but seem to lack the level of 
detail needed to reflect the variety of communities represented within the district. It is of significant concern that 
within this we are being asked to consider meeting the needs of Slough and Uxbridge. Question 8: Forging 
collaborative relationships with housing associations and experts in provision of starter homes and affordable 
housing would be a useful starting point. As a council SBDC should explore the options available to ensure our 
young people can stay within the communities they were raised in and can demonstrate strong local links by 
prioritising their access to affordable options.  Question 9: This is not an area that we as local residents have 
sufficient expertise to comment upon and the SBDC will need to liaise with appropriate organisations. 
Question 10: The SBDC could look at creating a plan with an appropriate mix of accommodation of the type, size 
and location that would meet the needs of an aging population.  Provision of suitable support for those requiring 
care to continue living independently should be balanced with provision for carers and those with needs such as 
support in living with dementia. It is imperative to involve charity and not for profits such as AGE UK to develop a 
plan that is appropriate to the actual needs of the community and will offer sustainable solutions. Question 11: 
For us, much of the heritage has been compromised so protecting the rural landscape is important as well as our 
few remaining older properties and St. Margaret’s Church. Question 13: All existing public green space to be 
preserved for the community.  This includes Iver Heath fields and recreation grounds. Question 14:  We would 
welcome input into the development of a neighbourhood plan which we believe would address the challenges of 
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Iver Heath which have been given less weight than those of Iver and Richings Park.  We would like to see a more 
balanced approach than that in the Topic Paper published about The Ivers. Question 16: This is essential and 
should be proportionate to the known issues already contributing to a notable deterioration in the quality of life 
for local communities throughout the Ivers.  These include: relief road provision, health centres, schools 
including secondary schooling returned to the Ivers and other local amenities such as libraries. Question 17: The 
significant number of  national infrastructure projects and the significant scale of the Pinewood Studios 
Development Framework over the next 15 years mean that Iver Heath will be bombarded from all directions.  
The SBDC need to support the community and not impose further development which erodes further the quality 
of life and destroys the attributes which have prompted people to choose to move to Iver Heath and  for their 
family to want to stay in Iver Heath. 

Rep2063 
Mrs Seema 
Gadhia 

Re Development on Blackwell Stubbs Wood - We strongly object to the development. It will have a detrimental 
affect on the environment, local ecology, congestion and air quality. It will reduce the benefit of living in an area 
that preserves and protects the local natural landscape. 

  

Rep2064 
Mrs Helen 
Beaumont 

Since the building of houses (253 homes) at Bell Lane there has been pressure on the doctors surgery , the 
dentist and the local combined schools.  The Parking at the local shops Chenies Parade was difficult after Tescos 
was opened but has become worse since the Bell Lane development. The introduction of free car parking for 1 
hour in the small local car park has seen minimal help towards the parking problem. The addition of 45 new 
homes behind Chenies Parade will make a difficult situation in the area even worse. The lose of green belt land 
will interfere with the local eco system that exists . The area is of outstanding natural beauty and should be left 
for future generations to admire. The local lanes do not lend themselves for heavy vehicle use. With the opening 
of the M25 traffic through Little Chalfont has increased measurably with vehicles speeding through the centre of 
Little Chalfont A404. Even with the introduction of a speed camera, the 30 mile an hour speed restriction and the 
Police Safety Van  has not reduced the amount of vehicles speeding . Introducing more housing and employment 
areas will only add to the problem. 

  

Rep2065 
Mr Rory Hilton 

I am against the Plan. 1.   I love nature and I don't want to see lots of habitat destroyed. 2.  I play for Westwood 
Park Football Club and I love it. I need space to run around. If the park is built on I, and children like me, will have 
nowhere to play sport. 3.   I like my school (Little Chalfont Primary School) but if lots more houses are built there 
will be no room for the extra children, so our school might be extended and we could lose our school playing 
field. 4.  I love living in a village, and I don't want to live in a town. The plans seem to be making Little Chalfont 
into a town, so I am against the plan. 
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Rep2066 
Mrs Monica 
Wilson 
 
8 Pinewood 
Green 

A good proportion of green belt land in Iver Heath has already been relinquished to development with the 
Pinewood expansion. As a result of this there is a substantial increase in traffic in the area which will further 
increase as the expansion continues for the next 15 years. Since the current infrastructure in Iver Heath is unfit 
for purpose – traffic is currently regularly grid locked on local roads – it is inconceivable that any possible future 
development should go ahead without a revamp/review of the viabilty of local roads to carry any more traffic. 
This is of paramount importance to local residents who are already suffering from an increase in HGVs, through 
traffic and Pinewood traffic with the accompanying noise, pollution and inconvenience. Residents would like Iver 
Heath to remain a semi-rural area and the green belt should continue to act as a break between Slough and 
Greater London. This must be taken into consideration in any future development plans. I am concerned that the 
whole process of this consultation has been muddled and is incomprehensible to the ordinary citizen.  We do not 
have the information or expertise to make an informed response but we do not want any more traffic on local 
roads or any further infringement of Iver Heath which will damage the semi-rural atmosphere of the village. 

Transport options for Iver are 

being considered with the County 

Council as Highway Authority in 

conjunction with the Local Plan. 

Rep2067 
Mrs Camilla 
Reyner 

I fully appreciate that more housing is required in the Beaconsfield area over the next couple of decades.  Ideally, 
brownfield sites/existing built-up areas should be used for such schemes, but I do appreciate that selected 
greenbelt areas will need to be redesignated for such purposes. However, with such redesignation of greenbelt 
land, it is critical that sports and recreation facilities (for young people, in particular) are not reduced in any way.  
In fact, it is critical that such facilities are INCREASED to allow for the expanding population in the area.  Current 
sporting/recreation facilities in the Beaconsfield are pretty poor.  The Nation is becoming less and less healthy, so 
it is imperative that we ensure our youngsters have every opportunity to improve their health and fitness with 
good facilities. I am the mother of 3 boys who play at Beaconsfield Holtspur FC and at Beaconsfield Cricket Club.  
I am very worried that the development proposal (Appendix 2) will take over the area at Wilton Park (on which 
Beaconsfield Holtspur FC currently train and play matches), Beaconsfield Rugby Club's grounds on the Hall Barn 
Estate and Beaconsfield Cricket Club's grounds.  It is vital that these areas are protected - and ideally enhanced - 
for the expanding local population.  Similarly, the proposal in Appendix 5 to extend land for business use to cover 
the Beaconsfield Sycob pitches at Holloway's Park (which are also used by Beaconsfield Holtspur FC) seem 
equally inappropriate. If greenbelt land is to be redesignated, it is vital that it's done in a way which protects and 
improves the provision of sports and recreation facilities in the Beaconsfield area. 

 

Rep2068 
Mr Norman 
Holmes 

Firstly, the decision to even consider destroying any Green Belt is wrong. It serves as a vital barrier to urban 
sprawl which, if development is allowed, will be led not necessarily by careful town planning for the benefit of 
the community, but by the profit motives of developers. If housing shortages are the motivation behind Green 
Belt development, before this must come a number of other measures. For example, 'Brown Field' development 
and changes in the laws relating to the amount of time land owners who have achieved planning permission and 
who, through their own agendas, have chosen to 'stock-pile' such land over long time periods. I believe that the 

The councils consider that options 

in the Green Belt need to be 

considered in addition to the 

opportunities that are available on 
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decision by South Bucks District Council to disregard some recommendations from the ARUP report to be wrong. 
For example, the piece of Green Belt land described as 'Parcel 69' which lies behind Howards Wood Drive/Fulmer 
Drive, is not recommended in the ARUP report. Through the large woodland present, the land is a vital barrier to 
the M40 motorway in that it reduces noise which can only increase with increasing traffic over coming years. 
Further, it acts as an aid in reducing pollution fallout onto existing and any future housing which would be even 
closer to the M40.  The danger of flooding towards the motorway would surely increase should the large number 
of ancient trees be destroyed in favour of house building. A stream runs from Dukes Wood, under Fulmer Drive 
into Parcel 69 and the destruction of the woodland and the Fish Ponds there, would lead to further flooding 
towards the M40. High voltage pylons run through the Parcel and any nearby housing would be exposed to any 
associated health risks. Access to the Parcel would be difficult, there being narrow roads either side of it 
(Windsor Road and Fulmer Road). Both roads, especially Fulmer Road, are over-used when considering their 
width and widening would be difficult given the housing along each. Traffic would also increase causing further 
danger. Gerrards Cross as a whole has a major and increasing parking problem and increasing housing in any 
areas around it will further worsen already near chaotic vehicle parking. Difficulty in accessing schools and 
doctors surgeries already exists - places for children in first-choice schooling is a problem now. There is no 
doctors surgery in Gerrards Cross. How will increasing population address this? I urge the County and District 
Councils and ultimately Government, to reconsider and reject the Green Belt for development. I understand the 
need for more housing but the destruction of such a valuable and, once lost, irretrievable asset is wrong. Please 
look to Brown Field development, compulsion for land owners who have planning permission not yet 
implemented and a more thoughtful approach to high quality and higher density accommodation but please 
preserve the Green Belt locally and nationally 

brownfield sites.  

Rep2069 
Mrs S Raynsford 

I am responding to Question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
Incorporating Issues and Options (Jan - March 2016).  I understand that there is a proposal to develop Wicks 
garage into a residential area to provide further housing.  I would like to raise concerns about this.  We are a 
small village with a strong community.  Since moving in 16 years ago, many of the shops & pubs have already 
disappeared.  We are already struggling against the effects of HS2 with people moving away and the village being 
less attractive to new families.  If the garage is now also closed, the village further loses the ability to operate as a 
discrete unit.  In creating a community and so making a village desirable, it needs to have an infrastructure core 
of proper facilities so that people work and live in the area.  Taking away the essential facilities makes us into a 
bed and board village where people work away and also need to travel elsewhere to find day to day services.  
Then  the community network is eroded and as a consequence our residents will feel isolated.  Great Missenden 
was a top destination when I moved from London.  It will have less and less to offer unless we act positively to 
ensure it retains its services and so remains a full and active community. 
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Rep2070 
Mr Peter Snape 

Residents of Lt Chalfont since 1978, my family has seen the pleasant self-contained village gradually become 
more populated and less identifiable.  CDC proposals do nothing to reverse this trend, altering the environment 
into a semi-industrial and dormitory' Eastern suburb' of Amersham. The zones around Stony Lane in the AONB 
are an example. Already the nature of some local roads suffer from inappropriate building and architecture. 
The current facilities are already overcrowded (try and park conveniently) and inadequate for development. 
 Outlying areas will not be well served and the "rush-hour" on train and road will be even more awful with 
increased traffic. The CDC has been unable to resist pressure from Central Government and Tfl to spoil our 
environment but must have the courage to do so. The housing crisis has to be solved with completely new towns 
and villages thoughtfully purpose built on eg disused MOD sites or old airfields-many of which could have good 
access to major roads, railways and larger towns. Spreading existing urbanisations in the planned manner is 
wrong. CDC is in danger of wrecking our area -already threatened with years of disruption- with this weak but 
classic planners' proposal to which I am opposed in its entirety. 

  

Rep2071 
Mrs Annette 
Hilton 

Further to the proposed local plan, I wish to register my objection. Little Chalfont has already undergone an 
increase in residential housing growth of over 12% recently. The full effect of the developments has yet to be 
seen as construction is still underway. However, it is currently already clear that the village is becoming 
overburdened. Often it is almost impossible to park close to local amenities. The local primary schools cannot 
accommodate all children in catchment, let alone those on the fringes of the catchment area who have to travel 
to other schools out of the area. The local grammar school would need to be expanded in size or the catchment 
area would have to be reduced, causing knock on effect on the availability of school places in Buckinghamshire. 
Access to local dental and medical expertise is also becoming more difficult and the waiting time to see a doctor 
has certainly increased. The sheer size of the proposed areas for development would make the situation 
untenable. The areas included in the plan are so big as to guarantee the destruction of the village character 
currently existing. Not only do the proposals see major encroachment into Green Belt land, but also threaten 
areas already designated as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Neither such encroachments are meant to be 
undertaken lightly, yet the plans demonstrate a complete disregard for both. It has come to light in the last few 
days that Westwood park could also be developed. One has only to attend on a Saturday to see that the whole 
field is full with football practice and matches, the playing field needs to be expanded to accommodate the 
children currently on the waiting list to join the club. Any further residential developments would increase the 
waiting list. Does the council want to demolish Little Chalfont’s only Sports field and thereby leaving our young 
people with no space to play and exercise? To even consider removing this amenity would be nonsensical.  
The expansion plan looks to be nearly doubling the size of the village; this huge impact will ruin the character of 
Little Chalfont. The roads, already busy, will be severely congested, at rush hour I imagine the A404 will be one 
vast queue all the way to the M25 junction. The plan represents a clear proposal for urban sprawl, which the 
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Green Belt is designed to prevent. Most will recognise the housing pressures in the South East of England, but I 
feel that Little Chalfont has already done its bit to contribute to the easing of such pressures. The proposals 
represent yet another attack on the size and character of the village, and are out of all proportion to the current 
village size. 

Rep2072 
Mr Paul Murray 

Any development in this area will significantly change the size and shape of Amersham: Also it will significantly 
detract from natural landscape and appearance of the area: QHL lies at the edge of the escarpment which falls 
down into the Chess Valley. Since we must assume that retention of the beauty and integrity of the Chess Valley 
(with its Chess Valley Walk) remains a key District objective, building on the top of the escarpment can only 
undermine that objective. The preservation of the appearance of this area, adjacent to the Chess Valley, is 
reflected in the siting of the Metropolitan Line railway in a cutting, as it runs along the edge of the escarpment. 
Additionally, the existence of Rights of Way (which are well used) directly from QHL and Stubbs Wood into the 
Chess Valley, acknowledges this area as the start of open Chiltern countryside, on the eastern edge of 
Amersham. Listed as an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty the vistas from the top of the escarpment are 
exceptional and should be preserved for future generations to enjoy. There is also restricted access and traffic 
congestion will result if any more houses are built in this area. I also doubt that the current infrastructure could 
not support a development of this size. All roads in and out of Amersham are grid locked during peak times. 
Within the town centre itself traffic congestion, particularly at weekends, is significant. Currently schools in the 
area are oversubscribed. Chestnut Lane School, for example, has not been able to offer places to children within 
it’s catchment for several years. In fact intake in recent years has been reduced to less than half a mile.   
Amersham-on-the-Hill doctors surgery is struggling to meet demand and provide appointments. Parking within 
the town is becoming increasingly difficult and although the council has tried to remedy this by extending the 
town car park, it is still no where near sufficient to cope with additional residents. Current water supply and 
sewage disposal would be inadequate. The wildlife in the designated area would be destroyed and a 3rd party 
consultant has already suggested removing the Stubbs End part of the proposal anyway. 
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Rep2073 
Miss Jennifer 
Bunce 

Question 1 - The proposal fails to take into account the current and future demands within Iver Heath; for 
example the new construction covered in the PSDF. Question 2 - Clearly the unpopular expansion around 
Pinewood Studios will be deliverable by 2036. However as we have little idea of the impact of this expansion in 
terms of traffic (its associated noise and air pollution), together with demands on local infrastructure and 
services it would be very difficult to estimate the impact on further developments, in or near the village. For 
example we suffer badly already from traffic congestion on Church Road and adjacent roads. Question 3 - I would 
object strongly to any loss of the current facilities we have with regard to public spaces for families, sport and 
recreation. Question 4 - Any proposals have significant impact on all of us in our village and I am most 
disappointed that we have not been better consulted - surely better communication with our residents' 
association would leave us all better informed and the organisation could be better conduit to express our joint 
position. Additionally many of the residents in the village do not understand the language used in much of the 
documentation and bodies such as the residents association are critical to fully inform all of the community. 
Question 5 - I need better information regarding Option A as it could impact significantly on our village. 
Additionally Option D appears to suggest the loss of some of the existing green belt which separates us as a small 
village community from the sprawling areas of Slough and Uxbridge. Option E added in all of the green belt 
around Iver Heath and included villages fields; until we know what SBDC plans to use these areas, I am unable to 
add any views other than those already mentioned. Question 6 - See above. Question 7 - Of significant concern, 
maintaining the character and life of Iver Heath village appears to be at odds with the possible expansion needs 
with Slough and Uxbridge. Question 8 - SBDC should explore other options with housing associations. Question 9 
I do not have enough knowledge on this subject, as a local resident. Question 10 - The provision for sheltered 
housing should remain a top priority under the auspices of charitable foundations or organisations. Question 14 - 
I would welcome greater consultation with Iver village families, through the local residents association. Question 
17 - Current projects in or near Iver Heath village are already beginning to erode village life. Any future projects 
will need to consider impact on this small village, rather than seeing it swallowed up in one huge conurbation 
between Slough and Uxbridge. 

  

Rep2074 
Mr Philip Miles 

I moved to Little Chalfont some 30 years ago, moving out from London. One of the major attractions was the fact 
that Little Chalfont had a village atmosphere and was surrounded by Green Belt land. The sense of space and 
freedom to roam across the land that is both ancient and of stunning beauty being the major consideration to 
me moving here and wanting to remain a resident. Far from ignoring the need for development Little Chalfont 
has already absorbed significant development. Between 2006 & 2014, 307 new properties have been approved 
or built in the village. This is a 12.4% increase which is significantly ahead of other neighboring communities. In 
addition to the larger developments we also see more instances of land belonging to larger properties being 
redeveloped with several smaller ones being erected. This type of recycling of land already used for residential 
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use coupled with a serious commitment to explore Brownfield sites within the Chiltern area would  be a much 
more complimentary way to proceed resulting in a more limited impact upon the beautiful countryside that 
surrounds the place I and many others have chosen as our home. I detail some of my reasoning under the 
headings below:  Infrastructure - the villages ability to cope with an increased population: - As a regular 
commuter travelling into London from Little Chalfont over the last 30 years I have seen a significant increase in 
the volume of commuters. In order to ensure I get a seat I have had to start my commute earlier & earlier. For 
most weekday journeys starting after 7.00 am you will be lucky to get a seat. Education - local schools are 
currently oversubscribed with many parents not being able to obtain first choice schools or gain access to the  
closest school to the family home. Roads - Parking in Little Chalfont is currently at an unacceptable level, quite 
often it is not possible to park by the shops resulting in people heading to neighboring towns to fulfill basic 
shopping needs. This is not good for the village identity or for the local businesses/shops that will be missing out 
on a significant level of local trade. Many local roads leading off  the A404 are little more than country lanes 
many of which will need significant widening as they will lead to new proposed developments. This act alone will 
significantly change the nature and feel of the village and  have a negative impact on an already very busy main 
road which struggles to cope with the current volume of traffic especially at morning and evening rush hour. 
Green Belt - The  Green Belt was originally designated to prevent the outward sprawl of London by keeping 
sections of land permanently open. Two key features of the Green Belt which I feel are very pertinent to our local 
area being to safeguard the countryside from encroachment and to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built 
up areas. Should the proposals fro development in and around Little Chalfont be approved this will significantly 
change the setting and character of the village and significantly encroach upon existing designated Green Belt 
land. I also have concerns regarding the changes to the way that parcels of Green Belt land have been broken up 
into smaller sections of land which in effect have diluted some of the protections afforded to such land. This has 
in my view made it easier for such land to fail testing making it easier for a case to be built in favour of slicing off 
smaller parcels off land for potential development whilst ignoring the potential cumulative effect this will 
eventually have on the surrounding areas. Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) - Land designated as an 
AONB currently accounts for 72% of Chiltern District Council with much of the land around Little Chalfont being 
designated AONB. The village and its surrounding area are home to some ancient woodland which will be put at 
risk. They currently form a wildlife corridor along the Chess valley and  from Pollards Wood through Old & New 
Hanging Woods to and beyond Chorleywood. This land should be viewed as a National Asset which should be 
protected for the benefit of all to enjoy. This is reflected in the volume of visitors to this part of the Chilterns who 
can regularly be seen enjoying these open spaces. This is reflection of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty Management Plan 2014 - 2019 which acknowledges that the Chilterns is possibly the most heavily visited 
landscape in the UK with over 55m leisure visitors a year. The proposed development sites in and around Little 
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Chalfont will have a major impact upon the local area which will loose large tracts of land currently afforded 
protection under existing legislation. This will both change the setting and character of the village and once 
completed will I fear open the door for future continued development in what is currently one of the most 
stunning and beautiful parts of the country.                   

Rep2076 
Miss Jacqueline 
Hadick 

The road in which I live would be totally engulfed by the option marked on the map. The rural setting would be 
completely destroyed,currently my garden looks onto field that are the homes of a significant amount of British 
wildlife. From an environmental point of view we are already experiencing a great amount of noise from the 
cross rail development and the beginning of the set up from Brett aggregates that are starting for gravel 
extraction,its not just noise its light pollution at night and dust in the air. This has also had a knock on effect to 
the wildlife. A massive amount of their natural habitat has already been destroyed by the gravel extraction site. 
The hedgerow that has been in existence for well over a hundred years will also be destroyed these hedgerows 
are disappearing  in Britain at an alarming rate already. When the gravel has been extracted the void is destined 
to be filled with building site hardcore its bad enough that is happening from an environmental point of view 
without building more houses and allowing urban sprawl to take over along with all the negative issues that will 
come with it into an area that is fortunate not to have these issues. If the option to build here goes ahead then 
my street would be joined to the housing estate that is in the slough borough this estate is huge,its noisy messy 
and had a high crime rate, I feel what we have here in our little village is village status and is very desirable and 
special we are a close knit community that look out for each other this will be destroyed and gone forever. The 
options pinpointed are also flood plain,this area does flood every year significantly as does my garden which 
backs onto the brook, if the flood plain is build on the I can only assume that my garden will flood more and 
cause substantial damage. I understand that we here in George green are on the outer edge of the south bucks 
area however im very proud of our village and the fact that its in south bucks and not slough its not a build up 
area. Langley park that was originally designed by Capability Brown and used by the royal family in the Tudor 
times should remain as it is surrounded by a small community and fields that keep it the quiet pleasurable 
country park that it is for all to enjoy, not connected to a busy town via housing and industrial buildings that 
would totally ruin the idyllic park for all of us that live here and the visitors that come here to escape the hustle 
and bustle of town living. 

  

Rep2078 
Mr John Phillips 

I wish to record my objection to the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council that the village of Little Chalfont 
be classified as a "main settlement for growth" and that the adjoining areas of green belt land should 
consequently be considered for release for housing and employment development. My reasons include the 
following: The greenbelt around Little Chalfont has been successful in its primary purpose of limiting urban 
sprawl. Development of this land would be in contravention of both local and national planning policies. 
Excepting the former golf club in Lodge Lane, all the areas of land identified for testing for residential or 
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employment development lie within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Once lost they cannot be 
reclaimed and will be lost to future generations! Further significant development as envisaged by the testing 
programme will change the character of Little Chalfont from a rural village to an urban suburb of Amersham. 
Since 2006, Little Chalfont has had imposed on it a far greater percentage of new housing than its neighbouring 
communities without any significant improvement in infrastructure. As an example, the addition of traffic lights 
at the intersection of Bell Lane and White Lion Road, to serve the housing development at the old sawmills site, 
has resulted in rush hour tailbacks through the centre of the village owing to very high volume of traffic on the 
A404. This then has the knock-on effect of causing near grid lock in the village. Little Chalfont is primarily a 
commuter community serving London. Development of the areas proposed for employment testing would 
probably result in an out of area workforce driving to work which would further exacerbate the congestion on 
the A404 in and around the village. The fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Lane and Lodge Lane which have 
been selected as planned test areas for employment development are open rural countryside and form an 
important buffer between Little Chalfont, Chorley Wood and Chennies. Any development here would constitute 
urban sprawl. The developments for which testing is proposed would seriously overload the local infrastructure 
including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, schools, healthcare, water and waste management. 
The fields between Stony Lane and Westwood Park are an area of rural land crossed by a well used footpath 
which offers considerable open space value to the population of the village  and the thousands of visitors 
wanting to explore an area of outstanding natural beauty. It is surprising this area has been identified for testing 
because it was excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment at stage 1. Part of the report 
identifies that the whole of the area between Bell Lane and Stoney Lane extending from the roads around 
Westwood Park to Latimer Road in the valley is being considered for removal from Green Belt status. Any 
development of this area would deprive Little Chalfont and the local area of a well used resource. The 
community impact of this would be significant with the denial of sporting and recreational facilities, the 
destruction of excellent farm land and ancient woodland and the destruction of the Chess Valley as an Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

Rep2079 
 Jane Brown 

Building on farmland is a really bad plan unless the people living in the new houses are not going to want to eat. I 
am aware that much of our food is imported but that may not always be possible in the event of war (eg. 2nd 
world war) or major disaster (eg. All flights grounded due to air pollution as in the aftermath of a volcanic 
eruption). I am not a pessimist but history shows us that these things occur on a cyclical basis and therefore will 
occur in the future as well as in the past. Surely areas such as Bovingdon airfield, which is a large area and is used 
only once a week for a market, would have less impact on the environment and our food supply. Jane Brown, Ley 
Hill resident. 

The Councils will be seeking to 
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Rep2081 
Mr Elliott Day 

I am totally opposed to the proposed major development plans of Little Chalfont, Chenies and Latimer and 
therefore respond as follows: Housing and industrial estates. The impact on Stony Lane, Lodge Lane and the 
junctions with the A404 and with the Latimer Valley Road would be huge. We would see a significant increase in 
traffic, noise and air pollution through Latimer village and towards Ley Hill and Flaunden. This represents an 
attack on the green belt and a location designated as an area of outstanding natural beauty (AONB).  
Furthermore, the removal of green belt status of the whole area between Bell Lane and Stony Lane would mean 
that the woods and fields immediately opposite Latimer Place and the view from the footpath along the top of 
the field which would be totally destroyed. I understand that other parts of the Chess Valley are also under 
threat, despite all being part of the same designated AONB. 

  

Rep2082 
Mr Graham 
Easton 

Open fields are essential to today's living. They provide areas for play and sport for young and all ages. The rugby 
club thrives and provides for young and adults alike to expand their recreation. 

  

Rep2083 
Mr Benny 
Goodman 
Trustee 
Chalfont St Peter 
AFC 

With reference to the "Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 014-2036" I would like to raise some points 
in realtion to Mill Meadow, Chalfont St. Peter. Mill Meadow should not be developed for housing and this for the 
following reasons. 1. Mill Meadow is home to the Community Centre, the Scouts, Chalfont St. Peter Football Club 
and also the Chalfont Academy School. Various societies and clubs that are at home at the Community Centre 
use Mill Meadow. 2. Chalfont St. Peter Football Club, which has ca. 500 members aged 3-99 uses Mill Meadow in 
order to provide sporting (football) recreation to the residents of the village. The Club plays a pivitol role as a 
"Community Club". 3. The Chalfont Academy uses Mill Meadow for its sporting activities and indeed shares the 
pitches with Chalfont St. Peter AFC. 4. Both the "Chiltern District Council   Open Space, Sport and Recreation 
Facilities Audit and Needs Assessment Final Report June 2005 e " and the "Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan 
Examination Draft 2013 - 2028" identify the need for additional pitches at Mill Meadow. 5. The development of 
Newlands College and of the Holy Cross site in Chalfont St. Peter mean that, since these reports were published, 
even more sporting facilities have been  lost to development. 6. With the development of the aforementioned 
sites, there is an even greater need for an increase in sporting facilities in the village. A development of Mill 
Meadow would necessitate the re-location of the football club, the Community Centre and also raise questions 
as to where the Academy would be able to organise the sporting activites that the curriculum requires. 7. 
Chalfont St. Peter is currently home to ca. 500 members of all ages and genders and the club plays a massive part 
in Communit life in the village. 8. As such, Mill Meadow is, I beleive, the heart of the village and any development 
ot the Meadow would lead to signifiacnt costs as the Football Club, the Community Centr, the Scout HQ and the 
Parish Offices would have to be re-located. To say nothing of the particular problems the Academy would have. 
9. Mill Meadow lies in the Green Belt. As such, I do not believe that proof has  been given that the Green Belt 
should be developed. The NPPF states that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent uban sprawl 
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by keeping land permanently open.....the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their 
permanence". 10. The "affordable Housing Exceptions Policy" is open to intepretation and needs to corrected 
and state under waht circumstances this might be acceptable. 11.Options C, G and I shoud be removed. 12. 
Chiltern Green Belt should not be sacrificed for more housing development. There woud be a loss of scope for 
rural businesses as well as a direct negative imoact on tourism. The social harm that would be caused by a loss of 
community ammenities cannot be underestimated. 

Rep2084 
Mrs Rita 
Browning 

I absolutely disagree with the plan to build 500 homes on the beautiful Stone Meadow. not only will it destroy 
the area of outstanding natural beauty but will bring a huge increase in population, traffic, congestion and a huge 
demand on our local services, doctors, hospitals etc. The area is also a flood plain. 

  

Rep2085 
Mrs Kathleen 
Inkpen 

I strongly object to the proposals made by Chiltern District Council to meet the housing needs of the area by 
building on Green Belt land, particularly in a designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty as in the land 
surrounding Little Chalfont. In particular, I object the release of land behind Chessfield Park and adjacent to the 
well-used and popular Westwood Park, for the following reasons: 1. Loss of open countryside adjacent to 
woodland regularly used by locals and visitors to the area 2. Unacceptable urban sprawl on outskirts of a village 
that has already seen a higher percentage growth in recent years than neighbouring communities 3. Overloading 
of local infrastructure, in particular increasing traffic on roads and lanes and putting pressure on already 
overstretched parking facilities and sewerage system. If Chiltern District Council goes ahead with the proposals 
outlined in the plan they will be failing in their duty to protect the Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty for future generations. Any future development should be kept within the current boundaries of the 
village and not encroach onto Green Belt land. 

  

Rep2086 
Mrs Sarah Long 

Question 1 - I endorse Duty to Co-Operate between each of these Buckinghamshire authorities. Question 2 -  Car 
parking should be retained in any development proposals. Therefore Blizzards Yard should not be developed. 
Question 3 - I do  not support the development of open spaces, sports and leisure uses and other important land 
uses in the Village such as incidental landscaped areas. Question 4 - We need to protect the Green Belt and the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which are fundamental principles of the planning system NPPF 
provides full protection for these land use designations. Question 5 - Aylesbury Vale could usefully assist in 
delivering housing.  Given that the NPPF affords full protection to Green Belt and AONB, and indeed the Draft 
Plan makes clear that changes to Green Belt boundaries should be considered only in exceptional circumstances, 
All possible options to explore meeting housing and other needs without the need to amend Green Belt 
boundaries should be explored. Question 6 - Option E (built area extensions to a wider range of settlements 
including Chalfont St Giles) shows that there is simply not the land available to deliver any meaningful 
contribution to housing and other needs in the period to 2036 and this alone is compelling evidence that options 
seeking to intensify existing urban areas. Question 8 - Providing affordable housing as a percentage of open 
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market housing schemes is the primary mechanism for delivering affordable housing, which I agree with.   
Question 9 - I support intensifying existing plots on existing sites. Question 10 – How do you think the Joint Local 
Plan can best meet specialist elderly accommodation needs, both in terms of general and affordable needs? 
A range of housing needs meeting the full range of demographics across the plan area is required.  This is 
endorsed by the NPPF at paragraph 50 which requires local planning authorities to plan for a mix of housing 
based on current and future demographic trends and the needs of different groups in the community (such as 
older people and people with disabilities). Questions 11 to 17 - I have read, and I support, the response of 
Chalfont St Giles Parish Council to this question.  

Rep2087 
Mrs Smita Bhima 

It is an absolute shame that an area which provided so much fun and fitness for the local community is under 
threat. Westwood park brings the community together - it is an essential part of the keen footballers who are 
there every week. My son play at Westwood park football club. It would be devastating to loose this. It's also a 
major keep fit factor which is vital now more than ever. The children look forward to playing there every 
weekend. There are no alternatives available. They can't loose this valuable space.  

  

Rep2088 
Mr Graham Young 

Firstly your consultation process was flawed inasmuch as the attempt to properly engage the community and 
explain the content of the consultation was paltry.  This should have involved workshops throughout the district 
attended by officers and council members.  To expect a considered response of a reasonable volume through the 
methods of publicity adopted was almost criminal. Q1 No attempt was made to show how the numbers of 
households and the accompanying employment areas was calculated.  Growth and demand for more households 
in the Iver area is noticeable and is partly driven by crossrail.  However, those moving here have jobs elsewhere 
and are not looking for employment opportunities here.  You are probably overstating the need for employment 
areas. Q3 The Ridgeway Trading Estate.  This should be converted to mixed residential and commercial but not 
warehousing and distribution to reduce the amount of HGV traffic. Q5 Objections to the following options 
Option B - Iver High Street should remain as a conservation area. Option D - encroachment on Slough and 
Hillingdon should be avoided. Option E - Iver does not need any extension to the current built up areas. Option J - 
see comment for Parcel SB0043 below.  Option K- the only acceptable sub-option would be (v).  All the others 
would only increase the current problems of HGVs from the existing sites of The Ridgeway, Court Lane, Thorney 
Business Park, and Thorney Sidings. Q6 Specific Sites • Parcel SB0043 Thorney Business Park :Ideal for the 
proposed Richings Park North Garden Village and an associated HGV relief road. Should also include SB0065. 
• Parcel SB0295 Thorney Mill: Ideal for an hotel serving an expanded Heathrow should that come to pass.  
• Parcel SB0292 Area south of canal, east of M25: High Density starter homes similar to West Drayton canal-side 
properties. • Parcel SB0177 As above • Parcel SB0116: Suitable for the proposed dementia care facility being 
discussed. • Parcel SB0035: Drawn too widely and should be sub-divided.  In particular the Recreation Ground 
and pavilion need to be preserved. • Parcel SB0221 Evreham + Parcel SB0036: Ideal for an all through school 

Transport options for Iver are 

being considered with the County 

Council as Highway Authority in 

conjunction with the Local Plan. 
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combining pre-school through to secondary. • Parcel SB0127: Ideal for commercial freight operation businesses 
due to its proximity to the motorway network without the need to pass through residential districts. 
Q7 It will be difficult to meet our requirements let alone those of our neighbouring authorities.  Q8 - low cost 
housing for rent or shared equity needs to be included utilising housing associations.  Construction to be funded 
from developer contributions.  This should be allocated to persons with a residential qualification or to key 
workers. Q11. Iver's street scene is characterised by the number of old brick walls.  These must be retained as 
part of the village heritage. Q13 Existing recreation grounds must be retained. Q16 - We need a Community 
Infrastructure Levy to fund the provision of health centres, schools etc in an expanded community. Q17 - no 
development before infrastructure is in place to accommodate and serve it. 

Rep2089 
Mrs Camilla 
Bellord 

I strongly believe the the land either side of Windsor End simply must remain in green belt. The proposed plans 
would inevitably negatively impact the extremely important sporting facilities, contributing to the health and 
wellbeing of our local residence. In particular the local rugby club which is at the heart of our community will 
suffer. 

  

Rep2090 
Mrs Madeleine 
Futter 

The whole point of the Green Belt is to check unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas and thus prevent 
individual towns from merging into one. Our precious countryside must be safeguarded to promote health and 
well-being for all residents , travellers and visitors. All effort must be put into preserving the special character of 
our historic towns and villages.  Instead put effort into using derelict land and recycle and upgrade where 
possible. The whole reason for instigating The Green Belt is more valid now than at its conception. We must not 
risk its loss. 

  

Rep2091 
Mrs Christine 
Matthews 

We don't need more residential development or industrial development if it means that we have to release 
Green Belt land.   It would be mis-use  of Green Belt land and contrary to the very principles of any land so 
designated. Little Chalfont is a village and would lose many of its charms if spread beyond the present 
boundaries towards Chenies, Latimer and Chorleywood.  Little Chalfont has already assisted with additional 
housing following developments of the old saw mill site in Bell Lane, and the area behind Chenies Parade; the 
name of the village should therefore be removed from any lists of settlements for growth in the Council's Core 
Strategy. Little Chalfont is in an AONB, an asset.  What would happen to local wildlife if the Green Belt is 
encroached upon?  The fields and open areas that have been identified as potential areas for housing and 
employment development should be enjoyed by all residents, and not be sacrificed. We do not need more 
housing; we just do not have the infrastructure currently to support more residents.  Education/healthcare/roads 
and highways are all stretched at present.  Stony Lane and Lodge Lane could not cope with additional traffic. 

  

Rep2092 
Mr Tom Bellord 

I strongly believe that this housing development will ultimately have an adverse impact on the sporting facilities 
which are so important to the local residence. More specifically I believe the land either side of Windsor End 
used by Beaconsfield RFC (which my sons are members) should remain green belt and continue  to provide 
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sporting facility to the local residence. 

Rep2093 
Mr Robin Evans 

Area 15 - Botley & Ley Hill - I consider this area unsuited to development as it is a part of the Chiltern Hills and as 
such should be protected from ANY development. Whilst appreciating it is not in Bucks, Bovingdon Airfield 
obviously fills the requirement for any future development within this area and as such should form an overall 
plan for the area. I am therefore totally against any future development within area 15. 

  

Rep2094 
Mr Lyn Richard 
Futter 

The Green Belt was established for very sound reasons and these still apply although to an even greater extent 
now. The over development and loss of amenity in our increasingly overcrowded region is critical and, most 
importantly, undermines the lives of future generations. There has never been more pressure to degrade the 
standard of life of ordinary people in our country by seemingly out-of-control forces and this movement should 
be resisted by everyone including those placed by the people into positions of authority. Once the Green Belt is 
lost, it is lost to future generations forever. 

  

Rep2095 
Mr John Day 

I am totally opposed to the proposed major development plans of Little Chalfont, Chenies and Latimer and 
therefore respond as follows: Housing and industrial estates - The impact on Stony Lane, Lodge Lane and the 
junctions with the A404 and with the Latimer Valley Road would be huge. We would see a significant increase in 
traffic, noise and air pollution through Latimer village and towards Ley Hill and Flaunden. This represents an 
attack on the Green Belt and a location designated as an area of outstanding natural beauty (AONB).  
Furthermore, the removal of Green Belt status of the whole area between Bell Lane and Stony Lane would mean 
that the woods and fields immediately opposite Latimer Place and the view from the footpath along the top of 
the field which would be totally destroyed. I understand that other parts of the Chess Valley are also under 
threat, despite all being part of the same designated AONB. 

  

Rep2096 
Mr Giri Fox 

I bought a house in this area, having moved from Australia, largely  because of its natural beauty, spaciousness 
and open spaces. I believe the Green Belts protect that environment. I do not want even more traffic or 
population density or business zones, as all of that compromises what I love about this area. There's enough 
noise and traffic and density already. Please leave the spaces as they are. 
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Rep2098 
Mrs Joan 
Anderton 

I object to any building on the green belt of Stoke Poges. As I view it if you allow this to go through, Stoke Poges 
will subsumed into Slough, and will be lost forever as the beautiful, historic semi-rural village it is today. If Slough 
wants to encourage more and more people into the town, it should provide housing for them itself within its 
own boundaries, not annex and ride roughshod over its neighbour, regardless of local feeling and Green belt law, 
as it has with the unwanted and unwarranted Khalsa school. Perhaps as they have such disregard for green belt, 
they could build on Salt Hill Park, Herschel Park, Lascelles Park and, for fine views of Windsor Castle which I'm 
sure would fetch a premium, Upton Court Park. These are just the parks in the town centre...I'm sure they could 
identify many more. In particular I  object to any housing being built on Plough Lane rec. I am just about old 
enough to remember when the Plough Lane Rec was two fields with a couple of very sorry looking horses in 
them. We then got our Rec and somewhere to play; then followed the Pavilion which was well used for Youth 
Clubs, Mother and Toddlers, and OAP s club, as well as the local football team. Then,after a temporary dip in the 
demographic, it was decided that, despite being Green Belt land, it would be ok to sell off the pavilion to private 
enterprise. We wondered then how long it would be before the precedent set would allow for house building to 
be proposed on our Rec. The Pavilion is missed; do not rob us of our rec! 

  

Rep2099 
Mrs Margret 
Mullins 

I do not understand how the Council can arrive at conclusions concerning the development of Little Chalfont 
which are so detrimental to the interests of the residents that the Council is supposed to represent. In particular: 
No regard is given to the Green Belt designation of  land surrounding the village or the AONB area. No regard is 
given to the fact that Little Chalfont has had more than it's fair share of housing development in recent years.  
There is no consideration of the fact that the local infrastructure will not support further development.  The A404 
is overloaded at busy times and runs right through the village. The country lanes such as Stony Lane and Lodge 
Lane will not take more traffic. Parking by commuters is an increasing problem. Local services generally are under 
strain. I object strongly to the Council's proposals and consider that future development  around Little Chalfont 
should aim to protect it's rural character. 

  

Rep2100 
Mr John Ballace 

I have been a resident on Burton's Way near Little Chalfont for the last thirty years and find this a most 
convenient and pleasant area in which to reside and work. Green Belt - One of the major aspects of the area 
which attracted me in the first place was the provision of the Green Belt. At the time this gauranteed that there 
would not be the endless outward development removing the very assests that made the area desirable. It is 
most disappoining that the possibility of declassifying the Greem Belt is now being considered. This is 
undoubtably a betrayal of this most important policy. England, excluding Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland 
was the most densely populated country in Europe some years ago and I suspect that it still is. I totally support 
strategic planning and the on-going growth of the Britiah economy but the parameters of limited land and 
population pressure requires imaginative policies. De-classifying the Green Belt is a simplistic and foolish 
immediate solution to the problem. Higher Density of Development - Higher density of development and the re-
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use and intensification of existing sites must be a better way to meet the needs rather than destroying the Green 
Belt. Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty - The situation is compounded by the Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty designation of a the majority of the land under Chiltern District Council. The Green Belt and the Area of 
Outstaning Beauty designation compliment and support one another and this will be a double betrayal. Scale of 
the Re-designation Areas - The map showing the three main  areas being considered by the Council in the Little 
Chalfont area shows that the total area is nearly half the size of the exisitng Little Chalfont settlement. Although 
not all of these areas may be designated for future development starting the process with this huge potential 
option will mean there is an immediate bias towards re-designation. For example the Council my decide to 
change only 50% of the options and present this as a reasonable compromise when it will still mean the growth 
of Little Chalfotn by a quarter. Recent Development in Little Chalfont - It is my understanding that new housing in 
Little Chalfont from 2006 to 2014 represented an increase of 12.4% which was significantly higher than the 
proportion of new residential in Amershan, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter. Infrastructure - Apart from the town 
planning environment I was strongly infuenced to come to Little Chalfont by the infrastructure including Schools, 
Tube and Train connections and the road system. Self evidently the whole process of development is linked 
inextricably with the provision of infrastructure.  Summary  - Please do not "throw out the baby with the bath 
water" by allowing  large areas of low density development to destroy or undermine our exisitng excellent 
environment and and effective functioning village. 

Rep2102 
Mr Lynn Hughes 

These  plans will destroy the local environment and the existing community. I and my whole family object to the 
whole of the plan 

  

Rep2103 
Dr Robin Taylor 

While I accept the need for both residential and business developments, I think they should not be visible from 
the most beautiful parts of our area, in particular, the stretch of the Chess Valley from Chorleywood to the 
outskirts of Chesham. This include the bridleway from Chenies to West Wood, which is extensively used by 
walkers and valued for its rural setting. The M40/A40 junction might be a good option for  business premises; no 
one could claim it's either beautiful or peaceful. 

  

Rep2104 
Miss Natasha 
Turner; Rep2106 
Mr Sam Turner; 
Rep2109 
Mrs Claudia 
Turner; Rep2112 
Mr Ken Turner 

Area 69 is a strip of woodland sandwiched between the M40 to the south and Howards Wood Drive to the north. 
I strongly believe that this land should not be built on and should be irrevocably rejected for purpose of 
development. It provides a much needed sanctuary and habitat for all manner of indigenous wildlife & flora with 
fallen rotting trees providing unfettered habitat for fungus and insects,Slowworms,Grass-snakes,Newts, Frogs, 
Bats, birds such as wood pecker, Jay & Owls. It is home to mammals such as Dormice, Field mice, Weasels, 
Foxes,Badgers,Rabbits, Hedgehogs etc. At dusk Bats can be seen flying and Mutjac deer freely roam. The area is 
wild and left to nature, rich in wild life and flora that would otherwise struggle to survive should it be further 
marginalised to small isolated strips of land by the roadsides ! To destroy this woodland would be an act of 
environmental vandalism. This land fulfils a vital Green Belt function and is wholly unsuitable for development. 
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Rep2105 
Ms Anne Frank 

I am very much against the suggestion to build on the fields between Park Road and Rogers Lane as this open 
space provides a divide between 2 residential areas. Neither do I like the Parish Council's idea of building on the 
rec at Plough Lane. Development on Stoke Court and the triangle south of Park Road would be less detrimental 
to the ideal of keeping us a village. 

  

Rep2107 
Mr Sam Chapman 

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

The councils consider that options 

in the Green Belt need to be 

considered in addition to the 

opportunities that are available on 

brownfield sites.  

Rep2110 
Miss Tracy 
Harrington 

I live in field way and have had no information about this which is very common it would seem . I Object to any 
building on mill meadow . The meadow is a vital part of the community if you actually went down there on a 
saturday morning you will see it packed with children playing sport , the schools use it for sports day , dog 
walkers use it all the time , and as we are constantly told our children should be doing more sport to combat 
obisety in this country then you are just killining any hope for our children . Also this village can't cope with more 
houses , where will kids go to school, doctors etc .... the list goes on , and its a flood plane . Stop trying to ruin our 
village , i bet most of you don't even live here 
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Rep2111 
Master Matthew 
Taylor 

I am a local resident and an 11 year old pupil at Little Chalfont Primary School. I am writing to oppose your 
development plan for the following reasons: 1) If there are more houses in Little Chalfont then there would be 
lots more people. Lots more people will have cars which will cause traffic. 2) The extra traffic will cause lots of 
pollution and if you build industrial estates there will be even more traffic and lorries which will make it unsafe 
for me in the village. 3) Where you want to build houses and businesses there are very big fields and in those 
fields are animals that have a home and if you build houses there then the animals wont be able to live there 
because of all the machinery. 4) The people who live next to the fields you want to build on will lose their privacy 
and instead of looking at a nice view of fields and woods they will be looking at concrete and buildings. I hope 
you consider my words, please don't ruin the village I live in and want to grow up in. Thank you. 

  

Rep2114 
Mrs Catherine 
Holloway 

I strongly believe that the Green Belt should be protected. It is a valuable resource not only for local people but 
also for all those living in London who are able to access it easily by tube. Once lost it will never be recovered and 
London will simply expand outwards in all directions to join the suburbs. The Chilterns has been recognised as an 
AONB and this should be maintained and protected.. Woodlands, hedgerows and wildlife can not be replaced 
once lost. This is a national asset we can not  afford to lose. Whilst infill seems the obvious solution this would 
put additional stress on the infrastructure in and around Chesham. There are already too many cars trying to get 
across Chesham on a daily basis and Latimer Road,  Waterside Holloway Lane and the surrounding roads are 
regularly pinch points as traffic tries to get to the M25. Housing within walking distance of the town centre and 
flats/residential homes for older people would not create so much additional traffic. Also housing beyond the 
town towards Berkhamsted would allow traffic to access London via the A41 without the need to cross Chesham. 
Clearly any plan should consider the impact on the current infrastructure. 

  

Rep2116 
Ms Myfanwy 
Neville 

I am a resident of Little Chalfont, in particular Chessfield Park and I would like to formally oppose the 
transformation of green belt land to build a housing estate. I value living in a small estate with a great 
community, and also the proximity to green space around me for my little daughter to grow up in. The area is 
safe so I feel happy to raise my daughter and let my pet cats roam free outside.  I have significant concerns about 
the effect on the local community, and disruption to our lives as the roads are traversed by busy construction 
traffic. The value of my property is solid and the property is my pension pot for the future.  Any devaluation to 
that as a result of building work would cause me personal significant hardship so I cannot support the build for 
that reason. 

  

Rep2119 
Mrs Caroline 
Eames 

The Green Belt was created to protect the countryside and to prevent building and development not as a bank of 
land.  In today’s environment it serves as a key amenity for residents and visitors, providing green space and 
environmental diversity that must continue to be protected. The majority of the land proposed for inclusion in 
the search for development options in the Little Chalfont area is a recognised Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB).  Wanton destruction of an AONB, an asset of great local significance and of national importance is not 
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justified. Little Chalfont has already absorbed more than its share of new housing with 235 homes on Bell Lane 
and a further 45 behind Chenies Parade.  This excludes the large earlier development of Latimer Sawmills off Bell 
Lane. These developments have already placed too great a demand on local services including schools, roads and 
parking.  Further development is not supportable given the infrastructure constraints.  The village already carries 
a major road producing non local light and heavy through traffic. Little Chalfont should be removed from the 
short list of main settlements in the Council’s Core strategy. The assumed projections of housing demand appear 
likely to be excessive.  There are better alternatives for employment land closer to the major population centres 
elsewhere in the county which would avoid further traffic growth and pollution. 

brownfield sites.  

Rep2121 
Ms Hannah 
O'Sullivan 

I object to the local plan housing proposals  If these plans get the go ahead, even in part, the quality of life in the 
Iver, Iver Heath and Richings Park areas will be substantially compromised: a) Environmentally.  * The residents 
of Richings Park and Iver are currently subjected to intolerable levels of air, traffic and noise pollution due to 
Crossrail, HGV traffic and freight train traffic. * This will be exasperated by other plans to expand  Heathrow, HS2 
terminal at Langley, smart motorway schemes and Network Rail's planned excavation of 1.9m tonnes of earth for 
a tunnel link to Heathrow - even without further housing development. * Prior to landfill activity, local roads 
were subject to flooding. Where will this water go, if the land is developed? * Older residents also claim the 
landfill areas contain asbestos. * Green Belt law will be breached in four of five key aspects as laid out in 
paragraph 80 of the government's guidance.  The key word is 'sustainable' in paragraph 84 of the same guidance.  
* This development is not sustainable because it does not take into consideration the accumulative impact of all 
other development plans for the area.  If agreed, the increased air pollution  and congestion will affect both the 
lives, and health of the people who live here now, as well as the residents of the proposed developments. This 
area's infrastructure cannot cope now, even without further development. A relief road should not be a 'barter' 
in return for more houses... this is playing politics with our lives. 

Transport options for Iver are 

being considered with the County 

Council as Highway Authority in 

conjunction with the Local Plan. 

Rep2122 
Mr Chandrakant 
Bhima 

I write to strongly object against any plans to develop Westwood Park. My children amongst hundreds currently 
use this space to develop sporting abilities and there are quite literally no alternatives for these children if these 
fields were developed. As a result of these fields are gone you would directly be hindering the health and welfare 
of thousands of children. In addition I passionately believe the local area has been overdeveloped over the past 5 
years. I understand the requirements to build new homes but the local area and more importantly the 
infrastructure is finding it extremely difficult to cope. I sincerely hope enough people make the council realise we 
need to reign in the number of developments and in particular the development of the priceless Westwood Park. 
I also have a large complaint that many Amersham and Little Chalfont residents have only heard about this 
consultation paper by word of mouth. THIS IS SIMPLY UNFORGIVABLE FOR SUCH AN IMPORTANT TOPIC 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

358 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Rep2123 
Mrs Patricia 
Lawson; Rep2298 
Mr Michael 
Lawson 

As a resident of Gerrards Cross I will only address the four parcels of land relating to this town. Addressing the 
business area first: as offices in the town are being converted to apartments, there does not seem to be a high 
need for more offices. This development if approved would further damage the make up of the town, driving out 
business', increasing conversion of more offices and shops, making it more a dormitory for London workers, 
rather than employment in the town. With currently eight charity shops currently trading and a plethora of 
estate agents capitalising on the high price of housing: we need to see strong support for the development of 
commercial retail units. A secondary school and health centre are required in the town, or adjacent to, to service 
the needs of the growing population and to decrease pollution and parking chaos, busing pupils and travelling by 
car. As regards the areas for housing: Parcel 47b- this development would further integrate the village of 
Chalfont St Peter and the town of Gerrards Cross, contrary to Green Belt objectives. This area was rejected in the 
ARUP report. The A40 adjacent to this land is often flooded being low lying, development here would increase 
run off and increase the frequency and area of flooding. Parcel 69-This parcel was also not recommended for 
development in the ARUP report. The area contains an ancient woodland and as it is on an incline soaks up water 
from the various streams in the area and absorbs the pollution and noise from the M40. If this area were 
developed for housing the water could cause flooding and the exhaust and noise pollution would have a 
significant impact on the current residents and more so on the residents of the development: without doubt 
causing injury to health. High voltage electricity cables run across the land, there is some evidence that the 
magnetic fields caused by these electricity transmission, can cause brain damage to children. If development 
were to proceed, these cables must be buried. This development would with the exception of the M40 motorway 
essentially link up Fulmer and Gerrards Cross against the requirements of green belt objectives. Windsor Road 
and Fulmer Road are relatively narrow roads and are already at full traffic capacity, it would be difficult to widen 
them to cope with the great increase in traffic required for this development. Parcel 62- The ARUP report states 
the role here is limited due to there already being development in the parcel, if it was removed from the Green 
Belt, the level of development could increase significantly and increase the built footprint of Tatling End. 
Concerning all three parcels of land for housing development, the houses due to the land cost in this area  are 
unlikely to be small and will be aimed at wealthy individuals, therefore they will have extremely limited impact 
on the housing needs required. They will of course provide high returns for developers. 
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Rep2125 
Mr Malcom 
Bradford 

I object to the proposed testing of Green Belt Land in Wexham based on the current Govment Green Belt policy. 
The main purpose of the green belt is to stop the over sprawl from towns into small community's, this proposal 
breaches the policy. Protection of wild life, this proposal breaches as the proposed land is attached to the main 
two Country parks in Bucks. The infrastructure cannot cope with increase traffic flows. The Community has no 
schools, Doctors surgeries, frequent buse services. The area of Wexham and Middle green sits in a highlighted 
flood plan, which is not suitable for devolpments. The pros alike would destroy the land from its natural beauty, 
and heritage of the land adjacent to Langley park. South Bucks Council have only proposed Green Belt Land to 
build on, lazy and have not looked at other options on suitable land to Build on. The Council has not complied by 
proving there are no other options which may make this proposal unlawful. The local area is part of the clone 
valley, this proposal would devastate the community, and affect is history of historical land between Stoke Poges 
and Burnham. The local Community has been used for many films dating back many years, changes to the 
landscape would affect the history and memories. This proposal is morally wrong and against human rights, 
depriving the local community from clean air, and excerise as set out in the Govment policy. The Counil should 
re-consider this plan working with the community to deliver a proposal that works for any community. 

  

Rep2126 
Mrs Shirley 
Heaney 

I strongly object to any development of the land known as Upper Stone Meadow, Chalfont St Giles (the hatched 
area in the illustration on page 40 of the Local Plan Options paper) on the following grounds. 1. The area is within 
a designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, where it meets village of Chalfont St Giles.  Any development 
will blight this forever.  The "requirement" to find additional housing development land, in numbers imposed by 
central government, is insufficient to meet the high hurdle required to overturn the no development designation.  
2. The area proposed for development is largely located within Flood Zone 3.   As such any development would 
need to be justified by a flood risk assessment and sequential testing.  Bearing in mind that the area functions as 
the natural floodplain for the Misbourne and has flooded frequently in recent years, it is difficult to see how 
development can be justified.  3. As recognised by its current Green Belt status, it forms a key part of the 
continuous passage of green belt land between Chalfont St Peter and Amersham along the Misbourne valley.  
This is a popular route for walkers and riders, including school and young persons groups, as well as ramblers and 
dog walkers.  Any development of Upper Stone Meadow will ruin this important amenity, used by the local 
community and visitors alike. 4. As a rare chalk stream, the Misbourne provides an important habitat for wildlife, 
which will be endangered if development is allowed, through human activity as well as run-off pollution of the 
stream.  5. The requirement for access ways into any housing development will cause further traffic problems 
along the A413 and Pheasant Hill, which are already overcrowded during peak hours.  Such access ways, and any 
traffic alleviation measures on the A413 will themselves further eat into the remaining green belt land, requiring 
the destruction of trees and fields.  6. The pollution impact (including noise) of significant additional numbers of 
private cars (in an area ill-served by public transport) will be severe. 7. Local community services, including health 
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and schools, in the village of Chalfont St Giles are already over-stretched and will be unable to cope with 
significant additional requirements.  8. The character of Chalfont St Giles, as a small Doomsday Book village, will 
be irrevocably changed for the worse by a development of the size envisaged.  The village will in any case have to 
put up with the access works required for HS2 and deserves better treatment from its planning authority. 

Rep2128 
Mrs Rachel 
Quarry 

I am appalled to see the proposal to develop Westwood Park. Our area already has poor recreational provision - 
we live in Amersham where we have Hervines Park (too small) and the King Edward V park (good facilities but 
scruffy and unattractive). As a family we have depended on Westwood Park for years - for walks and picnics with 
friends and children's groups, and for the Westwood Park football club which caters for a large number of young 
people of different backgrounds and is the largest community provision I am aware of in the area. If there is 
really a need to build more housing then the bigger population will need more park space, not less. 

  

Rep2130 
Mrs Diana Elder 

I understand that Botley and Ley Hill are in danger of having their greenbelt status removed in the new proposed 
local plan and I wish to state my objection to this action. 

  

Rep2131 
Mrs Lesley 
Classick 

My only comment is that I am unclear about how the figures for the number of households needed or the 
employment areas were arrived at. The HEDNA refers to the fact that they are arrived at “robustly”, but also 
refers to the fact that it is difficult to predict trends for the future as they are based on the 2004-14 patterns 
which may not be valid in the future. My concern is that estimates of future housing need are wrong and 
unnecessary. Question 3 - The Ridgeway Trading Estate, off Thorney Lane North in Iver could be more developed, 
rather than just the parcel of land identified as SB0188. This development could consist of mixed residential and 
commercial usage or could include some of the much needed infrastructure services such as a health centre or 
school. Commercial development that is needed in Iver would be offices, hi-tech industries, hotel and leisure 
facilities, retail and banking. The current usage of the Ridgeway trading Estate with HGV/logistics/freight haulage, 
scrap metal, recycling and waste management etc has developed without planning and has contributed to the 
traffic and pollution problems in the area. Question 4 - Many of the local population are unaware of what is 
going on, therefore the conclusion has to be that SBDC’s  public consultation has been poorly thought out, 
underfunded and last minute. This became very apparent at the public meeting held in Iver recently. Many 
people were turned away from that meeting because they could not fit into the hall. The time at which it was 
held does not suit many people. In addition the need to complete the Consultation Response online 
disenfranchises large sections of the population. A Parish Councillor’s request to SBDC to provide paper copies of 
the response document was met with the answer “There are copies in the libraries”; completely overlooking the 
fact that Iver does not have a library! Question 5 - Option A is my preferred option, taking account of the 
objections below. Option B – Iver High Street should remain a conservation area. However there are parcels 
identified by HELAA Stage 1 such as SB0189 and SB0193 where the current usage is out of character and these 
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could be redeveloped appropriately in line with regeneration of Iver High Street. Option D – There should be no 
encroachment into the South Bucks area from either Slough or Uxbridge. The function of the Green Belt to 
prevent urban sprawl should be respected. Option E - Apart from comments relating to Parcel SB0043 (see 
below) there should be no extension to the current built up areas in Iver/ Iver Heath. Option I - please see 
comments relating to E above. Option J – please see comments relating to SB0043 Option K – The only 
acceptable sub-option is (v). Al other options only exacerbate the existing problems arising from the existing 
employment sites in Iver/Iver Heath. Option L – An acceptable option taking account of the comments to the 
other options above.Question 6 - I would like to comment on the following sites in Iver Village and Iver Heath. 
Parcel SB0043- Currently Thorney Business Park. I have seen proposals for Richings Park North Garden Village on 
this site and think that there are some benefits to this site being used in this way subject to some amendments. 
Firstly SB0065 should be included in with these plans rather than being used for a Cross rail car park, as this 
would be more aesthetically pleasing. Any development of this site must include the provision of a relief road/by 
pass both to ensure easy access during development but to also provide relief from HGV traffic for Iver High 
Street. Currently the proposals suggest that a primary school is included on the site, however this could be 
changed to a secondary school as needed. Parcel SB0299 – Part of this site could be developed for parking for 
Cross rail at Iver Station. It is currently marked as a HELAA site rejected at Stage 1. Parcel SB0292 & SB0177 - The 
area to the south of the Grand Union Canal and to the east of the M25 would be much better served by using it 
for high density affordable starter homes. This could be along the lines of the developments along the canal in 
West Drayton or George Green. This would be preferable to the current unregulated usage. SB0189 – This parcel 
would be ideal to redevelop as parking for Iver Village, possibly with some associated retail units or a bank. 
SB0189 – This could be redeveloped for offices or high density affordable starter homes. Parcel SB0295 at 
Thorney Mill. This would be ideal for commercial development such as a hotel serving and expanded Heathrow, 
should that development occur. Parcel SB0035 – This site should be preserved as Green Belt as it includes the 
facilities at Iver Recreation Ground and areas for dog walking etc. It also acts to prevent Iver from expanding into 
Green Belt land and losing its village identity. Parcel SB0221 & SB0036 – The original Evreham School site is no 
longer big enough to support a much needed secondary school, however if the 2 parcels were combined this 
would provide enough space for a large secondary school. Parcel SB0116 – This is ideally situated for a dementia 
care facility, in line with Iver having been designated a “Dementia Village” and in line with the health needs of an 
aging population. Parcel SB0127 – Due to its proximity to the motorway network, without the need to pass 
through the residential areas of Iver & Iver Heath this would be ideal for commercial freight operation businesses 
and some of the operations displaced from Thorney Business Park, The Ridgeway and Court Lane Estate. 
Question 7 - As South Bucks District is unable to meet its own needs without using green belt land, it should on 
no account be asked to meet the unmet needs of the neighbouring authorities, Slough and Hillingdon. I feel 
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strongly that the two green belt areas between Coronation Avenue and Langley Park and Wexham and Black 
Park Road should be preserved in order to prevent Slough from expanding northwards. Equally the areas of 
green belt on both sides of Iver Lane are needed to prevent urban expansion from Hillingdon. These areas 
provide greenery, wildlife habitats, rights of way for walkers and others. Question 8 - Local affordable housing 
need can be met by SBDC working with a variety of housing associations to administer and develop affordable 
housing funded by developers. Utilising a mixture of shared equity and rental, this could be allocated to either 
people meeting existing residential qualifications, such as having been brought up in the area for x number of 
years or to key workers required in the area. Question 9 - Due to the specialist knowledge required on this 
matter SBDC should be involved in discussion with those in the Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
community and appropriate organisations such as www.gypsy-traveller.org. Question10 - Again as this is a 
specialist area SBDC should engage with organisations such as Age UK and specialist developers to ascertain the 
type and location of accommodation needed by the aging population in the area. This includes specialist facilities 
for dementia care as well as retirement properties and care homes. Question 11 & 12 - The preservation of 
historic areas is of high importance.  Iver village, Iver Heath and Richings Park must have their character 
preserved.  Parts of the village go back to Anglo Saxon times, there are a number of 18th century buildings and 
parts have been a conservation area since 1982.  This imparts a character that is unique to Iver and makes it an 
attractive place to live. There are a large number of other buildings, walls and trees that could be listed and a 
survey should be carried out to ascertain which these are. Any housing development or infrastructure should be 
sympathetic to the types of houses already in the local area.  There should be no them & us society created 
between the new and old residents.  A feeling of community should be preserved. The sense of the Ivers as a 
village must not be eroded. Question 13 - See previous comments. The Recreation grounds in Iver Village, Iver 
Heath and Richings Park must be retained along with other areas of the green belt that contribute to safeguard 
the countryside from encroachment; preserve the character of the area; provide opportunities for leisure and 
recreational activities and provide wildlife habitats. Question 14 - An Iver Parish Neighbourhood Plan is currently 
being formulated and should be taken into account in SBDC’s Local plan. Question 16 - A Community 
Infrastructure Levy must be implemented in order to fund the provision of an infrastructure. The infrastructure 
must take account of the following considerations. 1 – Pollution The Health Profile 2015 shows that respiratory 
disease is the 3rd highest cause of death in South Bucks SENSA data from monitors in Iver show that pollution 
levels massively breach EU regulations on a daily basis.  Drastic measures need to be taken to reduce traffic 
through this residential area and improve air quality.  2 - Highways and Transport - The Health Profile for 
2015 shows that the number of people killed or seriously injured on the roads in this area is significantly above 
the national average.  If a housing development is permitted, it should only be permitted on a condition 
precedent that a permanent relief road is built and usable for all traffic in advance of any housing development 

http://www.gypsy-traveller.org/
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construction commencing.  The relief road must be usable for all traffic prior to any development in the area, 
but should be primarily to relieve congestion and pollution caused by the HGVs currently using the High Street, 
North Park and the A412 through Iver heath.  Improvements are needed to all bus routes, but particularly those 
servicing Richings Park & Iver Station.  Improvements are needed to train services as a result of the proposed 
increased housing development.  Traffic calming measures should run from Marina Way on Thorney Lane North 
and along the High Street – a 20 mph limit should be applied.  On that route, there are on an average weekday 
300 + schoolchildren travelling to and from schools, in addition to 3 Nurseries, 2 Primary schools, a Health Centre 

 Deter drivers from using Iver as a cut through by the use of chicanes, narrowing, 
raised pavements, railings and other traffic management techniques to relieve pressure on Iver, Iver Heath and 
Richings Park as necessary.  On average, there is a HGV on the pavement every 10-15 minutes in Iver. To help 
ensure pedestrian safety and as a traffic calming measure, action needs to be taken to restrict the ability of 

 The road and pavement 
surfaces need improvement.  The pathway from Iver village to the station is impassable whenever the weather 
is wet. Whilst the planned cycle track from Colne Orchard to Iver Station will help to improve this, the addition of 
cyclists creates extra hazards for pedestrians.  Drainage:  Due to high levels of traffic, drainage ducts are 
cracked and damaged, resulting in large quantities of standing water whenever it rains. This gets washed onto 
property by passing traffic, damaging homes.  Iver station needs adequate parking facilities  on SB0065 or 
SB0299 3. Education - Without housing development, current capacity across the district will be exhausted by 
2022/2023.  Infant School currently full. Junior School has little space for expansion.  Secondary School – No 
local secondary school and children face a long commute.  Due to limited secondary school places at present, 
children in the same family are being placed at different schools which have an impact on family life.  Additional 
housing will create an additional need for schools.  All ability through school (5-18) at the heart of the community 
is needed. This could be sited on SB0043 or SB221/SB0036 and would also be a focus for community facilities as 
outlined below. 4. Healthcare  Provision of healthcare needs to be appropriate for the demographic currently 
there is widespread pressure on:  GP capacity.  Hospital Beds Walk In Clinics NHS Dentists. A new Health 
Centre including these facilities could be included in a Residential Development on SB0043. 5. Community – 
Leisure and recreation. The provision of public space can contribute to healthy and active lifestyles.  Leisure 
facilities for teenagers, children and the elderly are needed. (Youth clubs, playing fields, swimming pools, 

  Currently there is no library provision in Iver 
 All these facilities could be combined with the development of a community school.  Green 

Spaces: Designated green spaces and parks permanently protected from any further redevelopment. 6. Safety - 
Risk assessment required as part of any future consultation.  Policing:  Increased presence as population grows– 
Police station and patrols  Fire Station:  Is local provision adequate for an increased population? Parking 
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Wardens:  Need to enforce safer parking.  Street Lighting – currently areas where street lighting is insufficient.  
Pavements need adequate lighting, especially those on Thorney Lane from Iver village to the station which is 
used by a large number of people. 7 – Wildlife  Need for community green space could be linked to preserving 
wildlife habitat.  Environment adjacent to canal is important for the support of wildlife.  Any 
developments should respect existing rights of way, footpaths and bridleways. Question 17 - The challenge will 
be to ensure that the infrastructure has been considered and is in place prior to the development of housing and 
commercial use that requires it.  

Rep2132 
Mr Marco 
Bertozzi 

As regards the plan proposed to build housing in what is green belt land and used for fantastic and heavily 
utilised sporting land, I am against any proposed building. The green belt was invented for a reason and should 
be respected. I would also add that the road system cannot handle the current levels of traffic and with no signs 
of improved road systems this would only lend further delays and issues to the local environment. I say no to the 
local development. 

  

Rep2133 
Mr Christopher 
Oliveria 

Question 4 - The new approach to the Joint Local Plan Vision and Objective references previous comments and 
feedback from the Regulation 18 Consultation in 2015. Here, it is obvious that protection of Green Belt and 
AONB were requested from respondents and only those in favour of any change to classification were developers 
who desire to profit from the area. It is unacceptable to disregard all this feedback. This issue is unchanged. Our 
Green Belt should be protected and boundaries maintained. The Green Belt and AONB of the Chilterns is 
recognized nationally as an attribute to our country and makes Buckinghamshire a desirable place to live, visit 
and enjoy. To build and develop these areas and turn our villages into suburbia would be catastrophic to our 
countryside and its residents and tourist visitors. Q5 - With reference to the Spatial Strategy options, Options C, 
H, I and J should NOT be considered. These areas are already over populated and balancing on the edge of a lack 
of infrastructure. Green belt allows these boundaries to be maintained. Q6 & 17 - With reference specifically to 
Little Chalfont Proposals; Little Chalfont should NOT be considered for additional development for housing or 
employment. The areas surrounding the village are classified as Green Belt and AONB for a reason. They define 
borders and they allow the sense of village and community. Urban sprawl will detract from the vibrancy of the 
village and countryside and the desire to live in the Chilterns and its outstanding villages. The previous Core 
Strategy vision outlined the need for i) “A place where we can lead safe lives free from the fear of crime and anti 
social behaviour” If development continues is will not be possible to maintain and achieve.  Safety is key to 
residents and services. The A404 is a dangerous road for speed and crime is at a higher level that desired for local 
police departments who do not have the resources to increase to service further population. Additional housing 
has already been built in Bell Lane (253 homes) and behind Chenies Parade (45 homes). In addition to ad hoc 
building of flats in previous one family hosuing. The village is at capacity for infrastructure. The local school and 
the Doctors surgery are over subscribed and sometimes impossible to use. The A404 road is busier by the day 
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and becoming a danger to pedestrians, particularly school children crossing. The shops at Chenies Parade are 
overwhelmed and parking is inadequate. It can take 15 minutes to queue and park, which is tantamount, to 
ridiculous. As a pedestrian myself with a pushchair it is hard to negotiate past the cars parked on the pavement 
and safety is a constant concern for my children walking on the pavement here. This is not how a village 
shopping area should be and is only like this due to over population from residents and those working in the 
village where employment is already much larger than that in nearby areas. The Chalfont and Latimer station car 
park is already at capacity and the trains are also filled to capacity every morning and afternoon for commuters. 
There is not surplus capacity for extra commuters to utilise this facility. With reference to release of Green Belt 
and reclassification of AONB: Development on any AONB site should in no circumstances be granted. If this was 
to happen the precedent would be set for other sites and a steady erosion of the countryside would happen. This 
would be an irreversible erosion of the joy and pleasure many people have from the countryside, which many 
travel from London to benefit from. Development should be taking place firstly in Brownfield sites, then infill 
sites and only when these sites are saturated should any additional development be considered. Alternatively a 
new settlement with designated infrastructure would be ideal for CDC to consider. This would allow for ratios of 
population to infrastructure to be correct rather than over subscribed and village or town boundaries can be 
maintained without the erosion of our Green Belt and AONB surely CDCs most weighty asset for desirability for 
living, heritage and tourism. 

Rep2135 
Miss Karen 
Churchill 

I write to object to the use of Green Belt land in and around Little Chalfont. I urge the Council not to approve any 
such proposals. 

  

Rep2136 
Mr Madra 
Amandeep 

I am opposing further consideration of parcel 69 in line with Arup's conclusion of 'not recommended'. I agree 
with many points made by other residents and Arup themselves regarding the noise. the M40 is already the 
source of a great deal of noise pollution into this area of southern Gerrards Cross, it is a variable sound that 
officers would be well advised to investigate over a period of time across a number of seasons and weather 
conditions. The parcel of land already acts as a noise barrier and removing the ancient beech, oak and birch 
woodland would remove that natural noise barrier for current and new residents. The environmental impact on 
this parcel (as opposed to others) is also much greater - in terms of the reduction in the ancient woodland an the 
natural sanctuary for a large number of birds and mammals. Please accept these comments in full support of 
Arups own 'not recommended' conclusion 

  

Rep2137 
Mrs Luz Churchill 

I wish to record my objection to the use of Green Belt land in and around Little Chalfont and urge the Council to 
reject any proposals which would utilise such land. 

  

Rep2138 Mr 
David Churchill 

I write to object to the use of Green Belt land around Little Chalfont and urge the Council not to approve any 
such applications. 
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Rep2139 
Mr Mark Eames 

The Green Belt was created to protect the countryside and to prevent building and development not as a bank of 
land for exploitation.  In today’s environment it serves as a key amenity, providing green space for residents and 
environmental diversity that must continue to be protected. The majority of the land proposed for inclusion in 
the search for development options in the Little Chalfont area is a recognised Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB).  Wanton destruction of an AONB, an asset of great local significance and of national importance is not 
justified. Little Chalfont has already absorbed more than its share of new housing with 235 homes on Bell Lane 
and a further 45 behind Chenies Parade.  This excludes the large earlier development of Latimer Sawmills off Bell 
Lane. These developments have already placed too great a demand on local services including schools, roads and 
parking. Further development is not supportable given the infrastructure constraints.  The village already carries 
a major road producing non local light and heavy through traffic. Little Chalfont should be removed from the 
short list of main settlements in the Council’s Core strategy 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   

Rep2140 
Miss Francis 
Cresswell 

I am not just responding parrot fashion using a consultation response but from the heart.  This is an independent 
garage, providing local jobs, reliable and skilled services and they are truly a garage you can trust (something you 
can't say about garages affiliated with car manufacturers). I do hope you will consider the impact on the village 
where the bus service (1 pre hour during the day and only going to High Wycombe) is not adequate.  Cars are 
essential and a local garage is essential to keep cars roadworthy. I also note that Peterley Manor Farm (CD0081) 
is on your list as "acceptable at Stage1 but not at Stage 2".  In the event you do consider it, let me advise that this 
is a wonderful Pick Your Own Farm and Farm Shop.  This not only provides the surrounding area with locally 
grown food but also gets children out of the house picking fruit and vegetables, learning that they grow and don't 
just come from a supermarket. 

 

Rep2144 
Mr Alfred Biehler 

In response to question 2: Great Missenden Garage (or know as Wicks Garage, Rignal Road, Great Missenden) 
provides a really valuable and trustworthy service to the local community (and jobs!) and should IMHO not be 
made available for change to residential use or included in HELAA sites deemed suitable for development. 
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Rep2145 
Mr Mike 
Gilmartin 

response to question 2: Additional site in Buckinghamshire should be considered: Aylesbury, Milton Keynes, High 
Wycombe, Iver / response to question 5: More efficient use of land within existing 'built-up' areas.  No change to 
'green belt land' designations and hence no development of green belt land /  response to question 6: Little 
Chalfont adjoins an AONB. Proposed developments will be built on green belt land in an area of AONB. /  
response to question 8: build on brownfield sites within existing towns within South Bucks - close to shops and 
facilities. / response to question 9: additional sites are not required. /  response to question 17: The local plan 
does not appreciate the existing level of population density in South Bucks. Roads, public transport, parking, 
medical services, schools capacity, council services and other public services are already stressed and operating 
at or beyond planned capacity. There is no scope for expansion of services listed above. This fixation with ever 
increasing development of green belt land with ever higher levels of population density must be halted. The 
appeal of living in South Bucks is that many areas can be considered to be semi-rural.  The boundaries of most of 
the existing towns listed in the local plan have already experienced considerable piecemeal development over 
the last 10 years. Sawmill Place in Little Chalfont is a good example. If further development is forced on the 
country by Central government, existing large towns in the country should be considered e.g Milton Keynes, 
Aylesbury, High Wycombe. 

  

Rep2147 
Ms Diane 
Cresswell 

Q4 I would add the following criteria to the strategy - 1. The addition of new housing needs to be balanced 
against infrastructure so that additional  infrastructure is provided in addition to housing. This could be achieved 
by building new settlements with their own infrastructure rather than expanding housing in an area with already 
stretched infrastructure such as the Farnhams. 2. Special consideration to be given to avoiding development 
which may adversely affect sites of special interest  in particular Burnham Beeches by direct or indirect means eg 
intensification or over use. Q5. Option A would seem the best means of preserving the character and amenities 
of South Bucks, followed by Option C then option H and Option J. Q6 As a resident of Farnham Common I have 
strong views on the inclusion as a potential development site under the map of Farnham and Stoke Poges on 
page 43 of the land north of Farnham Royal on the east side of the A355. This area of Green belt is a prime 
example of what the Green Belt was designed to do, ie to protect the integrity of villages and prevent ribbon 
development .This area forms a critical part of the green buffer between  Farnham Common. in the north and 
Farnham  Royal and Slough to the south. The green buffer between Slough and Farnham Royal is very minimal so 
that the buffer to the northern end of Farnham Royal becomes that much more critical to preserve. Farnham 
Park is an important sport and recreational facility which is much used. It plays an important part in providing 
sporting facilities and hence promoting the health not only of near locals but also the wider District community. 
There are few equivalent facilities in the neighbourhood. providing football pitches  (smaller pitches at Langley 
and Burnham) This area also includes an area north of Farnham Park and south of Elm Close which was rejected 
for development in the HELAA under reference SB0037 as being "Green Belt not previously developed" and 
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forms a substantial part of the green buffer referred to. Although some of the land on the west side of the A355  
north of the Old Green Man pub is built on, most is set back including that on the Old Beaconsfield Road which  is 
well screened by trees and verges so that there is a green break viewed from the A355. This has to be seen to be 
appreciated as it is not apparent looking at the plan on page 43.This is an important factor in making Farnham 
Common  a separate village. Also, some of this area is within 500 metres of Burnham Beeches and it  has been 
agreed that development within 500 M of Burnham Beeches should not be permitted to preserve the Beeches..  
The Beeches has around 650,000 visitors pa  and is  one of the most visited of SSI sites in the UK. TRAFFIC - A355 - 
Any substantial new development bordering the A355 would increase traffic levels on an already over-used road 
resulting in poorer air quality and longer journey times especially at rush hour when frequently  great parts 
particularly central Farnham Common are subject to stationary queueing cars and lorries.  Bucks Highways  
authority have previously objected to further even small scale accesses onto the A355 due to accident risk  issues 
and any large scale development adjacent to the A355 would face the same issues but more so. Other 
Development Sites: One  area which could reasonably be developed is the area to the south east of M40  J2  near 
the MSA . This would have the advantage of good access to the A355 and motorway network and work be large 
enough to be commercially viable as a separate settlement.  It would have the advantage of not encroaching on  
virgin countryside  due to proximity to the M40 and MSA. I would also support the Farnham Royal Parish 
Council's suggestion of developing the car park in Farnham Common provided that reasonable parking facilities 
were maintained. If Green Belt has to be sacrificed in our area then the development site just south of Stoke 
Poges may be a better site for development than any of the land north of Farnham Royal as there would still be 
preserved a green buffer between Slough and  Stoke Poges. but the previous suggestion of land near the MSA is 
a better option. Q7 I would query the level of unmet needs in the light of the fact that the Council has stated on 
its website that it can meet housing needs until 2026 without using Green Belt land. Also, the proposed plans are 
additional to normal "speculative" development which runs at about the rate of 12 dwellings per year in 
Farnham Common. Q8 I agree we need affordable homes to enable lower paid people to live in this area. 
Q9 I  share most residents' concerns about encouraging travellers into this area and would be happy for such 
facilities to be kept to the minimum prescribed by law. There seems little doubt that travellers are associated 
with higher levels of  crime and litter. Q10 Old people need adequate accommodation and this is a growing need. 
Sheltered accommodation s to be encouraged. Q11 I favour the protection of our heritage. There are some good 
buildings on the A355 north of the old Green Man pub called Hemmingford which enjoy a good setting which 
would be marred by development as I have mentioned to Q6 above. Q12 cant think of any. Q13 The 
Summerleaze gravel site north of Farnham Lane is fairly near being worked out and this when backfilled could 
provide a useful green area for recreation in due course. The area would not be suitable for development due to 
settlement problems with infilled land. Q14 Perhaps the obvious suggestion here is that Local Measures should 
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be implemented to preserve the site at Burnham Beeches in view of its innate importance. Q15 The suggestions 
seem a bit vague but I am not qualified to comment. Q16 When considering further intensive development in the 
Farnhams, consideration must be given to the issue of air quality being adversely affected by additional traffic 
especially as there are two infant schools one on and the other close to that road. Also most of Farnham 
Common is within the safeguarding 500 metre zone from Burnham Beeches. Q17 Other sites in the County for 
development that should be considered are sites at Iver and Iver heath in close proximity to the M25 that would 
have the advantages of good access, rail links for commuters and some countryside which is less idyllic than 
other parts of South Bucks.   

Rep2148 
Dr Richard 
Hughes 

I wish to object to the plan on the basis of the following points: 1. Impact on the Chess Valley which is an area of 
outstanding beauty and which I use regularly for running, walking and cycling along with thousands of local 
residents. The valley should be protected by CDC rather than further developed. 2. Potential destruction of 
ancient woodland in West Wood and Blackwell Stubbs. I live adjacent to Blackwell Stubbs which contains ancient 
Beech wood, and a variety of animal / bird species including badgers, munjack, woodpecker, owls and species of 
bats among others. To replace these woods with residential development would be an crass act of 
environmental vandalism. 3. Loss of Westwood Park. My sons along with 350 other boys and girls train and play 
with Westwood Park football club which provides a fantastic voluntary service to keep our children active . The 
loss of playing fields would be irreplacable and would lead to the demise of the club and a vital community asset. 

  

Rep2149 
Mr Jay Kanabar 

The areas which has been selected for development in Amersham and the greater Chiltern area has been a 
Green Belt area and has been there because of you the government… you set it as a green belt area to protect 
the environment. The Chiltern Local Plan includes Areas of Natural Beauty and wildlife. Once gone, they are lost 
forever and the area will lose it va va voom! The joy of living in this part of the Chilterns correlates directly with 
the amount of green space that is protected and the village ethos of places like Little Chalfont and Amersham. 
A project of such scope which is building over 15,000 houses which will increase the population by over 60,000 
which will cause serious problems in an area which has already gone through significant development in the last 
10 years. An increase in population will have a catastrophic impact on all the services in the area. There is already 
a problem of lack of local schools in the area where class sizes are 30 plus children per class, and you want more 
people in the area! Joke. Additional there will be an impact on other services; doctors, dentists, opticians and 
local supermarkets. There is lack of sufficient parking near local shops and businesses. Roads too have way many 
too cars, the roads have pot holes in a lot place, we do not need more cars on our roads. Trains into London are 
inadequate to serve our commuters. I get on Chalfont and Latimier and already have to fight for a space to sit at 
7 in the morning. More often than not I’m standing on the train for 55 min! Amersham and the Chiltern area 
should not be considered as a 'Main Settlement for Growth'.  Since 2006, the village has already endured 
development in larger scales than its neighbouring towns of Amersham, Chesham, Chalfont SG and Chalfont SP 
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Rep2150 
Miss Lilly 
Alexander; 
Rep2151 
Miss Charlotte 
Alexander; 
Rep2152 
Mrs Sabrina 
Alexander 

Building new housing estates in Little Chalfont would not be sustainable at all. There is already increased 
pressure on the area from the 2 new housing estates recently built (Bell Lane & Burtons Lane). The traffic has 
already substantially increased around the area, particularly as the main road A404 runs through the centre of 
our village. The little parade of shops unfortunately is no longer large enough to cater for the growing number of 
Little Chalfont residents & parking there is not enough. It is also causing tail-backs and increased traffic because 
of constant streams of cars turning into the parade & having problems parking. The main, and only car park, in 
Little Chalfont is nearly always full. This is affecting local businesses and appointments in the village. Another big 
issue is with education and already full and over-subscribed schools. The main primary school (Little Chalfont 
Primary) had 17 unfortunate children, who were all living within the already constricted catchment area, who 
were unable to get a place in this year's reception class. Most of those children are now having to travel to 
schools out of the area- adding to the already congested roads. Added to this, there may be the unfortunate 
addition of the waste transfer station, which I believe will lead to an increase in lorries etc. There are long waits 
for appointments at the  local doctors surgery. It appears they may be already struggling with the large number 
of local patients. How will they cope with more? If there are new larger housing & business estates built, this 
would further increase all these problems and issues and cause further strain on our already struggling 
resources. The increase in traffic will also lead to an increase in pollution around the area. It needs to be carefully 
thought through how additional amenities can be incorporated into any plans to cope with the extreme scale of 
the increase in housing. ie, new schools, new doctors surgery, waste management, sewerage, road structures, 
traffic control, parking etc. It should not be allowed to release Green Belt Land for building on. This was set in 
place to be protected from development. From the plans, it looks like this is threatening to destroy a lot of the 
Area of outstanding Beauty, Please do not destroy such a local asset. This is one of the main reaons so many 
families have chosen to live in Little Chalfont.  

  

Rep2153 
Mr Nayan 
Panchmatia 

The area of land you set out in your proposals has been protected as green belt for good reason. It is an unspoilt 
natural haven for protected flora, fauna and wildlife. Any development on this land will create chaos on the local 
network (which is stretched to the limit already). If you develop this volume of housing in the area you will also 
need to support it with infrastructure such as schools, transport, parking, and healthcare. This will increase 
pollution and and exacerbate the problem. The urban belt around London is already expanding. It is not 
sustainable. There are so many urban brown field sites not yet developed in and around London. This must be 
the first development priority. Once all of these are built up, then you should consider housing on commercial 
developed areas. The country must stand up to immigration, and migration problems. The Home Counties has 
become an extension of London. The focus must be to build the economic power house in the Midlands and 
North. It is not sustainable to build out London. This goes against all planning and economic policy to increase the 
share of wealth in the north. 
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Rep2155 
Mr John Hilton 

I wish to register my opposition to the local plan. Little Chalfont has already seen significant growth in residential 
housing recently, with the number of dwellings having grown by over 12% from the number recorded in 2011. 
Such growth has already resulted in a clear strain on local infrastructure. Parking in the village during shopping 
hours is already extremely difficult and the daily commute is becoming ever more packed. The area enjoys the 
benefit of grammar school education and this benefit will become increasingly difficult for local children to 
access, as numbers grow with little or no prospect of grammar school expansion. Access to local dental and 
medical expertise is also becoming harder. The sheer size of the proposed areas for development would raise 
such pressures beyond breaking point. The areas included in the plan are so big as to guarantee the destruction 
of the village character currently existing. Not only do the proposals see major encroachment into Green Belt 
land, but also threaten areas already designated as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Neither such 
encroachments are meant to be undertaken lightly, yet the plans demonstrate a complete disregard for both. 
The methodology for parcel selection looks questionable, particularly when one observes original parcels being 
sub-divided and then parts of such sub-parcels being identified for testing. I am given to understand that even 
Westwood Park is under consideration for development. If true, I find this incredible. The park is an extremely 
well used amenity, particularly at weekends when it thrives as a community hub. To even consider removing this 
amenity would be nonsensical. Returning to the general plan, whilst I don't pretend to have measured the areas, 
a visual assessment of the areas identified for testing suggests a near doubling of the village size. This is before 
even considering the Stage 2 areas identified, which are, once again, enormous, in terms of impact on the 
character of the village. The plan represents a clear proposal for urban sprawl, which the Green Belt is designed 
to prevent. Most will recognise the housing pressures in the South East of England, but I feel that Little Chalfont 
has already done its bit to contribute to the easing of such pressures. The proposals represent yet another attack 
on the size and character of the village, and are wholly disproportionate. 

  

Rep2156 
Mrs Jianning Shah 

I strongly disagree with using the land behind Chessfield Park and other development in Little Chalfont. This land 
is green belt/AONB and should not be built on under any circumstance. As a mother of 3, we have been 
fortunate to have places for my children at the local school Little Chalfont primary. Neighbours a few doors away 
were less fortunate and did not get a place, the demand for places is very high and if we are further increasing 
the population where will these children get places? There is a big issue with parking for access to local shops, I 
very often do not find a place to park. The A404 main road is very busy and often when I take children during 
peak periods a journey of a few minutes often takes 20-30 minutes. I cannot imagine how bad it is going to get 
with plans for much more development. 
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Rep2157 
Mrs Elenor 
Ouston 

The plans are extensive and in my view not acceptable without the following- A new primary school to support 
the additional children that will live in the new housing, the schools are already full with waiting lists. New 
doctors surgery to support the growing population of Amersham. Additional shopping street to support the 
additional population. These people will be further than walking distance to sycamore road and will choose to 
drive to the shops adding pressure on the already very busy streets of Amersham. Why not develop a village/ 
small town like little Chalfont instead? They already have a good shopping street with far less housing than 
Amersham. 

  

Rep2158 
Mrs Neena 
Kotecha 

Little chalfont has already taken more than its share of new share of new housing by bell lane and behind chenies 
parade. Our infrastructure could not support new housing estates which brings pressure on school places, local 
transport and parking. Traffic is already excessive and traffic has seemed to doubled since we have moved to 
little chalfont 5 years ago. Our surgery also has got busier over the last few years. Parking by chenies parade is 
little chalfont is virtually impossible at first attempt. Much of the land around little chalfont is in an area of 
outstanding natural beauty. We should not destroy our asset. Little Chalfont should not be considered as a 'Main 
Settlement for Growth'.  Since 2006, the village has already endured development in larger scales than its 
neighbouring towns of Amersham, Chesham, Chalfont SG and Chalfont SP. Our green belt is here for a reason, 
leave it as it is please !!! 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   

Rep2159 
Mrs Valerie 
Hadfield 

Chalfont St Peter is a Domesday Book village and essentially retains its character as a village because of the lack 
of infrastructure development despite considerable amount of housing development, including  in the most 
recent phase of planning. Chalfont St Peter has already had its fair share of new development. The road network 
is extremely congested at peak times and in very poor state of repair, particularly the minor roads. Drainage in 
the village is totally inadequate for the current population, and regularly floods sewage onto the streets when 
there is heavy rain. The village school is oversubscribed. Medical facilities are stretched and I have to wait up to 2 
weeks to see my doctor. The village centre does not have the capacity to support the developments already 
approved, yet alone those in the pipeline. There is no indication how or at whose expense the required 
infrastructure will be provided. It is important that clear separation should be maintained between the rural 
settlements. Any extra building should only be allowed within already established  development. The amount of 
further development allocated to CSP would require a massive amount of infrastructure, creating a town, which 
appears to be an objective of the District Council but not of the residents, as attendance and protest at recent 
public meetings has shown. The impact on Chalfont St Peter could be devastating – the sites that have been put 
forward for discussion by CDC equate to over 50% of the built area of our village. It is important that clear 
separation should be maintained between rural settlements. Any extra building should only be allowed within 
already established  development. Mill Meadow: It is impossible to comprehend why the area of Mill Meadow, 
the entirety of which is used for a wide range of community activities, in close proximity to the village centre, has 
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been included as suitable for development. It is difficult to imagine how or where alternative provision could be 
made. This would have to include facilities for regular fitness sessions of many kinds; art groups and exhibitions; 
regular meetings of U3A groups; WI groups; drama groups and performances; nursery groups; football including 
training for young people, cricket, tennis. It also contains a children's playground and a school playing field. This 
should clearly not have been included.  The long stretch of land straddling the Misbourne Valley from Chalfont 
Heights to where the railway line crosses the A413: A stated purpose of the green belt is 'retention of attractive 
landscapes'. All the sites listed form part of the attractive landscape around Chalfont St Peter, especially those in 
the Misbourne Valley,  which provide an attractive vista from homes on  the opposite side. Very little of the 
valley is built up on each side and it is an important aspect to consider. The views across the valley from my 
house are a great source of daily pleasure. This is because it is green belt land. For many people, driving home 
from the conurbation into Chalfont St Peter along the dual carriageway in spring when the daffodils are in bloom 
lifts the spirit. It would be severely damaged if the land in the Misbourne Valley were to be adopted for industrial 
use. This land is in the Colne Valley Park and provides separation between Chalfont St Peter and Denham. It is 
also on the flood plane of the Misbourne, which has been known to cause catastrophic floods. The Epilepsy 
Centre site has some development taking place and in terms of green belt, a further proportion of this could be 
developed, whilst still retaining a barrier of green belt, provided there were equivalent infrastructure 
developments to sustain it. The same applies to the area between Winkers Nightclub and the Scout Camp, which 
might be used as infill.. Chalfont St Peter has already had its fair share of new development in the last few years. 
CDC has granted planning permnission for 600 dwellings  in the first 2 years of the previous core strategy which 
was planned to run until2026. The scope for further development in Chalfont St Peter beyond that already given 
permission is severely limited by the inadequate infrastructure in terms of drainage, educational and medical, 
facilities , as well as transport. There are other areas in the district which are far more suited to development and 
sustainability. 

Rep2160 
Miss Nicki Bahia; 
Rep2162 
Mr Makham 
Bahia; Rep2163 
Mr Hardip Bahia 

I am a resident at 38  Howards Wood Drive, and have lived in Dukes Wood for over 25 years. I have recently 
become aware of the Gerrards Cross Green Belt development. Accordingly I wish to register my strongest 
objection to the said proposal. I believe this will have a profound and detrimental effect on the peace and 
tranquility within, and in the vicinity of the Dukes Wood area, due to the noise and pollution that will be 
amplified from the motorway if the woodland trees are removed. Subsequently and foremost, the variety of 
resident wild life and plantation will be permanently destroyed, as has been previously pointed out by Mr Roger 
Austin. I vehemently suggest the council needs to urgently review any such proposed plans, and take steps to 
ensure this situation does not arise again. The green belt must remain intact, as it is very important and integral 
part to the residents of Gerrards Cross, and especially Dukes wood. In summary, I oppose, without reservation to 
any development of this protected green belt land, now and in the future. 
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Rep2165 
Miss Anna 
Broughton 

I object to the development of the green belt surrounding Little Chalfont.  As a student who grew up in the area, I 
wish to protect the environment and preserve the  countryside for future leisure use. 

  

Rep2167 
Mr Sarah Johnson 

As a resident of Little Chalfont for nearly 10 years I am shocked that anyone would consider building on our 
green open spaces. I am a mother of two boys who both play for Westwood Park Fc.  I have spent 75 % of my 
Saturday mornings over the past 5 years in Westwood Park watching children of all ages enjoy keeping fit, 
playing as a team and learning social skills that will set them up for life.  I am incredulous that anyone who knows 
and cares for our community could even consider taking away that facility from our children. LC is a busy village 
with a great community spirit. However it does not have the infrastructure to support an influx of people. We 
have supported the need for additional housing in the area eg Bell Lane and the Donkey Field. How much more 
do we have to sacrifice? Do not take away our greenery, we live in an  AONB and we want to keep it that way. 
We all use the space that we have in our community and you will face the stiffest challenge from a vocal and 
active community if you try to take it away. 

  

Rep2169 
Mr Andrew 
Freeman 

I would like to strongly object to the planned further development of Little Chalfont as currently proposed. The 
main reasons for this are: - Westwood Park (which seem to have made a late entry into the proposed areas for 
development) is the only space in our village for kids to play in free, open and green space. My son is one of 100's 
of kids who use the park every week (and also the woods around it). This is their one chance to get out into the 
open and learn football and has been used by WPFC for years, building a growing and successful football club 
which is used by kids from 4-16 and beyond. WESTWOOD PARK MUST NOT BE BUILT ON AT ANY COST. - The 
woodlands alongside Westwood Park are used by us, our neighbours and most of the community and are part of 
a protected area of Green Belt (at least I thought they were) - this green belt has been there for 100's of years 
and should not be built on, as it is there for the health and welfare of our community. - Little Chalfont is already 
subject to many housing developments (including off Bell Lane, and the Donkey Field), and in contrast to other 
local towns has clearly already borne a disproportionate share of new housing development in the last 5 years. - 
the number of people living here are putting a big stretch on the following in particular: 1) Trains - I commute 
daily to London and from around 2 years ago can now not get a seat from Little Chalfont and have to cram into 
overcrowded trains standing for 1 hour in and 1 hour back from London. 2) Traffic - this is worse than ever on the 
main A404 through Little Chalfont, and is much busier on the Bell Lane junction as a result of the big new housing 
development there 3) Parking - this morning I could not park anywhere outside the shops, or in the car park, or 
even on the road outside Challoner's School - the shops in particular (about to get another building site next to 
them) have no where close to enough parking, and cause traffic jams along the main road with people trying to 
turn into the side road and wait for car parking spaces which don't exist. I would also point out that there are no 
doubt a significant number of local residents who are not aware of the extent of these plans, and the fact that 
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they seem to regularly extend and change their scope in a particularly opaque set of lengthy documents which 
are not easy to follow, only available on-line, not published or advertised widely and do not make the public 
consultation process at all transparent.  I don't see how this process enables all members of our community to 
fully understand what is proposed and register their views.  I suspect that if the District Council were to put up 
signs in all the potentially affected areas (such as Westwood Park), the number of objections received to these 
consultations would be significantly higher. PLEASE DO NOT RUIN OUR LANDSCAPE, GREEN SPACE AND 
WESTWOOD PARK IN PARTICULAR BY YET MORE BUILDING IN LITTLE CHALFONT.  I don't understand why 
building of the scale proposed should not be done around much larger communities which are not on green belt 
land, have roads and infrastructure capable of supporting this and do not destroy the only available green space 
for our children and our future. 

Rep2170 
Mr Steve Fowler 

I am absolutely exacerbated at the outrageous proposals to use Mill Meadow for housing. I and my children have 
and continue to use this facility as players for Chalfont St Peter Football Club - I play for the veterans team, my 
boys play for the youth team (that I run) and they coach the youngsters. To use the facilities that are used for 
physical activity for housing is nothing short of criminal. I will be rigorously opposing these proposals. 

  

Rep2171 
Miss Charlotte 
Hodgins 

I am writing to object to the planning regarding building on the Greenbelt fields on the Nashleigh hill recreation 
ground and surrounding fields. The fields are beautiful and are used as a central point of enjoyment for people 
who live in Chesham in summer and winter, even in snow! We have many groups who use the fields including 
dog walkers, scouts, walking groups, fitness groups and its a meeting place for young children who enjoy football 
and other leisure activities. Living opposite we also enjoy watching the Red Kites who nest in the woods and hunt 
in the fields. Their numbers have grown over the past three years and building on the land would mean an end to 
this. My eldest daughter goes to Hawride and Cholesbury school. Although a good school it was our second 
choice as places are so limited at Newtown. Additional houses and with no additional school places would mean 
the problem would be even greater with many having to leave the town completely. The traffic going through 
Chesham in the mornings is already very very busy and requires traffic to que. This again would be compounded 
with additional traffic. There is only one small shop and we do not have the amenities to support more houses. I 
am very much opposed to building on our beautiful fields and adding additional stress to our already limited 
resources and roads. 
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Rep2172 
Mr Philip Otten 

I am very concerned that the South Bucks District Council have proposed a 30 year housing development plan 
which may have an impact on our Rugby Club, Beaconsfield RFC. The parents, children, fans and the club all 
strongly believe that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield Rugby Club and the town itself that the land either side 
of Windsor End used by the Club stays within the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local 
adults and children. My son (aged 7) has been playing rugby since he was 3 years old and absolutely loves it.  He 
has fun, gets fit, learns the team ethos, discipline, respect for others and makes friends across the community. I 
cannot see how, when there are daily warnings about childhood obesity, over-reliance on electronics for 
entertainment and the fragmentation of society, closing down our local rugby club makes sense. If anyone in the 
council would care to come along on a Sunday morning they would see a huge gathering of people from all 
around the local area. The children have enormous fun, a great deal of exercise and parents meet, chat and form 
closer ties. All of which can only be positive for the sense of community we all hope to have.  People make 
friends for life, become good at something non-academic, learn discipline and self-restraint, and learn the joy of 
volunteering (be it in the bar, in the tuck shop, in the kitchen, coaching or the multitude of other roles done by 
members of the club). This proposed plan for change of the green belt should not  be allowed to proceed. Our 
community will be a much poorer place without a strong, vibrant local rugby club to bring people together.  We 
would be losing precious community space at a time when you would be increasing the size and density of the 
population.  This would mean more children and less space for them to run around and enjoy. The infrastructure 
around the town is already under extreme pressure and with the development at Wilton park already planned 
this will only increase. My family and I respectfully urge you to reject this proposal, and to think instead about 
the legacy that you will leave for future generations of Buckinghamshire residents.  Sport and recreation has 
always been important for society; your rejection of this plan will ensure that it remains so for our children’s 
children and beyond. 

 

Rep2174 
Mr & Mrs William 
& Jennifer Kendal 

We would like the following points to be considered for question 17.1 of the Local Plan Initial Consultation for 
Little Chalfont - Green Belt: The proposed area for development around Little Chalfont and stretching down 
Lodge Lane & Roughwood Lane (Area 29) is all existing Green Belt. The Government believes that there is a great 
importance of Green Belt, as explained in the National Planning Policy Framework. Green Belts aim is to prevent 
urban sprawl and keep land open. Area 29 in particular runs next to Chorleywood and therefore development in 
this area would create urban sprawl between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood with a huge loss to openness. 
AONB: The Chiltern Hills attracts millions of visitors each year. How much will be left for future generations if we 
continue building. Transport, Infrastructure & Parking: The main road through Little Chalfont, the A404, is 
already very congested at peak times and creates a bottle neck getting through Chorleywood to access M25 and 
North London. The capacity of the A404 cannot meet any increased congestion resulting from additional housing. 
The trains are already at capacity with not enough parking and little chance of increasing station length. 
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There is a lack of parking in the village this will only get worse once the new site on the donkey field is finished 
and the flats have been built next to the Volkswagen garage. Education & Health: We don’t believe the primary 
schools in the local area have the capacity for large scale development in the area. The local primary school, Little 
Chalfont Primary, which is currently the catchment school for a large part of Little Chalfont, only has a one-class 
entry into reception.  This school is heavily over subscribed and last year, unless you lived less than 0.3 miles you 
didn’t get in unless you already had siblings at the school.  By increasing housing in an area, you will create huge 
additional transport problems if parents have to drive further to drop their children off at school. How would the 
council propose to resolve that issue to make sure there were sufficient places in the local area? It is very difficult 
to get a doctors appointment at the local surgery, having to wait a long time just for a GP appointment. Other 
considerations. In an 8 year period between 2006 & 2014, Little Chalfont built and additional 307 new properties, 
which corresponded to an increase of 12.4%. This is far higher than the surrounding communities of Amersham, 
Chesham & Chalfont St Peter. 

Rep2175 
Mrs Clare 
Freeman 

I am writing to express my disgust at the building proposals for Little Chalfont. I am a resident in the village and a 
teacher at a local school. I have two young children who attend local schools and make use of the facilities 
offered in the village, including Westwood Park. The reasons for my objections are; - loss of character of the 
village. This is a village and has a number of societies, committees, and groups which enable the villagers to know 
each other and maintain the character of a rural village on the outskirts of London within the Chilterns.  
- Destruction of AONB land. What is the point in designating land this if it does not protect it? This makes a farce 
of all laws and regulations which are in place to ensure the beauty and diverse ecosystems of our country 
remains. As a geography teacher, we use the forested area behind Little Chalfont as an excellent example of 
natural woodland. I am sure other schools also use the area. To destroy the local ecosystem and wildlife will 
mean school are required to travel much further, and indeed families need to travel much further to see 
examples of native English woodland. It is a fact that children are much healthier, happier and lead more 
productive lives (away from boredom and crime) if they are involved in outdoor pursuits. With the loss of the 
woodland and Westwood park, what outdoor pursuits are you intending for the current youth of Little Chalfont 
as well as the hundreds/thousands more you intend to provide housing for? - Loss of recreation for children. By 
losing Westwood Park, you are removing the very heart of recreation for children. Add to this a huge increase in 
the number and density of housing, the likelihood of criminal activity as a result of bored children and teenagers 
will be high. The quality of lives of children will be diminished as they will play less outdoors and have increased 
traffic and pollution affecting their health. - Impact on the River Chess; this is another area which, as a geography 
teacher we use for field work. Already it is being polluted by the sewerage outflow into it. If you build on the 
valley sides this will increase surface run off into the river as a result of less interception from the trees which will 
be lost, as well as the tarmac creating an impermeable surface. In turn this would lead to increased flood and 
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pollution risk. - Little Chalfont has only recently built hundreds of new houses within its boundaries, so we have 
'done our bit'. These were built with the addition of no new facilities. The doctors surgery is over run, the schools 
are facing increasing financial pressure and will no doubt be required to increase class sizes without additional 
space to house these students. - Increased traffic. The roads are already very congested through the village and 
along the A404 towards London. Adding these houses will simply lead to worse traffic and greater destruction of 
the roads...or else you will build much larger roads to accommodate it, further exacerbating many of the points I 
have raised above.  I totally understand the need for new housing to meet demand, however, there is no need to 
destroy areas of beauty and village character and to create a totally unsustainable settlement. I urge you NOT to 
let these plans go through. 

Rep2176 
Mr Martin 
Weathers 

I understand that land around the Windsor End area of Beaconsfield is at risk of having its green belt status 
changed, and could form part of a future housing development. I urge you to resist this planning development 
due to the presence of the local rugby club which itself plays such a strong part in the development of the town 
and in giving opportunities to local youngsters. I have 2 children who are club members and strongly believe in 
the formative opportunities provided to them by the presence of such a longstanding and respected institution. 
I believe it is in the interest of Beaconsfield Rugby Club & the town itself that the land either side of Windsor End 
used by the Club stays in the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local adults & children. 

 

Rep2177 
Miss Rosemary 
Mitchell 

I am very concerned about some of these proposals, especially that which is proposed on the northern side of 
the A 404 Amersham and White Lion Road. The area around  Latimer and Flaunden and the Chess valley is an 
area which I consider to be of outstanding natural beauty and quintessentially beautiful English countryside. 
Therefore it should be preserved from development for ever. 
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Rep2178 
Mr Don Marshall 

I wish to object to the proposed re-designation of Green Belt land around Little Chalfont for the purposes of 
residential and employment development. In the twenty years we have lived in the area there has already been 
over-development; many infill plots; new housing estates; and the most recent addition, nearly 300 properties in 
Bell Lane/Chenies Parade.  This has already changed the area dramatically.  If the Green belt were destroyed the 
whole outlook, feel, and character of Little Chalfont (which is what draws newcomers to the area) would be lost 
forever. When the Green belt was created this was for very good reasons and it is unacceptable that it should 
now be considered for redevelopment.  The Green Belt was meant to stay in place - especially when pressure is 
being applied to meet Central Government targets.  It must never be seen as the ‘easy option’ to meet these 
targets. Specific points are as follows - Loss of Amenity; The Green Belt areas in the proposal represent one of 
the most common walks in the Little Chalfont area - not only for local residents but for many people and their 
families who come to the area just for these walks.  The walk has open countryside and excellent views.  If this 
becomes housing estates and industrial units, this amenity is gone forever and it would change the whole 
character of the area. Huge development has already taken place: Nearly 300 homes have already been built 
(Bell Lane and Chenies Parade).  This has already changed the area, put a strain on local schools and services (it is 
already impossible to park near the local shops) and caused the commuter trains to run well over capacity.  How 
would this cope with the additional houses suggested?  It is to be noted that plans in the past to balance 
residential and new industrial areas has not worked – this is a commuting area and it will remain so. Danger of 
Continuous Urbanisation: As all the local towns continue to expand there is the danger that the area becomes a 
continuous urban sprawl. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   

Rep2179 
Mr Micheal 
Mcwilliams 
Chairman 
Stone Park 
Avenue Ltd 

Stoke Park Avenue Ltd is responding on behalf of its 21 homes with 50 residents following initial consultation 
given the limited timescale available.  It is a pity that we only learnt of this at 17.00 on Wednesday 9 March 2016.  
This is too important for the whole future development of our living environment not to have had at least one 
month to give a considered response which would have been more productive for the Council.  I think that it is 
imperative that the Council and Parish Councils communicate such information in a better way since none of the 
50 residents of Stoke Park Avenue Farnham Royal were aware of it until this week. In response to the questions 
posed we comment as follows: Q1 -  We take these analyses at face value as presented to be correct. Q2 -  We 
have commented on the deliverability in our following responses.  The overall planning of the Green Belt must 
look to a longer term than the relatively short term needs of the 2036 targets. Q3 -  Yes.  I have identified these 
as follows: i) The area to the South of the M40 to the East of Beaconsfield Services. This long stretch of land has a 
good main road linking to the A355 and the Motorway Junction. I would suggest that this may allow a significant 
development of housing and employment development, including facilities to support the Infrastructure and 
should be investigated further. ii) Part development of the Farnham Common Car Park, important to main 
sufficient car parking for local shoppers and visitors, but see the potential to develop an area for flats or similar. 
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iii) The Car Wash, located at the edge of the Farnham Common shops, could be an ideal location for an Older 
Person’s residence development. With close proximity to the local amenities and a bus stop directly outside, I 
believe there could be scope to relocate the current business and use this site to help provide suitable 
accommodation for our older residents.  

Rep2180 
Mrs Harpreet 
Madra 

I strongly oppose the development of ALL green belt surrounding Gerrards Cross. In particular parcel 47b, 57b, 
65a and 69 for the following reasons; to protect ancient Beech, oak and birch woodland, to protect the wildlife 
that lives in these areas, to protect the woods that form a pollution and noise barrier from the M40, to protect 
the natural flood protection that this land provides to the area. Development of parcel 69 would expose those 
dwellings/residence to category c noise levels (PPG 24). The  overhanging electricity cables and nearby pylons 
could also pose health hazards to residence of any such development. By pursuing green belt development in 
Gerrards Cross, you are destroying the very essence of our picturesque and peaceful village and the environment 
we all value and cherish. 

  

Rep2182 
Mr & Mrs John & 
Gloria Smith 

It is with great dismay that we find ourselves once again fighting the theft of our supposedly protected greenbelt 
land in Iver and South Bucks. After years of trying to prevent Pinewood Studios expanding their operation on to 
greenbelt land in Iver Heath and losing we find ourselves under threat again by our own governments plans & 
wishes. While the Pinewood expansion is currently underway and will apparently continue for another 10 or 
more years ,Iver Heaths road network is under enormous strain with all the extra vehicles including many HGV'S 
and their is no sign of any improvements to the transport network or any other services either. How can this area 
which is under threat from so many plans like Crossrail, HS2 ( Heathrow link) & others possibly cope with any 
more development of houses, schools, businesses , medical facilities etc, and not end up like a big city ? Iver & 
Iver Heath , and other places in  South Bucks are villages and that is how they should remain. If not then the 
urban sprawl of Uxbridge & Slough will simply be joining us all together. Some of the suggested sites offer the 
only green walking sites for people in the area to enjoy for Leisure, i.e. the Iver Heath playing fields are for 
exactly what the word suggests. As an alternative to some of the greenbelt sites suggested, some Brownfield 
sites would surely be much better options if this has to go ahead as the Government insists, such as the 
Ridgeway Trading estate. Duttons Farm, Bangors Park farm, the disused Airforce station at Old Beaconsfield.  
The reality of turning this once beautiful precious green countryside into a concrete jungle is unthinkable & 
morally wrong. How can it be right to build on the very land that was designated  to protect us from the urban 
sprawl of London and turn South Bucks into a suburb of London or Slough with all the serious problems like 
higher  pollution levels &  major road problems ruining peoples lives and quality of life along the way?   
Whilst the local councils have given us this opportunity to respond to these proposals, it seems there is not 
enough information being supplied to the residents to fully understand what is really going on and people are 
being deliberately kept in the dark with the details. 
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Rep2183 
Dr Mattew Miller 

My family and I live in Little Chalfont, after having moving here from Chesham in 2005. We chose Little Chalfont 
because of its vibrant community and have been involved in many community organisations - I am currently the 
Group Scout Leader (1st Amersham Common Scouts) and Head Coach (U11s Westwood Park Football Club).  
Chiltern District Council need to understand the pivotal role Westwood Park has in the community - it is the only 
place in the village that children can play Tennis for a small fee (Little Chalfont Tennis Club requires membership), 
join a Football Club (Westwood Park FC, 240+ youth members), play on an All-Weather sports pitch or play in a 
playground. The importance of having these facilities cannot be overstated, especially in light of substantial 
research concluding the need for LOCAL facilities to ensure children get regular, quality exercise. Our Scout 
Group also use the Park for many activities including survival skills, tent pitching, games & hiking (in the park and 
woods). Our Scout Hall (next to St George's Church on White Lion Rd) has no land to undertake Scouting activities 
so we are reliant on this local open space. In addition, during these activities, we see many, many people cycling, 
walking dogs, running and horse riding in this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which is a local asset to the 
community that we shouldn't destroy. Finally, we have noticed the significant increase in the local population 
after the Bell Lane development (253 homes) - limited parking, limited access to local schools, increased traffic, 
limited access to local doctors & dentists are all consequences, severely damaging to this community. The very 
existence of a local Community is itself fragile, and once its damaged Chiltern District Council cannot make the 
assumption that it will be repaired or rebuilt. I strongly believe the proposed plans would significantly damage 
Little Chalfont. 

  

Rep2185 
Mrs Lynne Le 
Marchand 

The option to build around the location of George Green and border of Slough/Berkshire must be rejected for the 
following reasons: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas: * George Green would be engulfed by 
the sprawl from Slough and to prevent a land grab by Slough. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one 
another: * If George Green Iver and Iver Heath would be effectively joined to Slough with consequential merging 
towards or with Uxbridge * I feel that similar pressures would be experienced from Uxbridge/Hillingdon borough 
To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment: * The option shown is on the verge of the valuable 
leisure/reserved parkland of Black Park and Langley Park, both historic and beautiful areas, which would come 
under immense pressure if a large scale housing development was to be built adjacent to the park areas. The 
general extent of Green Belts across the country is already established. If proposing a new Green Belt, local 
planning authorities should demonstrate why normal planning and development management policies would not 
be adequate: * The option shown and corresponding desire from Slough to create a garden suburb of Slough do 
not adequately show why empty office space or the area around Cippenham in Slough cannot be adequately 
converted to housing use. If it is necessary to prevent development in a village primarily because of the 
important contribution which the open character of the village makes to the openness of the Green Belt, the 
village should be included in the Green Belt. If, however, the character of the village needs to be protected for 
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other reasons, other means should be used, such as conservation area or normal development management 
policies, and the village should be excluded from the Green Belt. When considering any planning application, 
local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very 
special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, 
and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. The other major considerations are: * The 
land shown in the option suffers from areas of flooding. A substantial development would increase water run off 
affecting the park areas (Langley and Black Park) and the existing housing. * Gravel extraction is or has taken 
place within the option area around George Green and neighbouring area between George Green and Rochford 
Gardens Slough. Land is not available for redevelopment for at least 15 years. * Landfill of areas previously used 
for gravel extraction and those being used currently would be unsuitable for development due to:   * Potential 
toxic waste/methane production   * Unstable footing requiring extensive foundation work or piling   * Impact of 
the water table   * Local infrastructure pressure   * Proposal to close the Hollow Hill lane tunnel under the railway 
will direct a great volume of traffic through the Ivers and Langley impacting the A412. This is exacerbated when 
there are traffic issues affecting any one of the M4/M25/M40/A40 from Heathrow, Slough, Rickmansworth, 
Hillingdon and Beaconsfield, effectively gridlocking the area. Drivers use the A412 as a cut through to avoid the 
motorways at this time. An additional large scale development in the option area around George Green would 
increase this pressure. Would this require a further relief road in the vicinity of Iver/Langley or Slough to relieve 
the A412? * New build housing would typically be purchased by first time buyers or young families and whilst not 
desirable it is typical that most families have access to two cars. * An increase in pollution from vehicle traffic and 
also noise if the Heathrow expansion was given the go ahead would be devastatig for George Green and the 
green belt area. 

Rep2187 Miss Xinjie Shah; Rep2190 Miss Rujing 
Shah; Rep2191Master Satya Shah 

I really like to go through the field. I like to see the cows. Please do not build the 
houses. Why do you want to build the new houses? Please do not bring more 
people, there is enough people here already. Our school is full up and cannot take 
more children and I don’t want to see my school change. 

  

Rep2189 
Mrs Christine 
Fairburn 

Large detached houses should not be given planning permission for the foreseeable future as there is a good 
selection in Chesham and it is only encouraging people to move here out of London. We urgently need small 
starter homes for young couples and two bed accommodation for older people downsizing as we have a growing 
elderly population.  Accommodation with warden facilities is also urgently needed and  very scarce for those who 
own their own property.  McCarthy & Stone is too expensive for many. Brownfield sites should be used. Small 
infill - basic, not fancy extras such as en-suite and posh kitchens could have one design in several different sites, 
thus saving on expensive plans. Residents can adapt/improve gradually. No high rise flats. No building on green 
belt, it should be preserved, that why we moved here. 

The Councils recognise the 
importance of planning for the 
provision of a range of specialist 
aged care options to meet both 
existing and projected needs. 
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Rep2193 
Mr Oliver Golden; 
Rep2196 
Mrs Nicola 
Golden; Rep2200 
Mr David Golden 

I am commenting on the proposed development of Green Belt Parcel 69 which lies between Fulmer Drive and 
the M40. My main objection is that this area is beautiful woodland which acts as a natural separation from the 
M40 motorway and the resulting noise and air pollution. It is teeming with wildlife and a real safe haven for 
deer,foxes,badgers, birds and other wildlife and it would be a really tragedy to destroy this. 

  

Rep2195 
Miss Jessica 
Wheeler 

Please don't spoil our village   

Rep2199 
Mr Murray Scott 

The area occupied by Cricket ground is designated as a potential employment area on page 47 of the 
consultation document. This is despite the requirement set out in clause 4.6 to protect and enhance the quality 
of life of residents by planning for recreational needs. Also, in clause 4.17 you give the example of Burnham Park 
which, though not Green Belt, fulfils an important open space recreational use. The Cricket ground currently 
supports 3 adult male sides, a Ladies section, and a thriving Junior section with 150 boys and girls.  Outside the 
cricket season, the ground is used by 2 junior football clubs and a fitness club. The club's facilities are also used 
by the local residents for walking dogs, or impromptu football of cricket games, including use of the cricket nets 
which are open to the general public. In addition the existing business park within the area set out on page 47 is 
not fully occupied, implying there is insufficient demand to meet a change of use. In conclusion, the Council 
would not be meeting its objective of providing a high quality of life for its residents were it to take this land out 
of recreational use. 

  

Rep2201 
Mrs Julia Collins 
Scout Leader 
1st Amersham 
Common Scouts 

Q17 - The Green Belt must not be released.  We moved to 'the country' over 20 years ago with the knowledge 
that we are lucky enough to live in the 'green belt', a place of beauty, a place beautiful place to bring up children. 
As a mother and Scout Leader I, and my group, feel that it is unacceptable to demolish Westwood Park and 
Westwoods.  This is a community right and is used, not only by Scouts, but other groups: cricket clubs, football 
groups etc.  We use the park and woods most weeks during the autumn, spring and summer.  Scouts regularly go 
on hikes through the woods and fields from Little Chalfont to Chenies, enjoying the fresh air, the scenery, the 
wildlife.  All of this to enrich the lives of our young people.  The proposed plans would mean walking through 
housing estates, industrial estates, on concrete and tarmac!  Once our fields and woodlands are gone, they can 
never be replaced. Little Chalfont has had it's fair share of building.  Save the Green Belt.  Build on brown field 
sites. The Governments proposes to build HS2 through our countryside to Birmingham.  Surely more housing and 
industrial sites should be built in the middle of the country, not the Green Belt. 
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Rep2202 
 C Mason 

I'm objecting to the prosposed removal of the Greenbelt status around Botley and Ley Hill. If you remove this 
status then it will give developer's the greenlight to go ahead and destroy woodland and beautiful open space. I 
whole heartly object to any development going ahead in this area, not only will it be destroying animal habitats 
but will increase the amount of traffic that passes through these villages. 

  

Rep2204 
Mrs Julie Dickins 

Re Questions 8 & 17. The proposals will irrevocably damage and curtail both an AONB and the Green Belt. This 
cannot be justified especially given that there are other areas which could be utilised without causing such 
damage. Both residents and visitors who come to walk and/or otherwise enjoy the area will be affected, not to 
mention the disastrous impact on wildlife. Traffic will also increase greatly and there seems little provision for 
this. This all concerns my family and me as we live locally and also regularly walk in/near the areas in question. 

  

Rep2205 
Mr Iain Dunn 

I have significant concerns about the proposed repurposing of the protected Greenbelt area on Nashleigh Hill. 
Berkhampstead Road and surrounding areas adjacent to the Nashleigh Hill Park has a very large demographic of 
young, working class families. The park is absolutely central as an extended play area for local children, 
significant numbers of whom use it on a daily basis in spite of the history of under-investment in park facilities by 
the council relative to other areas. Sports and entertainment areas for local children have already been eroded 
with the building over of sports fields further up Nashleigh Hill. Nashleigh Park is safe and accessible for local 
children, and as a result there are very few of the youth issues that built-up areas experience. It is also essential 
to broader local quality-of-life, for dog-walking and its intended use as a green-belt meadow area. Fauna and 
flaura (kites, meadow flowers in summer, deer and other animals) florish in this area and the loss of this facility 
will have a significant impact on the community cohesion of a substantial percentage of Chesham taxpayers, who 
have made significant personal and financial investment in the area.  There is already under-utilisation of existing 
industrial facilities in Chesham so it is very difficult to see that the economic benefits (to anyone other than the 
developers themselves) will in any way outweigh the impact on the community cohesion in this part of Chesham. 

  

Rep2206 
Mrs Catherine 
Miller 

I am opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council know as:- Mill Meadow, 
The Epilepsy society Site and the Industrial area to the east of the A 413 for the following reason:- Mill 
Meadows:- The area is a much used amenity which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation 
park and various palying pitches. There are no other areas within the centre of the village that would 
accommodate these facilities. This is also a flood plain. There is a real risk of flooding and should not be 
considered for housing development. The Epilepsy Society Site:- Developing this area would encourage the 
unrestricted sprawl of a large built up areas. We would merge one village into another and loose the special 
character of the historic village of CSP. This site has already provided new dwellings and would be over 
developed. It is not supported by public infrastructure, suitable bus service or facilities. it is too far walk to the 
village and would increase both number of vehicles and dwellings in the village which it cannot support. 
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Rep2207 
Ms Christina 
Ayers 

The Council's appalling current proposals cannot possibly have been thought through.  I give my reasons below. 
Little Chalfont and surrounding villages simply DO NOT have the infrastructure to cope with all the extra housing, 
people, traffic and the extra burdens on the NHS, schools, shopping, roads, etc. The NHS - Where do we get more 
doctors? Where do we put new surgeries? My own surgery is in Chesham so I have to drive, the surgery car park 
is choc-a-bloc, sometimes there is nowhere to park. That's the situation now. Schools - Our schools from 
nurseries, through primaries and seniors are already overflowing - where do new schools go? We are already 
crying out for more teachers. Roads - Our country lanes simply CANNOT take all  the extra traffic which the 
proposed development would generate. Traffic has increased enormously in 18 years that we have lived here. 
The roads are in a dreadful state of repair huge numbers of potholes are never filled in. Our villages will be 
gridlocked. Shopping in Little Chalfont - We have to drive to the shops and wait for a parking place most of the 
time.  The Council's proposals would cause chaos. AONB - The Council cannot possibly justify all this building, 
some on our green belt which is just NOT allowed, an atrocity which must not go ahead.  We have super views 
which would all be spoilt. We would no longer live in a green and pleasant land. This is our village, it belongs to 
the people.  Governments cannot ride rough shod over us.  We cannot possibly have this development.  I object 
most strongly. 

  

Rep2208 
Mrs Margaretha 
Ungar 

It seems to me that the extent of development suggested in your plan for Little Chalfont is excessive. The village 
will almost double in size.  The roads are already very congested at peak times. It is almost inconceivable that 
more traffic will need to flow through our already overcrowded roads. The spectre of HSR 2 also looms large. This 
will spoil a large area of the countryside and now even more will be taken from our green belt areas. You will be 
turning Little Chalfont into a small part of a very large conurbation. I appreciate that new houses will have to be 
built in the coming years, but to just release large chunks of green belt areas seems ill conceived. There will be 
problems with school places, with lack of local amenities to serve the enlarged community, with parking places 
etc. Like many of the residents of Little Chalfont I am happy to be living in an area which is "country village" in 
essence. One of the reasons for choosing to live here. Sure Little Chalfont will have to grow to some extend, but 
to obliterate it altogether is a travesty. 
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Rep2209 
Mr Reece Miller 

I am opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council know as:- Mill Meadow, 
The Epilepsy society Site and the Industrial area to the east of the A 413 for the following reason:- Mill 
Meadows:- The area is a much used amenity which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation 
park and various palying pitches. There are no other areas within the centre of the village that would 
accommodate these facilities. This is also a flood plain. There is a real risk of flooding and should not be 
considered for housing development. The Epilepsy Society Site:- Developing this area would encourage the 
unrestricted sprawl of a large built up areas. We would merge one village into another and loose the special 
character of the historic village of CSP. This site has already provided new dwellings and would be over 
developed. It is not supported by public infrastructure, suitable bus service or facilities. it is too far walk to the 
village and would increase both number of vehicles and dwellings in the village which it cannot support. 

  

Rep2211 
Mrs Fiona Murray 

I am concerned about the plans to lift green belt restrictions on the farm land around Quill Hall Lane. This area 
has a substantial number of footpaths which are very well used by local residents and I believe it is illegal to 
disturb these. There is also a considerable body of wildlife in the proposed area including the protected species 
glis-glis which is unique to the area. This morning I saw deer, badgers, rabbits and bats. The proposed area 
extends round to Stubbs End and if development were allowed would almost join up the Amershan, Chesham 
Bois, Chesham area putting considerable pressure on existing schools, doctors and roads. For instance we are 
currently looking for a secondary school place for my son as neither of the 2 local schools has any places. 

  

Rep2212 
Mrs Jill Davis; 
Rep2213 
Mr Anthony Davis 

These comments are mostly concerning Little Chalfont. My main concern is that any further development, which 
in many cases is proposed outside the village boundary, will make what is now a village, surrounded by green 
spaces, just a sizeable urban area. There has already been large scale developments (Bell Lane, Donkey field) 
making the village and local roads become more overcrowded than before. The turn 'low grade' greenbelt has 
been used in a recent report - who decides what is 'low grade' or is this a way of denigrating areas where there 
are views over to distant valleys and woodlands in the pursuit of housing targets? There must be locations which 
are not in AONBs (or views to these). It seems unforgiveable to build within an AONB. To do so renders the term 
AONB as worthless if it can be ignored at any time. It goes without saying that once these open areas are 
developed they are lost for ever. What is the point of having in an attractive and beautiful area like ours if it can 
be built over with high density housing or industrial premises? One place in particular which is of concern - Stony 
Lane. At the moment West Wood park is attached to open country. Surely this is not going to be sacrificed for a 
housing estate - existing residents deserve some consideration for the environment they have chosen to live in.  
PLEASE INSURE OUR ATTRACTIVE VILLAGE.IS NOT SPOILT FOR EVER. 
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Rep2214 
Mr William 
Heaney 

I strongly object to any development of the land known as Upper Stone Meadow, Chalfont St Giles (the hatched 
area in the illustration on page 40 of the Local Plan Options paper) on the following grounds. 1. The area is within 
a designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, where it meets village of Chalfont St Giles.  Any development 
will blight this for ever.  The "requirement" to find additional housing development land, in numbers imposed by 
central government, is insufficient to meet the high hurdle required to overturn the no development designation.  
2. As recognised by its current Green Belt status, it forms a key part of the continuous passage of green belt land 
between Chalfont St Peter and Amersham along the Misbourne valley.  As can be seen on almost any day of the 
year, this is a popular route for walkers and riders, including school and young persons groups, as well as 
ramblers and dog walkers.  Any development of Upper Stone Meadow will ruin this important amenity, used by 
the local community and visitors alike. 3. As a rare chalk stream, the Misbourne provides an important habitat for 
important wildlife, which will be endangered if development is allowed, through human activity as well as run-off 
pollution of the stream. 4. The requirement for access ways into any housing development will cause further 
traffic problems along the A413 and Pheasant Hill, which are already overcrowded during peak hours.  Such 
access ways, and any traffic aleviation measures on the A413 will themselves further eat into the remaining 
green belt land, requiring the destruction of trees and fields. 5. The pollution impact (including noise) of 
significant additional numbers of private cars (in an area ill-served by public transport) will be severe. 6. Local 
community services, including health and schools, in the village of Chalfont St Giles are already over-stretched 
and will be unable to cope with significant additional requirements. 7. The area proposed for development is 
largely located within Flood Zone 3.   As such any development would need to be justified by a flood risk 
assessment and sequential testing.  Bearing in mind that the area functions as the natural floodplain for the 
Misbourne and has flooded frequently in recent years, it is difficult to see how development can be justified.   
8. The character of Chalfont St Giles, as a small Doomsday Book village, will be irrevocably changed for the worse 
by a development of the size envisaged.  The village will in any case have to put up with the access works 
required for HS2 and deserves better treatment from its planning authority. 

  

Rep2215 
Mr Derek 
Heasman 

I am very concerned about the identification on Area 15, Botley and Ley Hill, as an area of possible deregulation 
of Green Belt status. This area represents a good balance of residential, farmland and woodland and is entirely 
unsuitable for further development.  The local primary school is popular and near capacity. 
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Rep2216 
Mr Leigh 
Tugwood 
Chartered 
Architect 
A+Studio 

I have a number of landowner clients with land adjacent or near to existing settlement areas within Iver and Iver 
Heath that would welcome the opportunity to discuss  with the council and other stakeholders smaller scale 
developments that could assist is addressing the  challenges  set by both HELAA and HEDNA. Early dialogue 
within the context of the consultation could identify site specific 'model solutions' and sustainable, sensible 
options that could be tested and included within Stage 2 to meet local needs. For example SB0116; a 10 acre site 
with a current proposal for 2.5  acres for a Demenita Care Home and 6.5 Acres of Managed Open Space the 
ownership of which would be transferred  to a Community Land Trust [in this case using a CRTBO] Likewise 
development options on other significant parcels of land within the Greenbelt at present could explored to 
achieve a similar balance of objectives that would be required to avoid  a feeding frenzy of land speculation by 
developers; rather in contrast this approach would seek  and enable  local housing, educational, social, 
employment needs at least. In some instances the appropriate expectation should be that SBBC will make use of 
S106 Agreements and/or the CIL to ensure sensible contributions towards specific infrastructure improvements. 
The soundings I have made with both landowners and local  residents is that such a balanced pragmatic approach 
would gain widespread support. The evolving consensus to me seems to be that "erosion" of the Greenbelt [ as 
Dominic Grieve MP describes it]  is inevitable so it must be managed via the Local Plan to ensure local needs and 
infrastructure concerns are met first and that if either planning by appeal  or central government directive 
become the defaults the  process now in hand would be regarded as at best a missed opportunity; at worst a 
disastrous failure. For my part very keen to contribute further, in anyway, if it would assist the process in hand. 

  

Rep2218 
Mr John Williams 

I am writing in response to the proposals to build on the green belt land behind my residential property in 
Chessfield Park, Little Chalfont and the other developments suggested in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
consultation that have been brought to my attention. Having moved my family into the road two and half years 
ago after moving out of London we were delighted to find such a property with the outlook it has. Having walked 
the Chilterns and surrounding areas for pleasure and with school trips to give pupils a taste of the country side, 
finally I could have it at the end of my garden. Seeing daily the green belt and a place of outstanding natural 
beauty has improved all of our well-being. The fields act as a buffer from town to country in order to protect the 
Chess Valley and its ecosystem and community, plant or animal. Fortunately we are visited by not only the cows 
and their calves but more naturally selected animals including Bats, Wood Peckers, Badgers, foxes and of course 
Red Kites. The Chess Valley woods and especially the adjacent field provides them with the sustainable food 
chain they require and allows interdependence. If this area of transition goes then sadly the impact on the whole 
ecosystem will cause a decline in niche organisms. So the Green Belt should remain to act as a constraint to 
building and allow nature to exist as is its definition. Drainage is also an area of concern, despite an obvious slope 
the field does camber and in heavy rain our garden becomes flooded in a few areas. Paving over paradise as the 
carpenters sing will surely increase our water logging. The Chess’ flood plain will disappear and this will affect 
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houses in Latimer, the ancient church site and the Chesham road properties. This has a knock on effect to the 
whole area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in view and its indigenous inhabitants. A few weeks ago I came home 
to find out that soil testing had commenced in the fields behind Chessfield Park. With the dark evenings, I only 
got to look out at the weekend and to my horror it looked like the time team had arrived and dug huge WW1 like 
trenches.  These seemed excessive and intrusive scars on the green belt and I saw the first seagulls arrive in my 
garden! It is of some concern that this land was identified and excluded in the first stage of the HELAA as 
unsuitable. However, this land is now being assessed as part of stage 2.  I would like to question why and how 
the parcels of land have been divided for the green belt assessment currently being carried out by ARUP.  It is a 
well-known fact that a developer is actively trying to get this land released from green belt for housing.  If it were 
released this housing would only act to inflate house prices further as is evident by the current market price of 
the properties on the donkey field.  It is in no way affordable housing. The only people who stand to gain are the 
developers who will make millions if allowed to build on any of the land surrounding Little Chalfont. The good 
folk of Little Chalfont have been working hard to develop a nature reserve since I have lived here. I myself, on my 
first wander into the village took out the local history book from the library, read up and then visited the sites 
mentioned with a great sense of community. The last thing we all want to consider is dropping the name “ Little “ 
to something like the 404 conurbation! More residents will also require more amenities including the basics of 
GPs and Dental surgery’s, schools, nurseries, garages, car parking and food stores. Some of these are huge multi 
million pound expenses. The pressure on the emergency services will also increase and safety of all will be 
evermore compromised. The increase in traffic from industry and residents will require more traffic calming 
methods again slowing the flow through the village and making it look more like a Lego town. In addition, the 
proposed industrial area from Chenies to Stony Lane is a pollution and traffic concern. Its location will not just 
see the Junction with the M25 get busier but also both sides.  Not only an increase in the volume of the vehicles 
but also an increase in weight and size of vehicles will make journeys more hazardous which is huge worry to 
pedestrians and drivers, as well as slowing flow through the village. Over the last few years I have written to the 
council requesting road improvements of safety along this stretch, firstly with the repainting of lines and then the 
introduction of cat’s eyes. The extra wear on this stretch will result in that good work being quickly eroded away. 
One point of safety along this road still to address is the signage and how dirty it is. I have even contacted the 
Head of St Clement Danes as I feel strongly that the children are at a higher risk due to poor reflectors.  The extra 
traffic and spray will only make this a more hazardous area, just before Christmas a car was grounded on the 
bollards where kids could have been standing in the middle of the road. With HS2 not so far away, and the waste 
site development, I can only see that Little Chalfont is getting boxed in from all sides. The works and traffic from 
these developments will spill out to us and there seems to be too many phases being pushed for at a similar 
time. Balancing or filling in should only consider older sites that have no protection like the old golf course and 
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industries that have ceased to operate. In conclusion, I do not think that Little Chalfont should be a Main 
Settlement for Growth nor should areas be removed from the green belt for building, the precise purpose it was 
designed to protect against.  Little Chalfont has taken a greater share of new housing than other towns in the 
area and any new housing would severely overload the existing infrastructure. The proposed area for 
employment development will completely change the appearance and character of Little Chalfont. 

Rep2230 
Mrs Caroline Irons 

We have been residents since 2002 having moved here with 3 small children. We encountered difficulties in 
finding school places for our children locally and were forced to send them to a school driving distance away. We 
do not have the school places to accomodate a large increase in residents and we do not want to see more traffic 
on the roads as a result of children not been given places at their local schools. We also need to protect our 
green belt which is already been encroached upon. We have already seen building developments in Raans Road, 
Bell Lane and the donkey field in Burtons Lane. This is a small village with limited facilities to cope with a huge 
increase in residents which does not make it a popular choice for a new housing development. 

  

Rep2231 
Mr Christopher 
Fields 

More houses, more residents, more business space, more employees in an area blighted by too much traffic for 
the infrastructure in place. A crazy idea sponsored by goodness knows who. The Chalfont area is not Outer 
London, its an area of beauty and its important that it remains that way. With these plans, it won't. 
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Rep2232 
Mrs Gillian 
Melhuish 

I believe that the Green Belt should be protected from further housing or employment development in this area.  
The Green Belt protects our countryside so that the community can enjoy it.  Overdevelopment would lose the 
special character of villages such as Little Chalfont. The area surrounding Little Chalfont is AONB and the National 
Parks and Countryside Act of 1949 defined the purpose of AONB as 'to conserve and enhance the natural 
beauty'.  There is a duty on public bodies to 'have regard to the purpose of the AONB' as stated in the 
Countryside and Right of Way Act 2000.  The Chilterns area is recognised as possibly one of most heavily visited 
landscapes in the UK with the number of visitors estimated at over 55 million.  The well being of people is much 
improved by retaining such areas. The present infra structure of this area is already under considerable strain 
and over-stretched.  Health care is already recognised to be under extreme pressure. A & E services are now at 
least 30 minutes away.  Local GPs, dentists, social care and education are all coming under great pressure to 
provide satisfactory provision.  It is suggested that Little Chalfont would almost double in size in 4 years! The 
shopping area in Little Chalfont already has a severe car parking problem during opening hours. Local and main 
roads are congested during peak times and traffic increase, as a result of Green Belt developments, would make 
this more severe.  Rail services are already heavily used and parking at the local stations is now inadequate and 
creates local roads being used for parking by commuters all day.  Restricted parking for residents has caused 
annoyance and further Green Belt developments will make the problems greater. The local roads surrounding 
the proposed developments are no more than country lanes and potentially very dangerous for an increase in 
traffic, not to mention larger vehicles. It has been shown that during the period 2006 to 2014 there has been a 
12.4% increase in new properties in Little Chalfont.  This is well above the neighbouring communities and 
therefore we should not be considered for new developments on AONB. It is known that developers are seeking 
to build large numbers of new dwellings on the proposed sites and this would be extremely unfair on the 
residents of Little Chalfont.  There will be areas in Little Chalfont that can be used without destroying the Green 
Belt. If the Green belt is breached, and with the anticipated density of new developments, this would put a very 
heavy strain on everyday life for the individuals who live or work in Little Chalfont. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   
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Rep2233 
Mrs Trudi 
Vaughan 

I am totally against  this development. This area has vital Green Belt functions and it is most unsuitable for 
development.also provides protection to the existing residents of the area from air and sound pollution caused 
by traffic on the M40 Motorway.  Should this area be developed, vegetation that forms a necessary and vital 
environmental function - with regards to traffic fumes - will be removed, which will be to the detriment of local 
residents.  This important function of the vegetation is significantly less pronounced in other parts of Gerrards 
Cross. Most of the area consists of ancient Beech, Oak and Birch woodland. This woodland is a vital wildlife 
sanctuary for a wide range of nesting birds, badgers, foxes, small mammals and muntjac deer. Also the woods 
should be protected by Tree Preservation Orders. The trees and vegetation perform a key environmental 
function by absorbing water that otherwise may flood the M40 Motorway and lower level land to the south.  
Therefore, it would be very devastating to the environment to tear down these ancient trees. The only open 
fields / meadows are on the east side of the land  parcel. This land is fairly small and slopes steeply towards the 
motorway, and is occupied  by pylons and high voltage cables overhead.  The proximity of these cables may 
cause issues with electronic equipment for any residents and, possibly, health issues. In any case, I am sure 
people will be discouraged from living so close to the cables as well as the noise and pollution from the M40. 

  

Rep2235 
Mr Robert Wall 

Little Chalfont is fortunate to be virtually surrounded by Green Belt Land in an area designated as Of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty. Indeed for many these are major reasons for choosing to live here. In addition the area serves as 
a magnet for visitors and walkers from more urban areas. Green belt was established to prevent urban sprawl 
particularly from London, and to prevent urbanisation of the countryside. Areas of the Green Belt around Little 
Chalfont have been assessed and meet one or more of the original criteria for their being established. The 
National Planning Policy Framework states that construction of new buildings should be regarded as 
inappropriate for the Green Belt. Little Chalfont lacks the infrastructure to support any large developments.  
Recent or ongoing housing developments have affected Little Chalfont more than adjacent areas. Any further 
developments should be restricted to brownfield sites within the current boundaries of the village, which should 
be removed from the Core Strategy as a main settlement for growth. 
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Rep2236 
Mr Ian Thompson 

Having recently been made aware of the proposal to construct a large industrial estate or other commercial area 
in the Nashleigh Hill area of Chesham, I would like to give a response to such a proposal.  With respect to the 
proposal for the commercial area extending from Vale Road, up Nashleigh Hill and on towards Ashley Green, I 
would like to state the following objections, particularly with regard to the potential loss of Nashleigh Hill 
recreation ground and fields and of Francis Wood. 1 - The building of such a commercial area  here would 
inevitably degrade the living environment and aesthetics of this whole area of Chesham. 2 - The increase in 
traffic resulting from this, in an already busy area would likely cause chaos in terms of traffic flow. 3 - The extra 
air pollution from this activity and traffic, together with the loss of green space would negatively impact  upon 
the health of residents, especially those who are already in a vulnerable state, such as the young and elderly. 
4 - The noise pollution resulting would also degrade the quality of life of residents. 5- Francis Wood is an area of 
mature woodland whose loss would impact not only upon the quality of life of residents, but would destroy 
important wildlife habitats. 6 - The Nashleigh Hill recreation ground and fields, along with Francis Wood, are 
greatly used and enjoyed by many residents of Chesham, for children to play and for people to exercise or walk 
dogs. The Nashleigh hill area is used by many residents to pick seasonal fruits and is a great  area for introducing 
children to nature. In summary, I am of the opinion that the loss of these areas would fundamentally degrade the 
nature of this area and of Chesham as a whole. These spaces are extremely important for the local residents, not 
to mention the environment and I would suggest that alternative plans should be considered that do not involve 
the loss of these areas to the town. 

  

Rep2238 
Mr Jonathon 
Parsey; Rep2239 
Mr Alexander 
Parsey; Rep2240 
Mr Christopher 
Parsey 

am against the further development of Little Chalfont which involves using existing green belt land and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty for any sort of development including additional housing, infrastructure or 
employment development. The key reasons are as follows :- I currently play football at Westwood park, us the 
playground and my family walk and cycle though the green belt and AONB.  I will not be able to do this if the 
proposed developments take place. The green belt and AONB are used by the local wildlife - where will they go if 
these areas are developed. If the green belt land is used for development it will be lost forever and my 
generation will not have the benefit of this environment. 
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Rep2241 
Mr James Lines 

I would like to register my objections to the proposals to remove  the Green Belt status in  Area 15  Botley & 
Leyhill in proposed Local Plan. One of the  major reasons for choosing to live in an area such as this is because 
people have choosen to live in  a  rural environment rather than the more urban environment of in a  town or  on 
an estate. At present only ribbon development has been has been allowed along the main roads in this area 
Botley Road, Jasons Hill and Orchard Leigh. Removing or relaxing the Green Belt status could totally change the 
character and nature of this area now and for future generations. It is important to retain and enhance our 
country landscape and Green Belt spaces to prevent urban sprawl and retain  the key characteristics of the Green 
Belt :-its openness and permanence. Allowing residents and visitors to enjoy the countryside close at hand. The 
ability to meet “unmet housing needs” in this area is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt  and 
environment by allowing further development. I believe that it is vitally important to retain the current Green 
Belt status intact.  However If it is ultimately decided that there is to be any  relaxation at all of any Green Belt 
provisions in this area then that should be limited to within the current garden  boundaries of the existing 
dwellings as designated by their current established fencing or hedging 

  

Rep2242 
Mrs Zoe Kaplan 

This area of woodland and open fields is a treasured amenity located in the heart of a densely populated part of 
the town. It used by walkers, cyclers and joggers of all ages throughout the year. In the winter the fields are used 
for sledging by hundreds of local children. The woodlands are very beautiful, with tall trees, thousands of 
bluebells in the spring. The steep banks create a unique atmosphere. It is right on the doorstep of all the 
residents of Chestnut Lane and Bois Lane. Once it's gone, it cannot be brought back. Please consider alternative 
sites that are not so special. 

  

Rep2243 
Mrs Susan Marks 

The proposal for future development on quill hall farm and stubs wood is alarming. I along with many others  
often walk my dogs there and I feel that the loss of this beautiful area could have serious consequences for the 
Amersham area and its natural beauty. Plus amenities such as schools, Dr etc. are already under a heavy burden 
to cope with the demand set now. My husband and I do not agree that this site is suitable for development. 
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Rep2252 
Mrs Lara Fuller 

I am appealing against the proposals to use green belt land and thereby removing an area of outstanding beauty 
in order to build on it, which is wrong.  This area should be protected for all to continue to enjoy for our life time.  
It offers children and adults the opportunity to connect with nature without having to travel by car to local 
woods.  There are many exciting experiences that can currently be enjoyed in this environment ,but the council is 
proposing to remove this at a great costs to local residents and others, and for who's benefit.  I do not believe 
that this is necessary, it increases the financial wealth for some but at a very detrimental price to Amersham and 
its residents.  Amersham does not need to grow further, the character of the area will be compromised.  To build 
on this area will have a very detrimental affect on the landscape, and the community.  The schools are already 
over subscribed and this will only lead to additional pressure on already stretched resources.  It will increase 
traffic to the area.  More pressure will be put on many other services and this will lead to higher costs for this 
area.  It is imperative that we consider our environment and retain our woodlands and green space, for the 
future of us all, this is all too often overlooked for financial gain, I would ask the council to refuse any permissions 
to build on this area now, or in the future. 

  

Rep2255 
Mrs Daphne 
Spedding 

I am absolutely against developing Stone Meadow (upper and lower) with a building site. It would destroy 
Chalfont St Giles. It is an area of outstanding beauty and therefore shouldn't ever be built upon. As well as its 
beauty it is wholly inappropriate for development as it floods regularly. Development would change the village 
completely; the roads and services could not cope. We are also going  to have HS2 running under this site with so 
much disruption. How are people going to be able to get to work ? There will be hundreds more cars on the road, 
all filing onto the A413 which is already at breaking point.  I would prefer much smaller groupings of houses on 
other sites in the village but surely it would make much more sense to build houses nearer to existing towns such 
as Aylesbury and High Wycombe, where services and places to work exist, the roads are much larger and able to 
cope with increased capacity and good transport links are in place.  

  

Rep2256 
Mrs Jennifer Fry 

Having lived in Chenies and Latimer for the last 47 years I feel it would make a devastating impression on the 
area.  These villages are supposed to be in an area of Outstanding Beauty for families, walkers, horse riders, 
cyclists to enjoy.  Already the roads are overflowing because they all lead to the M25 junction at 
Chorleywood.Therefore the crossroads at Stony Lane, Lodge Lane and the A404 plus the crossroads at Bell Lane 
and the A404 again would become solid during rush hour and throughout the day.  The roads are already filled 
with huge pot holes throughout Stony Lane, Lodge Lane and towards Ley Hill.  So with huge developments being 
built along the A404 this would certainly make this beautiful area intolerable to live in. I always believed that 
Green Belt was not ever allowed to be built on.  Why this change in policy? The outskirts of London has already 
spread beyond belief. Buckinghamshire can surely be left alone for those living in London to enjoy as well as 
those already living here! 
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Rep2258 
Mrs Kylie Edwards 

I oppose the proposed development of Green Belt land running from Market Reading to Blackwell Stubbs, 
Amersham-on-the-Hill. I am strongly opposed to the above land being used for development. The whole area is 
listed as an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the grassland area is designated as being of Specific Scientific 
Interest because of the variety of wildlife and plants found here. It includes areas of grassland as well as ancient 
woodland. It houses an abundance of flora and fauna. For this reason it is well used and enjoyed by residents 
from all over Amersham. It wonderful for walkers, runners, wildlife enthusiasts and offers outstanding views of 
the Chess Valley. Development here would block those vistas from the escarpment down through the valley and 
would be an eyesore for those looking up from the valley. The traffic in this part of Amersham has become 
unbearable. Raans Road is constantly congested with heavy trucks and residents of the new housing 
development and new church on that road. QHL is partly unadopted and Chestnut Lane is congested due to the 
school, as well as a lot of parked cars. The area cannot sustain more traffic. It would be dangerous and make 
living here very unpleasant. Schools and the local doctors surgery are very over crowed. Five years ago one could 
call the surgery in the morning and get an appointment for that day, now we have to call the minute the 
switchboard opens and wait in a queue of 15 people or more and then not be offered an appointment. Two years 
ago we applied for our child to go to our closest catchment school, we were refused a place as catchment had 
been reduced to .25mile. The council has not given residents enough time to respond or made the right 
information easily accessible. The website is impossible to navigate and full of outdated plans making it very 
difficult for people to find the material they need to object. Residents in my area were largely unaware of this 
new plan and those who knew only found out through word of mouth. Amersham will practically join Little 
Chalfont if development were to happen here. The Bell Lane development reaches so far back you can see it 
from Raans Road. Further development will be unsightly and look like urban sprawl. 
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Rep2261 
Mrs Deborah 
Gent 

I am deeply concerned for the future of our village with proposals to potentially declassify green belt land and 
AONB.  Greenbelt land has been earmarked as such for a very good reason, and that is for the protection of the 
nature and character of the area and to prevent sprawl and overcrowding.  It is earmarked specifically as such to 
prevent it being used for housing and business accommodation for the benefit of us and future generations.  We 
need to fight hard to protect this status - it was never meant to be used as a back up resource for additional 
housing and development!  Once it's gone it is gone for good! Our local AONB, especially including the Chess 
Valley and Chess Valley Walk is a national resource, which is well used and appreciated and attracts many locals 
and visitors to the area for recreational relaxation and enjoyment.  The fields, woods, and parkland potentially 
earmarked for declassification are also much enjoyed and utilized by locals and visitors, including the thriving 
local football teams; beavers, cubs and scout groups; dog walkers, runners and ramblers.  There is no alternative 
nearby playing field for local children to let off steam. The village of Little Chalfont has recently seen several large 
housing developments at Bell Lane and 'the Donkey Field',  and given that we have already provided 12.4% of 
additional housing in the district between 2004 and 2014 (much more than any other local area) we should not 
be pressured into releasing green belt land for even more development be it residential or business. Our village is 
already under pressure from the A404 running through the middle siphoning out-of-town traffic through the 
centre, often with disregard for speed and congestion.  Our local shops, schools, doctors and other infrastructure 
is already struggling to cope with current levels of residential accommodation.  Little Chalfont Primary School is 
already way oversubscribed and has no room to expand.  There are already major problems in the village with 
parking and congestion that will become insurmountable given more development of any nature. 

  

Rep2264 
Mrs Nicole 
Weatherston 

I wish to formally object to the removal of greenbelt status for Botley and Ley Hill (parcel15) as proposed in the 
local plan. As the Council will be aware this area is of rural character with large areas of arable and pasture land. 
These features are essential to the area, being home to a wide range of wildlife and indeed contributing to the 
unique character of the are that both residents and visitors enjoy. We must not lose sight of what is important 
and encroachment into these beautiful areas must be resisted. We must not allow the gaps between 
neighbouring settlements to be eroded. Botley and Ley Hill attract many visitors who help to sustain the local 
economy by patronising local pubs, restaurants and attending the annual shows and music festivals-doubtless 
coming to our area because of it's unique setting. We must not lose this. It would be a disaster if the unique 
heritage of the area were lost through building and or change of land use to provide for housing or other such 
curtilage. We must protect or natural environment and resist the temptation to make short term gains. 
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Rep2265 
Mrs Karen Wilkie 

I hereby object to the proposed development of new houses and employment opportunities: The traffic through 
Chorleywood and Little Chalfont is already far too great and the infrastructure cannot withstand the proposed 
development of new houses and industrial estates. I am very concerned about traffic pollution on the main road 
around St Clement Danes and Dr Challoners schools. Parking in both Chorleywood and Little Chalfont is already 
difficult and will not cope with the development of new houses in Little Chalfont. New houses will bring many 
new people and will put added strain on existing education, medical and social care services which are already at 
maximum capacity. Little Chalfont has already had many new houses built in Bell Lane and behind Chenies 
Parade. It is unfair to be planning even more new houses when other villages have not had any. I also object to 
the proposal to review the Green Belt status of parcels of land around Little Chalfont. In particular I object to the 
review of the land between Bell Lane, Stony Lane and Latimer Road. This land is designated as an Area of Natural 
Beauty and should never be released for development. The government’s planning guidelines state that the 
Green Belt serves the following purpose: •to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; •to prevent 
neighbouring towns merging into one another; •to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
If the Green Belt around Little Chalfont is not protected then we will see Little Chalfont merging into Chalfont St 
Giles. We will see the countryside being lost and we will see unrestricted urban sprawl. The urgent need for new 
housing cannot justify the loss of Green Belt land. There are brownfield sites in the county that can still be 
developed. 

  

Rep2267 
 Anon 

I am opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone Meadow 
(upper and lower). The area sits within the flood plain. The village flooded most recently 2008 - 2012- 2014.  The 
meadows are a natural flood plain. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for the village centre. 
Houses built on this area would be uninsurable. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented. 
The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the possible waste transfer station. 
Contains woodland which should be or is already protected.  

  

Rep2274 
Miss Marion 
Dumonde 

The fact that the plans for new houses are on Green Belt and AONB is totally unacceptable. In any event where is 
provision for Drs schools etc? The roads and lanes cannot cope with building works and increased traffic. The 
infrastructure is just not in place. I am totally against these plans and I do not think any thought has been given 
to local residents. The impact this plan is going to have on local residents and their property has obviously not 
been considered in full along with the loss of farming land and the surrounding beauty. 
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Rep2275 
Mr Alan Polding 

I am a resident of Farnham Common I would like to respond to the initial consultation to the Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan.  Q2. The proposal for the Farnhams & Stoke Poges now encompasses sites that were previously 
rejected. Without further consultation, sites which were previously rejected should not be taken forward. Q3. 
The area to the South of the M40 to the East of Beaconsfield Services could be used for housing development. 
Further development of this site would also be close to the proposed industrial area, between the A40 and M40. 
The area to the East of Farnham Common village could also be considered rather than development along the 
A355 corridor. This area is currently wooded, but if developed would create housing which would be easily 
accessible to village amenities and would be within walking distance to the schools. Q5. The proposed plans 
should prioritise development in towns and villages with existing rail connections to minimize additional vehicle 
journeys and pressure on parking at stations. Q6. The Green Belt buffer to the south of Farnham Common and 
north of Farnham Royal should be preserved. This area includes Farnham Park and the area to the north of the 
park, encompassed by Parsonage Lane. I understand that previous considerations of development have been 
refused by the Highways Agency due to the lack of safe access to the A355. Q7. I do not support the expansion of 
Slough northwards. The separation of towns and villages should be maintained as a priority in the development 
plan. Further developments in or around Burnham Beeches should be specifically excluded from the plan. 
The time for responding to this important document has been short. I expect there will be many people who 
have no knowledge of these proposals and who would have been keen to comment. In order to develop a Joint 
Local Plan, which is supported by local residents, sufficient time needs to be provided to review and respond to 
any future proposals. 

  

Rep2276 
Mr Warren Bell 

Increased density on sites that already have some development on them is preferable to building on recreational 
areas such as Farnham Park then having to relocate new recreational areas. With reference to question 6 on the 
CDC/SBDC JOINT local plan  please consider Options B, E, F, G & H. Potential existing developed areas to the 
North & West of Farnham Common Village between the West of Collinswood Road & bordered by Egypt Lane 
(around 20 + acres) could be considered as the area will accomodate the number of proposed dwellings & afford 
easy access to the M40/M25 for the residents. In this area there are three existing properties occupying this land 
locked in between Collinswood Road & Egypt lane. Infillings of existing Green Belt sites should be considered 
where they do not fulfil the primary function of the Green Belt of providing a buffer zone around developed area. 

 

Rep2277 
Mrs Veronica 
Rodman 

I disagree with this development. I can't see a parallel set of services such as surgeries, schools, youth clubs, etc. 
I think it will put additional pressure on families trying to get their children into the schools already in the 
catchment. 

  

Rep2280 
Dr Christopher 
Clack 

I very strongly object to the proposed further development (whether it be for residential or employment 
purposes) of land surrounding Little Chalfont.  My objections are: 1) That these are not reasonable options 
because Little Chalfont has already "done its bit" by accommodating land development adjacent to Bell Lane and 
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at Burton's Lane - Little Chalfont should be removed from consideration for further land development until all 
other towns and villages in South Bucks have similarly "done their bit" in terms of percentage expansion in 
relation to their current population. 2) That these are not reasonable options because they are unsustainable.  
We already know that there is insufficient infrastructure support in Little Chalfont to support the existing 
developments (mentioned above) - there are insufficient school  places, the local sewage works has insufficient 
capacity evidenced by regular reports of overflow of raw sewage into the river Chess, there is insufficient parking 
for increased demand for access to the local shops, traffic (both local and heavy through-traffic on the A404) is 
already excessive and has led to a rapid deterioration in local road surfaces. 3) I fundamentally disagree with the 
suggestion in the published Local Stakeholder Briefing presentation (19th January and 20th January 2016) that 
Green Belt areas should be assessed and graded according to whether each area of Green Belt land has a 
"strong" Green Belt function and developed or not developed according to that assessment.  However, I note 
that the March 2012 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out five stated purposes of including land 
within the Green Belt.  I am particularly concerned that the proposed further development around Little Chalfont 
proposes to develop Green Belt land in way that would be contrary to ALL FIVE of the NPPF's stated purposes.   In 
particular, the proposed plans to develop the Green Belt areas around Little Chalfont would: (i) deliberately 
encourage the sprawl of residential and non-residential development around Little Chalfont, contrary to the 
NPPFs first Green Belt Purpose; (ii) encourage development to the west of Little Chalfont and to the East of 
Amersham, thereby encouraging the gradual merging of Little Chalfont with Amersham, contrary to the NPPF's 
second Green Belt Purpose; (iii) to the east of Little Chalfont, encourage development of countryside that is 
currently designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Natural Beauty (AONB), contrary to the NPPF's third Green 
Belt Purpose;(iv) encourage development of Little Chalfont that would destroy its setting and special character as 
a small village separate from the major town of Amersham, contrary to the NPPF's fourth Green Belt Purpose; 
and (v) encourage the development of green-field sites rather than brown-field sites, thereby discouraging the 
recycling of derelict and other urban land, contrary to the NPPF's fifth Green Belt purpose. 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   

Rep2284 
Mr Thomas 
Rodman 

I strongly object to this proposed development, it destroys valuable areas of green belt and woodlands. Further 
developments of this size stretch the existing resources in Amersham such as school places and doctors surgery. 
The infrastructure in Amersham is not equipped to deal with such a large development. 

  

Rep2285 Mrs Helen Griffiths  Format cannot be copied from original representation – see original Rep2285   

Rep2287 
Mrs Margaret 
Wall 

I wish to register my objection to the major developments around Little Chalfont including into the Green Belt, as 
outlined in the Local Plan - Reg 18 . While appreciating the need for affordable housing within the area, Little 
Chalfont would require extensive infrastructure change to accommodate this, and this would change the 
character of the area. We are fortunate to live in this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which should be 
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preserved, not just for this community, but for the many individuals angroups who come to escape the urban 
landscape of the London Suburbs. We should not be intruding into the Green Belt. I have not been able to take in 
all the documents, but it would seem to me that there is a problem with the "Parcel Proformas" in the Green Belt 
Assessment.  For example, Parcel 22a is described as "at the edge of large built-up area of Amersham", while, a 
few metres across Stony Lane to the east, Parcel 14bis described as "at the edge of the Rickmansworth large 
built-up area". If we start nibbling into these "Parcels", immediately the boundaries are changed and further 
development WILL occur sooner or later.  That is clear from history and is why the Green Belts were established 
in the first place. In 50 years or so, the residents of Little Chalfont, Amersham, etc., will be paying Council Tax to 
the Greater London Borough of Chiltern 

Rep2288 
Mrs Gillian 
Hutchinson 

I would like brownfield sites and former industrial areas and the green belt anomalies to be built on for new 
housing. If land is to be developed it would be better if small parcels were given to a number of developers to 
mimic how areas naturally grow rather than one huge homogeneous estate. It is also really important that the 
impact of water and flooding are considered and that as much greenery as possible is provided, particularly trees 
which soak up so much water. It would also be good if they could be energy efficient carbon neutral homes. 
Chesham could be leading the way in this area. Housing trusts and self-build should also be given space for 
affordable housing and to help get young people into their own homes. If Green Belt land has to be given up for a 
new industrial area, it must be developed in such a way as to give the least disruption to the visual impact of the 
area and trees must be planted to hide it. And it should be as near to road links as possible to keep heavy traffic 
out of town centre. As someone with hearing and eye problems I think consideration should be given to making 
roads easier to cross so that people with these problems are not put off walking into the town centre. If we need 
to keep cars out of town, we need to make it easier to walk in. To keep the character of Chesham I think it is vital 
to prioritise the views of green fields and country from the town. Once we have lost sight of these we will be a 
London suburb. The big hill above the town centre and the view of green hills to the north  which are striking as 
you travel along Broad Street and Berkhampstead Road are very important in maintaining the countryside town 
feel of Chesham.  I would like to nominate Nashleigh Playing Fields, the adjoining Berkhampstead Field with the 
wildflower meadow and the three fields beyond (running along Vale Road) as a Local Green Space. This space is 
used constantly by dog walkers, families, children, footballers, tobogganers, kite flyers etc and is vital recreation 
space for the north end of town which doesn't have any other open green space. This is where I can walk safely 
and play with my grandchildren without having to travel into the town centre. 
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Rep2291 
Ms Sarah Hughes 

These comments are specifically in relation to the plans for the development of Beaconsfield. I'd like you to 
ensure that the plans make due consideration of requirements for women.  For example, well lit streets to make 
walking home after dark easier (that's after 5pm in the winter!); not using enclosed bus shelters where you can't 
see who is in them; designing alleyways so that they are wide and open. I am assuming that most of the planning 
and design staff will be male and if this is the case, I'd ask that you consult with groups of young women about 
the town design to ensure everyone's requirements are met. I'd like you to ensure that the plans take a very 
modern approach to encouraging walking and cycling, both within the town centres and on the outskirts.  For 
example, sensible places to lock bikes, in sensible positions in the town; clear cycle lanes for the busier road 
junctions and roundabouts. 

  

Rep2293 
Mr Amit Patel 

I cannot think of a more insensitive proposal for local development. To build on the very site that forms the heart 
of so many major community events - The Fireworks Show, the Fairs... seems to be a complete disregard for local 
residents and a slap in the face to those of us who have loyally supported our village for generations. Above that, 
Chalfont St GIles has been an award-winning village for its outstanding beauty for many, many years. To build 
such an eye-sore within visibility of the Village Green would do nothing but tarnish the Village's aesthetics - 
leading to a genuine risk of value decline in the village. 

  

Rep2295 
Mrs Samantha 
Clarke 

Re: Planned Industrial Estate on Nashleigh Hill/Lycrome Road area. I strongly oppose any building on this area for 
the following reasons: - Recently this local area has seen several new built residential areas (2 on addison road, 
Vale Road and a new estate on Lycrome Road, which has had a massive impact on the local area in regard to 
traffic congestion, road traffic collisions, parking and blocked drains which has caused severe flooding. This has 
resulted in a road closure. -At busy periods, such as rush hour and school times, Chesham is now 'grinding to a 
halt' due to the volume of traffic travelling through the town. An industrial estate would create even further 
traffic, with large vehicles such as lorries, vans, etc trying to gain entry to this. Unless a ring road around 
Chesham is even considered, this would only cause further disruption and distress to local residents. -There is 
already an industrial estate in Vale Road, Alma Road and along the Waterside. Chesham has already been 
mentioned as having too much pollution recently and this will only increase the problem. In 2014 dead fish were 
found in the River Chess and this was linked to the Water works. I do not believe that the infrastructure is able to 
cope in its current state, let alone taking into account any increase. -The area is also used as a play area for many 
local children/dog walkers as Lowndes park is some distance away. - I also strongly oppose any new residential 
buildings being built in this area, unless another school is provided due to the current lack of school places in 
Chesham Schools and also the added pressure on local doctors/dentists. 

  

Rep2296 
Mr Mike Bedford 

I believe that the parish of Chalfont St Giles should be included as an “Area of Little Change” as described in the 
Core Strategy for Chiltern District paragraph 21 - adopted 15 November 2011: “Within the main built-up areas of 
the District there are areas of the settlements where the Council would not expect to see much change. These 
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areas will be defined in the Delivery DPD. These areas have an established character and often a spacious layout 
with established planting forming a green appearance to the street scene. Within them, the Council would 
expect development, including extensions, to: • Maintain and/or improve local character;  • Be well integrated 
with, and complement, the neighbouring buildings and local area;  • Protect the historic environment; • Be of an 
appropriate scale - the size and design and external appearance of any new development should be compatible 
with the character of existing dwellings in the vicinity of the development site;  • Exhibit a density which respects 
surrounding development;  • Have a layout which is in line with the surrounding area - any new plots should be 
similar in size and width to those in the vicinity of the site and the position of any proposed dwelling on the plot 
and spacing between dwellings should match the prevailing character of development in the area; • Have access 
taken from an existing road fronting the proposed plot allowing the building line to the existing road to be 
maintained;  • Retain features such as established landscaping which are important in the local street scene and 
which should be maintained and or enhanced in any development proposal.” The most important areas of Green 
Space in Chalfont St Giles are the meadows along the banks of the River Misbourne from Chalfont St Peter to 
Chalfont St Giles and from Chalfont St Giles to Bottom House Farm Lane which is the Parish boundary. We feel 
that this land (currently under Green Belt protection) should have extra protection applied on it that binds 
Chiltern District Council and/or future owners to protect it for the good of Chalfont St Giles and to never allow 
development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices.  
This land is recognised as An Area of National Interest and key to our Green Infrastructure containing a rare chalk 
stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It 
is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area 
safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036.” I do not think the Chalfont St Giles ‘built area 
extension option’, shown on the Local Plan initial consultation page 40, is suitable.  

Rep2299 
Ms Jean Gumme 

I am strongly opposed to the possible expansion of George Green, and the encroachment onto the green belt. 
The map shows that the scale of possible new building areas around George Green is enormous. They are out of 
proportion to the current plot and huge compared to the options for other areas in South Bucks. We live in a 
semi rural area and do not wish to be joined to the town of Slough. The map shows that there would be an urban 
sprawl from Slough to here and George Green would be subsumed in it. The local countryside is for our benefit 
as well as the people of Slough. I strongly appeal for the rules for local green belt land to be adhered to, and that 
there are no further proposals for a huge enlargement of George Green. If the green belt must be built on it 
should be in small additions to current towns, no larger than the existing settlement, or in larger areas 
somewhere further away from current towns. 

  

Rep2303 
Miss Emily Harris 

After recently joining the Woodland Trust and seeing the hard work that is done in the UK to plant trees and 
protect our stunning woodlands this is something I feel very strongly about! I live on Botley Road and having 
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woodlands on my back door step has resulted in me hating to see it have their greenbelt status removed! We 
need to maintain our beautiful area for forestry, agriculture and of course to make sure our wildlife has a good 
habitat. We all need to protect our unique land, NOT ruin it with urban sprawl. 

Rep2306 Miss 
Molly Jackson 

I don't think there was enough warning about this expansion and going against recommendations to build on a 
flood plain is not a good idea. 

  

Rep2307 
Mrs Helen Callaly 

If you are going to build more homes then we need more schools, doctors, dentists. Our roads are already 
crumbling and have destroyed 2 of our cars costing thousands of pounds. What assurance to we have that the 
current roads will be properly maintain and the construction will sturdy enough that it doesn't brake up the4 
moment it is laid like has happened in the past. We have enough problems with break ins and thefts now in the 
village without inviting more social housing to the area. What guarantees do we have that these people will be 
vetted to ensure they are going to contribute to the village and not just take from it 

  

Rep2308 Mrs Ashwini Kaluskar; 
Rep2310 Mr Nihil Kaluskar 

I do not support the proposed development as  a large swathe of woodland and Green Belt fields, 
including some parts of the Area of Outstanding National Beauty, will be permanently lost. 

  

Rep2315 
Mr Andy Brodie 

I live in Chiltern District and I have two youngs sons that play at Beaconsfield Rugby Club, I also coach agre group 
rugby. It is a thriving club and a key element of the community both for those directly involved in the club and 
others. By it's very nature Rugby requires green space and it is essential for the continued existence of the club 
and therefore then town that the land either side of Windsor End used by the Club stays within the green belt 
and continues to provide a sporting facility for local adults and children. 

 

Rep2316 
Mr Paul Vates 

Q3. I am aware that there are many Green belt anomalies in Chesham which would, if permission was granted, 
provide a chunk of housing needs. One example: a neighbour, who owns the garages beyond 62 Vale Road, 
would like to build a low eco-built house, far more in fitting with the surroundings than old garages. It seems 
ridiculous to me to tear up a pristine field when there are many scrub and old brownfield sites like these 
available. Q5. As above, anomalies to the Green Belt should be allowed to fill in. I would prefer new housing to 
be built in the town where possible - covering car parks, brownfield sites etc. and redevelopment of industrial 
sites for housing, especially where the industry causes inappropriate traffic to go through the town. Plus, all new 
structures, whether housing or industrial, to be fitted by the developers/builders with eco design to the buildings 
cause as little stress to Chesham's carbon footprint. Large roofing could, via solar entrapment, feed electricity 
into the local grid rather rather taking from it. Q6. If Green Belt land has to be given up for a new industrial area, 
it must be developed in such a way as to give the least disruption to the visual impact of the area and trees etc 
must be planted to hide it. And it should be as near to road links as possible to keep heavy traffic out of town 
centre. Q7. I would like all the the needs to be met elsewhere.... Q8 I think the council should consider plots of 
land being made available for self-builders rather than developers. Self-building is cheaper than buying and will 
provide employment for local trades people. I would also like land to be made available for housing trusts to 
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develop and use. Q10. There should definitely be specialist housing developed for elderly residents in or within a 
short distance of the town centre. Q12 The views of green fields from the town are vital to its character. I think 
the east of the town above the town centre and the view of green hills to the north from the Nash Recreation 
ground northwards, which are striking as you travel along Broad Street and Berkhamsted Road, are very 
important in maintaining the countryside town feel of Chesham. Q13.  I would like to nominate Nashleigh Rec 
Ground, the adjoining Berkhamsted Field and the three fields beyond (running along Vale Road) as a Local Green 
Space. This space is used constantly by dog-walkers, families, children, footballers, joggers, walkers, tobogganers, 
kite flyers etc and is vital recreation space for the north end of town which doesn't have any other open green 
space. It is also the focal point for visiting circuses and fairs. Q17. I would like the area of Vale Road nos 2 - 62 and 
the Nashleigh Recreation and The Berkhamsted Field behind to be considered for Conservation Status. 

Rep2317 
Mrs Carole Lucas 

I thoroughly oppose the proposed development of Stone Meadow ( upper and lower) for the following reasons: 
The area is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and contains a precious chalk stream river and 
all the wildlife associated with it. The area contains the Chiltern Way, an important right of way for walkers and 
therefore an important leisure facility in the village. The village contains a large number of Listed buildings and 
any development in Stone Meadow will compromise the siting and environs of these buildings and the whole 
Conservation area. The area sits in a flood plain.The outlook for  future flooding of the village centre would be 
much more serious. The residents of the village will be faced with the prospect of living in uninsurable 
properties. The possibility of the construction of HS2 under this flood plain increases the potential risks for future 
flooding of the village. The village infrastructure  will be severely impacted by further development. The traffic on 
the A413 is already reaching capacity at peak times. The character of this conservation area will be severely 
compromised . 

  

Rep2318 
Mrs Agnieszka 
Dyduch-Cichocka 

I am opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiletrn District Council known as Stone Meadow 
(upper and lower). 1. The are sits within the flood plain. Our village is regularly flooded and the meadows are the 
natural flood plain. If anything is built there - it woul increase risk for village center as well as commuting. Houses 
build there would be at high risk of flooding as well. Government themselves are suggesting to maintain the 
flooding plains and if you have not experienced what it means to ignore those suggestions find online footage of 
floodings in Poland,  East Germany and Czech Rep ca. 10 years ago - thousands of people left homeless, dozens 
actually died. 2. Such development would impact village infrastructure and character. There is no space nor plans 
for incremental parkings, schools, surgeries. There are no plans to develop road infrastructure - where already in 
the mornings it is unbearable traffic. 3. Real estate value will drop with such an investment. Following HS2 and 
the waste transfer station, this might be the final drop turning this gem of a village to yet another commuter 
bedroom. 4. Last but not least - this is AONB. With protected woodland, Chiltern Way, filled with widlife and 
extensively used by residents and visitors. Transfering it into yet another paved jungle of bricks and fences will 
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destroy the whole neighbourhood. 

Rep2320 
Miss Zara Karimjee; 
Rep2321 
Mr Samir Karimjee; 
Rep2322 
Mrs Zubeda 
Karimjee 

I object to the Chiltern District Council proposal to declassify the existing Green Belt and should NOT proceed 
with the proposed development. The existing infrastructure needs are not currently filled and the proposed 
development could not be accommodated. Little Chalfont would not cope if such a significant development was 
to proceed. The existing social care, medical/health care, sport & recreation facilities, transport, education, 
water and waste management, traffic etc.  are heavily loaded and could not cope with the additional strain that 
would be inflicted by the increased demand due to the proposed development. I would like you to register my 
objection to the declassification of the existing Green Belt and to the proposed development. 

  

Rep2323 
Mrs J Clegg 

HS2 will have a massive impact on villages in the Chilterns therefore it is really important to protect villages from 
even more development.  Ley Hill has too much traffic already for the country lanes to cope with and more 
development due to taking the village out of the Green Belt would make excess traffic a huge problem. It would 
make more sense to make land which already has planning permission to be used (the sight at the left hand side 
at the bottom of Hivings Hill for instance. Part of the attraction of the area is the protected Green Belt land which 
is used daily by many, many walkers from in and outside the area. There is no effective and public transport 
running through the villages of Botley, Jason's Hill and Ley Hill so increasing traffic would be a nightmare, 
especially round the school. I have lived in the village for over 40 years and value the community spirit it has and 
would not want to see this destroyed by increased population growth. 

  

Rep2324 
Mr Richard 
Groombridge 

The Stone Meadow proposed development would completely change the character of the village, removing a 
very attractive piece of green belt land and moving the boundary of the village ever closer to Amersham such 
that eventually it would lose its village feel. A large scale development of this type is completely out of character 
with the village and they way it has developed in the past and growth in the village would be far better served by 
a series of small developments such as that by the surgery. 

  

Rep2325 
Ms Caroline Davis 

I want to express my views on the proposed removal of Greenbelt status and potential redevelopment of these 
parcels of land. We moved to little Chalfont 5 years ago (after having lived here from age 8 to 22) for the 
expressed purpose of living in a village with close access to the countryside. The development would create a 
barrier to accessing fields and woods and change the character of the village entirely. We would be living at the 
centre of a much more urban environment, which would be a significant change from the village life the majority 
of little chalfonters have chosen. When we moved to the village it has taken us three years on a waiting list to 
access our catchment school. The school is heavily oversubscribed and unable to take in th entire catchment 
most years. Further housing would not help and only exacerbate this problem. Although other local schools may 
have spaces (which we attended for three years while waiting) the experience of driving of being driven to school 
is very different and more stressful than waking to school meeting friends along the way. Further housing would 
only create more traffic as they would likely be too far out to access Little Chalfont school. More cars on the 
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road... Green belt land is greenbelt land for a reason, and this protection and designation should not be removed 
lightly. I am in favour of small scale development - particularly on gardens or small infill projects, but this scale is 
unprecedented and would remove forever some beautiful fields and woods. Much of the area proposed is 
considered as AONB and needs to remain as such. These woods and fields are part of south bucks heritage that 
we should be passing on for our children and grandchildren to enjoy - not for a few houses, an industrial park or 
retail! We use Westwood Park and the surrounding fields and woods every weekend or play, sports and walking 
the dogs. Where would we go to do these things if they were removed? This change would impact severely our 
family life and our children lives. The local Infrastructure is also creaking. It is very hard to get a parking space at 
the local shops or an emergency appointment at the doctors. The traffic to and from the motorway is very slow 
and even being the second stop on the Met line, getting a seat at peak time is very hit and miss. The trains are 
packed by London. The area, even with road improvements, does not have the infrastructure or resources to 
grow further. Furthermore I hear Westwood Park itself is now within this plan. This is a well used and highly 
required amenity but the village, which has been recently improved. It would be criminal in my opinion to 
consider any development of this land or the land bordering the park. 

Rep2326 
Mr Gary Thomas 
Planning Works 
Ltd on behalf of 
Geltex Properties 
Ltd 

1. Geltex Properties Ltd are the freehold owners of HELAA site no. CD0111, land south of Lycrome Road, Lye 
Green, which although excluded in the stage 1 assessment is identified in the emerging Joint Local Plan (JLP) as 
forming part of the built area expansion option for Chiltern. 2. Since the submission of this site in March 2015, as 
part of the Call for Sites nominations process, the status of the site has not changed including its availability for 
development within 5 years. 3. Further technical scoping work regarding the suitability of this site to 
accommodate development is on-going and includes highway analysis.  No constraints that would prevent 
development have been identified. 4. It is acknowledged at this stage in the production of the JLP that 
development needs are not yet fixed and will be refined as work on the Buckinghamshire HEDNA progresses 
during the next stages of the JLP. 5. However, if the current estimate of development needs are accepted as a 
broad indication of what will be required (and there is no reason to doubt that this will be the case) then the 
potential supply of land to meet the need currently identified in the draft HELAA (January 2016) falls significantly 
and demonstrably short of what will be required over the JLP period to 2036. 6. The likely extent of the gap 
between need and supply clearly forms the basis of the exceptional circumstances required to undertake a 
review of the Green Belt as part of the JLP process.  It is already apparent that other alternatives are unlikely to 
meet the identified development needs. 7. At this stage however, the range of options outlined in the JLP, A to K 
should all be considered and tested. 8. Option A: Making more efficient and effective use of land within built up 
areas should be an inherent part of the JLP approach, especially when considering development on previously 
developed land.  Single use, non residential, proposals should only be considered acceptable in limited 
circumstances.  Utilising open space uses might well have the ability to deliver reasonable amounts of 
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development but any strategy promoting this approach needs to very carefully consider the role and function of 
those open spaces in the existing built up areas before they are lost to development.  Relocation of open spaces 
to Green Belt locations lost to development may not result in an overall loss of facilities but clearly access to 
those facilities and the impact on the fabric and functioning of areas - town cramming - need to be carefully 
considered. 9. Option B: Any JLP approach that includes an option A type approach automatically needs to test 
the potential for increased development in the existing areas of special control.  Residential windfall 
development (together with some allocations of land) within existing residential areas have been a useful source 
of supply, so to examine the contribution that could be made from residential areas previously excluded as a 
source of supply, is regarded as a reasonable approach. 10. Option C: It is clear that any JLP approach that seeks 
to deliver the identified development needs must consider extensions to the principle settlements in the JLP 
area.  Given the scale of these development needs, it is considered that this option should be inherent to the JLP 
approach in the same way that option A should be.  It is clear that Green Belt loss is a sensitive subject for the JLP 
but there cannot be a "no growth" option.  Within the context of other growth options, built area extensions 
have advantages since they would involve larger areas of land that can be properly planned and be less 
piecemeal.  They also allow for integrated development that provides a range of housing options including the 
best opportunity to deliver affordable housing.  These "opportunity benefits" should be given considerable 
weight in the JLP strategy. 11. Option D: This approach is potentially similar to option C although the benefits of 
relating new development to settlements outside the JLP area will need careful consideration on how that will 
meet the needs of JLP area residents and how that sits with the duty to cooperate. 12. Option E: Again, this 
approach is similar to option C but since the size of any development land released should be relative to the size 
of the individual settlements in order to protect the character of those settlements, the relative yield of land and 
"opportunity benefits" associated with this option are likely to be less than option C. 13. Options F, G, H and I: As 
the JLP has an end date of 2036, all these options should be considered at this stage in order that as much 
development land as possible can be released but the opportunities and, therefore, ultimately the amount of 
land to meet development needs, is not likely to be significant from these sources. 14. Option J: Raises similar 
issues to options A, C and E. 15. Option K: There will be inevitable pressure for the release of existing 
employment land for alternative uses, primarily residential, so a comprehensive review of future provision as 
advocated by option K needs to be an important element of the JLP. 16. Option L: The JLP is at a very early stage.  
The evidence base is relatively strong but still evolving in certain key areas.  However, what is clear, even at this 
stage, is the overall levels of need and the limited scope to meet those needs given the highly constrained nature 
of the JLP area.  The JLP will need to step back from the approach in existing Plans if it is to meet those needs.  
Doing that, however, only presents a limited number of options truly capable of addressing that need in any 
realistic way.  The JLP already recognises that a Green Belt review, leading to release of Green Belt land, is a 
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necessary part of the emerging strategy and in that context option C represents the single most important way of 
dealing with development needs.  There are a considerable number of options that will be considered but most, 
either individually or collectively, are very unlikely to have the capability of addressing and meeting development 
needs.  However, due to the scale of likely development needs, none of the options should be completely 
discounted at this stage.  Option L is considered to strike the right balance.  It is not a compromise option given 
the early stages of the JLP but one necessary to undertake now given the development need and the end date of 
the JLP of 2036. 

Rep2327 
Mr John Mayne 
Chairman 
Ashley Green & 
District 
Community 
Association 

The Following are the responses to the Draft Local Plan by the Chairman, Executive Committee and Council of the 
Ashley Green & District Community Association after consultation with members and local residents.  
Question 1: No. Question 2: Lack of transport infrastructure capacity between Berkhamsted and Chesham make 
the Ashley Green test sites undeliverable by 2036,  considering especially the limited potential for increased 
capacity. Question 3: Within Chesham there is a number of underutilised, existing (brown field) industrial sites 
with the potential for conversion to residential and commercial use - for example, adjacent to the existing 
facilities at Ashridge Road. There is declining demand for industrial space in Chesham. There is little or no 
increased demand for industrial units in Hemel Hempstead leading to excess industrial capacity in Dacorum 
Borough Council. The Parkway (Aylesbury) development has not progressed in recent times, indicating little 
pressure for expansion. We note that at the present, no consultation has taken place between Chiltern District 
Council and Dacorum Borough Council under the duty to consult rules. Present policy of replacing light industrial 
spaces within Chesham with residential housing and using Ashley Green, green belt land to address the 
questionable shortfall of industrial/retail space seems short-sighted.   A better solution would be improved office 
space and light industrial units near the railway station, both providing employment and connecting with labour 
resources close to existing transport infrastructure. There is also a risk that new Green Belt offices may, in the 
future, subsequently be turned into housing under new permitted development rules. Question 4: No – a better 
approach would be a more pragmatic strategy; one utilising small-scale piecemeal development on existing 
brownfield, abandoned or neglected commercial sites. There is no necessity for large-scale residential or 
employment land outside of Chesham in Ashley Green. Government are keen to promote growth centred on 
railway stations to reduce carbon footprint and traffic congestion; to improve access to employment and to 
increase access to sources of labour for business and commerce and light industry. The hollowing out of 
Chesham when what is really required is enhancement of the High Street area is ill-advised. The Ashley Green 
test site has been chosen for access/proximity to transport infrastructure/networks away from Chesham town 
centre. The drivers influencing the perceived need to move away from Chesham, such as traffic congestion, also 
impact Ashley Green and the access point to the A416. Developing the proposed test site in Ashley Green will 
exacerbate these factors. This seriously undermines the rationale for the selection of Ashley Green. Considerable 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

410 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

housing development taking place on the Herts/Bucks and Chiltern/Dacorum border which will, when 
completed, adversely impact traffic congestion on the A416. Furthermore, the topography between 
Berkhamsted and Ashley Green, particularly at Nashleigh Hill at Chesham and adjacent to Hockeridge Wood 
towards Berkhamsted, precludes any uplift in capacity. The high level transport infrastructure needs should have 
been considered at an earlier stage. At present, gaining access at peak hours to the A416 from Two Dells Lane 
and Hog Lane is problematic (and predicted to deteriorate when housing development in Dacorum Borough is 
completed). Again, we note that at the present, no consultation has taken place between Chiltern District Council 
and Dacorum Borough Council under the duty to consult rules. Question 5: Option D should have a higher 
priority and Option C a lower priority. There is much greater need to expansion in South Bucks and no real need 
for increase in the Chesham area. There may, however, be limited scope for residential development between 
Botley Road and Lye Green Road. Question 6: Development should proceed in South Bucks ahead of any in the 
Chiltern Green Belt or ANOB. Question 7: We do not accept any unmet need for Net Additional Employment 
Space. While the Acute Affordable Housing requirement and the Additional Older People requirement can be 
better addressed using the strategy outlined in the response to Question 4. Question 8: See responses to 
Questions 4 and 7. Such developments should primarily take place near to existing public services in town 
centres. Small rural developments can be sited to address specific identified local needs. Question 9: A recent 
review/consultation concluded that there were no suitable sites in Ashley Green or Chesham that would meet 
the needs of gypsies, travellers, and travelling show people. It was further decided that any such needs can be 
satisfied by expanding and consolidating existing sites elsewhere in the county. Question 10: See the responses 
to Questions 4 and 7. Such developments should primarily take place near to existing public services in town 
centres. Small rural developments can be sited to address specific identified local needs. Question 11: Chiltern 
and South Bucks contain large areas of Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The protection and 
maintenance of these heritage assets should be a priority. Question 12: Ashley Green, in particular, has a number 
of historic buildings around a village green in a small village environment. The wider village is typified by period 
farmhouses and buildings. The inclusion of a large area of Ashley Green in the test site threatens these heritage 
assets. Question 13: Ashley Green is a hilltop parish within the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and 
largely Green Belt. The existing Green Belt buffer between Nashleigh Hill and Ashley Green should be 
maintained. Question 14: The Draft Local Plan is not the appropriate instrument for local measures. See our 
response to Question 4. Question 15: No. – We have no view on the scope of the policies proposed in Appendix 
7. Question 16: No. – We have no comments on the settlement, infrastructure, capacity study, and infrastructure 
needs or issues in CIL. Question 17: It is our view that the identified needs, while not accepted in their entirety, 
can be met by the redevelopment and expansion of underutilised existing sites. We believe that judicious 
infrastructure development will provide many opportunities. See the response to Question 3 referring to the 
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railway station area in Chesham town centre. The major challenge is that presently impacting Chesham, namely 
road transport infrastructure capacity. This same challenge faces the Ashley Green test site which requires 
access/proximity to the A416. The further challenge, long facing Chesham, is that of regenerating the town 
centre. The proposals at Ashley Green will further inhibit any improvement in the town’s situation and is most 
likely to degrade it. 

Rep2328 
Mr Gary Freeman 

I do not agree with your proposed planes for industrial building on nashleigh hill playing fields. This is green belt 
and should not be left a green belt 

  

Rep2331 
Mr Noel Adams 

I object to the proposed development around Little Chalfont. We have young children, and we had to wait 3 
years to get our child into the local school, the construction of more houses will put more pressure on families 
with young children. Also, the park is used regularly by my children for sports, playing in the woods, walking the 
dogs, or just having family walks in the area to take in the views and AONB. This would all be gone if the 
proposed redevelopment were to occur. The proposed new developments will also put extra strain on the 
infrastructure in the area. It is already difficult to get a seat on the train in the morning, and we're only the 2nd 
stop! More houses, means more people, which means more strain on the local area. This will also impact 
healthcare in the area which is already under stress. In short, The village has already had development of new 
homes in the last few years which has not impacted the countryside in the same way this new proposal will, and I 
strongly object to it. 

  

Rep2332 
Mr Andrew Ball 

These proposals are completely unreasonable in part for the following reasons. Chesham has in the recent few 
years suffered from local flooding to the Vale after heavy rainfall. If the natural ground is replaced by hard 
surfaces or buildings flooding will get worse because of less natural drainage. Man made drainage relies on the 
natural fall of water to rivers. This struggles at this end of Chesham as the river is at the other end of the town. 
Therefore any flooding may spread towards the town area. Vale Road presently is at straining point to deal with 
traffic and parking. Even if upgraded it will not be able to deal with more traffic and use as there is not enough 
room for expanding its size. Once these areas are built upon, woodland with its wildlife will be lost forever. These 
are natural areas everyone is entitled to enjoy. They are not there to be destroyed by a minority wanting to 
satisfy some council and developers financial motives, ie so called industrial needs and some affordable housing, 
which will not actually be affordable to the majority of people you say it should be affordable to. Local schools 
struggle to cope with classroom sizes at present. bringing more people to the area will jeopardise children's 
education thus having a negative effect on their present and later life. Doctors surgeries struggle with patient 
numbers. There is no need for any more industry in this area. Unemployment is low. This is an expensive area to 
set up a business or move a business to. Will companies really want to move to Chesham when there are cheaper 
alternatives. THIS IS ALL ABOUT MAKING A QUICK BUCK FOR COUNCILS AND DEVELOPERS WITH NO THOUGHT 
ABOUT LONG TERM EFFECTS 
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Rep2334 
Mrs Georgina 
Daw 

Ley Hill attracts a large proportion of young families due to the presence of a school in the heart of the village. 
There are large numbers of young children who make great use of all open spaces and greenbelt in existence. 
This is a strong and close-knit community which takes great care of its local nature and wildlife, supporting and 
protecting the local area and keeping a safe and healthy environment for its residents young and old. The 
community is home to the ancient Cowcroft woods with its wild orchids and bluebells and local clay-mining 
history. It is a centre for tourism with the Chiltern Hills, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) with local 
walking and cycling being major attractions. Ley HIll's local greenbelt areas are continually in use by families, 
children, dog-walkers, runners, cyclists, golfers, cricketers, bird-watchers and any number of tourist visitors. They 
are not lying empty and unused. They are an essential part of this beautiful village's identity and history. 

  

Rep2344 
Mr Tomothy 
Brammer 

I write to you with regards to the local plan and the option to develop land on the Beaconsfield rugby club 
grounds.  My son and hundreds of other children and young adults use this area on at least a weekly basis.  The 
rugby club provides, via voluntary coaches, a fantastic opportunity for young children to develop physical as well 
as social skills. To remove this facility form the local community would significantly reduce the ability of hundreds 
of children's ability to take part in a sport they love.  I would therefore not support this plan to develop on the 
green land area allocated to the Beaconsfield rugby club. 

 

Rep2345 
Mrs Natasha 
Davis 

The area in Chesham Bois is a beautiful  natural place that my family use often to go for walks. The local 
beavers,cubs and scouts also use this area to explore and educate as well as the schools. Building here will be a 
disgrace and a huge loss to the community as well as more pressure on the local schools. 

  

Rep2346 
Mr Mark Williams 

This plan has major negative implications and impact upon Chesham Bois and the surrounding area. The proposal 
to build and develop on Blackwell Stubbs Wood and land adjacent to Quill Hall Lane Farm will result in the of the 
destruction of a large swathe of woodland and Green Belt fields, including some parts of the Area of Outstanding 
National Beauty. This will result in the loss of a much loved amenity where generations of residents have enjoyed 
open countryside. Access would involve the creation of an urban road infrastructure in a very rural environment. 
Another consideration is that given the already high pressure on school places such a development will 
exacerbate an already challenging situation. I object to this plan. 

  

Rep2348 
Mrs Deepali 
Deshpande 

Representation is blank   

Rep2351 
Mr Bimal Shah 

I wish to provide my personal view on the proposals being made by the Council in respect of plans for additional 
housing and employment development in Little Chalfont. My main concerns are that Little Chalfont 
infrastructure cannot support additional residents and it is wrong for this to be done through erosion of green 
belt / AONB land to meet additional housing and employment development. Little Chalfont cannot support 
additional housing and employment development, namely in areas of schooling, roads, parking and health. 
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Additional housing and employment is going to put further pressure on already unsustainable infrastructure.  
Primary school places for local children are already very difficult, what additional school places are going to be 
made available? The A404 is a key road which is extremely busy during peak times and also very busy during off-
peak times. Additional housing is going to create capacity issues on this road and other roads. There are no viable 
options to further increase road capacity and neither is it realistic to expect this additional demand is going to be 
met by the poor public transport offering. There continues to be difficulties regarding parking spaces, it is very 
difficult to find parking to go to local shops and services, where is additional parking going to come from? There 
is no additional parking but we will face more congestion, accidents and pollution. There is no spare parking for 
commuters for Chalfont & Latimer station and commuters are ending up parking on nearby residential roads, 
additional housing will put further pressures and exacerbate commuter parking. The metropolitan line services 
and Chiltern train service during peak period is already over utilised. As a commuter myself into London, I very 
often find seats not available and with additional commuters this is only going to get worse. The small increase 
train frequency for Metropolitan line rolling stock in 2022 will make very little difference and would certainly not 
help meet additional commuter demand. The local doctor's surgery and dental clinic are over capacity and I 
cannot see how additional population needs are going to be met. I am incredibly surprised on how little detailed 
mitigation plans are in the proposal to deal with what are already existing issues for Little Chalfont and for which 
will get significantly worse for both existing and new residents should these plans go ahead. Any plans to 
declassify green belt / AONB land is going to destroy the natural surrounding beauty. The council must have 
regard for AONB to help and conserve and enhance natural beauty. The Chilterns is very popular with over 55 
million visitors, we just should not allow such a great asset to the country to be irreversibly lost. Meeting housing 
demand is not an acceptable reason for reclassification or destruction of green belt / AONB land, these were 
measures put in place precisely to prevent urban sprawl. I don’t think the demand forecasted (for additional 
housing and employment development) has had the right level of due diligence and public consultation. I do not 
think it is right and proper for Little Chalfont to have to meet this additional demand since Little Chalfont has 
already grown significantly compared to other neighboring areas - in a period of 50 years the population of the 
village and tripled. Thousands of additional residents is going to change the fabric and character of the village. 
The Council must find alternatives to further growth in Little Chalfont. I have questions and concerns whether 
the Council is genuinely going to take community views into account. Having spoken to many local residents, all 
are opposed to these plans. The 3 public meetings had in excess of 400 people attend, the level of opposition for 
this plans is incredibly high and there are going to be fundamental questions whether this consultation has been 
carried out properly and whether the results of the consultation heavily influenced the preferred options. 

Rep2352 
Dr Karen Mellors-

Q1 As these needs assessment figures are based on a series of assumptions I would have . expected that there 
would be a range to the required numbers indicating the minimum and maximum numbers likely. Based on that 
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Coull a sensible target number would be aimed at. These numbers are likely to change over the time period of the 
planning and therefore understanding the likely deviations would be important to introduce sufficient flexibility 
in the plans. Q2 I acknowledge that there has already been a rejection and accepting process that has not 
necessarily been in included in the illustrated strategic options. I would emphasise the need to preserve Farnham 
park as a rejected site and not take this forward for consideration for development. Q3 The current open spaces, 
sports and leisure areas in the Farnham’s should be preserved as I see no options for re-providing those facilities 
elsewhere in the area. However, there are small areas within the villages that could be developed such as the car 
wash on the A355. The green areas, farmland, bordering the Motorway Service station at the junction of the 
A355 and M40 which has now become effectively a developed area rather than Green Belt could also be 
considered as a suitable location and could offer space for a significant size of development. Q4 I agree with the 
principles of the Chilterns and South Bucks joining forces but the plan has to recognise the special nature and 
requirements of individual localities In particular the need in the Farnhams to ensure that the special status of 
Burnham Beeches is recognised and the impact of any development on the Beeches should be assessed and kept 
at a minimum. Q5 I think that all options should be considered but that each option will have different merits in 
different locations. Q6 In the Farnhams it is crucial to maintain a Green Belt between the S Bucks and Slough 
boundaries to ensure there is a limit to the sprawl and ubanisation from Slough and to allow the Farnhams to 
keep its identity and community as part of South Bucks. However, the “green belt” land to the north of the 
village around the service station is of less importance to the residents as it is not key to ensuring the community 
survives and has already been developed on. Any assessments of these options for development in the Farnhams 
area needs to consider the importance of Burnham Beeches and the issues relating to traffic on the A355   
Q7 I would agree that there is no scope to meet unmet needs from other local councils.  The Farnhams is on the 
boundary of the South Bucks and Slough and I would urge South Bucks to ensure that there would not be any 
discussions regarding taking on any of the needs identified in Slough. Our first priority must be given to 
addressing the needs of our own area. Q8 I believe every area requires affordable housing. We cannot expect to 
have services and employment in the area and not provide appropriately priced housing for those that deliver 
them or work here. The plan should include ways to incentivise or enforce developers to build affordable houses 
rather than the 5,6 7, bedroom mansions that they are currently able to make maximum profit from. South bucks 
could increase the total number of dwellings in developed areas if a more stringent requirement to build smaller 
more affordable homes was put in place. Q9 I do not believe that the option d): to require pitches/plots as part 
of residential extensions of 100 or more houses is sensible as it would depend on the location as to whether that 
would be a beneficial outcome for either the travelers or residents. I would suggest that the location of plots 
near to existing settlements would be more suitable for the travelers themselves and that they should have input 
into any planning of such areas to ensure they are suitable for their needs. Q10 Any developments for the elderly 
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should ideally be located in the current community areas of development so elderly housing is is then close to 
existing amenities and communities. In order to do so it may be necessary to consider changes of use for this 
purpose. Building elderly housing in new development areas away from the community that the residents are 
familiar with or from their families in not in the best interests of the elderly population and isolates them from 
the community that can provide them with support. Q11 I think that open spaces and heritage sites need to be 
preserved and that part of the planning process should include the assessment of other local sites that may need 
to be preserved for the future and made in to heritage sites. Q12 I am not aware of any sites to add here at this 
time but there should be an opportunity for the local community to give input at a later date in the planning 
process. Q13 Local Green Spaces including Temple Dell, Kingsway Green, The Pump, the FCSC sports fields and 
Farnham Park are all required to sustain the growing community that we have. These locations provide multi-
purpose opportunities for residents and visitors to take part in exercise, social activities and are all highly valued 
in the community. Recreational and green space that is currently used and valued should be protected and 
maintained, especially as the community grows. Q14 I think the local Parish Council should be given support to 
develop a local plan that addresses the local measures that are required. The Farnhams Royal Parish Council is in 
the process of conducting a local survey that will advise them on the resident’s priorities. Recreational space, 
protection of Burnham Beeches and traffic on the A355 are all priorities at a local level. Q15 There does not 
appear to be a Policy on the provision of Educational, Health and Emergency Services in the development plans. 
This seems to be hidden in as part of the Sustainable Policy under Infrastructure. It seems remiss to have whole 
policies on sustainability and sections specifying development of eg. housing for the elderly, spaces for travelers 
etc and not have a Policy on the development of clinics, hospitals and schools etc required to support their 
needs. The development of a school or hospital will have unique requirements that have to be considered in a 
development plan BEFORE the development of the increased housing starts. Many of the hospitals and schools in 
South Bucks are already struggling to cope with the existing population and there urgently needs to be a Policy 
on how to increase their capacity and deal with the increased demand. Q16 It is crucial that the Settlement 
Infrastructure Capacity Study infrastructure looks at the requirements for schools, hospitals, health and 
emergency services in each local area. The Farnhams is already on the edge of the catchments for current 
secondary schools in South Bucks and as the population density increases the catchment areas of existing schools 
will inevitably get smaller, Children in our area will increasingly be unable to obtain places at the existing schools. 
This is already happening at the moment and pupils are being offered places at Berkshire Schools and more 
recently the Khalsa Academy faith school. It should be a priority for the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study 
to look at the need for new schools in our area. Q17 Although I agree that all options to make better use of 
existing developed land should be considered I doubt that a plan based solely on this will deliver the needs that 
have been identified.  I don’t see how the District planning team will be able to implement a coherent strategic 
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development plan that is made up of using numerous small sites with space for a few houses. They will have to 
deal with hundreds of individual developers and planning applications. How will a sensible infrastructure and the 
defined priorities of a plan be enforced? The District Council already struggles to enforce current planning rules. 
Locally we have seen several instances of developers diverting from plans for their convenience or profit and the 
District Council has appeared powerless. It would be more likely that a strategy could be implemented in a large 
area of new land for development. That may well require sacrificing a section of greenbelt. In either situation the 
plan should include making changes to legislation and current practice to ensure that the Council has the powers 
that are required to enforce it and does so. 

Rep2353 
Mrs Julia Dale 

With regard to 1000 new homes being built between the Hilltop estate & Lycrome Road,I have many 
concerns.These are not only to do with the obvious permanent scarring of greenbelt land, but to do with 
important affiliated infrastructure. The nearby schools - Newtowm & Brushwood - are already creaking at the 
seams, in particular  Newtown, which has already just taken on a bulge year & has been expanded to the max. 
Also Brushwwod school is at the end of a narrow close, how would increased pupil numbers be dealt with 
regarding that? The Grammar school accepts students as far a field as Pinner, so the school places issue will go 
far beyond Chesham - how is this going to be dealt with? What provisions have been made to make sure there 
are enough school places/doctors surgeries & all the other amenities required? I believe that the council cannot 
build new schools, only academy funding or developers can achieve this, has this sorted out? Until ALL of these 
issues have satisfactory solutions, this project is doomed to ruin the current community. With regard to the 
consultation on the suitability of Nashleigh Hill as a huge new industrial site, please just observe the already 
hideous traffic problems in Chesham. Every day the main road has queuing traffic all the way from the top of 
Nashleigh Hill through to the bottom of the hill that leads up to Amersham. Chesham already has a reputation for 
increased asthma risk due to being a traffic filled valley.These proposals will make thoses statistics worse. And 
let's not forget that Newtown School is on that route - exactly where many new resident's children are likely to 
be sent to school. 

  

Rep2354 
Mrs Shima Melvin 

The plan has major negative implications and impact upon Chesham Bois and the surrounding area. Chiltern 
District Ccouncil's propose to build and develop on Blackwell Stubbs Wood and land adjacent to Quill Hall Lane 
Farm The project will result in the destruction of a large part of the Green Belt and the loss of a much loved 
amenity where generations of Chesham Bois and Amersham residents have enjoyed open countryside and the 
opportunity to walk and observe animals such as badgers, foxes, deer and birds amid an idyllic woodland setting. 
Access would involve the felling of Blackwell Stubbs trees and the compulsory purchase of open green fields. 
Access would involve the creation of an urban road infrastructure in a very rural environment. Another 
consideration is given the already high pressure on school places such a development may exacerbate an already 
challenging situation. 
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Rep2355 
Mr Nitin Ahuja 

We strongly oppose plan to build on the green belt because it will destroy the charm to live around the natural 
beauty and will severely impact the wildlife in this area. The key reason we want to live this area is its natural 
beauty and building on the green belt would not only impact the area but will also destroy the reason people 
want to move in this area. Have you even thought about other impacts due to this development i.e. traffic issues, 
law and order , safety and school places? School places are already a major problem in this area and by building 
more houses would make the problem worse. 

  

Rep2356 
Mr Duncan Davies 

Not answering any questions, just want to be kept informed.   

Rep2357 
Dr Shobhna Singh 

This plan has major negative impacts on Buckinghamshire.Destruction of the green belt will have negative impact 
on the natural environment. It would destroy the natural habitat and greenry.It would put more pressure on 
local GP surgeries and schools which are already struggling to cope up. I see more negative impacts then 
positive.This plan should be stopped immediately. 

  

Rep2358 
Mr Tony Edwards 

I wish to object to the findings of the Chiltern District Council, that Little Chalfont be classified as a main centre 
for growth and that encroachment onto the Green Belt be permitted. The plan for any housing or employment 
development on the areas identified relates to land designated Green Belt and/ or Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. It is my contention that any development in these areas is a contravention of local and national planning 
policy. Green Belt was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should be treated as such. It will 
inevitably affect people living in Chorleywood close to but outside the Chiltern boundary. Much of the 
designated land is unspoilt open countryside which forms a buffer between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood. It is 
enjoyed by the locals and creates the unique village character of both communities. The A404 which already 
suffers from severe congestion during rush hours between Little Chalfont and the M25 will see a massive 
increase in traffic causing even greater delays and an increase in the carbon footprint, the very thing we should 
be attempting to reduce. Implementation of the proposals in this plan would be ecological vandalism and I urge 
you to reconsider your proposals 

  

Rep2359 
Mr John Somers 

While I do agree that Chesham desperately needs more homes to be built, I have a number of concerns about 
this proposed development: 1)  So far in many developments in Chesham there has been a significant lack of 
affordable housing either run under shared ownership schemes or in the social rental sector, if the proposed 
development does not take adequate precautions many of the properties will be out of reach for majority of 
current residents of Chesham. 2)  This new proposed development needs to have serious consideration to being 
as sustainable as possible, both in the design, the construction and usability of the properties, insofar serious 
consideration for; a) Rain water collection/capture and reuse, limiting the potential for flooding and reduced 
availability of water in an uncertain future. b) The design and construction using sustainable materials, including 
alternative insulation and energy technologies. c) The sustainability of the development should include 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

418 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

alternative energy solutions. e.g.: http://www.boklok.com/about-the-BoKlok-concept/ 3)  Currently Chesham 
suffers ever more frequent incidents of near grid lock during peak hours on the roads, so very serious 
consideration to alternative transport links should be part of this development, including cycle ways/paths to 
access the town centre, which should encourage further development of cycle ways/paths...which Chesham 
really doesn't have. 4)  Chesham currently has a serious issue with being able to adequately maintain its current 
road infrastructure, while road repairs have been improving over the last 5yrs, there is still much more to do, 
included in this is reduce the "pinch points" in our established road network and a complete lack of cycle 
paths/lanes to avoid currently hazardous stretches of road (for example St Mary's Way). 5)  Environmental 
impact is unavoidable but it can be mitigated by the intelligent design, construction and materials which would 
minimise this impact, which would include minimising rain water runoff from entering the River Chess, one of the 
few relatively healthy chalk streams in the country.  This would involve including environmental stakeholders in 
the design and construction of this proposed development. 6)  The loss of industrial space MUST be replaced on 
a 1 for 1 basis, we must not lose any more commercial/industrial space in this town unless all those from the 
"authorities" involved want this thriving town to descend in to just being yet another retail only dormitory town 
for London - for the town and its residents to continue to thrive both established and new commercial 
enterprises need to be encouraged to move to Chesham by having a suitable environment for its employees, 
current residents and those newly arrived. 

Rep2360 
Mrs Koshakorn 
Dumenil 

I do not think that Little Chalfont should be identified as a main settlement for growth as it can not 
accommodate significant new developments. Already, 307 new properties have been built in little Chalfont which 
equates to a 12.4% increase which is much more than neighbouring communities. Furthermore, Little Chalfont 
does not have the infrastructure to cope with any further developments. There is already problems with parking 
and heavy traffic especially as there is only one main route through Little Chalfont. It will be a complete chaos 
living, travelling and parking in the village if more houses are built without significant changes to the road 
infrastructure. Currently, Little Chalfont Primary School is already oversubscribed, this year you had to live within 
0.2 miles of the school to receive a place for your child, so imagine what the pressure for school places would be 
like with more children living in the area. Finally surely it is the role of the district council to protect the green 
belt and protect areas of outstanding natural beauty. In a age where it has become increasingly important to 
protect our environment why are the council seeking to destroy the few areas of nature we have left. What is the 
point of having recycling policies and green policies if you can not even recognise the error and hypocrocy of 
distroying nature. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   

Rep2361 
Mrs Sharon 
Brown 

We need green spaces for our families to grow in not more over priced development's. There is already such high 
demand for school places and services that we don't need more strain on these. We are fortunate to have such 
amazing wild life and this must surely be considered too. Leave our green spaces as we're fast running out of 
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them. 

Rep2362 
Mr Rob Ingham 

I strongly believe that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield, the common good of our community and the Rugby 
Club that the land either side of Windsor End used by the Club for children and adults stays within the green belt 
and continues to provide an excellent sporting facility for local adults and children. 

 

Rep2363 
Miss Louise 
Harrison 

It should not be built on   

Rep2364 
 Anon 

I strongly oppose plans for this development due to the expected negative impact, with the destruction of a part 
of the Green Belt affecting both woodland and animals/wild life. 

  

Rep2365 
Mr Jean-Charles 
Dumenil 

I have been living in Little Chalfont area for 6 years. In the last 6 year already, I have seen aggressive 
developments of available lands into multi-storey blocks of flats, leading to increased traffic, increased difficulties 
to park and circulate. I am very concerned that the green belt areas considered for development will bring the 
village to a stand-still at busy times, make parking impossible and kill its village feel that made its attraction and 
character. I have two little boys and have been looking into schools for them. The school situation seems to 
already been near breakdown, with nearest schools to us being very oversubscribed. Same applies with the local 
surgeries where it is already almost impossible to get appointments, even emergency ones for our kids, due to 
the large volume of demand. Large developments like the one proposed will make the area much less attractive 
unless resources are also provided to all these infrastructures and the wish to expand is not done in detriment of 
the well being and critical services to existing inhabitants and tax payers. New regulations also requires that 
affordable housing is built within big projects like this. That has the potential to impact the security and 
tranquility of the village. So in conclusion, given the already near-saturated aspect of the roads, car spaces, 
surgeries, schools and the many developments that have already been executed in the last few years, it sounds 
ludicrous to propose further destruction of the character of the village by developing the green areas that make 
little chalfont a village rather than an unwelcoming overcrowded town like there are already plenty. I can only 
imagine be ok with such a plan if investments in new schools, new roads, new shops, new gps are committed 
before any part of the green belt is proposed for housing without a sustainable plan to manage yet another 
stress on the existing infrastructure. 

  

Rep2366 
Mrs Kim Palazyk 

Little Chalfont is a small village and its infrastructure could not cope with the proposed housing estates, this will 
bring tremendous pressure on school places, parking etc, traffic is already excessive on the A404. Little Chalfont 
has already taken more than its share of new housing with 253 new homes in Bell Lane, and 45 behind Chenies 
Parade. 

  

Rep2367 
Mrs Ruth 

I have been a resident of Little Chalfont for five years and have chosen to have a family here due to the AONB 
and the key village community. I strongly object to all of the proposed plans for residential and employment 
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Henderson; 
Rep2368 
Mr Richard 
Henderson 

development in Little Chalfont. I have summarised my reasoning below: 1. We have already seen the village 
expand in residential concentration e.g. official housing figures show 307 properties have already been approved 
or built between 2014 and 2017. This is a greater % increase compared to the surrounding villages and is already 
leading to pressure on the local residents of Little Chalfont. This pressure is in the form of increased road 
congestion, greater numbers using the local rail transport system (leading to more competition for seats on the 
trains in rush hour). Additionally this has led to increased pressure on local amenities such as healthcare, 
competition for places in our schools, parking and social care. I strongly object to the proposals which would 
mean a fundamental and irreversible change the village of Little Chalfont and the surrounding areas of natural 
beauty for both wildlife and future generations. 2. The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 
defined the purpose of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty as to 'conserve and enhance the natural beauty'. 
The proposed areas of development are cherished by local residents and visitors. I object to the plans and 
request that these AONB are protected by Chiltern District Council. 3. Little Chalfont is a village, not a town and 
would not be able to sustain the increased pressure of any of the proposed housing and employment proposals 
4. The road infrastructure is not able to accommodate these proposals. This would destroy the countryside 
forever and would have a detrimental impact on the areas identified in the plans and on the surrounding areas.  
One of the key elements of the planning system is to provide the opportunity for communities to shape the place 
in which they live. I understand that I am not alone in my objections to the proposals and therefore trust that 
Chiltern District Council will review and cancel these plans. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   

 

Rep2370 
Mrs Caroline 
Woolnough 

I would like to object to the South Bucks and Chiltern Plan, particularly regarding Chesham. My concerns lie 
mainly around facilities and amenities for the local area.  The local amenities are already struggling with the 
number of residents currently in the area.  Our primary and secondary schools are over subscribed with children 
already being shipped to other towns for education. The addition of more housing all with in catchment of, 
particularly Newtown and Brushwood Schools would be disasterous both for those moving in (who are likely to 
just be told that they are IN catchment but not that there will be no spaces, as was the case for the Cala Homes 
residents on Lycrome Road) and for the existing residents.  my concerns are particularly for those children living 
in the far reaches of catchment for these schools - Ashley Green for instance who would no longer be allocated a 
space as they would be so far away in catchment they would drop off the bottom of the list. I feel that with this 
many houses proposed, a new school should be part of the deal for the developer and therefore that ONE 
developer should build all of the houses in order to make this possible. Our sewage treatment plant is already 
running over capacity. Our roads are not adequately maintained as it is without extra traffic for developers and 
then new residents. The proposed land for residential development has greenbelt parts and I am extremely 
disappointed that the council would consider destroying habitats and greenbelt land for this when there are so 
many brownsites underdeveloped in Chesham which could be developed into residential housing and be within 
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walking distance of our town. I believe that there is enough unused brownsite land already within Chesham to 
house industry in the town.  If new industrial sites are needed, the existing brownsites should be used and if they 
are not suitable, those should be developed for residential use. (and therefore negate the need to build in the 
proposed residential site) 

Rep2371 
Mrs Samantha 
Sibilant 

I wish to comment on the overall impact the proposed development would have on our area. We recently moved 
to this area after 30 years in a built up area to enjoy the benefits of the wonderful countryside and areas of 
outstanding natural beauty.The traffic on Burtons Lane is already very heavy due to it being a cut through to 
chorleywood in order for people to avoid the congestion on the A404. This road has only got pavement on one 
side and goes into a single track lane. Increased traffic would make it dangerous to pedestrians, local residents 
and wildlife. Lots of children walk down the road after school. At the moment there is wonderful wildlife in the 
surrounding fields which add to our environment which would be destroyed if the proposed developments went 
ahead, not to mention the benefit this must have on our eco system. It is already difficult to park anywhere near 
the shops or for the station ..we need more parking not more houses. It appears that Little Chalfont has already 
contributed more than its fair share of new housing with the Bell Lane and Harvard Grange developments, as has 
Amersham with its proposed town centre redevelopments and increased residential properties. Strain on the 
infrastructure of the town and surrounding towns such as Amersham (you can join Amersham Health Centre 
from there for example) would be immense. Doctors appointments, dentists appointments, school and nursery 
places and parking will be dramatically affected and commuter numbers will sky rocket, putting pressure on train 
services. Any developments such as those proposed would appear to be totally unsuitable for small villages, 
narrow roads, infrastructure already under pressure and have a massive effect on our beautiful countryside. This 
is such a beautiful area with a wonderful mix of country and town life already, please don't spoil it. Thank you 

  

Rep2372 
Mr Paul Chappell 

The Green belt areas around Little Chalfont have been protected resulting in an Area of outstanding beauty for 
everyone, residents and visitors included to enjoy as a respite from the ever busy hinterland surrounding London. 
As a result of increased new building, particularly around the Chalfont area, Traffic is already increasing on the 
main road during rush hour peaks especially on the A404 which serves through traffic. Side roads have been used 
as cut throughs further deteriorating road conditions and causing danger to cyclists and walkers who wish to use 
the roads and footpaths especially  around Bell Lane, Stony Lane, and indeed Burtons Lane. The addition of more 
building at Stony Lane and behind Burtons lane will only add to the Traffic problems which are already 
approaching the gridlock now experienced further along the A 404 at Chorleywood and Rickmansworth during 
rush hours. More building in this area can only put further pressure on school places for local residents and also 
will necessitate further expansion of schools.the infrastructure as it stands, ie local shops, parking, health and 
local leisure facilities cannot support this increase. The beautiful rolling countryside of the chiltern hills which we 
have been fortunate to have on our doorstep is now threatened by the menace of this urban sprall and 
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development rendering it just another ignominious forgotten piece of hinterland between the vast housing 
estates and rat runs now proliferating the edge of London. This incessant need for expansion no matter what the 
outcome needs to be stopped. The need to protect our countryside and areas of outstanding natural beauty for 
future generations needs to be paramount. It is not an option to be taken lightly, once taken it is irreversible. 

Rep2373 
Mr M Phillips 

My objection to this intention to change the status of the green belt to permit housing development is based on 
the fact that the village of CSG is already over developed.  The obvious pressures on local services are already 
well identified.  I do not have to repeat them, you know well the extent of public opinion against any change to 
the green belt status of Stone Meadow.  This is a development that must not be allowed to go ahead. 

  

Rep2374 
Mr Peter Williams 

As a resident of George Green, we object to the suggested possible Slough town expansion to the north, thereby 
creating a mass of urban sprawl.  This expansion would engulf both the smaller communities of George Green 
and Middle Green. It would also be at the expense of greenbelt land which is there to protect both community 
and wildlife. Safeguarding countryside, improves air quality, health, and well being of residents. It is false 
economy to reduce these important factors. Slough Borough Council, having mismanaged their area by 
welcoming so many office developments in order to accumulate wealth, have not carefully considered or 
planned for their housing need in advance. They now wish to penalise other areas adjacent to them. 

  

Rep2375 
Ms Delphine 
Gray-Fisk 

There has been more than enough development already on both green field sites and in the Green Belt. Look at 
the Beaconsfield Motorway Services as a travesty of saving the Green Belt. If additional houses are genuinely 
needed (the indigenous people of this country are diminishing) they must be on brown field sites wherever 
possible - with appropriate tax incentives to encourage developers to do the extra work required in cleaning up 
the sites. But any further and limited development must be supported by appropriate infrastructure; including 
schools, hospitals, doctors' surgeries, car parks etc.  Just stuffing in an extra lot of houses to meet an alleged 
development plan is not good enough. 

The councils consider that options 

in the Green Belt need to be 

considered in addition to the 

opportunities that are available on 

brownfield sites.  

Rep2377 
Mr Shamoon 
Karimjee 

My wife, children and I object to the Chiltern District Council proposal to declassify the existing Green Belt and 
should NOT proceed with the proposed development. The existing infrastructure needs are not currently filled 
and the proposed development could not be accommodated. Little Chalfont would not cope if such a significant 
development was to proceed. The existing social care, medical/health care, sport & recreation facilities, 
transport, education, water and waste management, traffic etc.  are heavily loaded and could not cope with the 
additional strain that would be inflicted by the increased demand due to the proposed development. We would 
like you to register our objection to the declassification of the existing Green Belt and to the proposed  
development. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

423 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Rep2378 
Mr Christopher 
Nash 

As I walked my usual weekend route from Little Chalfont to Chenies and back again, I wasn't particularly 
surprised by the crowd demonstrating beside the 4 fields adjacent to Westfield Park and the numerous placards 
informing local residents of the proposed changes to these fields.  Such encounters are but another iteration of 
the lack of representation on the part of those whom place a more significant value - yes, greater than money 
can buy - on the very essence that is Buckinghamshire. The idea of turning green belt land into a concrete jungle - 
however profitable - is nothing less than foolhardy, disrespectful and frankly astonishing.  Please, represent 
those who value Buckinghamshire for what it is, and not what it is not.  

  

Rep2379 
Mrs Christine 
Jones 

I strongly object to the proposals for the future develolment of residential and industrial sites in and around the 
Little Chalfont area. This area has already benn impacted by increased residential developments and further 
developments will put a strain on schools, traffic congestion, pollution, medical care etc. Areas of outstanding 
beauty and green belt land would also be affected and this would be disastrous! Wildlife would be severely 
affected and these developments would be a blot on this beautiful landscape. 

  

Rep2380 
Mr Stephen Thorp 

I wish to object in the strongest of terms to the fact that land which is currently designated as ‘Green Belt’ could 
be reclassified resulting in the development of housing and/or industrial units in and around Chesham area, 
namely Botley, Nasleigh Hill and Lycrome Road. The land in question has been designated as ‘Green Belt’ for a 
reason, it is to protect the land around larger urban centres such as Chesham from urban sprawl, and maintain 
the designated area for forestry and agriculture as well as to provide habitat to wildlife. The possible 
reclassification of ‘Green Belt” land is simply moving the goal posts.  In my opinion it is wrong, unethical, 
insensitive, will be potentially damaging to the environment and will have an irreversible negative effect on what 
is currently known as an area of outstanding natural beauty. 

  

Rep2381 
Mr Russell 
Whitlock 

I have 4 boys all at Beaconsfield Rugby club. I am very concerned about the possibility of lifting the Green Belt 
down the Windsor End Road. The boys & girls we have down at the rugby club is a great way on Sunday mornings 
for the kids to "get away" from all the electronics that we have in this day in age. There is not many places, if any 
at all that you can go to and see over 500 + kids playing rugby on a Sunday morning. Before you lift any form of 
Green Belt, please do consider visiting the Beaconsfield rugby club and see what sort of impact this could have 
on the club, residents, parents and most of all, the young players. Being in the heart of Beaconsfield makes the 
club so popular. My personal thoughts are that this Green Belt should be protected at all costs, to ensure the 
players of today have the resources they need to get the exercise and team spirit that Rugby gives them.  
I completely oppose the thought of lifting this Green Belt, at the Windsor End road on both sides of the road 
where the Beaconsfield Rugby Club is situated. 
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Rep2382 
Mr Carlos 
Almendros 

The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, 
playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices.  There are no 
areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated. The Chalfont St Peter C of E 
Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently 
uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country 
activities. The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for 
development. The area is also a much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady 
Gibb Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill 
Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles. These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time 
taken for them to develop and their very position. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of 
flooding. 

  

Rep2383 
Mr Keith Allen 

The Chilterns are an area of outstanding natural beauty. By their nature, access is via small rural lanes which 
were developed in the first place by the local community which comprised of people who lived and worked localy 
and mainly travelled on foot or horseback. These lanes are now grossly overloaded as the already increased 
number of families require several cars to enable them to work outside the area. In addition, the burden on 
these lanes has greatly increased due to the enlarged population in the surrounding towns such as Aylesbury, 
Berkhampstead, Hemel Hempstead and indeed Chesham. Inhabitants of these areas now use these lanes as "rat 
runs" for routes to work. The appaling condition of the roads caused by this vaste increase in traffic and the 
inability of the authorities to keep them in a reasonable state of repair, is turning this area of outstanding natural 
beauty into a scruffy suburbia complete with its plethera of street furniture. Without a huge increase in 
infrastructure, which would in itself have a deverstating influence on the area, to use tracts of greenbelt to build 
more houses thereby incrasing the population here, is not only a travesty of why the greenbelt was put in place, 
but it is something with which local infrastructure will not cope. PLEASE PRESEVE THE GREEN BELT! 

  

Rep2384 
Mrs Lesley Tinine 

I do not want Botley or Ley Hill to lose their green belt status, they are both lovely rural villages and would not 
benefit from losing this special status. 
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Rep2387 
Mr David Neep 

Question 5: The Green Belt should be preserved at all costs. Question 6: The weakening of controls such as 
Established Residential Areas of Special Character will be the gradual destruction of unique parts of Amersham 
which make it a desirable place in which to live for now and future generations. Question 12: Hervines Park is a 
treasured local asset close to the centre of town allowing local sporting and general leisure use for a very wide 
range of residents and access to woodlands and the network of walks through the local area and Chilterns that 
attract many people from built up areas around London. Question 2: More consideration needs to be given for 
the 'London effect' and the enlarged community in Amersham will be taken up by commuters. Therefore location 
of any development will need to allow for increased parking at the key Chiltern Line Stations as HS2 is only of 
value to new commuters from Birmingham to London. The roads, trains and car parks are full now let alone in 10 
years time. General Comments: I would agree with many of the views expressed in the detailed response 
submitted by the  Chiltern Society.  

  

Rep2388 
Mr Mario 
Castaldo; 
Rep2458 
Mr Adam Duffy 
Castaldo; 
Rep2389 
Mr Joseph Duffy 

I am shocked and horrified to hear of the proposals to consider Little Chalfont as a 'Major Settlement location', 
which may result in the loss of significant green belt land and infringe and destroy our Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty. Little Chalfont has already seen a disproportionate rise in the number of new homes built in 
recent years in comparison to other locations in the district, yet this travesty is being compounded by 
considering even more construction in our area. It is bad enough having to deal with the significant rise in local 
traffic, parking and pollution as a result, or the inability to get on a train during peak hours form Chalfont & 
Latimer station, insufficient places at local schools, or an inability to get a doctors appointment, to name but a 
few, but to consider destroying irreplaceable green belt land in an area of outstanding natural beauty is a sheer 
act of lunacy. Whilst we understand that new homes need to be built somewhere, there are many alternate 
areas which do not fall within the AONB, and are more suited to such a major change in population growth. Our 
local infrastructure is incapable of accommodating such a dramatic rise in development, and appears to punish 
long suffering residents of the area whilst other areas get off scot free. This cannot be permitted. The concept is 
ill advised, illogical, destructive and irreversible. It will be a folly of historical proportions to destroy the very soul 
of an area which attracts hundreds of thousands of tourists and visitors. This should be resisted in the strongest 
terms, and I suspect the volume of responses you will receive will reflect that . Part of the reason why we moved 
to this area was for the air quality and beauty of our surroundings, all of which we paid a premium for. To have 
this potentially destroyed in favour of another urban sprawl is something that everyone in our family will protest 
against with every fibre in our bodies. We hope common sense and Logic will prevail. 

  

Rep2391 
Mr  Appleby 

The roads are not suitable for a large number of new properties. The area is is an area out outstanding beauty 
has a large and established range of wildlife and should not be disturbed by any possible no development that 
would happen if the greenbelt status is removed. 
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Rep2392 
Mr Clive Edrupt 

My overall view is to support the Response being made by SENSE4CSP, and all the issues and arguments they 
make for strongly opposing significant additional development on the countryside and Green Belt surrounding 
Chalfont St Peter and South Bucks generally. If the proposals in the Local Plan were to go ahead, Chalfont St 
Peter, and the Chalfont Common area in particular, would become a massive and disruptive building site for the 
foreseeable future. Moreover this is all compounded many times over for the plans to build HS2 through our 
local countryside. How are all the local residents meant to live and survive through all of this, and for so many 
years. The current local infrastructure is already in an extremely poor state with appalling roads and pavements 
in urgent need of substantial investment and repair, and any available funds  should be devoted to this. 

  

Rep2393 
Mrs Gayle King 

I write in connection with the above planning application. I have examined the plans and I know the area/site 
well. I wish to object strongly to the development of these houses/industrial units on the locations indicated.  
Having lived in Chalfont St Peter for many years and Lodge Lane for the past 24 years I have seen lots of gradual 
changes, most of them to expand and improve without damaging the natural beauty and habit of this area. This 
issue of development proposals should be considered very carefully. This could ruin the character of the village 
while estate development would overwhelm it. Permission should be refused for development for many reasons:  
Additional housing to the extent proposed would put strain on the services and resources in the area, doctors 
and schools which are already full to capacity, public transport; the trains are already overcrowded and the buses 
are infrequent and do not service the area designated. It would also increase street parking as most households 
now have a least one vehicle. Further reasons for rejecting those schemes include inadequacy of the lanes apart 
from the main street to accommodate even a small increased traffic would pose a safety risk, for children and 
residents. The road widening would destroy ancient field boundaries.  Existing roads/lanes are in poor repair, 
often flooded for days on end and could not cope with the increased traffic movement. Green Belt Land is meant 
to stop urban sprawl and act as a natural boundaries between villages. The openness of character of this area 
would be devastated if such development takes place. The land under threat is green belt and as such is also an 
area of outstanding natural beauty (AONB).  It plays a huge role as a habitat for the local wildlife, Badgers, Deer, 
Foxes, Owls, Hawks and a verity of song birds, all of this would be lost and become a disaster for these animals. 
These fields enhance the quality of life of local residents allowing uninterrupted daylight and a rural setting. 

  

Rep2397 
Mr Dave Keene 

The residents of Iver Heath already suffer congestion with traffic from Pinewood Studios and from/to Slough and 
the M25/M40. The building of the Crossrail station at Iver has also added to heavy traffic. This has been made 
worse by the approval for Pinewood Studios to build Sound stages on what was Green Belt land. However their 
first application which included housing was rejected. If approved this would have doubled the size of Iver Heath 
and building of studio facilities was the lesser of two evils. The HS2 project plus a possible third runway makes us 
feel like we are surrounded by major projects and taking away more green belt land (namely Iver Heath fields) 
would be a major blow. This land is used regularly and extensively by dog walkers and local residents and is used 
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for other activities such as games and dog training. Whilst recognising that homes will need to built somewhere 
surely it is everyone's interest to keep as many open spaces and develop Brownfield sites where infrastructure is 
in place and where there is capacity for more people without causing a major impact on current residents. 

Rep2398 
Miss Janet Quinn 

wish to voice my objection to the proposed development of Green Belt and other open land in the Iver, Iver 
Heath and Richings Park areas. My main objection is that the open land and surrounding areas are prone to 
flooding due, amongst other reasons to extensive  gravel extraction and landfill over several decades including 
the 1960's and 70's. There is more than a possibility that some of this landfill could have contained asbestos, 
which would cause health hazards if disturbed.  Methane gas has also historically caused concern in these areas 
for the same reason. I am additionally concerned that to develop areas already prone to flooding would increase 
flooding in the newly developed areas and surrounding roads and villages. Finally, the local areas are already 
subjected to extremely high pollution levels and congestion from neighbouring motorways, Heathrow and 
industrial sites, local schools and hospitals are struggling to cope and I really feel that as always, South Bucks 
(particularly the Iver area) is being forced and squeezed from all sides to absorb far more than its fair share of 
congestion, pollution and development. Local roads cannot in many cases be widened due to LIsted buildings and 
existing developments so I feel it is completely unfair & unwise to seek to expand urbanization in these areas. 

Transport options for Iver are 

being considered with the County 

Council as Highway Authority in 

conjunction with the Local Plan. 

Rep2399 
Mr Brian Drew 

I oppose release from the Green Belt of any of the 5 sites identified at Little Chalfont in the maps at Appendices 2 
and 5 of the Issues and Option document.  I support the reasons given for protecting all 5 sites in the main 
response and annexes which you will receive from the Little Chalfont Community Association and Parish Council. 
Question 13 - The following are important open green places providing recreational space and various 
community uses. They should all to be designated as Local Green Space in the new Local Plan: • The Little 
Chalfont Nature Park • Westwood Park  • Land between Amersham Way and the A404, including the small wood 
between Amersham Way and Church Grove • The village green • The green area around Cavendish Close 
bordered to the north by Elizabeth Avenue • The pond area in Finch Lane (adjacent to St. Aidan’s Catholic 
Church) and the green area reaching to White Lion Road  • Burtons Wood (Burtons Lane), which has formal 
Village Green status • The lawn area to the front of the GE Healthcare building in the centre of the village 
• The green area in the centre of The Retreat. • The green triangle where Chalfont Avenue meets the A404. 
Question 14 - The new proposed community centre to replace the outdated village hall which is not big enough 
or sufficiently flexible for today’s requirements. The Little Chalfont Nature Park (off Cokes Lane). Question 17 - I 
wish to make the following comments: 1. Little Chalfont as a main settlement for growth - I would ask that this 
decision be revoked. When the decision was made, it should have been obvious that the village had little room 
for expansion within its borders. There was, at that time, no suggestion of a green belt review, so the only 
possibility for major growth was on the outskirts of the village which is almost entirely green belt. The decision to 
make it a main settlement for growth was therefore flawed and the suggestion that the decision can now be 
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justified by possible use of green belt land is, at least, suspect. 2. Green Belt and AONB - The green belt which 
surrounds Little Chalfont not only acts as an open zone between the village and other nearby communities but is 
also an area where local people and visitors to the area can enjoy the countryside. This is a quote from the 
Department for Communities and Local Government National Planning Policy Framework website. 
 inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in 
very special circumstances. I see no justification to allow development on the open green belt in this area. Much 
of the area is also AONB; i.e. outstanding natural beauty and this is another reason why the land should be 
protected. 3. Little Chalfont has already expanded more, in percentage terms, than other  communities in the 
District - Over the past few years, a large number of additional homes have been built or are in the process of 
being built in Little Chalfont. 253 homes have been built and occupied on the old saw mill site off Bell Lane. 45 
homes are in the process of being built on the ‘Donkey Field’ off Burtons Lane. A development of 9 dwellings is 
presently under construction on White Lion Road to replace a single house. Another development, off White Lion 
Road, has just commenced and will produce 18 homes, replacing a single dwelling on this site. Planning 
permission has been given for 10 dwellings (replacing 6) on Elizabeth Avenue. Permission has been given for 8 
dwellings on land adjacent to Chenies Parade and 6 flats are under construction in’ The Old Warehouse’ on 
Chalfont Station Road.  There may be others but these seven developments will result in a net gain of 346 units. 
Prior to any of these developments, the estimated number of homes in the village was about 2500. The 
additional housing therefore equates to about 14% increase in little more than 3 years. 4. Infrastructure 
The village is already suffering from the result of additional housing. Traffic and parking problems are acute. The 
main shopping area, Chenies Parade, is frequently the scene of chaos as motorists and delivery drivers jostle for 
parking spaces. Traffic and parking problems will be exacerbated by nearby developments e.g. Newlands Park. 
Chalfont & Latimer station is popular with commuters from a wide area due to the lower train fare compared to 
those on the Chiltern Railway line running through Gerrards Cross and Beaconsfield. The A404, running through 
the centre of the village, already carries high volumes of traffic including a considerable amount of freight 
vehicles. There is no obvious alternative route. Recently, when the road had night time closures to allow 
carriageway repairs, the official diversion was via Denham! Much of the land to be tested has minor roads, totally 
unsuitable for additional large volumes of traffic. One primary school, because of its poor reputation in the past, 
does have spare capacity but the other primary school is much in demand and has a very limited catchment area. 
5. Local opinion - Public meetings in the village, recently organised jointly by the Parish Council and the 
Community Association, were attended by about 400 people with some being turned away as the village hall was 
full. The strength of feeling that our green belt should be protected was evidenced by the questions & comments 
made at those meetings and subsequently in conversations around the village.  The attendance at the meetings 
also demonstrated that the village needs a new larger public hall before any additional housing is considered. 
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Rep2400 
Mrs Rachel 
Vigneron 

I object to the use of Upper Stone Meadow being used for new housing for three reasons: 1. It is on a floodplain 
and was under flood water for several months in the last few years causing major disruption to the village. Surely 
developing this land would be both irresponsible and risks damaging the rest of the existing village if flooding 
became more likely as a result of 'run off' from such a development.  2.  The area should be left as beautiful 
countryside. I moved here to be part of a small, idyllic village. We already have HS2 hanging over our heads and 
now this!  We do not want our village to become merged with the other towns and villages around, we love it for 
its distinctiveness and want it to remain small.  3. If planning permission is given for this land, then (Lower) Stone 
Meadow might be the next target.  Destroy that and you would destroy the village entirely! 

  

Rep2401 
Mr Peter Brown 

I do not agree with your conclusions that areas of Green Belt land in and around Little Chalfont should be 
considered for release for housing and employment development. I object because to develop Green Belt land 
would be wholly against the purpose for which it was created and would contravene local and national planning 
policy. Most of the land identified for release is within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding  Natural Beauty and to 
develop these areas would destroy the beautiful views and walks enjoyed by not only the local community but 
also visitors from further afield. In recent years Little Chalfont has experienced more than its fair share of housing 
development. The percentage increase of new housing in Little Chalfont far exceeds that of neighbouring areas 
like Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter.Any new housing or industrial/development sites would destroy 
the rural nature of the village. The local infrastructure is already under pressure and would be exacerbated by 
the addition of any new housing estates or industrial sites. The trafic on the A404 through Little Chalfont, to and 
from the M25, is already heavy.In addition many of the roads in the area are narrow hedgelined lanes which are 
already awkward to negotiate with the volume of traffic using them. With the addition of new housing or 
industrial sites these lanes would need to be widened causing the destruction of hedgerows and natural habitat. 
Parking in Little Chalfont is totally inadequate as is the available parking at Chalfont & Latimer Station. 
Please do not destroy Little Chalfont, its Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

  

Rep2406 
Mr & Mrs David 
Lansdowne 

We wish to raise the following objections to the proposed Local Plan:  1 The quantity and the area of proposed 
housing to the north East of Chesham is totally disproportionate and not evenly spread throughout the area. 
2 This is an area of outstanding natural beauty within the Chiltern Hills and is deemed Green Belt with working 
cattle and arable farms. The proposed plan contradicts the ‘Openness’ which Green Belt implies. Flooding is also 
a regular occurrence in the fields earmarked and we can supply photographic evidence. 3 The effects on local 
wildlife would be disastrous, the green belt areas marked in the plan are inhabited with many ground feeding 
birds, Wrens etc along with the hunting grounds for the recently re-instated Red Kites. Owls,Badgers,Deer are 
also very prevalent within the proposed area. 4 Chesham/Newtown air quality and pollution is already an 
existing serious problem and has been assessed as an Air Quality Management Area since 2007 where high levels 
of pollution are causing concern. The new medical centre was moved back from the pavement area due to these 
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concerns. 5 Traffic is already a major problem passing through the town centre. Long tail-backs entering from 
both directions from Amersham and Berkhamsted are an existing every day occurrence  and will only get worse if 
the plan is adopted, further adding to the already existing air quality pollution mentioned above. The Town 
Centre 4 lane by-pass is far too narrow.  The single lanes around Chesham offer ‘rat runs’ to avoid the existing 
congestion along Lycrombe Road, Lye Green Road and across and over Ley Hill into Latimer and Chenies and to 
the M25.  These single lanes are already too busy and dangerous and would become more so if the plan is 
adopted.  The A41 has existing 2/4 mile tail backs every morning as it approaches the M 25 so that route is 
already overloaded and would only get worse if the plan is adopted forcing even more traffic into the lanes and 
further pollution/congestion in the town centre when trying to find an alternative route.  6 The proposed plan is 
just over a mile from Hertfordshire/Berkhamsted county boarder where 2 huge developments -  Shooters Way 
and Ashlyn’s -  are planned with the one, on Shooters Way, already started.  Has there been any consultation 
between Herts CC and CDC about the impact of both plans which are so close together? Both plans together will 
have a detrimental effect on the proposed area and increase town sprawl.  Add to that Lye Green, Ashley Green, 
Chesham would lose their individual identity.  7 As a local employer I know there would not be enough local jobs 
to support the additional housing.  8 Local schools and medical facilities would not be able to cope with the 
proposed plan. 

Rep2407  ** Original representation email is blank**   

Rep2409 
Mrs Louisa 
Desoutter 

I refer specifically to the plan that relates to Chesham. The proposed plan to build housing and areas for business 
development in the area next to Nashleigh Hill in Chesham upsets me for three reasons:  Firstly, the area is 
currently a beautiful green space that is cherished and valued by the local community. Replacing this area with 
buildings will remove the enjoyment of living there for the residents. It will devastate the beauty of the area; a 
feature that has attracted people to live there for years and it will expunge the existing wildlife. I therefore fail to 
see how this plan 'respects our valued and quality environments' as it purports to achieve.  Secondly, the new 
housing will exacerbate traffic problems in already overburdened roads and it is impossible to see how extra car 
parking spaces can be accommodated. The substantial increase in residents will place demands on local services 
such as GP practices and schools. I am deeply concerned that despite the promise to research infrastructural 
needs, this will be woefully inadequate ergo putting a crippling strain on all service providers. Thirdly, I am 
anxious about the impact that this plan has on the risk of flooding. The area is already high risk and the plan to 
build more housing would surely heighten the risk which poses a threat to everyone who lives there. These 
concerns do not provide the community with balanced outcomes. I therefore feel that the local plan is 
disillusioned and depressingly disruptive. 
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Rep2410 
Mr & Mrs Joanne 
& Peter Michael 
CBE 

I see that the various documents envisage the possible development of the Nashleigh Hill recreation site. As local 
residents we would strongly object to any such proposals. In the first place there is not the infrastructure 
(already strained past breaking point) to support further development and it would have an extremely 
deleterious impact on the character of the area. There is also the point that Vale Road, which sits at the foot of 
Nashleigh Hill, is prone to flooding so more concreting over will potentially make matters much worse. 

  

Rep2413 
Mrs Patricia Edgar 

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

Rep2414 
Dr Henry 
Burridge; 
Rep2477 
Mrs Alice Szulc; 
Rep2709 
Mrs Joanna 
Gregory; Rep2939 
Mrs Kate 
Langham; 
Rep2429 
Mrs Danielle 
Burridge 

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

Rep2415 
Mr Collin Lewis 

QUESTION 2 - Blizzards Yard is unsuitable for development for several reasons:  • It is on the floodplain for the 
river Misbourne and has severely flooded on several occasions notably 2014 and 1999 • It is directly above the 
route of HS2 and this is a safeguarded area. • The effect on the village economy would be devastating if the car 
park was removed – the effect on the village businesses was severe when the car park was closed due to flooding 
in 2014.  Chalfont Grove: The redevelopment of the site for housing must be resisted given the national  and 
local importance of the site as a source of employment and also its Green Belt status. QUESTION 4 - It is essential 
to protect the Green Belt and the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, since these are fundamental to 
planning princncipes which have been enshrined within local policy for a considerable period of time. On the face 
of t, these proposals are contary to thaose objectives. QUESTION 5 - Given the existing  character of the areas, 
Aylesbury Vale could usefully assist in delivering housing and other needs in the period to 2036 given that a 
number of the larger, sustainable settlements in Aylesbury Vale are positioned close to the administrative 
boundary with Chiltern District. Specifically, Aylesbury, the largest town within Aylesbury Vale, is unfettered by 
Green Belt or AONB and is capable of accommodating significant quantities of additional growth within one or 
more sustainable urban extensions; whilst Haddenham is similarly not fettered by Green Belt or AONB and nor is 
Aston Clinton, both of which are larger settlements which are capable of accommodating growth in a sustainable 
manner. QUESTION 6 - There is simply not the land available to deliver any meaningful contribution to housing 
and other needs in the period to 2036 and this alone is compelling evidence that options seeking to intensify 
existing urban areas, which in themselves are challenging for local communities to contemplate, are not 
appropriate in this instance given the scale of development the Councils consider is required and the constraints 
imposed by Green Belt and AONB. QUESTION 8 - It is important that an appropriate threshold (in terms of site 
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size and number of units) is applied, and that the percentage of affordable housing ensures that housing sites are 
deliverable whilst making a meaningful contribution to affordable housing provision. Moreover, it is essentail for 
the local community that the term "affordable" should mena jsu that, in relation to the actual incomes of people 
needing homes, rater than to inflated market prices. QUESTION 16 - In respect of Chalfont St Giles there are 
significant constraints on the delivery of  any quantity of development at the Village. The exisitng educational 
and medical facilities are already strecthed, and cannnot sustain further popualtion increase without significant 
additoal resources. QUESTION 17 - The most important areas of Green Space in Chalfont St Giles are the 
meadows along the banks of the River Misbourne from Chalfont St Peter to Chalfont St Giles and from Chalfont 
St Giles to Bottom House Farm Lane. This land (currently under Green Belt protection) should have extra 
protection applied on it that binds Chiltern District Council and/or future owners to protect it for the good of 
Chalfont St Giles and to never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not exclusively housing, 
commercial buildings or offices. This land is recognised as An Area of National Interest and key to our Green 
Infrastructure containing a rare chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An 
Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It is physically unsuitable for any development as it is on a flood plain, 
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable before 2036. 

Rep2416 
Mr Lee Chapman 

Please accept I am very much a layperson and have very little planning experience. Thus some questions I have 
found very difficult to answer but have done so to register my opinions. How the average person understands 
what's being asked in such a short time scale is worrying to me in that many will be put off by replying. 
Q1. Unqualified to comment but will have to accept your views on numbers. I assume you have taken into 
account the population split between the areas. If figures exclude speculative/private development then 
presumably the 15,100 would reduce. Q2. HELAA should in my opinion be thinking longer term where green belt 
is concerned. It's relatively short term to 2036. Cannot understand why Farnham Park area has been selected as 
it is such a great sport/recreation centre and adjacent to such a busy trunk road (A355). Q3. Why not look at 
other areas such as land near the new service station, off the A355 with the junction of the M40. This is North of 
Kiln Lane and west of Andrew Hill Lane. Perhaps also look at the land to the North of Stoke Common towards the 
M40, off the B416. Surely it would be better to look at ex gravel extraction land rather than current recreational 
land. Developing nearer to the service station would be far nearer the new development at Beaconsfield (on 
other side of Motorway) and perhaps additional services could be built as well such as a school and shops i.e. 
servicing a larger new population. The ease of access to this area would be far easier than the already very busy 
A355 at Farnham Royal. Q4. The joint local vision is a good idea but must not forget the very important local 
interests such as Burnham Beeches conservation area. Q5. The local Plan mentions the Consultation Group 
sought various views on various issues listed (a) to (e) on Page 12. Various %’s were quoted. Where did these 
views take place and how many residents were asked - I and the many friends I have asked never received any 
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questionnaires. Would be sensible to look at all options (A-L) and seek most appropriate for the future. Mixed 
density would appear beneficial, not forgetting existing development opportunities. The Burnham Beeches 
conservation area must be a paramount concern in the Farnham’s area for all development issues. Cannot see 
any positives in wanting to see Slough encroach into our area. Q6. See answers to question 3. There are possibly 
areas south of Caldicott School in Farnham Common which could have potential for Development. The local 
Parish Council mention this in their reply. Q7. I believe one has to very careful when assessing/considering 
“needs to be transferred to adjacent councils “Why would Chiltern and South Bucks want to release its own land 
elsewhere. I can’t see the benefit. Q8. Affordable housing is essential - will have to leave it to C&SB Councils to 
decide what’s best although high density affordable housing on their own is my preference rather than dispersed 
over every single development. Q10. Ensure developers think more about building smaller houses catering for 
elderly (especially those downsizing) in preference to the vast size houses being built at present. Q11. Heritage 
sites must be maintained. Burnham Beeches and Farnham Park are well balanced and regularly visited. The 
Beeches is, we understand, nearing capacity re visitor numbers and this is even more a reason to limit 
development near this area. Q13. The Farnhams have a lack of open green space. The FC Sports Club, Temple 
Dell, Kingsway and Farnham Park are essential for the Farnhams Community. Q14. The more neighbourhoods are 
involved to influence change the better it will be. Q17. The challenge is huge and will mean. 1) Developing 
sustainability and proper control of the mix of development. E.g. reducing the number of 5 + bed houses.  
2) Ensuring the ratepayer/residents whether householders or businesses are kept informed/advised of the 
process of the Local Plan in a timely manner so that appropriate feedback can be given. The current lack of 
communication and timing  about the plan has been sadly lacking.  

Rep2417 
Miss Melanie 
Lilley 

Please take the following objections into consideration with respect to the Chilterns and South Bucks Local Plan 
for new housing areas and areas for potential economic development. i) Green Belt Land, AONB, Conservation 
Areas and Heritage Assets • Under these proposals it would appear that neither Chilterns nor South Buck District 
Councils are paying attention to the protection of Green Belt Land, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty or the 
Chenies and Latimer Conservation Area. • Much of the land proposed for use under this plan is existing Green 
Belt land; the purpose of which was to prevent neighbouring towns from merging and saving the countryside 
from urban encroachment. • This proposed plan would negatively impact on the rural communities of Latimer 
and Chenies which have many Grade 1 and Grade 11 listed buildings. • Much of the Green Belt land proposed for 
use under this plan within the little Chalfont and Chesham areas is not only within an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty and some is also in the Chenies and Latimer Conservation area, which should be protected. 
• The proposed area on either side of the road by Latimer Park Farm should be a designated heritage asset as it is 
the site of a Roman villa. • This land also encompasses many footpaths which are a valuable community and 
recreational resource; these should be protected. • The existing chalk streams in the area are rare and very 
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special natural habitats. The Chess is already at threat during times of drought through drying up due to local 
water needs being drawn from the acquifer and – during times of storms it become polluted due to the 
inadequacy of the existing drainage and sewage systems resulting in flooding. These habitats need to be 
protected and the proposed new residential and economic developments would put extra strain on the aquifer 
and existing sewage and drainage systems which would be highly detrimental to these special habitats. 
• The proposed areas under this plan would take substantial areas of land out of agricultural production which 
would be detrimental to the economy and the country; in addition it could make the viability of the historic 
Manor Farm in Chenies questionable. ii) Inadequacy of, and further negative impact on the existing infrastructure 
• The existing road network is inadequate - The A404 is the main road link in the area to the M25 and this is 
already stretched to capacity, especially during rush hour. It does not have the additional capacity which would 
be necessary to support the proposed residential and economic developments proposed in this plan. • Lack of 
Sustainable Urban drainage and sewage Systems: The existing sewage and drainage systems are already 
inadequate for the existing residential and economic demands in the area of little Chalfont, Chesham, Latimer 
and Chenies – with flooding occurring during times of heavy rain leading to pollution of the local chalk streams. 
• Communication, especially BroadBand and mobile phone capabilities require upgrading and enhancing to meet 
existing needs and would lack the necessary capacity to meet the needs of the proposed additional residential 
needs, let alone the needs of additional employment developments. • Inadequate natural water resources. 
Water needs of the existing residential and economic/ industry/workplace premises in the areas of Little 
Chalfont, Chesham, Chenies and Latimer come purely from The Acquifer. During times of drought this resource is 
stretched to maximum capacity with local chalk streams such as The River Chess drying out. This natural resource 
does not have the capacity to meet the additional demands which the proposed additional residential and areas 
of economic development would necessitate in order to be sustainable. 

Rep2418 
Mr Andrew 
Franklin 

Question 1 - 600 houses have already been built in Chalfont St Peter under a plan that was due to continue until 
2026. These should be subtracted from the total of the new plan. There is no means of judging whether the total 
number of dwellings that Bucks are required to provide is correct or not but Chalfont St Peter has already met its 
share of new houses from existing approvals and there is no need for green belt land around the village to be 
reclassified and used for development. Question 2 - CD35 Rowan Garden Centre provides employment both as a 
garden centre and as an equestrian supplies shop. This site should be excluded as it currently meets the principal 
purposes of the green belt. Sites CD129 and 130 are on the Epilepsy Society site.  Both sites have existing C2 use 
which must remain.  Some limited redevelopment of small parcels of this land may be appropriate provided the 
land remains in the green belt and remains as employment land and that any redevelopment complements the 
existing buildings and use of the site including the four listed buildings, the green belt land and the two new care 
homes. Question 3 - There may be infill areas in ‘built up areas’ in the village that would be suitable for smaller 
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development. The development of green open space, sports and leisure areas and ancient woodland should be 
avoided at all costs as these are very important for the character of the village and should be protected for the 
younger generations. Question 4 - Protection of the green belt and the AONB must be a priority.  It should be 
possible to protect the green belt and to provide housing by exploiting the Duty to Co-Operate and concentrate 
development in neighbouring areas such as Aylesbury Vale District on land outside the green belt.  This would 
clearly be in keeping with National Planning Policy and is potentially deliverable. Question 5 - Chalfont St. Peter 
has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of 
development proposed for Chiltern district as a whole. Development must be concentrated towards the centre 
rather the fringes of towns and villages in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be 
developed first.  "Village extensions" which are out of proportion to the present housing population and in the 
green belt should be avoided. Although it may be possible to prioritise the options, this is not possible with the 
examples given as these contain elements with which I agree but others with which I disagree. For example, 
Option J includes both building in built-up areas and near train stations in important green belt areas. While I 
might agree with the principle that building houses that are close to existing transport links may be desirable, I 
would not support destroying important natural areas to achieve this. Question 6 - The Epilepsy Society site is 
the home of the Epilepsy Society established in 1894, and currently provides two new care home developments 
as well as important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and 
changing facilities, which are used by more than 24 teams.  It is a significant employment site within Chalfont St 
Peter and currently has planning designation C2.  The current planning designation of C2 should remain for all 
developed parts of the site to protect its existing community use. Two significant developments are taking place 
at the site, the Audley Homes development and the Porthaven Homes development.  These  developments 
should be complemented by further medical use or assisted living, retaining the site for employment and 
possibly with some limited key worker housing to support such use.  The site is an important community facility 
providing employment, recreation and medical care. TThe Epilepsy Site fulfils as a whole all five of the stated 
purposes of the green belt. It provides a vital buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St 
Peter and Horn Hilla and one of the key purposes of the green belt is to prevent neighbouring towns from 
merging into one another.  The Epilepsy Society site contains important open views from Chesham Lane towards 
the Colne Valley Park.  It provides important agricultural forestry and related uses and opportunities for outdoor 
sport and recreation including the Model Farm, Rowans Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.  The 
undeveloped part of the Epilepsy site is within the Colne Valley Park, which deserves special protection.  Part of 
this site is also within the HS2 safeguarded area.  The Epilepsy Society site is bounded on three sides by narrow 
and dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development. Any development is car 
dependent.  The majority of the roads have no pavement and are unsuitable for walking.  It is clear that the 
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Epilepsy Society site, in scoring very highly in the green belt review and meeting all five of the major purposes of 
the green belt should not be released from the green belt.  The existing planning use C2 should be retained for 
the developed parts of the site and  the remaining parts of the site  must remain in the Colne Valley Park. The 
Epilepsy Society site is noted in the BCCHTA to have high historical evidential and community  value and is clearly 
an important historical and heritage asset. Question 7 - Expansion in Aylesbury Vale would reduce the load on 
other parts of Bucks. It would be valuable if there were a matching expansion of employment in Aylesbury Vale 
area to reduce traffic movement in the County. Question 8 - Where permission is given for housing development, 
emphasis should be placed on smaller more affordable homes, not large expensive properties that tend to be 
favoured by some developers. Question 9 - The issues of access and infrastructure support need to be 
considered. Lawful sites should be focused on the travelling nature of the occupants. Chalfont St Peter has 
already a greater per capita proportion of sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People than any other 
defined area within the district.   Such sites should be more evenly distributed throughout the district.  
Question 10 - Accommodation for the elderly should be provided close to or within the existing village so that 
elderly people can remain part of the community.  Question 11 - Chalfont St Peter is an historic settlement, being 
clearly mentioned in the Doomsday Book.  The Epilepsy Society Site scores as “high” in three out of four assessed 
categories, and “medium” in the other.  It was the first residential centre in England specifically designed to 
provide a safe environment for epileptics to live and work and has the potential to be a conservation area in its 
own right. There are four listed buildings on the site and any development would irreparably harm their setting 
and  the village of Chalfont St. Peter itself.  The Epilepsy Society site has been part of the community for one 
hundred and twenty one years and is an important part of the community and amenity in Chalfont St. Peter, 
which would be damaged if the site were removed from the green belt with its potential loss of planning and 
building control. Question 12 - The Epilepsy Society site should be recognised as one of the important heritage 
assets of Chalfont St Peter. Question 13 - The football fields, the footpaths and the unbuilt parts of the Elilepsy 
Society site should remain as green spaces. Question 15: The entire wording of the document is difficult for non-
specialists to read and comprehend but this question is not understood. Question 16: Chalfont St Peter cannot 
absorb any other major housing development without correct, serious study of the basic infracstructure services 
needed to ensure that schooling, medical services, transport, road networks, water and sewage facilities are 
suitably addressed. Question 17: Close consultation with residents is vital to develop a local plan that meets local 
needs and protects important features of the local environment. Residents have a lot of local knowledge and 
experience of the local environment that is not available to people living outside the immediate area under 
consideration. The input of local residents should be valued and respected to benefit the planning process. The 
consultation process so far has been too short and the documents too lengthy and containing too much jargon to 
allow interested residents to give them due consideration.  
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Rep2419 
Mrs Claire 
Johnson 

Summary:    Major concerns with the report – misleading and contains inaccuracies. Exemplified by photo 2 for 
Area 38A which is considered to misrepresent the rural characteristics of the area. Concerns about a conflict of 
interest raised on the basis of CDC’s ownership of sites included within the areas of search.  
Q1 – a) Major concerns with 38a’s scoring as it does not reflect the rural value of the area. BCCHTA for CSP is 
referenced to highlight historical value of area. Infrastructure of area makes it inappropriate for development. 
Area is a major barrier to sprawl. Environmental impact could be significant. Parcel’s scoring should be higher. b) 
Additional concern regarding area 41b. Mill Meadow area contains a range of important community facilities 
including land used by the local school. These facilities would not be easy to replace if lost. c) CSP is considered to 
have already met its share of development via recent significant development approvals.  Q2 – Part of 38a is 
within the HS2 safeguarded area. Better options for development than CSP Green Belt.  Q4 – Lack of detail in 
proposals. No mention of need to protect specific environmentally sensitive sites. DtC should be better exploited 
to meet housing need.  Q5 – Option J 1st / Option A 2nd / Option D 3rd. Option C unnaceptbale and unviable.  
Q6 – Epilepsy site performs all 5 Green Belt functions. Site should be viewed as two distinct areas – the 
developed area has further development potential as C2 and the undeveloped area should remain that way. 
Q7 – Unmet need should be met via DtC.   Q8 – Affordable housing must be sustainable – CSP cannot provide the 
requisite sustainable environement and affording housing should therefore be developed elsewhere.   Q9 – G&T 
needs should be met evenly through the plan area.  Q10 – Epilepsy site could be earmarked for further specialist 
accommodation.   Q11 – Greater weight should be given to protecting heritage assets and listed buildings and 
their contexts.   Q13 – Green space at the Epilepsy site should be given greater protection.    Q16 – No 
development should take place in CSP with major infrastructure investment. The new Local Plan must recognise 
the effects of HS2 construction.    Q17 – Proposals appear to attach Green Belt. Perception that CDC fails 
residents by identifying sites which are easy to develop. Objectively Assessed Housing Need not sufficiently 
explained. Further work must be done to address community concerns.  
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Rep2422 
Mr Robert 
Loveland 

Re: Mill Meadow proposals - This is a food plain next to the river Misbourne and is not suitable for development. 
The Mill Meadow and area is already extensivly used by the community in particular the Chalfont St Peter 
Accademy. My own children used this for school sports. It is close to the school and I am surprised that this area 
is under consideration for development. It raises questions about all the proposed development areas because 
clearly a change in use is totally stupid. Chalfont St Peter is only a village and it fails to have the nessessary 
infrastructure schools etc to sustain further develpoments especially after the burdon of the nearby Holly Cross 
development. 
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Rep2423 
Mrs Susan 
Gillespie 

Questions 1, 2, - Challenge the numbers. the increase of 15,100 new dwellings is huge! equivalent to around 5 
towns the size of Gerrrads Cross,. Question 3 – please could i see sites list. Question 5, Option A preferred. 
Question 6 on Specific Sites. My objections to using green belt are as follows: 1. Parcel 47b (A40/Bull Lane) – 
object for the same reasons that ARUP rejected this 2. Parcel 57a (Lower Road/A413) – object as In a Flood Plain, 
joins GX to CSP. 3. Parcel 57b (A413/Chalfont Park) - object as in a Flood Plain, joins GX to CSP. 4. Parcel 69 (M40 
to Fulmer Drive, Howards Wood Dr, Howards Thicket – i object to this stringly on the same grounds that ARUP 
rejected it. also very close to motorway. Question 16 – Yes to Community Infrastructure Levy. 

  

Rep2424 
Mrs L Jarman 

If we are not careful the town will soon lose the special look it is renowned for. The fondness for knocking down 
old style houses in favour of over-large mansions only produces ugly buildings using more ground area leading to 
less run-off for rainwater. The development of 350 houses at Wilton Park and proposals for more blocks of flats 
will continue to destroy the character of Beaconsfield. The strain on services, schools, roads, medical and 
emergency services is immense and is not being addressed with increasing population.  

  

Rep2425 
 Sue Whitmee 

I am an elderly lady in her late 70s living alone. I have been made aware of a public consultation on declassifying 
Green Belt around my property - I live in The Ivers and believe that I am in Parcel 86a. Green Belt is incredibly 
important to me and to my community. We are surrounded on all sides by developments - motorway 
enlargements, housing estates and potentially Heathrow expansion. I have lived here for 48 years and in that 
time Green Belt has managed to ensure that the oasis of The Ivers is maintained. I understand that we are the 
focus of a number of national infrastructure and transport plans that are due to be decided in the next few years 
and I think it is not appropriate to be making decisions on declassifying Green Belt until those are finalised.  
Finally I feel strongly that the process that you are following does not constitute a full, transparent and fair public 
consultation. I only became aware of it when a friend attended the public meeting on 24th Feb. No one has 
written to me about this to make me aware it was happening, nor have I had anyone come to my door to discuss. 
The questions that are asked are impenetrable for someone of my age and someone who does not understand 
the intricacies of local planning. As an example: Question 1: How can you expect me to be able to answer that 
question. It seems terribly unfair. I am copying in my local MP so that he is aware of my concerns. 

  

Rep2426 
Mr Geoffrey 
Spring 

As a resident of Wexham my concerns as to the Local Plan proposals revolve mostly around the place that I have 
lived for the past 47 years,  your proposals suggest changes to the green belt to allow land to be made available 
above and beyond existing levels to accommodate 13000+ houses and other uses between now and 2036. I 
would take to opportunity to remind you of the statement in the national planning policy which gives five 
reasons as to why the green belt exists. Green Belt serves five purposes: • to check the unrestricted sprawl of 
large built-up areas; • to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; • to assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment; • to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 
to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Returning to 
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Wexham this parish sits on the boundary of Slough the indicated areas on your maps for testing removes the 
boundary contary to the first two statements listed above, the third statement talks of safeguarding the 
countryside, again Wexham has that countryside  some of which could be classed as historic farmland dateing 
back to Henry V111 and beyond this countryside links to two nationally awarded country parks both with historic 
links. I now come onto the testing of the area in terms of suitability for development, whilst not uncermountable 
large areas of Wexham are shown as flood plain on EA maps graded 3A (unsuitable for development, historic 
documentation is available for evidence if needed, Government guidance says that developers should aviod the 
use of such areas for development, it has been shown only recently in other areas of the country that building on 
flood plains can lead to devistation locally and in other down stream areas. Testing of Wexham will also show 
that over the past 50 years we have had a number of major gravel extractions one of these has been restored to 
pasture, one is nearing the end of its life and is in the process of restoration and the site on the A412 has just 
commenced with an extraction and restoration span of up to 15 years. Whilst Wexham has objected to all of the 
extraction it has also signed up once approved to there being restoration for agricultural use or for 
environmental benefit, the errosion of green belt in Wexham would allow these sites to become available  
should developers have the appetite, however the environmental impact on the area of Wexham could be 
devistating baring in mind the content of the unknown infill which in the case of Southend Farm was domestic 
household waste.It should also be noted that Wexham has not been without development within the green belt, 
George Green village has trebled in size from the 60s with housing for social need via Beacon now L&Q, first time 
buyer property, self build and  warden assisted over 55s accomodation , recently demolished to make way for 
social housing. In the mix of this development was an allocated site for the building of a school, the proposed 
plan talks of  infrastructure provision by others in our case BCC decided that our school was not required, more 
houses were built  and the children are taken back and forward to school by bus, the removal of green belt and 
development will not guarantee infrastructure, schools, shops, roads etc. testing must include definate proposals 
for infrastructure not"ifs & ands". The proposals talk of housing need in Bucks yes there is need but the removal 
of green belt will not guarantee houses for families from Bucks it will just add to the national housing stock, with 
regards to social housing you can only control the amount by the rules that exist for development with regards to 
percentages, as for starter homes(first time buyers) they only exist once and are a recipe for speculation. Lastly 
you suggest a requirement for elderley, L&Q say they are not profitable so that removes the social housing side, 
as for other types there will always be a demand for seniors living style accomodation however such complexes 
may not be compatible with existing infrastructure. To sum up I would come back to the five guidelines regarding 
the greenbelt, the testing of the areas in Wexham should remain unchanged failure will join South 
Buckinghamshire seemlessly to Slough. 
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Rep2427 
Mrs Louise 
Reeves 

Within the proposal document, an area has been identified as a potential "built area extension option"  This area 
is south of Beaconsfield (western side of A355) and is currently green belt land. This land is currently owned by 
Hall Barn and is home to various species of wildlife, the land is also part of a government scheme for preserving 
wildlife, which limits the current use of the land.  The area is maintained by Hall Barn and is one of very few areas 
left within the built up area that can be frequented by wildlife. Additionally the infrastructure struggles to cope 
with the current levels of development, in particular with flooding at the junction of Hedgerley Lane and Lakes 
Lane after every heavy rainfall.  Access routes are also limited in the area, with Lakes Lane being very narrow for 
the current levels of traffic, even before any future development. The area included area in the potential "built 
area extension option" also includes land currently used as a key local recreational area, namely for Beaconsfield 
Rugby Club and this makes a valuable contribution to the local community. We would be strongly opposed to any 
future development of this area. 

  

Rep2430 
Dr Francesca 
Smith 

Regarding the proposals for Stoke Poges, I agree with the ARUP proposal in the Grays Park Rd, Duffield Park, 
Church Lane triangle bordering on Areas 76,81,85b.  I disagree strongly with SBDC's proposal to expand the area 
to cover the fields opposite Church Lane and bordered by Rogers Lane.  These fields are performing well and 
strongly as Green Belt.  They are preventing urban sprawl from the South i.e. Slough.  They are ensuring 
protection of our heritage as this is close to the field containing Thomas Grey's tomb - a nationally important 
monument owned by National Trust.  Building on the field on Church Lane would impact the views and the 
general village area.  The Parsh Council's view that there are better test areas is strongly supported.  The Beyer 
site is an obvious choice - in the centre of the village and closer to amentities in a place where there is already a 
large building(s).  The Plough Lane recreation ground is also more suitable.  These areas are not performing so 
strongly as green belt as they are already surrounded by houses and are not so well used as 'green space' by dog 
walkers etc. Stoke Poges itself does not have infrastructure to support many more houses.  Amenities are already 
stretched, we are not close to train stations.  Also the village was mentioned in the Domsday Book.  The church is 
over 1000 years old and Thomas Grey's monument is 300 years old.  It is important to preserve the beauty and 
historic character of this part of the village. The Gray's poem "Elegy in a Country Church Yard" is internationally 
recognised as a critically important record of Pastoral England - we should not be considering crowding this out 
by further housing development which would obscure the historic view and affect the nature of the area.  
Preserving the fields in Church Lane and Rogers Lane would safeguard the countryside opens spaces from 
encroachment.  SBDC should concentrate on encouraging less well used, already built up areas to be recycled.  
When Khalsa School fails (it is already a "needs improvement" school) then why not use that site for  more 
appropriate use such as low density housing in keeping with the area?  The fields should be preserved as open 
public space for all to enjoy. 
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Rep2432 
Mr Nick Griffin 

I do not feel the proposals currently presented for Chesham sufficiently take into account the impact of 
additional housing and commercial premises - in particular on infrastructure such as schools, health services and 
the local road network. New homes would also exert further strain on peak hour tube services from the town 
which have already seen an significant increase of people using services into London. Amersham seems better 
placed to cope with further expansion as train services into central London are more frequent. There is also a 
greater need for affordable housing in Amersham. There doesn't seem to be an obvious need for further 
commercial premises in Chesham as there are already a large number of industrial units. Proposals which relate 
to sections of green belt around The Vale of Chesham would have an obvious impact on an area of outstanding 
beauty which are currently easily accessible from the town. 

  

Rep2433 
Mr Rob Ellis 
SF Planning Ltd on 
behalf of 
Mr Terry Daniel 

Land South of Iver Heath. 1.0 Introduction and Site Context - 1.1 These representations are made with regard to 
the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation incorporating 
Issues and Options. 1.2 It is noted that Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council will not be 
undertaking a formal Call for Sites alongside this consultation, but that additional sites can still be nominated in 
writing during this consultation period. 1.3 As a result, we are seeking to promote an additional site known as 
Land South of Iver Heath. A Location Plan is appended to this submission. 1.4 The site is bordered by Swallow 
Street to the west, Swallowdale & Post Meadow to the north, Bangor Road South to the east and Norwood Lane 
to the south. It is located immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary of Iver Heath which lies to the north 
and west. The site is enclosed by existing development to the north, south and west. The site lies wholly within 
the Green Belt. 1.5 The c. 21.5 ha site is formed of a parcel of land largely within agricultural and equestrian use, 
including some orchards. There are several buildings and a few dwellings scattered around the site. The majority 
of the site is open, with elements of hedgerow and woodland interspersed through the site. 1.6 A recent 
planning application has been granted for a small residential development of 3 dwellings on parcel of land near 
the western boundary of the site to the rear of 77 Swallow Street, Iver Heath (South Bucks Ref – 15/01970/FUL). 
1.7 The site itself is visually well-contained being surrounded by existing development to the north, west and 
south, and is defined by Bangor Road South to the east. 1.8 The site is not located within Flood Zone 2/3 and is 
not within a Conservation Area. There is a Grade II Listed property known as Norwood Hayes to the south of the 
site. It is understood that there are no public rights of way crossing the site. Aside from the Green Belt 
designation, there are no specific policy constraints associated with the site. An extract of the current South 
Bucks Core Strategy (2011) Proposals Map is shown below. 2.0 Representations - 2.1 Please see below our 
representations to the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 18) 
Consultation incorporating Issues and Options. Question 2 (Page 8) 2.3 All of the six sites accepted at Stage 1 of 
the Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) 2016 are located with the Green Belt only 
two are located within the Green Belt Strategic Options for Iver Heath. These are SB0194 (Alpa Garden Centre) 
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and SB0251 (Land R/O 199-201 The Parkway). It is understood that the Alpa Garden Centre has an outstanding 
application for redevelopment and The Parkway was formally identified in the SHLAA. These two sites are also 
quite small and would not add much to the housing land supply situation. 2.4 As mentioned, the other four sites 
identified within the HELAA 2016 are all located outside of the Green Belt Strategic Options for Iver Heath, 
including the substantial parcel of land at Pinewood Studios (Ref - SB0039) which has been put forward for 
commercial development. Furthermore, a large proportion of the site at SB0221 (Eveham Centre) would not fall 
within the description of Previously Developed Land and would be subject to the loss of a recreational facility and 
playing pitches, for which there is an identified need. It is therefore questionable whether these sites will be 
deliverable within the plan period. 2.5 In light of the above and the “significant gap for unmet development 
needs” mentioned in paragraph 3.7 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 
18) Consultation. It is clear that additional sites should be added. 2.6 There is clearly limited opportunity for open 
space to be released within built up areas and in any case this would not yield the level of housing required to 
meet needs. Therefore the Councils should focus on releasing land strategically within the Green Belt as per 
paragraph 3.2(b) of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation. 2.7 
The Land South of Iver Heath has been submitted to this consultation as land forming the majority of one of the 
key areas of potential Green Belt release in the District. The landowners for this site are jointly promoting the 
land for development as a whole. Please see Figure 4 above. Within the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment 
(March 2016) this strategic option is known by reference RSA-28 and has been promoted for consideration in 
Stage 2 of the Green Belt Review. Paragraph 6.4.62 of the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment (March 
2016), in relation to RSA-28 states that: “A smaller sub-area in the far north-east of the General Area, north of 
Norwood Road (RSA-28), is judged to be less important for preventing the merging of these settlements. As a 
result of the urban form of Iver Heath, which almost completely wraps around the subarea to the north, west 
and south, and the prevalence of ribbon development along Norwood Road, RSA-28 is physically separated from 
the Green Belt further south and does not form part of the gap between Iver Heath and Iver (Purpose 2). 
Although its character is noted as largely rural, its contribution to Purpose 3 is diminished by the close influence 
of built form, including some dispersed dwellings along Bangors Lane South, and its physical separation from the 
wider countryside as a result of the road (Purpose 3). It is also judged that RSA-28 makes only a minor 
contribution to the integrity of the wider strategic Green Belt.” 2.9 The proposal site consists of the majority of 
this area of search bar one landownership on the southern side. At a density of 30dph the site could deliver 650 
dwellings, which would provide a significant contribution towards the unmet housing need in the District. Given 
the scale of the site it is envisaged that, whilst residential-led, there will be opportunities for a mixture of uses 
including employment land, education and green infrastructure. The site is available, deliverable and achievable 
within the plan period. As such it is being promoted as a strategic allocation. Question 5 (Page 14) 2.12 The 
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spatial strategy should focus on extensions to existing settlements across the Districts. Therefore Options C, D 
and E should be the focus of the strategy. Question 6 (Page 14) 2.13 The Land South of Iver Heath should be 
included as part of Option E providing a sustainable urban extension within poorly performing Green Belt land on 
the edge of Iver Heath. Question 7 (Page 15) 2.14 All of the unmet need could and should be provided within 
Chiltern and South Bucks. The Green Belt Assessment has identified many poorly performing areas in the Green 
Belt adjacent to existing settlements, which would more than meet the suggested unmet need of 7,500 
dwellings. Priority should be given to these locations before exploring any options outside of the Districts. 
Question 8 (Page 17) 2.15 As above, the Councils should give priority to all the suggested Green Belt releases. 
Not only would this serve to meet the overall housing needs, but the affordable housing need too, leading to 
sustainable and mixed communities within the District boundaries. 

Rep2434 
Mr Rob Ellis 
SF Planning Ltd on 
behalf of 
Mr Terry Daniel 

Land at Brawlings Farm - 1.0 Introduction and Site Context. 1.1 These representations are made with regard to 
the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation incorporating 
Issues and Options. 1.2 It is noted that Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council will not be 
undertaking a formal Call for Sites alongside this consultation, but that additional sites can still be nominated in 
writing during this consultation period. 1.3 As a result, we are seeking to promote an additional site known as 
Land at Brawlings Farm. A Location Plan is appended to this submission. 1.4 The site is located on the western 
side of Brawlings Lane, a short distance from the settlement of Chalfont St Peter, which lies approximately 1 mile 
to the south west. The Site lies within the Green Belt. 1.5 It is formed of a c. 5.1 ha parcel of land set back from 
Brawlings Lane, which has been used for livery/equestrian purposes for many years. To the east of the site lies a 
collection of residential dwellings and other equestrian uses. The adjoining land to the north, south and west is 
either used for equestrian paddocks or for agricultural uses. The site currently comprises several buildings, a 
couple of which are very significant in size, along with a significant amount of hardstanding, a menage, a 
residential bungalow and three mobile homes for equestrian workers. The access to the site is from Brawlings 
Lane. 1.6 The site is not located within Flood Zone 2/3 and is not within a Conservation Area. There are no Listed 
buildings within or adjacent to the site. It is understood that there are no public rights of way crossing the site. 
Aside from the Green Belt designation, there are no specific policy constraints associated with the site. An 
extract of the current South Bucks Core Strategy (2011) Proposals Map is shown below. 2.0 Representations - 2.1 
Please see below our representations to the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial 
(Regulation 18) Consultation incorporating Issues and Options. Question 1 (Page 7) 2.2 No comments at this 
stage. Question 2 (Page 8) 2.3 In light of the “significant gap for unmet development needs” mentioned in 
paragraph 3.7 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation. It is 
clear that additional sites should be added. 2.4 There is clearly limited opportunity for open space to be released 
within built up areas and in any case this would not yield the level of housing required to meet needs. Therefore 
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the Councils should focus on releasing land strategically within the Green Belt as per paragraph 3.2(b) of the 
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) - Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation. 2.5 The Land at Brawlings 
Farm has been submitted to this consultation as land forming a large portion of land within one of the key areas 
of potential Green Belt release in the District. The landowner for this site is promoting the site for development. 
Please see Figure 4 below. Within the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment (March 2016) this strategic option 
is known by reference RSA-12 and has been promoted for consideration in Stage 2 of the Green Belt Review. 
2.6 The proposal site consists of a large portion of this area of search. At a density of 30dph the site could deliver 
150 dwellings, which would provide a significant contribution towards the unmet housing need in the District. 
The site is available, deliverable and achievable within the next 5 years and certainly within the plan period. As 
such it is being promoted as a strategic allocation. Question 3 (Page 8) 2.7 No comments at this stage. Question 4 
(Page 10) 2.8 No comments at this stage. Question 5 (Page 14) 2.9 The spatial strategy should focus on 
extensions to existing settlements across the Districts. Therefore Options C, D and E should be the focus of the 
strategy. Question 6 (Page 14) 2.10 The Land at Brawlings Farm should be included as part of Option E providing 
a sustainable urban extension within poorly performing Green Belt land on the edge of Chalfont St Peter. 
Question 7 (Page 15) 2.11 All of the unmet need could and should be provided within Chiltern and South Bucks. 
The Green Belt Assessment has identified many poorly performing areas in the Green Belt adjacent to existing 
settlements, which would more than meet the suggested unmet need of 7,500 dwellings. Priority should be given 
to these locations before exploring any options outside of the Districts. Question 8 (Page 17) 2.12 As above, the 
Councils should give priority to all the suggested Green Belt releases. Not only would this serve to meet the 
overall housing needs, but the affordable housing need too, leading to sustainable and mixed communities 
within the District boundaries.  

Rep2436 
Mrs Mary 
Hudson; Rep2437 
Mr Philip Hudson 
 

Question 2: Look at the possibility of building over railway lines especially to create land for light industrial use. 
TESCO have made an excellent job of creating additional land over the railway line in the centre of Gerrards Cross 
so this is proven to be possible. Question 3: I would question what has happened to the proposal to redevelop 
the grounds of Chiltern College. We are strongly of the opinion that green belt land should be preserved at all 
costs. Once this land has gone it is gone for ever. Better use should be made of existing developed land, 
especially brown field sites. Question 5: I believe that we should be making more efficient and effective use of 
land within existing built-up areas such as increasing building density or heights and exploring the potential to 
provide new local employment opportunities to allow some existing and outdated employment sites in the town 
to be redeveloped for other uses.  Alongside this we should also be exploring ways to seek to protect and 
enhance the quality of life in Chiltern and South Bucks (e.g. planning for community, recreational and cultural 
needs, enhancing the Chilterns AONB, improving our townscapes, respecting and protecting our historic 
environment, enhancing a local sense of ‘place’, etc.) through new development proposals and policies. A very 
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strong emphasis should be placed on protecting and keeping green belt areas. Question 6: I have specific 
comments regarding Appendix 6  'Employment Areas of Search in the Green Belt' and the areas refered to in the 
Arup report as 57a and 57b. I would strongly oppose these areas being removed from the green belt and 
developed for industrial/commercial use. I also disagree with the Arup assessment of the 5 questions within the 
green belt methodology as follows:  Q1: Check unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas - Area 57a is on the 
edge of a built up area and is the start of the green belt.It is undeveloped and natural woodland. There is a 
blanket tree preservation order (TPO) on all trees within this area. By definition it is unreservedly restricting the 
further development of built up areas and should undoubtedly score 5 as being unsuitable for release. 
Q2: Prevent towns merging into one another - there is a large area of green belt between the Gerrards Cross 
green belt (in particular areas 57a and b) and Maple Cross. The prevention of these towns merging is not reliant 
upon saving areas 57a and b however if the green belt is slowly but surely eroded in this way the merging of the 
towns will happen. This has less relevance but should still have been scored at at least 2. Q3: Safeguard 
countryside from encroachment - This is exactly what the parcels of land 57a and 57b are doing, how else can 
this be interpreted? Land parcel 57a is on the edge of a built up area. It is native woodland providing a special 
habitat for wildlife and "safeguards the countryside from encroachment". It should therefore have been scored 
at 5. Q4: Preserve setting and special character of historic towns - Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St.Peter are rural 
towns surrounded by green belt land. This very fact constitutes and forms the character of the area and to 
remove and erode the green belt fundementally detracts from the special character of these towns, it does not 
preserve the character. This is wholly applicable and should have been scorred at 3/4. Q5: Recycling of derelict 
land - this question is not applicable to land parcels 57a and b. Land parcel 57b is largely within the flood plain of 
the river Misbourne. Land parcel 57a is also subject to flooding in parts. Due to difference in levels t would not 
have easy access from the A413 and access from Lower road would be unsuitable for commercial traffic as it is a 
minor country lane bordered on one side by a residential area.  There are poor links to public transport for both 
of these land parcels. Question 7: With regard to para. 4.11 we fully support the consultation and Duty to Co-
operate  with adjacent councils and Aylesbury Vale to accommodate part of the plan areas development needs 
and/or for a new settlement/growth area(s) which could accommodate needs to 2036 and possibly beyond.  
Question 8: The affordable housing levy should be rigorously applied to private developments. I have seen 
evidence that this is not being done at present. Question 9: I agree with 6.2 (a), (f) and would strongly object to 
6.2 (b) and (d).  
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Rep2438 
Mr Andrew 
Brogden; 
Rep2469 
Mr Konstantin 
Koval; Rep2575 
Mrs Natalia Koval 

1 - Comments on Needs Assessment (HEDNA) The best overall fit for the functional housing market in 
Buckinghamshire are the areas of Aylesbury Vale and Wycombe. 2 - Comments on Availability Assessment 
(HELAA). The majority of the HELLA sites in South Bucks are unimplemented planning applications and withdrawn 
applications. Specifically for Gerrards Cross over the last 20 years there has always been an abundance of 
commercially available property. For example, the very large multi-building Chalfont Park office complex next to 
Gerrards Cross Golf Club has never been substanially occupied since it was built despite its easy access from the 
A413 and its excellent parking facility. Currently several thousand of sq ft office space is available there now. 
5 - Select from 12 Spatial Strategy Options on page 12. Option A is supported. A more efficient use of existing 
land is suggested along with converting unused office space into residential properties. Over the past 20 years, in 
and around the Gerrards Cross town centre, several old houses and brown sites have been converted into 
apartments and town houses. This is an effective and efficient use of land that could successfully continue to be 
exploited further minimising the need to develop precious green belt areas. 6 - Comments on specific sites. 
Unused office space and other commercial properties in the town centre of Gerrards Cross could be converted to 
residential apartments. 10.  Meet Elderly Accommodation. Any housing for the elderly should be an integral part 
of housing (re)development as per suggestions and comments under Questions 5 and 6 above in order to include 
the aging population into the community and allow for relatives easy access for visits etc. 13 - Identify Local 
Green Space designations. I refer to General Area 47b as green space. This is located to the east of Beaconsfield, 
west of Gerrards Cross and south of Seer Green. It is bounded to the south by the A40 (Oxford Road) and the 
boundaries of Wilton Park (General Area 47a), and to the north by a railway line. It directly adjoins Gerrards 
Cross along its eastern edge, and Beaconsfield along its western edge. The land parcel is at the edge of the 
Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross large built-up areas preventing their outward sprawl into open land. In both 
instances, the large built-up areas are bordered by physical features which are prominent and durable. In the 
case of Gerrards Cross, the boundary follows Bull Lane, and at Beaconsfield the boundary follows the A355. The 
Green Belt acts an additional barrier to sprawl.The parcel forms the whole of the wider gap between the non-
Green Belt settlements of Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross, as well as part of the narrow gap between 
Beaconsfield and Seer Green. Less than 5% is covered by built form and, overall, the land parcel maintains a very 
open and rural character with very little encroachment. Overall, the parcel maintains a strong, unspoilt rural 
character. This parcel is specifically NOT recommended for further consideration by Arups. PLEASE NOTE THAT I 
VEHEMENTLY OPPOSE THE USE OF PARCEL GENERAL AREA 54 BEING CONSIDERED FOR ANY DEVELOPMENT NOW 
OR IN THE FUTURE. General Area 54 is located to the south-east of Beaconsfield and the west of Gerrards Cross. 
It is bounded to the south by the M40, to the north by the A40 (Oxford Road), to the west by the A355, and to 
the east by the built-up area of Gerrards Cross and the B416 (Windsor Road). The land parcel is connected to the 
large built-up area of Gerrards Cross at its eastern edge, preventing its outward sprawl into open land. The 
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boundary between the land parcel and the built-up area is inconsistent, much following the backs of properties 
with large, irregular gardens bounded by softer, less durable features. In some instances, the boundaries are not 
readily recognisable, cutting across open land (for example, north of Hedgerley Lane). Overall, the Green Belt 
frequently performs as a barrier to sprawl in the absence of another durable boundary. The parcel forms most of 
the wider gap between the non-Green Belt settlements of Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross. Although the parcel 
maintains the overall scale and openness of the gap and prevents ribbon development along the A40 (Oxford 
Road), which may reduce the perceptual distance between the settlements, the east of the parcel is less 
important for preventing the coalescence of settlements. The parcel also forms a very small part of the less 
essential gap between Farnham Royal / Farnham Common and Gerrards Cross / Beaconsfield, though in respect 
of this gap its overall contribution is limited. The majority of the parcel has a more open character, encompassing 
the historic parkland of Bulstrode Park in the west, as well as rough grazing fields and patches of woodland. 
Bulstrode Park is registered under the Historic Building and Ancient Monument Act 1953, within the register of 
Historic Parks and Gardens by English Heritage for its special historic interest. List entry no. 1001371. This parcel 
is specifically NOT recommended for further consideration by Arups. 16.  Comments on Infrastructure, CIL. 
I support the Community Infrastructure Levy. Infrastructure is a key issue and must be an integral part of this 
plan. Gerrards Cross is a commuter's town with many of the residents in employment working in and around 
London. People choose to live here because of the high quality of the countryside (AONB), the excellent schools 
and the good public transport (rail service).  Unfortunately the existing infrastructure supporting the rail service 
is inadequate e.g. poor parking facilities. Any further housing development will put additional stress onto the 
already deteriorating infrastructure. It is important that this issue is addressed in the plan. 

Rep2440 
Ms Erin Lyon 

I have a general response rather than a specific response to the questions posed. My concerns relate to 
Beaconsfield specifically. I have concerns about dimishing green belt in commuter towns.  Any remaining town 
character unless protected will be lost - and the strain on already relatively poor infrastructure (doctors 
surgeries, parks, and leisure facilities) will increase - resulting in tension.  We were unable to secure local state 
school places for our children, despite being in catchment - how will Beaconsfield provide for an increased 
population when it cannot adequately serve the population it currently has?  I'm also a little concerned about the 
promises of 'affordable housing' in Beaconsfield - how would this be a reality where average house prices are 
1.4m and flats are 500,000. I also have very high concerns about the implications for increased traffic within 
Beaconsfield.   Specifically traffic that will link to an expanded A355.   As a resident I find the current traffic levels 
are high, with new developments this would put enormous pressure on the roads, making them hard to navigate 
for children and adults, with a risk of increased accidents and limitations for increased sustainable transport 
options (without provision for cycle lanes on all roads, cars will dominate and exascerbate an already chronic 
problem).  The proposed road changes for the A355 will make a current problem worse - adding yet more 
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development will make this not a pleasant place to live and go to school . 

Rep2441 
Mr Peter 
Hamilton 

Question 1: In relation to Chesham, I would ask for mixed developments of affordable and private housing to 
encourage community cohesion. In relation to the commercial/employment developments I would ask live work 
units to be encouraged wherever possible to reduce commuting in already congested road network. Question 2: 
In relation to Chesham area proposed. The loss of the ammenity value of Botley fields and the open spaces 
surrounding Brushwood school would be detrimental to the community given the lack of other such facilities in 
the local vicinity. Question 3: The area between Waterside and Chesham Bois up to Amersham Road. Question 4: 
Given that Amersham, Chalfont and Latimer and Beaconsfield already have good transport infrastructure I 
believe they present good opportinities for further commercialisation before Chesham. I also believe there is a 
need for a focussed policy to encourage commercial development and regneration before further development 
in the Green Belt. Question 5: My comments on Option C are that if extensions to Chesham are made then the 
already over subscribed infant/junior schools in the relevant catchment (Newtown/Brushwood), the inadequate 
road network (at peak times) and the GP surgery need to be a legal obligation in any further significant housing 
developments. i.e. a new combined school and GP surgery at the very least. See 
http://www.bartonparkoxford.com/ as a good example of this. Question 7: It is an area of outstanding natural 
beauty providing relief and amenity not just for local residents but by those who use it as an escape from the 
inner city areas. Hence why the housing density and opportunities for expansion have been justifiably limited. 
Question 10: In relation to Chesham further provision of accomodation in the valley with flat access to the Town. 
Therefore area that could be considered around Waterside. Question 13: Botley Fields - important recreational 
assets for the immediate local vicinity. Fields surrounding Brushwood School important for healthy educational 
environment. Question 14: The Parish Council of Great Chesham. Question 15: It would be good to have further 
details on these to judge the scope. In transport it would be good to see cycling encourgaed and routes 
protected. Question 16: I refer to my previous answers to question 5 and would stress the improtance of 
addressing the educational needs given the change in demographics of the Chesham population and the recent 
developments which have added significant pressure to this. 

  

Rep2442 
Mr Jonathon 
Homan 

Q1. I recognise the relationship between Chiltern and South Bucks District Council and the need for land for 
housing and businesses. Q3.  yes- please see my comments below in relation to suggestions for additional sites 
that should be considered. 1. The former Bayer Group conference centre at Stoke Court, Rogers Lane. The 
existing building consists of approximately 50000 sq ft of floor space which has been and offered for sale or to let 
but has been vacant for some considerable time.  It is a refurbished Grade II Listed building but has nevertheless 
outdated as an office building and is unlikely to find an occupier. It seems to me that it could be converted to 
apartments but in order to make that an economically viable opportunity, the grounds in which it stands should 
be released from the Green Belt and developed with low density housing of a design that would be sympathetic 
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to the overall setting of Stoke Court. 2.  Land on the east side of Bells Hill opposite Pennylets Green and 
stretching from Hollybush Hill to and including the grounds of Woodbine Cottage opposite Clevehurst Road. A 
large proportion of this site is currently poor grazing land or back land and serves no useful Green Belt function 
as it is located in the central village. It makes great sense to develop vacant sites close to the centre of the village 
which would have the effect of strengthening the core of the village rather than expansion of the village by the 
release of peripheral sites which would result in a lopsided elongation of the village. 3.  Land at the rear of Stoke 
Lodge, Hollybush Hill. This site has recently been granted planning permission for the development of two 
houses but the remaining land could easily accommodate additional housing and  the benefit would also be to 
"square off" the northern boundary and create a more logical edge to the Green Belt. The above three sites 
would help to create a more cohesive village centre and a greater sense of community and place. It would also 
make more efficient useof land within the built up areas and avoid the potential expansion into adjoining 
Parishes and Districts. I am generally against ribbon development but do feel that there is additional scope for 
some infill  on land surrounding the Fox and Pheasant and backing onto Stoke Wood and also along Templewood 
Lane and Duffield Lane without detriment to the setting of Stoke Common.  Q 4. I do agree with the broad 
principle of a joint local plan vision but each Parish has its own individual characteristics and identity and each of 
these must be considered separately.  Q 5. Except where existing buildings used for commercial purposes are 
outdated, (eg Stoke Court), I consider it vital to maintain the availability and capacity for business and 
employment opportunities. In the case of Stoke Poges,  the main sources for employment are  Sefton Park and 
Wexham Springs and these should be retained as such. Pioneer House, Hollybush Hill formerly an office building 
could however be converted to assisted housing/care home to cater for the very high percentage of ageing 
population in the village.  Q6. I am against the extensive scale of development that would result in the release of 
the large site bounded by Park Road, Bells Hill, Grays Park Road and Rogers Lane to the south of the village. Not 
only would this expanded village too close to Slough it would detract from the setting of Gray's Memorial and 
land  depicted in Grays Elegy. It is also too far removed from the centre of the village and is not served by public 
transport. It is also be too far for residents to walk to the local shops and medical centre.   Q 7. I do not support 
the expansion of Slough to the north. If the Green Belt is to serve any sensible function it is important that towns 
and villages are kept separate and that the spaces between them are maintained thus allowing villages to retain 
their individual character. Stoke Poges and Farnham Common would be under considerable threat if Slough was 
allowed to expand to the north. Maintaining the separation is a major priority.I do however consider that the 
concentration of housing development should be around existing transport hubs for example Iver Station, 
Burnham Station and Taplow Station. Q 8.The opportunities to meet affordable housing needs would be most 
likely to be met in areas such as Burnham, Beaconsfield, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter. Q 10. Stoke Poges has a 
much higher at the normal percentage of elderly and should be considered a special case.  The sites I have 
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suggested in my answer to question three help to meet the needs of the elderly since the development of these 
would enable elderly residents to walk, or use mobility scooters to easily access the village centre shops and 
medical centre. Potentially Stoke Court and Pioneer House could be converted to a care home/assisted living. 
The site adjacent to Park Road is badly served by public transport and development here would not benefit the 
elderly. Q 11.  I agree that the heritage sites need to be protected. In Stoke Poges in particular the sites of St 
Giles Church, Grays Memorial, Stoke Place, Stoke Park and Stoke Common, are all places with historic character 
and one of the reasons why people move here. They are sacrosanct and the settings should be protected. They 
epitomise Stoke Poges' special character.  

Rep2443 
Dr Peter Sanders 

QUESTION 2 The combined area of the proposed sites for development near Beaconsfield is so large that it 
would destroy the character of the Old Town completely and forever, turning it into something resembling a New 
Town. The planned development of 350 dwellings at the Wilton Park site will place great stress on the character 
of the town and its infrastructure.   It is so large it is inequitable and unnecessary for Beaconsfield to be required 
to take an even larger release of Green Belt. I welcome the plan annexed to the draft HELAA of February 2016 
which much reduces the areas of land under consideration for development.  No additional sites should be 
added, or are practical, given the constraints of infrastructure, character and cumulative effect development has 
already placed on the town. QUESTION 3 Please refer to my response below to Question 16 Infrastructure, 
Parking, where potential sites for a car park are listed. To further the opportunity for these sites as car parks (not 
for development) these area should have their Green Belt status reassessed.  This relates to:  1. South-West of 
the Pyebush roadabound around the line of the old A40. 2. The council-owned Gurney Piece North of the A40 in 
Wycombe End. QUESTION 4 The Vision and Objectives should: • Protect the character of Beaconsfield from 
intensification by excessive development. • Protect the buffer provided by the Green Belt between the town and 
the neighbouring settlements. • Not allow Beaconsfield to evolve to resemble an over-developed New Town. 
• Support infrastructure - see evidence provided above. QUESTION 5 My comments on the Options listed are as 
follows: Option A - Making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built-up areas such as 
increasing building density or heights, opportunities for relocating open space uses compatible with the Green 
Belt to create new development opportunities in the built-up area and converting some land (such as 
employment land) to other uses (such as residential). I do not support increasing building density or heights 
because cumulative development in the town is destroying its character.  Option B - Test the scope to increase 
development opportunities by reviewing the purpose and function of existing areas of special control such as 
Established Residential Areas of Special Character (Chiltern Saved Local Plan) and Residential Areas of 
Exceptional Character (South Bucks Saved Local Plan). There is a need to protect the Seeleys Estate, being of an 
iconic design and layout. The dwellings are consistently of the same style and design with cladding and Open Plan 
Suburban style. It is becoming under pressure from owners wishing to significantly change them, or demolish 

The Local Plan will need to identify 
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their existing properties to build a much larger dwelling, or two, potentially with different style. It is close to the 
New Town where blocks of flats are the norm and this should be guarded against on the Seeleys Estate. 
Option C - Built area extension(s) to the principal settlements of Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont, 
Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham – preliminary work has identified strategic options 
for further testing and consideration as part of the next stage of the Local Plan. The release from Green Belt of 
the site of the original Wilton Park area is broadly acceptable provided that the existing playing fields and 
undeveloped areas are retained.   The green buffers of Green Belt between the Pyebush roundabout and the 
motorway should be retained and also the area of Green Belt between the A355 and the original Wilton Park 
area.   I would similarly support some release from Green Belt around Amersham, Chesham, Little Chalfont, 
Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham to share the burden. Options D - Generally support, Options E - 
Generally support, Options F - Generally support, Options G - Generally support, Options H - Generally support, 
provided that suitable Green Belt areas are maintained between settlements, Options I - Generally support, 
Option J - Generally accepted subject to suitable Green Belt buffers and protection of Beaconsfield around 
settlement edges and subject as mentioned above and below,  Option K – No comment, Option L - A combination 
of all or a number of the above. It is imperative that the Areas of Special Character as designated in the South 
Bucks Townscape Character Study 2015 are protected from increased intensification, density and height because 
of the adverse impact cumulative development has already had on the character of Beaconsfield. I support 
release from the green belt of the original Wilton Park site, provided that the existing playing fields and 
undeveloped areas are retained. I would also support release of some of the strip of green belt between the A40 
and M40,  provided that the green belt buffer zone is retained between junction 2 of the M40 and the Pyebush 
roundabout so as to retain the green fingers into and out of the town. QUESTION 6 Our comments made in 
answer to Questions 1 and 2 should be read as repeated here. The option for the original Wilton Park area to be 
released from Green Belt (see the plan to draft HELAA February 2016 version) is broadly acceptable subject to 
the protective measures already mentioned to provide infrastructure, transport, school places, GP provision, 
parking, leisure, public open space/park and parking facilities to mitigate against and provide for the proposed 
350 new homes in prospect and also to support the rest of the town and protect the Green Belt buffer. The 
Employment Site is neither needed nor wanted for the reasons given above. Release of further areas of Green 
Belt additional to the original Wilton Park area is neither needed nor wanted for the reasons given above. 
Our comments on the Options listed are as follows: Option A - Making more efficient and effective use of land 
within existing built-up areas such as increasing building density or heights, opportunities for relocating open 
space uses compatible with the Green Belt to create new development opportunities in the built-up area and 
converting some land (such as employment land) to other uses (such as residential). I do not support increasing 
building density or heights because cumulative development in the town is destroying its character.  
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Option B - Test the scope to increase development opportunities by reviewing the purpose and function of 
existing areas of special control such as Established Residential Areas of Special Character (Chiltern Saved Local 
Plan) and Residential Areas of Exceptional Character (South Bucks Saved Local Plan). There is a need to protect 
the Seeleys Estate, being of an iconic design and layout.  The dwellings are consistently of the same style and 
design with cladding and Open Plan Suburban style.   It is becoming under pressure from owners wishing to 
significantly change them, or demolish their existing properties to build a much larger dwelling, or two, 
potentially with different style. It is close to the New Town where blocks of flats are the norm and this should be 
guarded against on the Seeleys Estate. Option C - Built area extension(s) to the principal settlements of Chesham, 
Amersham, Little Chalfont, Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham – preliminary work has 
identified strategic options for further testing and consideration as part of the next stage of the Local Plan. The 
release from Green Belt of the site of the original Wilton Park area is broadly acceptable provided that the 
existing playing fields and undeveloped areas are retained.   The green buffers of Green Belt between the 
Pyebush roundabout and the motorway should be retained and also the area of Green Belt between the A355 
and the original Wilton Park area.   I would similarly support some release from Green Belt around Amersham, 
Chesham, Little Chalfont, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham to share the burden.  Options D - 
Generally support, Options E - Generally support, Options F - Generally support, Options G - Generally support, 
Options H - Generally support, provided that suitable Green Belt areas are maintained between settlements, 
Options I - Generally support, Option J - Generally accepted subject to suitable Green Belt buffers and protection 
of Beaconsfield around settlement edges and subject as mentioned above and below, Option K – No comment, 
Option L - A combination of all or a number of the above. It is imperative that the Areas of Special Character as 
designated in the South Bucks Townscape Character Study 2015 are protected from increased intensification, 
density and height because of the adverse impact cumulative development has already had on the character of 
Beaconsfield. I support release from the green belt of the original Wilton Park site, provided that the existing 
playing fields and undeveloped areas are retained. I would also support release of some of the strip of green belt 
between the A40 and M40,  provided that the green belt buffer zone is retained between junction 2 of the M40 
and the Pyebush roundabout so as to retain the green fingers into and out of the town. QUESTION 7 I understand 
that Aylesbury Vale are willing to accept unmet needs from Chiltern/South Bucks. This is to be welcomed. 
QUESTION 8 Affordable Housing would be better provided away from Beaconsfield where land is less expensive, 
so that the subsidies and revenue collected could yield more beneficial results. QUESTION 9 I understand that 
South Bucks has already made large provisions for Travellers, so it would be inequitable for South Bucks to be 
called on to make further provision. Should any additional pitches have to be provided these should be within 
the same areas as the existing ones rather than on new sites. QUESTION 11 Chiltern District Council and SBDC 
Draft Heritage Strategy Jan 2016. Action 6 – ‘To protect the views of and setting of all heritage assets.” The 
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setting of and view of Beaconsfield Old Town Conservation Area should be protected in addition to the area 
itself. 6.1 ‘In the combined districts it is particularly likely that examples will, for instance, include buildings of the 
Edwardian period, Metroland and early modern…..’ There is a need to protect the Seeleys Estate, being of an 
iconic design and layout.  The dwellings are consistently of the same style and design with cladding and Open 
Plan Suburban style as described in Section 2. It is becoming under pressure from owners wishing to significantly 
change, or demolish their existing properties to build a much larger dwelling, or two, potentially with a different 
style. It is close to the New Town where blocks of flats are the norm and this should be guarded against on the 
Seeleys Estate.  I would like the Seeleys Estate to become a new Conservation Area. South Bucks Townscape 
Character Study – Part 2, revision A, July 2015  1.0.5 ‘Identify which if any of these areas have a special character 
that should be protected from intensification and other forms of development.’ I would like to see the Seeleys 
Estate protected, since it is an Areas of Special Character that should be protected from intensification and other 
forms of development, as described in Section 4.2. QUESTION 12 There is a need to protect the Seeleys Estate, 
built in the 1960s, by designating it as a Conservation Area.  It is of an iconic design and layout in much the same 
way as the Hampden Hill development.  The dwellings are consistently of the same style and design with cladding 
and open front gardens.    It is becoming under pressure from owners wishing to demolish their existing property 
to build a much larger dwelling, or two, potentially of a different style. It is close to the A40 in the New Town 
where blocks of flats are the norm and this should be guarded against on the Seeleys Estate.  QUESTION 13 All 
open areas at Wilton Park should be designated Local Green Space, including the existing playing fields and 
leisure facilities.  Otherwise there is a real risk that there could in future be opportunistic creeping development 
within those parts of the Wilton Park site which are not currently being considered for development. QUESTION 
14 There is a need to protect the Seeleys Estate, being of an iconic design and layout.  The dwellings are 
consistently of the same style and design with cladding with Open Plan Suburban as described in Section 2.    It is 
becoming under pressure from owners wishing to demolish their existing properties to build a much larger 
dwelling, or two, potentially of different style. It is close to the New Town where blocks of flats are the norm and 
this should be guarded against on the Seeleys Estate.  I would like the Seeleys Estate to become a new 
Conservation Area. QUESTION 15 The town has faced an enormous amount of development in recent years and 
we need robust policies to protect its character. New policies are needed to govern and control the introduction 
of basement excavations which are becoming more prevalent in the area eg to regulate the size, proximity to 
neighbours, noise, land-stability, water table and spoil extraction. QUESTION 16 The town has faced an 
enormous amount of development in recent years and robust policies are needed to protect its character. The 
Wilton Park development will cause a great deal of stress to the town and its infrastructure over the next five to 
ten years, so a further wholesale expansion to the number of dwellings is to be discouraged. An additional 350 
homes at Wilton Park will exept extreme pressure on the local infrastructure which is already adversely affected 
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by cumulative developments which have already taken place. Similarly there have been incremental increases in 
the number of dwellings without enhancements to the infrastructure eg several large blocks of flats along Station 
Road together with the Sunrise nursing home, 18 in Lord Reith Place, 13 in Orchard Green, flats in Holtspur next 
to the Harvester. No specific enhancements to the infrastructure are planned to cater for the proposed Wilton 
Park development or other incremental increases. The capacity of the infrastructure requires significant 
improvements/increases with regards to: GP provision, including treatment of an ageing population -  water 
supply - waste water – already an issue in Windsor End - education  - there will be a deficit of primary school 
places soon and upper school place by 2022/23 - parking – in both Old and New Town – see report on Old 
Town parking below in Question 16 - parking at Beaconsfield station – the car park is already operating at 
capacity and possible plans by Chiltern Railways for expansion have been curtailed - railway capacity – 
Beaconsfield is one of the busiest stations on the network - roads - many roads experience peak time 
congestion - see report on congestion below in Question 16. Parking in the Old Town – Based on Vision for 
Beaconsfield report (July 2015)  Response for Infrastructure – Parking -  Responses from 522 residents for the 
Vision for Beaconsfield report (July 2015) identified parking as the biggest cause for concern about the Old Town.  
Current parking issues - Within the four ends of the Old Town there is a major issue with the lack of parking 
spaces.   Most of the land is “common land” resulting in the apportionment of parking spaces being a “free-for-
all” based on “first come, first served”. Ask most people what their biggest gripe is about the Old Town and they 
will respond, “The parking”. Workers in offices and shops arriving at the start of the day occupy a parking space 
for the duration of the day whilst they work in town.  Consequently, there are very few parking spaces available 
for customers arriving to shop during the day.  This causes customers to avoid visiting the Old Town resulting in 
shops closing and a degeneration of the town.  The manager in Marlow of the up-market fashion store Winser 
said that they could not open a store in Beaconsfield because of the absence of customer parking. Some drivers 
arriving later are not prepared to walk further so park in a haphazard manner, such as across footpaths or 
blocking access to premises.  As a result, people in wheelchairs or with children in buggies, have to endure the 
danger of going into the road. The period of parking problems is not limited to the day time, but extends into the 
evening with many pubs and restaurants being well-frequented, particularly on Friday and Saturday evenings.  
The overflow parking from the Old Town extends on to residential streets and along Windsor End towards the 
Hall Barn entrance.  On occasions there is no free space, so drivers pay £2 to park in the grounds of the White 
Hart, though this space is now sometimes nearly exhausted. In summary the availability of parking spaces in the 
Old Town is approaching the tipping-point where there is NO space to park for some drivers, so drivers will be 
forced away from the town, including shopping customers. In order to preserve the character of the Old Town it 
is necessary for additional accessible free/cheap parking to be available at all times.  Future parking issues - The 
problem of finding a parking space is getting worse and has become particularly bad over the past year or so.  
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There has been an increase in the number of office-based workers in the town in recent years and the number is 
continuing to increase. The planned development of 350 dwellings at Wilton Park will further exacerbate the 
problem.  Any further expansions to Beaconsfield Old Town will cause the pressure for parking to increase still 
more, meaning that people will be unable to park there.  This already applies to casual visitors and shoppers.  
The character of the town will inevitably be changed. The solution - It is essential that further parking spaces 
should be provided within reasonable walking distance of the Old Town in order to preserve its character and 
competiveness. The release of land in the vicinity of the town from Green Belt status provides an opportunity to 
provide land for parking.  It is appreciated that the owners of the land will be reluctant to release land for this 
purpose.  However, the preparation of this plan affords an opportunity for the Planners to preserve the character 
and life-blood of the Old Town. The following plan highlights potential locations for additional car parking shaded 
in red:  [annotated map included with rep] 1. Anywhere close to the existing South-West boundary of the 
developed land. 2. South-West of the Pyebush roundabout - round the line of the old A40 with entry from 
the A355 and exit to the East under the bridge South of the Pyebush roundabout. 3. North of the A40 in 
Wycombe End on the council-owned Gurney Piece.  Access may need to be negotiated through the Wyevale 
Garden Centre. 4. Others in walking distance of the town? Parking in the New Town – Based on Vision for 
Beaconsfield report (July 2015) Response for Infrastructure – Parking. Responses from 522 residents for the 
Vision for Beaconsfield report (July 2015) identified parking as the biggest cause for concern about the Old Town.  
Current parking issues - There are currently six car parks available to the public in the New Town providing a total 
of 1,500 parking spaces. All these car parks are mostly full from 09:00 to 17:00 Monday to Saturday.  Very often it 
is necessary to search for a parking space within a car park or wait for a space to become available. Those drivers 
wishing to avoid paying a daily parking charge park in those streets without parking regulation.  About 360 
vehicles are parked in this way during the week at distances from town (and the station) currently ranging from 
about 500 to 1,100 metres. It is becoming increasingly difficult to park and this will stifle the activities and 
business within the New Town. This situation will be exacerbated by the developments at Wilton Park with many 
wishing to travel by train.  Any development of other dwellings within Beaconsfield would make matters even 
worse.  Congestion – Based on Vision for Beaconsfield report (July 2015) For much of day the traffic in the centre 
of the New Town is very congested.  The town acts as a confluence for traffic flowing from the East (along 
Maxwell Road), from the North (along Penn Road and over the railway bridge), from the South (along Station 
Road) and from the West (along Gregories Road and Burkes Road).   It is worst in the morning going South from 
Penn Road and in the evening going North up Station Road from the Old Town.  The main reason is that a 
significant volume of traffic is flowing through the New Town via the Old Town to join the M40 motorway or to 
go East along the A40.  In the morning between 07:30 and 09:00 it often takes 15 minutes to reach the motorway 
from the North of the town. The congestion is exacerbated during term time with parents delivering their 
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children to school, particularly with seven schools in Beaconsfield from the Penn Road into the Old Town, 
particularly the three schools in Wattleton Road. The Old Town is very congested between the large roundabout 
by the church and along London End to the Wilton Park roundabout joining with the A355 from Amersham.  In 
the mornings a high volume of traffic flows from Wycombe End (to the West) and Station Road (to the North).  
Similarly the A355 leading to the Wilton Park roundabout experiences high traffic volumes with tail-backs often 
extending to the turn to Coleshill (over a mile), particularly in the mornings.  In the evenings the situation is 
reversed with congestion concentrated on the road from the Pyebush roundabout, along London End  and going 
North up Station Road into the New Town. The relief road planned for completion in 2019 will not of itself ease 
the congestion in the New Town.  All the traffic from the North of the town will continue to go through the town 
and down Station Road or along Maxwell Road, though Maxwell Road has traffic calming in place because of St 
Mary’s school. Similarly traffic on the relief road bound for the North of Beaconsfield eg to Penn, is likely to be 
directed along Maxwell Road and into the centre of the New Town.  In the Old Town there will continue to be 
congestion along London End and Wycombe End. It is inevitable that 350 dwellings at Wilton Park will exacerbate 
the congestion wherever it is occurring.  Any development of other dwellings within the town can only make 
matters even worse. QUESTION 17 The town has been faced with an enormous amount of development in 
recent years and robust policies are needed to protect its character.   The Wilton Park development will except a 
great deal of pressure on the town and its infrastructure over the next five to ten years so further expansion is to 
be discouraged. In addition, there would be a massively negative impact on the character of the town by overly- 
dense development and a larger population.  In 1969 Beaconsfield Old Town was designated as a Conservation 
Area - the oldest designation in South Bucks District and its character should be protected. Further new 
conservation areas should also be designated to protect the town which has faced and is still facing intense 
pressure from development eg the Seeleys Estate. 

Rep2444 
Mrs Judy Baker 

I would like to have confirmation from the council that all possible brown field site development has been 
explored before the commencement of any redesignation and potential development of green field sites.  
I am very aware that currently in the South Bucks area there is very little if any affordable housing for young 
people in average to lower paid employment.  I feel that it is essential that within the scope of this Local Plan the 
council commit to providing the majority of any furture development in this area as affordable hosuing ie not 
merely the current suggestion of just 28%.  The council has a responsibility to provide housing for all its residents, 
not just those with high incomes. There is a critical shortage of teachers in the South Bucks area and this is in 
large part due to the lack of affordable housing in the area.  All key workers should have the opportunity to live 
in the area in which they work. Would it be possible for the council to commit to zero 'buy to let' developments 
in order that jeu workers and people on average to  low incomes are able to get onto the property ladder? 
Have the council throroughtly considered the impact of the redesignation and potential development on the 

The councils consider that options 

in the Green Belt need to be 

considered in addition to the 

opportunities that are available on 

brownfield sites.  
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current infrastrucutre of the area particularly health and eduction facilities. 

Rep2445 
Ms Annie 
Warwick 

Q2 - Infrastructure not in place for extra housing, roads too congested.  Church Road + Slough Road are 
gridlocked.  Pinewood development ongoing - already encroaching on Green Belt. Q3 - The recreation grounds 
and particularly the 'Iver Heath Fields' adjacent to Pinewood are extremely important to keep as public open 
spaces.  We dog walk there daily and enjoy the fresh air, exercise and the wildlife.  Physical and mental health of 
community very important. ? Land available either side of A412 from Quarry to Denham Roundabout.  Ridgeway 
Industrial Estate in Iver. Q5 - We do not want Iver Heath and Iver just to spread out and join Uxbridge and Slough 
and completely lose the village/character. Q7 - Pinewood must remain Green Belt.  We should not have to 
accommodate Slough or Uxbridge's demands for housing or land. Q11 - It is imperative the character and 
heritage of the area is maintained, a big part of this is the semi-rural location which is at risk of being lost forever 
in an ever-expanding urban sprawl.  We chose to live in a village.  Q16 - We have little provision of amenities and 
exces of traffic/noise/pollution already.  We have no secondary school + a very part-time library, GP surgery is 
overstretched.   Q17 - Iver Heath already having to cope with HS2 traffic as well as Pinewood project, these are 
long-term and ongoing.  The effects of this are not yet known or experienced fully.  Brown belt land should be 
fully utilised, not Green belt - that once lost can never be regained.  

  

Rep2446 
 Alicen Nickson; 
Rep2447 
 Piers Nickson 

As a local resident in Stoke Poges, I write to respond to the current consultation with regards to SBDC proposals 
to identify Green Belt sites which may be opened up for future development.  The current SBDC 
recommendation to remove Green Belt designation from an area bounded by Park Road, Grays Park Road and 
West End Lane is inappropriate, and fails to take account of the strong Green Belt function this area of land 
serves.  It should not be released for possible future development. This particular site performs a strong Green 
Belt Function in the following ways: 1)      The area helps to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently 
open.  This is in line with NPPF9 Paragraph 79 that advocates openness and permanence as essential 
characteristics of the Green Belt. 2)      This area of land has already been established as Green Belt, and NPPF9 
paragraph 83 specifies that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan.  This has not been the case and there are no 
exceptional circumstances that warrant the removal of Green Belt status of this area of land.  Alternative and 
more appropriate areas have been identified by the Parish Council. 3)  As with previous Green belt policy (NPPF9 
paragraph 88), inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be 
approved except in very special circumstances.  No special circumstances are evident in the case for changing the 
status of this parcel of land. 4)  As specified by NPPF9, paragraph 88, local planning authorities should ensure 
that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt when considering any planning application.  ‘Very 
special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, 
and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. In addition to these considerations, there are 
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particular issues relating to the Thomas Gray Memorial and the vistas and landscape that surround it and Stoke 
Poges  Church.  These must be considered and given significant weight.  5)      NPPF 12 Paragraph 126 specifies 
that local planning authorities should set out in the Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other 
threats.  In doing so, they should recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve them 
in a manner appropriate to their significance.  6)      NPPF 12 Paragraph 129 sets out that Local Planning 
authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a 
proposal.  They should take this assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a 
heritage asset to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the 
proposal.  The proximity of the Thomas Gray Memorial and the important historical landscape between the 
Memorial and the village of Stoke Poges has not been taken into account.  This must be taken intouc account by 
the planning authorities. These views are immortalised in Gray’s ‘Elegy in a Country Church Yard’, which is 
internationally recognised as one of the most important records of Pastoral England prior to the Industrial 
Revolution.  This area would be significantly and irreparably damaged by the proposed development. 
Consequently, this area of land should not be released for possible future development and should remain as a 
designated Green Belt area.  It forms an essential function in preventing urban sprawl from nearby urban areas, 
and protects an internationally recognised area of British history.  To develop this area would be inexcusable.  
There are no exceptional circumstances that would warrant the development of this land, and the historically 
significant Thomas Gray Memorial, its vistas 

Rep2449 
Ms Vanessa 
Lunsford 

The Green Belt has always had an important purpose in ensuring that the villages, towns and urban areas of 
England do not eventually become one extensive built-up area.  Green Belt areas protect the overall national 
character and countryside of our country.  These open green areas separate our different residential and 
business communities, and we can use the natural countryside for recreation, walks and general aesthetic 
enjoyment.  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) criteria cover the functions of the Green Belt.  
Alterations to the Green Belt boundaries need to be very carefully planned, and changed only in exceptional 
circumstances.  Once the green areas have been built on they will never ever be open again, however 
inappropriate the development might be. Stoke Poges village has a very long history, and care is needed so that 
it does not become a suburb of its large urban neighbour of Slough.  The particular heritage characteristics of this 
village need protection and careful conservation. The areas of Green Belt land that are now under consideration 
for building  - bounded by Church Lane, Park Road, Grays Park Road and Duffield Park;  by Park Road, Grays Park 
Road and West End Lane -  are neither derelict nor urban (NPPF).  The largest is an open field that is much 
appreciated as one of the separating pieces of green land around and through the village.  Both pieces of land 
are close to the National Trust area where the Thomas Gray Memorial stands, bordering the ancient church, 
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Stoke Park, and the unique Memorial Gardens. I believe that the proposed areas of Green Belt are strongly 
protective under the NPPF criteria, and that they should not be released for development. 

Rep2450 
 Patrick Gurner 
Transport Advisor 
Beaconfield Cycle 
Path Action 
Group (BCP) 

The January 2016 ‘Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options’ contains Appendix 7 - 
Scope for Proposed Development Management Policies. In our opinion, the 'cycleways' reference in 'Green 
Infrastructure' is obscure and potentially ineffective. BCP recommends that 'Sustainability Policies' should include 
a sub-topic entitled 'Sustainable Travel' which would refer to the need for developers to make appropriate 
provision for footways and cycleways linking their development with the community and essential facilities. 

  

Rep2452 
Mrs Karine 
Lipinski 

Question 1: - having a Joint Local Plan makes sense - affordable housing should be located mainly in towns, not 
villages as it changes the feel of living in the villages. Prestwood already has a lot (in proportion of the 
population) of council homes, housing associations and affordable housing). Question 2:  - It is good that the old 
SHLAA sites in Prestwood have been rejected as taking residents' back gardens isn't acceptable. I'd rather see 
some green belt go than people's property being taken away. - The site off lodge lane isn't suitable as it is 
woodlands and is used by the community. The field opposite however, belonging to Wren Davies is unused and 
would be a better option in my opinion as it wouldn't be to the detriment of the community and not involve 
cutting down woodlands. This site would also enable the community to benefit from a better walk to the Church, 
Children Centre and Preschool which are currently accessible at everyone's own risks and peril walking along a 
narrow pavement on Wycombe Road and having to cross with buggies and children where no zebra crossing is 
present. Most people end up using their car instead as a result. - Having just one site in Prestwood isn't realistic 
as it would cause too much disruption for too long. With HS2 soon disrupting the exit of Prestwood towards 
Great Missenden, having a large development towards High Wycombe will lock traffic in Prestwood. - Other sites 
in Prestwood could be for example fields alongside Honor End Lane, fields along Green Lane would be better 
suited as closer to the station and it would enable the community to get a pavement introduced along this road 
which is almost impossible to use to go to the station as too dangerous, plot at the back of Barley View along the 
A4128 towards Great Missenden, large field on Moat Lane near Moat Drive although a development may cause 
issues for access to the Infant school. Question 3: An option would be to relocate the Infant School and Junior 
school to the proposed area off Lodge Lane with better facilities and access and build housing on the old sites. 
These would then be closer to the village centre with better access to the station and all the local amenities. 
Also, be closer to the Preschool at the church enabling parents to drop off at both sites without having to use 
their cars as it is impossible to be on time at both sites.  Question 5:  Generally I don’t find these options useful as 
everyone will answer that they want development elsewhere than where they live.  For Prestwood, the site off 
Lodge Lane is too large to represent a fair share of housing that Prestwood should take on (potentially almost 
350 houses). Each village/town covered by the Joint Local Plan should take the number of housing that is 
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requires for the area proportionally to their current existing number of residents. For example and as a complete 
random number, if Prestwood has 1% of total inhabitants then they should accept 1% of the houses needed. This 
would enable each village/town to retain their character. Why is there no site in Great Missenden for example 
where there are more local amenities than Prestwood and the station with trains to London? Question 9:  
- Gypsy, travel and travelling show people are generally not welcome by the public as they settle and use the 
facilities without contributing locally through taxes etc. If sites have to be located, far on the outskirts of towns 
and local amenities so that the sites don't make it attractive to settle in. Question 10: With the ageing 
population, elderly people should be able to receive specialist care either at home or in a home within 5 miles of 
their home in an ideal world. This would help families be more involved. Accomodation for the elderly could be 
given priority over new housing in my opinion as with the ageing population, they will naturally move to 
accomodation if available, potentially making their home available for others. Question 13:  - The site off Lodge 
Lane fits that profile as it is used by the local community - it would be even more if maintained properly. The 
application for 76 new homes being rejected again this year (2nd time) has evidence about this on the Chiltern 
District Planning Portal. This site is recreational, has beauty, is tranquil and has a lot of wildlife in it. - The 
common could also be designated as it is recreational and used by the whole community for sports, walking, use 
of the playground, local events such as the Big Lunch each year in June. Question 16: - There is definitely the 
need for a CIL - In terms of the infrastructure:  Education: infant and junior school are over-subsribed and unable 
to accept all the children next year already, the preschool at the church is over-subscribed too. Health: GPs are 
very busy, routine appointments are not available under 10 days generally. A lot of phone appointmenst are 
done and the surgeries are very busy, There is not even an NHS dentist in Prestwood. Transport: Buses are 
almost non-existent in Prestwood. There are a couple of buses at rush hour in the morning and in the evening 
which clearly isn't enough already. Getting input from the above providers in the consultation would be useful 
and fixing the issues before considering adding additional housing would be essential.  Question 17: The 
application for 76 new homes being rejected again this year (2nd time) has evidence about this on the Chiltern 
District Planning Portal. A huge amount of work has been done by experts regarding this site so the evidence is 
readily available to download. 

Rep2453 
Ms Judith Morris; 
Rep2454 
Mr Christopher 
Louch 

Question 1 Comments on the HEDNA a) The SBDC Housing Need of 7,800 dwellings appears to be the result of 
simply dividing two numbers, both of which come from central government sources. Is the irreversible 
destruction of Green Belt really based on such a misleading analysis? I can replicate the 2036 need for 36,200 
dwellings in SBDC by simply dividing the projected population of 80,000 by the projected household occupancy 
rate of 2.21. At the 2011 census, the housing stock in SBDC was 28,288, implying that an additional 7,912 
dwellings above the 2011 total are required. This is in line with the Joint Local Plan of an extra 7,800 dwellings by 
2036. My back of the envelope number uses the same ONS / central government supplied data that is used in the 
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185 page HEDNA. The DCLG data is based purely on demographic projections. The projections are “not 
forecasts…as for example, they do not attempt to predict the impact of future government policies, changing 
economic circumstances, or other factors that might have influence on household growth” (DCLG Housing 
Statistical Release Feb 2015). Shouldn’t there be a more robust set of inputs into the analysis before the concrete 
mixers move in? b) Once the Joint Local Plan to build 7,800 dwellings in SBDC is agreed, will the figure be binding, 
or will it be subject to review if the projections are found to be inaccurate? In 2011, the SBDC population was 
67,941, giving an occupancy rate of 2.40. This was equal to the national figure at the time. If the household 
occupancy rate turns out to be the prevailing level of 2.40, then only 33,333 dwellings are needed to house 
80,000 people. In this case, would SBDC be able to reduce its building commitment by 2,867 units under the 
Plan? If not, the SBDC population would merely increase to 87,000. Infrastructure plans to accommodate 80,000 
inhabitants would be grossly inadequate, and would require another land grab to build additional facilities in 
order to cater for 7,000 extra inhabitants. However, if the occupancy rate turns out to be 2.00, this would require 
3,800 more houses than the 7,800 planned in order to house those 80,000 inhabitants. Would government 
require SBDC to increase building to11,600 dwellings under the Plan? In which case, a further Green Belt raid 
would be required, this time to find more housing plots. To put this into context, between 2001 and 2011 SBDC 
saw the first increase in housing stock (+ 3,507 dwellings) and the first increase in population (+ 5,996) for two 
decades. The implied household occupancy rate of those new dwellings therefore sunk to 1.71. In this case, the 
process of new building could have been the very cause of the fall in the occupancy rate from 2.50 to 2.40 
between 2001 and 2011. Is this type of autocorrelation considered in the projection of household occupancy rate 
to 2036? 1 Available at www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014-2036 or 
www.southbucks.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014-2036 c) The Plan calls for between 1,600 and 2,200 affordable 
housing units to be built, representing a major shift in the tenure of SBDC housing. How does the Plan ensure 
that this relatively large increase in affordable housing is integrated without affecting the character of the area? 
The HEDNA explains the upper and lower range for Affordable Housing for the District as 1,380 and 1,950 based 
on potential changes in housing benefits, and Figure 4 in the document summarizes the additional Affordable 
Housing need for SBDC as 1,600 dwellings. The 2001 census shows that social rented housing accounted for 
11.8% of SBDC tenure, with the 2011 figure increasing marginally to 12.30%. Under the Joint Local Plan, 1,600 
affordable dwellings would represent 21% of the new housing stock. The Joint Local Plan, however, states the 
affordable housing total to be between 1,600 and 2,200. This upper figure represents 28%. To put this in context, 
social rented housing in Slough - a town with a character far different from that of SBDC - was 20.6% of tenure at 
the 2011 census. How does the Plan aim to preserve the character of SBDC at such levels? d) How will South 
Bucks be ring fenced from being a Berkshire overflow? The report titled “Housing Market Areas and Functional 
Economic Market Areas in Buckinghamshire and surrounding areas” clearly states that South Bucks should be 

http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014-2036
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014-2036


Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

466 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

considered within the “best fit” for the Slough and Reading HMA (p10), and within the best fit for the Berkshire 
FEMA (p14).  A report commissioned by Berkshire entitled The “Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment” came to the same HMA conclusion (p17). The SBDC / CDC Joint Local Plan, 
however, is based on a Buckinghamshire HMA and a FEMA comprising Aylesbury Vale, Wycombe, Chiltern and 
South Bucks. This goes against both external recommendations. The SBDC / CDC Joint Local Plan acknowledges 
this and raises the example of Berkshire identifying a specific East Berkshire HMA which may abut / overlap the 
South Bucks HMA, and states that there is a “Duty to Cooperate”. Berkshire’s assessment is that 7,450 dwellings 
are required in SBDC under their version of a Joint Local Plan (p19). Removing the SBDC number from their need 
to build 92,461 houses shows that Berkshire itself has a requirement to build 85,011 new dwellings. A household 
occupancy rate of eg 2.00 instead of the projected 2.21 would therefore result in 17,852 Berkshire inhabitants in 
search of housing. To what extent does the Joint Local Plan guarantee that SBDC would not be required to meet 
the unfulfilled needs of an adjacent area previously recommended by external consultants as a “best fit”? 
Would Berkshire have the right to challenge the decision of SBDC to opt for a Buckinghamshire based Joint Local 
Plan, given that in the “HMA / FEMA in Buckinghamshire and surrounding areas” report it states that officers 
from Slough believe they should be working jointly with South Bucks (p90)? Question 2 Comments on the draft 
HELAA Site CD0032 is deemed suitable at assessment Stage 2, but would require permission for replacement 
tennis courts in CD0033. CD0033 and adjoining SB0001 are Green Belt and fall within Land Parcel 47b (East of 
Beaconsfield Golf Club) which was rejected for further consideration by Arup. CDC / SBDC have brought 47b back 
into consideration. Has it been brought back into consideration purely for the above reason, or are there other 
reasons? The HELAA lists CD0032 Gerrards Cross Tennis Club as a site accepted at Stage 1 for assessment and 
achievable at Stage 2, with delivery of between 25 to 37 units within 6 – 10 years. The HELAA acknowledges that 
an alternative sports club location needs to be found within CD0033 Raylands Farm, Bull Lane. The farm straddles 
CDC / SBDC and was rejected under reference SB0001 in the SBDC call for sites as a proposed sports site. 
If the Joint Local Plan results in the tennis club relocating and expanding into the 6.36 hectare site SB001 then 
this would diminish the rural nature of what is currently a working farm. The Green Belt is to safeguard the 
countryside from encroachment, and the imposition of a sports venue would therefore legitimize further 
development of the land for housing or economic use. This would be another case of the Plan itself 
compromising the Green Belt. Question 5 Spatial Strategy Options A and D should be pursued. Question 6 
Individual Options Why has Land parcel 47b, rejected by Arup in the Evidence Base, been brought into 
consideration under the Joint Local Plan? Land Parcel 47b was rejected for further testing as it was assessed as 
meeting the purposes and criteria of Green Belt. It prevents urban sprawl between Gerrards Cross and 
Beaconsfield, it prevents development that would otherwise erode the rural gap between the two towns and it 
assists in generally protecting the countryside from urban encroachment. Question 7 Unmet Needs Please see 
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response to Question 1d regarding the “Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Assessment” 
Question 8 Affordable Housing Please see response to Question 1c Question 9 Traveller Sites Options d and e 
would result in sites being imposed on residents without their input Question 13 Local Green Spaces Can it be 
guaranteed that Gerrards Cross Common remains undeveloped under the Local Green Spaces designation? 
Question 16 Infrastructure The SBDC area of Gerrards Cross already lacks school, medical, public leisure and 
parking facilities. How can further housing needs be considered without first remedying the current inadequacies 
in infrastructure? 

Rep2456 
Mr Richard 
Johnson 

I am very concerned that proposing additional development of Chalfont St Peter has not taken into account the 
impact that the approx. 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter, that planning permission has already been 
granted for but have not yet been built, will have on the already stretched infrastructure of the village.  These 
sites include Newlands Park and Holy Cross sites.  The Newlands park site (within Area 38B) will put massive 
additional traffic onto the local single track lanes.  There is minimal public transport so residents will have to rely 
on travel by car. Chalfont St Peter has already taken way more than its share of additional housing, and the 
proposed earmarking of green belt land for housing in Area 38A will compound this even more.  Again there is 
very little public transport – some of the supporting documentation states there are bus stops nearby, but 
without frequent buses, people would need to travel by car.  The single track country lanes with passing places 
are already struggling under the recent increases in traffic, often becoming gridlocked.  Additional development 
would be unsustainable.  A more logical approach would be to locate additional housing near railway stations to 
allow easier access to the employment centres. Green Belt is in place to protect the sprawl of urbanisation, and 
there is a long list of potential sites that were ruled out purely because they are Green Belt.  With the exception 
of the Epilepsy Centre, Area 38A is open farmland and fields and woodland, with only a scattering of buildings, a 
natural barrier between Chalfont St Peter and Maple Cross/Rickmansworth.  The North area proposed for 
development is not only in Green Belt, but also the Colne Valley Park AONB, underlying its importance as a 
natural area. To allow building on these open fields would destroy the unique nature of this land and is 
completely against the statutory purpose of the Green Belt.  QUESTION 5: Option J – development close to 
railway stations should be given top priority.  QUESTION 8: There is no logic in providing affordable housing in 
areas where residents need cars to get to the local amenities and employment areas.  This should be located 
nearest to areas of good public transport, especially railway stations.  The Duty to Co-Operate should be used to 
locate these in neighboring areas with the appropriate infrastructure.  QUESTION 9: Chalfont St Peter has already 
a greater per capita proportion of sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People than any other defined 
area within the district.  I would not support any increase in provision in Chalfont St Peter.  Such sites should be 
more evenly distributed throughout the district   QUESTION 13: I would like the Green Belt areas around Chalfont 
St Peter, in particular Area 38A, to be considered as local green space.  It is the openness and rural nature of the 
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green belt that gives Chalfont St Peter its character and every effort should be made to protect it.  Given the 
number of cyclists using the lanes in the area, and the number of youths undertaking Duke of Edinburgh hikes in 
the area, this is already an important green space. 

Rep2457 
Mrs Rina Norman 

Questions 1, 2, 3. Where exactly do the projections/numbers for housing and commercial future requirements  in 
and around Gerrards Cross come from? Is this about what our community actually needs and wants or is this 
about external pressure from the government to deal with a general national shortage of housing stock?  
Question 6. "ARUP" has rejected various suggested sites. There are sound reasons for these. It's not good enough 
to say unless we find "sacrificial" sites to appease government demands, sites will be imposed on us. Do we, as a 
local community, actually need the expansion as outlined in the consultation document? (Perhaps there is an 
argument for accommodation to meet the local demands of an ageing population and the requisite service 
personnel).  Question 17. In the event that we have no choice but to accept expansion, as seems likely, it is 
crucial that there is a commensurate increase in overall utilities and infrastructure. Medical facilities, GP 
practices, local clinics, etc. Schooling is always a crucial issue. To accommodate the anticipated increase in school 
age children new schools will need to be built. These will all have to be accommodated on new sites.  
Traffic levels will increase. Roads will need improvement. The potholes will need to be dealt with!!!!!!!All public 
transport services, buses and trains, will have to be reconsidered and expanded. Fire and Police services will also 
need to be increased proportionately as will all Local Authority services. It's not just about pushing more people 
into the locality and building houses for them. A complete overhaul of the local infrastructure will be necessary. 
As for the expansion of commercial property, there are already empty such properties in Gerrards Cross eg  
Marsham House in Station Road which has been vacant for years. It's good  'housekeeping' to reoccupy those 
buildings first. However, we certainly don't need any more supermarkets!!!!!! 

  

Rep2460 
Mr Richard 
Rooley 

Par88+79 The area is a buffer between the fairly high density Stoke Poges and the northern edge of Slough. Any 
erosion of this buffer will lead to further erosion. Particularly as Slough spreads northward. The open area is a 
recreation space frequented by families, children and dog walkers. General:  Our doctor’s surgery is already 
under great pressure with the new housing in Bellshill and Stoke Green and other smaller developments. The 
primary school is already under pressure. A large housing development of the proposed type will increase this 
pressure greatly. The infrastructure of water and telephone in particular is overloaded at the south end of Stoke 
Poges. This will make it necessary for major infrastructure works. The roads surrounding the site, at peak flow 
periods, are overloaded. Significant new works will be required. This will be particularly bad during construction. 
During early February there have been significant disruptions to traffic at Stoke green. That is small compared to 
what will happen if housing is constructed on the proposed area. We are writing to ask that the Farnham Park 
playing fields be taken out of the area which would no longer have Green  Belt designation. These playing fields 
are well used by people from across Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils and should continue to be in 
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Greenbelt to have that additional protection. There are many games played on the fields Including cricket, 
football, rugby and hockey. Our own grandson benefits greatly from his own involvement in baseball. The 
national headquarters for baseball is centred on Farnham Park.  Councils have a responsibility to ensure that 
citizens have access to playing fields for their health and well-being in support of government and local 
initiatives. That area should be kept in Green Belt to avoid further threats in the future.  

Rep2461 
 R W Cousins 

In considering the Local Plan I am sure that you will want to protect the character of the Beaconsfield, as a semi 
rural town. You will be very aware of all the development that has been taking place over a number of years and 
the infrastructure and basic services are clearly struggling to cope. This is particularly true of local schools and 
medical facilities. In addition the traffic in the town is virtually at a standstill for long periods every day and poses 
a significant danger to the many schoolchildren and other pedestrians in the town and of course damages the 
environment. Much of this traffic is passing through and it is likely that the long promised relief road, when it 
arrives, will just move the problem to another part of town. The extent of the development in recent years 
coupled with the planned development at Wilton Park needs robust policies to protect the town. We also need 
to stop the continued construction of more and more flats that has completely changed the character of Station 
Road. Currently we are seeing similar developments in Penn Road, Gregories Road etc. These areas need to be 
Conservation Areas. 

  

Rep2462 
 Clive Smith 

Green Belt Parcel 69 - I want to voice my opposition to the proposals for the development of the above section 
of the Green Belt. They are: Potentially unrestricted outgoing sprawl of housing onto open land which currently 
acts as a barrier at the edge of an already significantly built up area. If it goes ahead there will be no clear 
definition between Gerrards Cross and the historic and characterful village of Fulmer. Detracting from the 
character and attractiveness of both settlements. How are we to safeguard the countryside with its woodland 
and fields from development if we continue to encroach on it with continual development. Is the council 
planning to improve the infrastructure and local services to be able to cope with the potential additional 
development, when it is clearly struggling to provide and maintain those at present?  

  

Rep2463 
Mr Peter Blewett 

Unable to copy over comments - full pictures available in rep2463 file   

Rep2464 
Mr Christopher 
Brown; Rep2466 
Ms Vivien Franks 

General Comments - This consultation has not been widely circulated to all residents in South Bucks. Residents 
have not been contacted directly by South Bucks District Council. They are only aware of this by the voluntary 
efforts of the Town and Parish Councils. Residents without internet access have no means of accessing the 
Evidence Base. At the public meetings, it was stated that residents under that age of 18 could not respond. This 
was incorrect and has deterred younger residents from responding. The poor advertising and incorrect 
information has reduced the number of reponses from residents, which undermines the validity of the 
consultation. The Local Plan and Evidence Base is incredibly complex, to the point that it is impossible for many 

The Councils will be seeking to 

protect the best and most versatile 

agricultural land from 

development 
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residents to comprehend in the time frame available. The Local Plan is ill conceived and does not address the 
needs of local communities. It is a formula for expansion of housing that is unsustainable, lacking any attempt at 
providing the infrastructure that is already inadequate in the areas of transportation, education facilities and 
heath facilities. Its underlying assumptions that everybody has to live in the same location as they work and that 
increasing the number of houses will reduce house prices are incorrect and naïve.  The Local Plan has been made 
under duress from central government, with the threat that, if it is not "robust" in will be overriden by central 
government or will have to accept unmet needs of neighbouring authorities. As such, it bears no relation to 
reality. As the elected Principal Authority, South Bucks District Council should support its electorate and resist 
this threat from central government.  The Local Plan is riddled with innaccuracies and omissions. For instance, on 
page 5, it status that the expansion of railways in Chiltern led to the spread of housing. Howerver, no mention of 
the Chiltern line in South Bucks is made. It also states that the largest settlements in South Bucks are 
Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross. No mention of Burnham, which has a higher population than Gerrards Cross. 
This omission may well be why no housing development in Burnham is included. Sections 2.3 and 4.1 of the Draft 
Heritage Strategy Documents duplicates these innacuracies. Having spend public money on ARUP to undertake 
the Green Belt analysis, it is suprising that the Local Plan then recommends a number of areas that are against 
the ARUP recommendations. Question 1. The numbers of houses required in the HEDNA document are highly 
speculative and over exaggerated. It is a thinly disguised attempt by cental governement to sell off areas of the 
London Metropolitan  Green belt in at attempt to create jobs for the construction industry. The UK population is 
static in itself and is only increasing by virtue of uncontrolled immigration due to the attraction of our welfare 
state.  The 20% increase over the consultants numbers HEDNA on page 11 gives a figure of 20% up lift in 
households which has been applied across CDC, SBDC and WDC collectively.   WDC has a higher population than 
CDC and SBDC combined and has totally different employment and housing needs. These numbers should be 
calculated separately. Question 5. The Spatial Strategy Option A, making more efficent use of existing land and 
converting unused employment land to residential, was the one selected by 56 percent of residents. This is 
exactly what is happening in Gerrards Cross, which has an annual increase of housing of 4 percent and there is no 
need to release areas of Green Belt for development.  Question 6. Given the fact that the areas included for 
housing in Gerrards Cross go against the ARUP recommendations, it is surprising that no housing areas are 
included in the Local Plan for either Burnham or Denham.   Parcel 47b (A40/Bull Lane) These comments concern 
that area bounded by the A40 (Oxford Road), Bull Lane, the Railway line, and the footpath from the A40 to the 
footbridge over the railway. This is predominantly agricultural land that includes Raylands Farm (area SB001 also 
referred to as CD0033), but also includes the properties on the south side of Bull Lane and the north side of 
Oxford Road. There is no trace of this area in either the ARUP report or the HELAA Call for Sites list. It has no 
name or reference number. In fact there is no trace of this area, other than its inclusion in the Gerrards Cross and 
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Chalfont St Peter map in the Local Plan document. I question the reason why this has been included at all.   
1. ARUP recommendation results - This is part of Parcel 47b, which was rejected for release from Green Belt 
in the ARUP recommendation. This recommendation was made after a detail evaluation of the area against the 
Green Belt Purposes and should be refused for this reason. (GB scores for 1-4 were 3, 3, 4 and 1.) The comments 
in the ARUP report for Parcel 47b largely address the area to the west of Beaconsfield Golf Course, rather than 
the whole of Parcel 47b. Because access to the area to the west of the Golf Course will be improved by the 
introduction of the A355 Relief road and being adjacent to the to-be-developed Wilton Park, this has weakened 
the Green Belt scores for the whole land parcel, which are therefore too low. The ARUP report ignores the 
proximity of the Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter Communities, which is surprising, given that this area 
includes areas in both communities. Raylands Farm was also rejected at the HELAA Stage 1 by both South Bucks 
(SB001) and Chiltern District Council (CD0033). 2. Green Belt Scores - The ARUP scores Green Belt purposes for 
the whole land parcel are 3, 3, 4 and 1. These have been reduced by the inclusion of the western end of the 
parcel, bordering Beaconsfield with the new A355 relief road and Wilton Park development. For the reasons set 
out below, this score should be increased to 4, 4, 5 and 4. This is far higher that the whole of parcel 47b, and 
should therefore should not be released from Green Belt. a. GB 1: Check Unrestricted Sprawl - For Purpose 1, The 
ARUP only considers Parcel 47b as a whole for this purpose, which means that it is bounded by major roads and 
the railway. However, the area now being considered his area is unrestricted at the western boundary and has 
the potential to ultimately spill over into Siblets Wood and Mumsford Farm. For this reason, the ARUP score 
should be increased from 3 to 4. b. GB2: Prevent Merging - The ARUP report only considers the proximity to 
Beaconsfield and ignores the fact that this will join Gerrards Cross to Chalfont St Peter. This Green Belt area is in 
both Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter. Development of this land will therefore further join these 2 
communities by Bull Lane bridge and the footbridge at Siblets Wood. Its score should be increased to from 3 to 5.  
c. GB3: Safeguarding the Countryside - Footpath 8, which leads from the Oxford Road to Bull Lane at the 
junction with Layters Way and joins to footpaths 15 from Hedgerley Lane and footpath 14 to Moat Farm is used 
on a daily basis by Gerrards Cross residents from south of the A40 to safely access the town centre via Layters 
Way. It is also used extensively by walkers and hikers as a link from Chalfont St Peter to Hedgerley. Footpath 8 
offers excellent views across open farmland and walkers will suffer loss of amenity. The footpath from the A40 
beside Siblets Wood to the new footbridge connects Chalfont St Peter to Bulstrode Park and Hedgerley. It is 
regularly used by walkers with unrestricted spectacular views across open farmland, who will suffer loss of 
amenity.  Bull Lane to the north of the area connects Gerrards Cross to Chalfont St Peter.  It is a narrow winding 
road with no footway and is used for access to Gayhurst and Maltmans Green schools. As such, it is already 
heavily congested, with daily traffic jams at the junction with Bulstrode Way that will be exacerbated by any 
additional traffic from further development.  The residents on the south side of Bull Lane will lose their views 
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that they enjoy across open fields and trees. The properties on the north side of the A40 will also lose their views 
across the farmland.  The area is largely productive arable land used on an ongoing basis for cattle grazing and 
growing cereal crops. For Purpose 3, this is arable farm land that is fully utilised, affords visual and exercise 
amenity to the surrounding residents and walkers and its score should be increased from 4 to 5. d. GB4: Preserve 
setting & special character of historic towns - For Purpose 4, the ARUP report does not include the fact that this 
area is adjacent to the Gerrards Cross Centenary Conservation Area in Bulstrode Way and Layters Way. This score 
should be increased to 4.  3. Employment - This is productive agricultural land use by a local farmer and, as such, 
is a source of employment that will be lost if it is released for housing development. This loss of employment will 
drive out the very workers that this plan seeks to accommodate in South Bucks. 4. Flooding - The A40 by 
Bulstrode Park has always been susceptible to severe flooding. Recently, a soak pit has been dug to temporarily 
relieve this during heavy rain. However, the land proposed for Green Belt release on the south side of the A40 is 
on a flood plain and not suitable for development. (The existing houses in the area on the north side of the 
Oxford Road have been built on the only existing  higher ground for this reason).  5. Pollution - The A40 is a 
heavily used route for both cars and commercial lorries. It is the route used from traffic travelling to and from the 
M40 to access Gerrards Cross, Chalfont St Peter, Tatling End and Denham. It is also the main connecting route 
between Gerrards Cross, Beaconsfield and High Wycombe. In addition, It is  the relief road for the M40. This 
means there is heavy traffic tailing back from Gerrards Cross to the Pyebush roundabout whenever there is any 
accident or roadworks on either the M40 or the M25 junction 16. This happens at least once a month, causing 
heavy pollution along the A40. This has a high concentration of exhaust gases, including nitrous oxide, making it 
unsuitable for housing, particularly for young children. 6. Access - The narrow winding nature of Bull Lane with 
private houses on either side and heavy congestion means that his could not be used to access additional 
housing. This means that access to the area will be from the A40 and would require a major road restructuring. 
The A40 into Gerrards Cross is already heavily congested in the mornings, often tailing back to Wapsey Wood. 
The A40 is also the relief road to the M40 motorway. Any incident of either the M40 of the M25 junction 16 
means that the A40 is blocked on regular (typically at least once per monthly) basis all the way from Gerrards 
Cross to the Pyebush roundabout. Any further traffic or road junctions into additional housing can only further 
exacerbate this.  The part of this area that is in Chalfont St Peter would not have good access to the centre of 
Chalfont St Peter and would require an additional road bridge over the railway. 7. Ecology - This area is a wildlife 
habitat occupied by muntjak deer, badgers, foxes, hedgehogs and rabbits that can be seen on a daily basis.  
There is also an extensive population of bats that can be seen in summer evenings above the fields. Any 
development of this area will require a bat survey.  Much of the wooded areas, copses and hedges surrounding 
the fields is used by nesting birds. These include Tawny Owl, Blackbird, Song Thrush, Mistle Thrush, Jay, Redwing, 
Cuckoo, Swallow, Blue Tit, Long Tailed Tit, Common Redstart, Goldcrest, Wren, Robin, Green Woodpecker, Great 
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Spotted Woodpecker, Kestrel, Red Legged Partridge and Heron. Parcel 41b (Mill Meadow) This is part of Parcel 
41b, which was rejected for release from Green Belt in the ARUP recommendation. This recommendation was 
made after a detail evaluation of the area against the Green Belt Purposes and should be refused for this reason. 
(GB scores for 1-4 were 3+, 5, 3 and 0.) These scores are for the whole of 41b and would be increased the part 
that is Mill Meadow. GB1 would allow unrestricted expansion to the north and should be increased, GB2 would 
be the same, GB3 would be the same, GB4 would be increased by 1 due to the proximity of the centre of 
Chalfont St Peter, which is a historical village that is included in the Domesday Book. GB scores would be 4, 5, 3, 
1, making this area unsuitable for release from Green Belt. Mill Meadow is on a flood plain, with a serious risk of 
flooding and therefore not suitable for housing development. The area includes Chalfont St Peter Community 
Association, Chalfont St Peter Football Club, a recreation park, football and cricket pitches, tennis courts, a scout 
headquaters, allotments and Parish Council offices. These areas are easily accessible from Chalfont St Peter by 
footpaths. All of these facilities are heavily used by residents, who would suffer loss of amenity if this area was 
built on or moved. The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field 
within the school grounds, The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily basis 
and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be unable to deliver an effecive 
curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.  This area is also a much used public facility with a 
Nature Reserve, Jubilee Gardens and the Lady Gibb Millenium Wood and the ability to walk alongside the 
Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadonw and through to Chalfont St Giles with spetacular views 
of open farm land. These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time for them to develop and 
their position. The public allotments at Loves Delight are well used by local residents with an active allotment 
association and provides a social facility for allotment holders. The field and hedges and river provide wildlife 
habitat for birds, including robin, wren, sparrow, blackbird. Wildlife include rabbits, hedgehogs, fox, badger, 
muntjak deer, bats and great crested newts. Buiding on this land will destroy this habitat. Question 7. The needs 
for employment and housing in South Bucks are exaggerated and are nowhere near the levels in the HEDNA 
document. Employment and housing in South Bucks are currently sufficient to meet existing and future needs 
and will be increased only by introducing new residents and businesses. This is purely speculative and has 
nothing to do with need.  Question 8. Jobs in Gerrards Cross are largely filled by people living outside Gerrards 
Cross. With its excellent transport facilies, this is entirely acceptable and there is no unmet affordable housing 
need.  Question 10. Colston Court in Gerrards Cross is being closed due to lack of demand for elderly 
accomodation. This illustrates that there is no additional demand for elderly accomodation in Gerrards Cross. 
Question 16. There is already a lack of infrastucture in Gerrards Cross. Its only state primary school is full to 
capacity and is refusing entry to residents in Gerrards Cross. It has no state secondary school and depends upon 
the Chalfont Communty College, which is also full to capacity and unable satisfy the additional demands of the 
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Local Plan. There are no Doctors surgeries in Gerrards Cross, which is dependent on those in Chalfont St Peter 
that are full to capacity. The road network is inadequate and badly maintained. The sewers are at capacity and 
frequently overflow with heavy rainfall in Packhorse Road. Internet access is slow and unreliable. Parking is at 
capacity and does not cater for the needs of shoppers and business users in the centre of Gerrards Cross. No 
contribution to infrastucture is made by new developments.  Question 17. South Bucks and Chiltern Districts are 
within the Metropolitan Green Belt. Its purpose is to prevent urban sprawl from London. The ARUP report only 
addresses the urban sprawl from local communities in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts. By putting forward 
areas of Green Belt, the Local Plan is undermining the protection that the Metropolitan Green Belt gives to 
London.  The high property prices in Gerrards Cross are determined largely by its fast access to central London. 
This and its large properties has attracted affluent commuters who are largely self-sufficient and do not require 
the infrastructure of an integrated community. Expanding Gerrards Cross to provide additional areas of 
employment will require this existing infrastructure shortfall to be addressed. Gerrards Cross is already 
overwhelmed with an ongoing 4% annual increase in population by development from property speculators with 
no provision for investment in supporting infrastructure, such as schools, medical facilities, utilities, parking, 
roads and pavements that are sadly lacking.  Releasing these areas from Green Belt will be an open door to land 
owners and property developers to build homes that will be beyond affordability for most people and will do 
nothing to attract workers into South Bucks to support new employment. If this Green Belt is released, 
speculative developers will descend like vultures upon these areas immediately, as evidenced by the surveyors 
already measuring up the fields between Bull Lane and the A40 as we speak. It would be far better to attract new 
housing development into areas the do not compete with the price premium of Gerrards Cross. As evidenced in 
central London, building additional housing will do nothing to reduce house prices to the level required to attract 
a workforce. With the existing planning rules, any new development will require only a minimal increase, if any at 
all, in affordable housing, which developers will do everything in their power to bypass. There is nothing in the 
Local Plan to address this.  There is no evidence that the Local Plan addresses the shortfall is housing for workers 
in Gerrards Cross, nor how an immediate land grab by property developers will be prevented or controlled. 

Rep2465 
Mr AK Bristow 

Q 1. While Wilton Park is the subject of development plans in accordance with SBDC Core Plan and later 
documents, I would not support release of any further adjacent Green Belt land for development. In particular, 
the 'wedge' created East of the A355 by the construction of the Beaconsfield Relief Road should be formally 
excluded from residential or commercial development. This is to prevent irrevocable damage to the views, 
amenity and country nature of the town's current developed boundary and to preserve amenity for the town's 
population. Indeed that wedge would be an ideal site for the creation on Green Belt land of a local park with 
recreational facilites within desirable reach of much of Beaconsfield. As a matter of good practice, principle and 
support for the local community, I do not agree with release of any Green Belt land around Beaconsfield for 
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development and I am grateful to the Local Plan working group for rejecting this and other sites at Stage 1. You 
have judged the mood of local residents appropriately. Q 2. In view of the continuous over development of 
Beaconsfield in recent years and decades (I have lived here for 45+ years), we should not envisage projects of any 
size apart from the Wilton Park proposals currently in train. Q 4. The character of Beaconsfield was created in the 
17th century (Old Town) and the early 20th century (new town) and the Local Plan should exressly recognise the 
need to preserve the character, scale and amenity of this ancient Market Town surrounded by Green Belt. Q 5  
Preferred Option priority is Option J. I would support Options D, E and C (in that order) PROVIDED THAT no 
incursion into Green Belt Land is permitted. I reject Option B absolutely (we must not undermine or allow 
erosion of the RAEC and ASC protections). Option K is not applicable to Beaconsfield as there are other places in 
SBDC and CDC areas where distributive and commercial needs are based; trying to graft on commercial zones to 
a residiential market town would be to damage its character totally and would not be welcomed by residents. 
Council authorities need to respect not ignore the current character of the town. Option A has been pursued for 
years already and there is no proven need for increased densities or building heights except in isolated out of 
town developments such as Wilton Park; increased density has been a creeping menace to existing residents and 
the preservation of a town's character. Q 6. see Q 5 above. Q 8. Use lowest-value land sites in the council's area 
to build maximum number of affordable homes using 'in-lieu' monies from developers of higer-value land sites 
(eg Wilton Park). Q 9. Option 6.2 d) should be eliminated from any policy. It would devalue new sites, discourage 
development bids and therefore reduce new-build. Q 10. Specific proposals on location, build type, operating 
structure and finance need to be prepared and then taken to consultation. Q 11. Heritage includes the character, 
layout, density, build quality of histopric towns/villages and mustntherefore be respected and preserved. This 
includes extending/enlarging RAEC, ASC, Townscape Character, Woodland Roads and other Conservation Areas 
to preserve the character of Beacosnfield and other historic towns. Q 16. It is clear that there is no effective 
practice or requirement to ensure absolutely that all infrastructure requirements or effects from new 
developments of any size are planned, guaranteed and in place to support such development actually being 
started. This is a widespread concern to many residents, especially in Beaconsfield, who have seen major 
shortfalls in sewerage, traffic and parking sufficiency, as well as evidence that medical and educational provisions 
are on a knife-edge. SBDC, developers and infrastructire providers seem to hide behind the fact that common-
sense joined up thinking is not a requirement. After preservation of the Green Belt, I consider that this is the next 
overriding subject, solution of which must be demonstrated in any published Local Plan. Q 17. Following on from 
Q 16, the impact of the construction phase of any new development must be considered alongside those of the 
predictable and committed construction projects already in the pipeline. In Beaconsfield alone, there will be HS2 
construction traffic overload for the period 2017 to 2027, there will be construction work and movements for the 
A355 relief road from 2017 to 2019 at least, and there will be Wilton Park development traffic and community 
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nuisance over a minimum period of 2016 - 2021. Therefore all developments of the scale envisaged in this Local 
Plan (i.e 5+ dwellings) must be deferred by a period of at least 5 and possibly up to 10 years from now. 

Rep2467 
Mr Mark 
Hamilton 

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

Rep2468 
Mr Jonathon 
Brown 

In the 65 plus years it has been in place the green belt has successfully allowed individual towns and villages to 
develop and thrive.  In the absence of the green belt these towns and villages would have blurred together in an 
anonymous sprawl stretching from Wycombe to Rochester and Woking to Harlow.  The green belt has protected 
the south east from itself for 60 years, once removed it can never be reinstated. Option C leads to a number of 
difficulties, in particular; A significant development in the area between the main London/Amersham railway line 
and the Chesham branch line by definition drives traffic through the junction of Woodside Rd and White Lion Rd 
(A404).  This junction under the railway is already a bottleneck and would not cope with a significant increase in 
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traffic. Congestion in central Amersham has already reached difficult levels and increasing it further would cause 
real problems. The pressure on school places in Amersham is currently very severe.  Recently children were 
transported by taxi to schools a significant distance away. Amersham station is currently operating over capacity 
at rush hour.  Congestion at ticket barriers and the bridge across the track when a London train arrives in the 
evening is already unacceptable.  Remedial work was started a few years ago but halted when funds were cut.  
There is no capacity for a significant increase in users of the station. 

Rep2470 

Question 1: In order to determine whether the draft housing numbers are robust a better understanding of the 
definition of 'affordable housing' is needed in order to understand how these units will form part of the overall 
housing outputs in the area. For example it is not clear how 'Starter Homes' will be dealt with under the 
predicted development needs. Question 2 and 3: We consider that additional land to the south of Tatling End off 
Hollybush Lane (not previously considered as part of the HELLA to date) should be taken forward for further 
assessment. Question 5: Given the growth needs facing the joint districts we consider it important to consider a 
combination or all or a number of the potential options (ie. Option L) in order to develop a robust and  
sustainabile approach towards the needs of the area. Question 8: In consider local affordable housing needs it is 
important to develop a proper understanding of the relative level of demand for particular tenures of affordable 
homes including taking into account Starter Homes requirements. 

  

Rep2471 
Mrs Sharon Coley 

Land Parcel designated 57a - 1)This land is currently designated as green belt and is actively used by the local 
community, notably walkers and those exercising their animals.Currently home to a variety of animals and birds, 
the parcel of land is an ideal habitat marking a natural boundary for GX. 2) The woodland provides significant 
noise protection from the A 413 for much of the developed eastern edge of GX and acts as a screening from the 
significant traffic volume along the A 413, particularly valued recognising the high level of development which 
has been taking place on the GX side of the river valley. 3)  The wood includes some major trees with TPO s 
attached which should not be lost through development. I am aware of reported recent flagrant breaches of TPO 
status by developers in the area, which causes major concern. 4) As commented by another respondent the road 
access to any business site developed on this parcel is limited and dangerous . ( Ref Baptist Church Planning 
application from approx. 20- 25 years ago ). Land Parcel designated 57b - 1) Much of this area is in the potential 
flood plain of the River . We have all seen the recent effect of climatic changes and misplaced planning and 
development. It is noted that reports of the use of new tree planting as a deterrent to ill advised developments 
on flood plain areas are becoming news worthy. 2) Current utilisation figures for B1 and B2 development suggest 
a current excess and the Employment Report  (HEDNA) indicates that we do not need more B development. Even 
having regard for future requirements within the bounds of this plan, it would seem questionable to extend 
capacity. Current take up of capacity in the adjacent area would appear to be sub optimal today with significant 
periods  when the units are empty. I am unclear why these recommendations have been ignored in favour of 
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views from parties with interest in simply furthering development irrespective. I trust that these views will 
receive your attention. Question 6 Response:  Land Parcel Designated 57a: 1) This land is currently designated as 
green belt and is actively used by the local community, notably walkers and those exerising their animals. 
Currently home to a variety of animals and birds, the parcel of land is an ideal habitat marking a natural 
boundary for GX. 2) The woodland includes some major trees with TPOs attached which should not be lost 
through development.  I am aware of reported recent flagrant breaches of TPO status by developers in the area, 
which causes major concern. 3) The woodland provides significant noise protection from the A413 for much of 
the developed eastern edge of GX and acts as a screening from the significant traffic volume along the A413, 
particularly valued recognising the high level of development which has been taking place on the GX side of the 
river valley. 4) The road access to any business site developed on this parcel is limited and dangerous.  (REF 
Baptist planning application from approx 20-25 years ago) Land Parcel 57b 1) Much of this area is in the potential 
flood plain of the river.  We have all seen the recent effect of climatic changes and misplaced planning and 
development.  It is noted that reports of the use of new tree planting as a deterrent to ill-advised developments 
on flood plain areas are becoming news worthy. 2) Current utilisation figures for B1 and B2 development suggest 
a current excess and the Employment Reports (HEDNA) indicates that we do not need more B development.  
Even haing regard for future requirements with the bounds of this plan, it would seem questionable to extend 
capacity.  Current take up of capacity in the adjacent area would appear to be sub optimal today with significant 

Rep2472 
Mr Michael Elliott 

Question 17: Beaconsfield is rapidly losing its character as a semi-rural historic market town. Incesant in filling 
has put pressure on all infrastructure especially traffic. The proposed A355 relief road should help a little to the 
London End roundabout and Old Town BUT may have inintended consequences of encouraging more traffic from 
the North west of the town to access J2M40 going through the town. Drainage has suffered failures in recent 
times, health and school services are strained. There are already plans for 350 dwellings on Wilton Park and 
some further infilling seems inevitable as precedents have been set. The town cannot cope. What is the need for 
commercial space, in fact two office blocks have recently been converted to flats, more infrastructure pressure! 
Not proven at best. What is the need for further housing in the town, with £1.4M as the average house price a 
supply of 350 dwellings already planned in Wilton Park, that seems to be sufficient to meet the demand. 
Why use Green belt in high land price area for industrial or housing use, it seems to be a developers dream 
rather than an evidenced based decision. To do so would destroy amenity that can never be reinstated. In 
summary, Beaconsfield is already bearing the brunt of the housing expansion in the district, the stated need for 
housing and commercial space are exagerated and unrealistic and hence other areas of the district and 
neighbouring districts should be considered ahead of Beaconsfield. 
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Rep2473 
Mr Michael 
Gallagher 

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

  

Rep2474 
 Louise Burnett 

I am writing for you to consider the following suggestions when passing through the new local Plan. The Penn 
Road, Burkes Road and Gregories Road need to be made a conservation area. The areas of special character need 
to be protected. Further intensification should be prevented as Beaconsfield  does not  have the infrastructure 
with schools and medical facilities for a lot more houses. The 350 houses being built in Wilton Park will have a 
major impact on the amenities already. I feel the need to protect the character of Beaconsfield as a semi-rural 
town rather than let it become  a New Town. In the past  development has been developer led and there is need 
for a robust Local Plan to protect the character of the town for the future. 
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Rep2475 
Mr Julian 
Coleman 

Q6.ARUP GROUP LTD - This company are a highly regarded, worldwide  professional services company, 
specialising in all aspects of the built environment operating for 70 years.It seems you chose well with this 
consultancy but nevertheless you decided to ignore their decision not to recommend 3 out of the 4 sites as 
further development options in Gerrards Cross.I thought they were the experts? Didn't they give you the right 
answer you were looking for? EVIDENCE - 1.WOODLAND.The majority of parcel 69 consists of ancient Birch,Oak 
and Beech woodland with hundreds of mature trees.These woods form a pollution barrier for houses in the 
Dukes Wood estate both in terms of noise and atmospheric pollution.In addition,the woodland is a wildlife 
sanctuary for badgers,foxes,pheasants,small mammals,nesting birds and indigenous muntjac deer, 3 of which are 
grazing on my lawn as I type.Destroying these ancient woodlands and invading precious territory for wildlife to 
live would be an act of ENVIRONMENTAL VANDALISM. If these woods do not have Tree Preservation orders on 
them,they should have and local residents will apply for such orders. 2. POLLUTION.As you know the M40 runs 
adjacent to parcel 69 of which  the slow lane heavy traffic going into London and the M25 exit is closest. During 5 
workdays every week for 2 to 3 hours, the traffic in this lane is either stationary or slow moving generating large 
amounts of exhaust fumes causing air pollution.The other lanes are not as slow but still have heavy traffic 
causing more pollution.This will increase substantially over future years and would make housing in the 
woodland become a threat to human life particularly if the woodland was cut down and the pollution barrier, as I 
mentioned earlier, was no longer there.. The following text was from a study in the US published by the Lancet:  
"New fears of the harmful effects of traffic emissions are raised today in a major study linking motorway 
pollution with permanent and life-limiting damage to children's lungs. People who live within 500 metres of a 
motorway grow up with significantly reduced lung capacity, and even children who have never experienced 
asthma are at risk, scientists warn."And this was published in 2007.Granted since then,efforts have been made to 
reduce carbon emissions to some extent but have only been negated by the increase in traffic on our motorways. 
Therefore,I consider parcel 69 should be rejected for any housing in the future based on health and safety alone. 
3.NOISE.Environmental Planning Advice (PPG 24) sets guideline for acceptable noise levels for new dwellings.My 
neighbour has kindly taken readings that show noise levels on the southern edge of the parcel of 65 decibels 
which is noise exposure category C defined as: "There should be a strong presumption against permitting the 
development unless there are other important factors,such as a lack of better alternative sites" This is clearly not 
the case.He suggests that your officers take their own readings. 4.ACCESS.Some parts of parcel 69 are narrow,as 
little as 100 metress deep between the back boundary of existing houses and the M40. Access would be difficult 
and so practical considerations for site clearance and potential building development will have informed Arup's 
"not recommended" conclusion. 5.DRAINAGE.Parcel 69 slopes towards the M40 which without trees,plants and 
shrubs to absorb water could cause flooding.In addition,the volume of paved areas would increase the water run 
off in the direction of the M40 costing additional drainage requirements to protect the motorway. 6.TRAFFIC 
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NOISE.Potential development of this area would significantly increase noise and be detrimental to traffic flows in 
and out of the Dukes Wood estate placing an additional strain on the already struggling demand for social 
infrastructure. I trust that South Bucks District Council will accept the "NOT RECOMMENDED" conclusion by Arup 
and reject any further consideration of Green Belt Parcel 69 for further development.  
Q1.At the public meeting on Thurs 25th Feb,Mr Bagge was asked what the percentage was for affordable housing 
compared to the total. He said 18 % but the table shown under point 2.6 in the local plan was up to 28%.Which is 
it?  Q5. I've lived in Gerrards Cross for 22 years.In that time I have witnessed a huge amount of houses being built 
with many white vans being permanently present in my road. This has led to a very claustrophobic feel within the 
built up areas with spaces being swamped by concrete. I would like to suggest that each town should have a 
percentage threshold for green belt land that will never be broken in the future. For example,Gerrards Cross has 
probably got a small amount of green belt left (say 15%) due to the proximity of London and migration of affluent 
people and so a low green belt threshold would be set at (say 12%) within its boundary.Other towns further out 
in the country will have larger green belt areas (say 40%) which would have a higher percentage threshold set at 
(say 30%) but still have enough to build some houses keeping within the threshold of 30%.This would then take 
some of the burden away from areas of less Green belt land with many built up areas already, to towns where 
there is more room to develop.  On another point,can you explain the policy of 'checking unrestricted sprawl of 
large built up areas'? Wilton Park in Beaconsfield doesn't seem to fit this criteria.   Q8.I have 2 concerns regarding 
infrastructure going forward in Gerrards Cross.Firstly,there is not a doctor's surgery in the town which is putting 
presure on surgeries in adjoining towns mainly Chalfont St Peter.  Secondly, the majority of proprietary and 13+ 
schools in the town are private which is the main reason that people want to live in GX. I believe that the nearest 
secondary schools are Chalfont Community College in Chalfont St Peter and Beaconsfield High school which the 
latter and other schools in Beaconsfield will come  under  pressure when Wilton Park is released. Q17. I think the 
major challenge you will have is the opposition from the residents.Gerrards Cross is an affluent area and buying 
homes here are very expensive so residents want to protect their investment and rightly so.They will be 
concerned that their property will be devalued if different types of houses are built nearby not in keeping with 
existing homes in the area. 

Rep2476 
Mrs Stephanie 
Summerell 

I would like to endorse the comments made by the local action group SENSE4CSP. I have been involved in 
shaping documents to strive for appropriate development in Chalfont St Peter (VDS, superseded by the Local 
Plan). Rather than being against development per se, I am passionate that development is appropriate for the 
community it happens in and is sustainable in every respect and I therefore have serious concern over some of 
the areas proposed for development in this document. It is also true to say that Chalfont St Peter already has 
much development happening and about to happen. CDC has already granted planning permission for over 600 
dwellings here which represents significantly more than its fair allocation outlined in the previous Core Strategy. 
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There is already a problem with run off in CSP and further development will only exacerbate the problems, which 
have included inundations of raw sewerage. There is no spare provision within our local schools for the extra 
population that development will bring. The introduction of the concept of Green Belt under the Town Planning 
act of 1947 was, in my opinion, one of the most far sighted pieces of legislation in existence.  It would be a 
retrograde step to use green belt land for development. It was designed to check unrestricted sprawl, prevent 
the merging of neighbouring towns, to preserve the setting of historic towns, and to assist in safeguarding the 
countrysided from encroachment. Preservation of green belt has many and varied benefits and these are stated 
elsewhere.  Development in CSP should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and 
villages in order to safeguard green belt and also to make them more sustainable (e.g. amenities being more 
easily accessed). So far as the development of Mill Meadow in particular is concerned, this is a highly valued and 
much used amenity by dog walkers and houses tennis courts, football pitches, allotments, a Community Centre, 
Scout HQ and Parish Council offices.  Apart from anything the CSP Academy uses it as playing fields and has no 
alternative facility.  There is nowhere in the centre of the village to relocate any of these facilities.  It is also a 
flood plain.  

Rep2478 
Mr & Mrs 
Anothony & 
Sheila Nardone 

We object to Option F proposing that Botley and Ley Hill would have their greenbelt status removed in the new 
local plan.  This area could not sustain more housing development without more infra structural development 
which would dramatically change the nature of the area. The school is already over-subscribed and in a limited 
sized plot, and there are few other amentities locally such as a fire service. The local roads are of a limited size, 
not intended for heavier traffic. There are already traffic build up at peak times on the Botley Road, such as drop 
off and pick up. The smaller country roads leading up to Ley Hill from Latimer and Amersham are becoming more 
frequently used by large vans and cars making them more difficult to use by local residents.  If this area were 
open to more housing developments, the council would have to invest heavily into the area which would not be 
a good return on investment compared to using exisiting non-greenbelt land nearer the town.  Botley and Ley Hill 
are areas teeming with wildlife and it is important that we retain what little greenbelt land we have next to 
Chesham for the benefit of all that come here to relax at weekends and holidays - the residents of Chesham and 
Chiltern. All the residents of Botley and Ley Hill have bought houses here because they want to live in a small 
village. The greenbelt land around here is precious and is of national heritage importance.  Please do not destroy 
the beauty and peacefulness of the local area by supporting Option F. 

  

Rep2479 
 Jason Harris 

I wrtie to express my serious opposition and concern for the proposals to release a parcel of Green Belt land in 
Stoke Poges identified by SBDC as part of the current consultation into the possible releasing of Green Belt land 
for potential future housing development. I am specifically referring and objecting to the parcel of land which 
SBDC identified as being bounded by Park Road, West End Lane and Grays Park Road, which also encompasses a 
smaller parcel of land identified by ARUP during their analysis of Green Belt land in the county. I object to the 
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release of the site identified by SBDC on the following basis: 1. According to the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), the function of Green Belt is • To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 
• To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; • To assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment; • To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and • To assist in urban 
regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. I contest that the parcel of land 
identified by SDBC performs a particularly STRONG Green Belt function when measured against these criteria: it 
prevents the unrestricted sprawl of Slough into Stoke Poges, it prevents neighbouring towns from merging into 
one another, it safeguards the countryside from encroachment, it preserves the setting and special character of 
Stoke Poges which is listed in the Doomsday Book and it encourages the recycling of derelict land because this is 
a piece of untouched Green Belt.  2. The site identified by SDBC is part of General Area 76 which ARUP 
recognised as one of four general areas that all form an “essential” gap between Stoke Poges and surrounding 
towns:  General Area 76 "The land parcel forms the essential gap between the non-Green Belt settlements of 
Farnham Royal / Farnham Common, Stoke Poges, and Slough, preventing development that would significantly 
reduce the perceived and actual distance between these settlements.” Therefore, any development on this site 
would eliminate what ARUP describe as an “essential gap” between settlements - further indication that this 
parcel of land performs a STRONG Green Belt function as measured by the NPPF criteria above. 3. Further 
support for the protection of this site as Green Belt can be found in other sections of the NPPF: NPPF9 Par.79 
advocates openness and permanence as essential characteristics of the Green Belt stating that ‘the fundamental 
aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open’. NPPF9 Par.83 Once 
established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation 
or review of the Local Plan. NPPF9 Par.87 As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by 
definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. NPPF9 
Par.88 When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial 
weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential 
harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations. There are no “exceptional circumstances” for anywhere in General Area 76 to be considered for 
development, and the harm to the Green Belt must be given substantial weight. Furthermore, the Local Plan 
adopted by SBDC in March 1999 confirms the protection afforded to GB sites in the District: Policy GB1: Within 
the green belt, planning permission will not be granted for development other than for the change of use of 
existing buildings or land or the construction of new buildings or extensions to existing building. Policy GB1(g): 
Other uses of land and essential facilities for them would compromise the purposes of including land in the green 
belt and which would not permanently retain its open and undeveloped character. As any development of 
General Areas 76, including the small part of it proposed by SBDC, would contravene the NPPF9 and GB1, this site 
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should never be considered for redevelopment and must remain a protected Green Belt site. 4. According to 
ARUP’s own methodology (2.5.6): The most important factor to consider is the interaction between the Green 
Belt and the most historic parts of the towns. … Perhaps the two most significant contributors to a historic 
town’s special character is the unique historic setting provided by the countryside around it and the vistas to 
landmarks within the town, and outwards into the countryside." I contend that the unique historic setting of the 
Thomas Gray Memorial and the vistas between it and Stoke Poges provided by the countryside around them are 
of significant national, international, literary and historic importance that mean any development in the area 
between Park Road, West End Lane and Grays Park Road would be significantly harmful and detrimental to the 
historic setting of Stoke Poges and an important historic National Trust landmark. The NPPF supports this view 
with regards to the protection of heritage assets: NPPF 12 Par.126 Local planning authorities should set out in 
their Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment including 
heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats. In doing so, they should recognise that 
heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve them in a manner appropriate to their significance. 
NPPF 12 Par.129 Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage 
asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) 
taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this assessment into 
account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between 
the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal. Therefore, removing the Green Belt function of 
the site proposed by SBDC would have an irreversible and permanent damaging effect on the historic setting of 
the Gray’s Park Memorial and the vistas to landmarks around it and outwards into the countryside. As Gray’s 
Elegy Written in a Country Churchyard is one of the most important literary records of Pastoral England prior to 
the Industrial Revolution, it is of immense literary, historic and national importance that the countryside around 
Stoke Poges Church remains Green Belt and is protected from any further development and that the land 
surrounding it. Finally, I would like to express my support for three alternative proposals which were put forward 
at the recent village meeting in Stoke Poges: 1. The site identified by ARUP which sits across the very edge of 
General Areas 76 and 85b, as this is already developed and does not perform a strong Green Belt function. 
2. The Bayer site in Stoke Poges. 3. Plough Lane Recreation Ground. I trust that the District Councils will comply 
with the NPPF measurements and remove the proposed site from further consideration, substituting any of the 
three alternatives proposed by ARUP and the Parish Council instead. 
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Rep2480 
 Des Merrigan 

I wish to strongly object to the area of Greenbelt land bordered by West End Lane, Elizabeth Way, Rogers Lane  
and Grays Park Road within the Stoke Poges area, being removed from the Green Belt. This area is highly prized 
by local residents and has a buzzing community atmosphere with many residents being found out walking at all 
times of the day. In particular, we use the area on a daily basis for exercising our dog and have found this are to 
be ideal. All people that we have met out in this area over the past couple of years are all sociable and care for 
each other and the environment. The area is well used for exercise by many people and I have yet to see one dog 
owner who does not actively clean up any dog mess that is left. The field hedgerows are simply buzzing with 
insects and resultant birds and wildlife, and at this time of year a vast amount of frogspawn can be found in the 
slowly flowing streams, all of which have been instrumental in educating our children and instilling in them a love 
of nature and an appreciation of the world which is on our doorstep. To lose this area would be a blow to the 
whole community and if it lost now, it will be gone for good. I would strongly request those whose decision it is 
to take this facility away from the local community to think again and come out to see the benefit that this gives 
us now and would be lost if it is built upon. 

  

Rep2481 
 Moira 
Hummerstone 

Re: Objection to Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) I wish to object to the above in 
relation to the proposed housing development between St Leonard’s Road and Stubbs Wood. Blackwell Stubbs 
wood is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and ancient woodland and local councils have all objected to the 
HS2 route ploughing through and destroying ancient woodland in its path. In order to be consistent, our local 
councils should also object to the destruction of this ancient woodland. The independent Green Belt Assessment 
undertaken recommends that the Blackwell Stubbs proposal should NOT be taken forward. The CDC/SB 
consultation seems to be ignoring this now. What is the reason for not accepting this recommendation? 
Situated where we are is a wonderful combination of semi-urban and rural living for the whole community. Our 
children and grandchildren have gained a lot of independence from being able to freely access the woods, 
independently learning in an environment rich in wildlife and plants. Friends and neighbours’ gardens are close 
by offering security, without parents watching over them; surely a good thing in this day and age of over-
protection of our children. Turning this diverse area into a wholly urban development, with its associated traffic 
and road network, would have negative effects on everyone in the area. It would be detrimental to this uniquely 
Chiltern environment to think of the added traffic congestion which would occur with the high-density of housing 
crammed into a v-shaped steep valley side. The roads are already busy, especially during the rush hours and 
school-run times. There would also be concerns surrounding future demands on the water supply and sewage 
disposal. I understand that this will be in addition to another proposed development affecting St Leonard’s Road 
residents – a proposal to develop the land on No. 5 Stubbs Wood – for up to 15 new dwellings. It will be 
catastrophic for residents and would completely change the traffic flows in the road. It is dangerous enough now 
turning in and out of St Leonard’s Road from Hollow Way Lane, with the volume of traffic using the lane to avoid 
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main road congestion and the number of parked ‘visitors’ cars along the end and corner of the road. This would 
be an unreasonable burden with the additional traffic caused by any housing development in either Stubbs 
Wood or Blackwell Stubbs wood. The destruction of Blackwell Stubbs and the surrounding grassland and the 
creation of a huge housing estate would be disastrous; not only for the resident human population, but also for 
the balance of the entire unique, local eco-system. This is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and of Special 
Scientific Interest. It should remain so as our legacy for future generations. 

Rep2482 
 greta Paa-Kerner 

This development cannot move forward for many reasons. Of the many reasons why not, the most important 
one is the impact it will have on the infrastructure within Gerrards Cross. I am keenly aware of the lack of space 
in the primary schools as my children were put on a waitlist when we arrived and we live very close to the school. 
In fact, our older two children never received a place within the catchment! How will the community cope with 
all these new households if it cannot school all the existing children? 

  

Rep2483 
 Peter Bunn 

While recognising the need for more houses and especially low cost ‘starter homes’ or social housing it is thought 
impractical to develop Green Belt Parcel 47b. First the land is undulating and probably difficult to develop while 
also being of significant ecological and environmental value. It is also difficult to see how this parcel could 
provide an economically viable number of homes of this nature. Second, presumably development and 
subsequent residential access would be via Bull Lane. It is difficult to envisage large construction vehicles using 
this quite narrow and winding lane. One can only imagine chaos. It is already busy and even more so now being 
used as a way of avoiding the traffic building up around the Tesco Lights. Although I live in Bentinck Close off Bull 
Lane, I don’t like using Bull Lane as even now there is a high level of traffic use and some at high speeds on this 
winding Lane with has some ‘blind corners’. ( Then of course there are all the potholes to contend with. ) 
Furthermore it serves three schools and the density of traffic already causes considerable queues at busy times. 
It seems impossible to think of Bull Lane coping with even more vehicles from a housing development. Next, 
does Gerrards Cross in particular have the infrastructure to cope with a significant increase in the number of 
residents , for example parking which is already inadequate; a lack of Doctors and surgeries in GX; mostly lanes 
with only one main road - Packhorse Road which again is very congested at busy times. 

  

Rep2484 
Mr Alan Beech 

Format does not copy from original representation. Summary as follows: 
Q1 – Fundamental importance to pursue duty to co-operate. CSP has taken its fair share of development. Q2 – 
comments on specific sites: CD37, CD39, CD45 & CD110 have development potential. Rejection of CD90 should 
lead to rejection of Epilepsy Site, Rowans Nursery and Model Farm. CD114 & CD138 require more consideration. 
CD35 is important employment site. Development at CD129 & CD130 must complement existing development. 
CD132 suitable for GB release. CD169’s rejection inconsistent with other sites taken forward. CD291 & CD292 
inappropriate for development. Q3 – Reject development on community facilities such as sports fields. Q4 – 
sustainability key and should be sought via strengthening of environmental designations and constraints and 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   
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exploiting DtC.  Q5 – Descending order of option preference: J/A/D/E/H/I/B/remainder discarded. Q6 – Epilepsy 
Site, Mill Meadow, East of A413 and Raylands Farm all inappropriate for development. Q7 – DtC of paramount 
importance in addressing unmet needs. Q9 – additional pitches should be evenly distributed throughout the plan 
area. Q10 – Epilepsy site has scope for further specialist aged care accommodation. Q11 – Epilepsy site requires 
greater recognition and protection from inappropriate development. Q12 – As per previous answer. Q13 – As per 
previous answer. Q14 – As per previous answer. Q17 – Further consultation and deeper community engagement 
necessary. CDC conflict of interest of concern – how will this be transparently mitigated? 

Decisions on identifying options 

has been carried out consistently 

and independently of land 

ownership and in accordance with 

evidence-based documents. There 

is no conflict of interest.  

Rep2487 
Mr Kevin Payne 
Multimedia 
Technician 
University 

I would like to add my extreme disaproval of the proposed building of industrial units on the green belt land 
around Chesham, and would like to put forward my objection to this, as I feel that if this is allowed more and 
more green belt land will be swallowed up by greedy land developers who basically could not care less about 
such things as the environment and the natural beuty that green belt land represents, the Chiltern district council 
even has 3 photos on the official page that show a family riding bikes in the country side, family walking in the 
woods and even a tranquil photo of a Chiltern town within the chiltern hills, so basically all this is two faced 
within the council, that really should hold their heads in shame. 

  

Rep2488 
Mrs CJP Wells 

I have been resident in Beaconsfield since 1996 and during that time have seen the problems that can ensue 
from the over-development of areas such as Station Road, where single dwellings have been knocked down and 
replaced by vast apartment blocks of houses or residential homes, thus putting great pressure on the 
infrastructure.  The extent of development, mostly developer led, which Beaconsfield has seen in recent years is 
destroying the character of this lovely market town.  Robust policies are required in order to protect 
Beaconsfield's character and charm. We should do all we can to protect the Areas of Special Character from 
intensive development.  Penn Road in particular should be made a conservation area.  Other suggestions for 
conservation areas would be Burkes Road and Gregories Road.  We do not need more flats, which increase traffic 
congestion, parking problems, pressure on schools and medical facilities. We could do with more affordable, 
smaller housing for those wishing to downsize but still stay in the local area.  In Seeleys for example there does 
seem to be room for sympathetic re-development with smaller houses or bungalows.  Wattleton Road is another 
area, where there might be room for similar sympathetic re-development. The existing infrastructure is going to 
be hard pushed to cope with the 350 new houses at Wilton park, let alone any more intensified development. 

  

Rep2489 
Mr & Mrs KA 
Roberts 

My husband and I wholeheartedly object to the proposed development of Blackwell Stubbs Wood and the open 
green fields.  We have lived in St Leonards Road for the past 24 years and moved to this location because of the 
very fact that it is a designated area of outstanding natural beauty and it is home to a variety of wildlife as well as 
many different species of birds which visit our garden every day.  Goldfinches have only just this year started to 
visit our garden for the first time in many years.  The damage that would be caused to their habitat would be 
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irreparable. Also the more Green Belt land that is lost, the more bees we will lose too and there is a very real 
danger that bees will die out and they are extremely important for growing food as I am sure you are aware.   
Blackwell Stubbs Wood has a beautiful carpet of native bluebells which appear every year and are a great 
attraction and would be completely destroyed and it attracts many bees and other pollinators so all the more 
reason to protect it.    Blackwell Stubbs Wood is also extremely hilly and I have to wonder why anyone would 
wish to attempt to shoehorn in houses into that small piece of land when there are other places which would be 
more appropriate. You must also be aware that the grassland next to Blackwell Stubbs Wood is designated as an 
area of Special Scientific Interest (SSI) because of its many rare and varied animals and plants.   Its development 
would also involve felling the Blackwell Stubbs Wood trees.    We should like to point out that we have already 
illegally lost protected trees in Holloway Road, leading to St Leonards Road, because greedy and selfish 
developers deliberately cut down ancient and PROTECTED trees with a preservation order on them when the 3 
large new houses were built in Hollow Way Lane a few years ago, knowing full well they would be fined for doing 
so but their sheer arrogance was such that they did it anyway and those trees are now lost forever.  Cutting 
down the trees in Blackwell Stubbs Wood would result in a loss of habitat for so many birds too. When we first 
moved to St Leonards Road, we used to get hedgehogs in our garden but so many have been run over that they 
have gradually been wiped out and we have not seen any now for years. Furthermore, there are also other 
problems that would be made worse by the proposed developments which would affect the local roads (which 
are already badly affected at times, such as roadworks, bad weather, broken pipes, sewers etc, etc).  St Leonards 
Road is actually extremely difficult to get in and out of in icy/snowy weather and the whole of the surrounding 
area quickly becomes gridlocked.    Indeed a broken sewer repair carried out a little while back closed off one end 
of St Leonards Road and meant that the residents of St Leonards Road could not access Amersham at all via 
Hollow Way Lane and we all had to drive 3 miles to and from Chesham every day via the one track road down to 
Latimer and back again the same way to access St Leonards Road from the bottom end in order to just get home 
and that was a huge inconvenience and resulted in increased petrol costs.   Furthermore the one track road 
down to Latimer at the bottom of Hollow Way Lane also causes gridlocks at times when one driver fails to stop at 
the expense of the other in the single track section and we have seen punchups and delays ensue because of that 
so an increase in cars will also exacerbate that situation. Regarding the development of 5 Stubbs Wood Road and 
having access into St Leonards Road, this would be ludicrous.  Apart from the above, at various times of the day 
the area at the back of 5 Stubbs Wood (in St Leonards Road) is clogged up with multiple cars blocking the road 
when mothers park their cars there to collect their children from the local school.   It would be a nightmare.   In 
bad weather St Leonards Road is so icy we cannot even get our car out of the drive and the road slopes 
downwards at both ends making it easy to skid onto Holloway Lane. St Leonards Road is never gritted and often 
the surrounding roads are not gritted either, so more houses/cars would cause more accidents. As you can see, 
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the destruction of this beautiful piece of Green Belt land, which is against Government policy anyway, will totally 
ruin our little village. We are also dead against HS2 which nobody here needs or wants, which would also destroy 
great swathes of beautiful Green Belt land which could never be replaced.   Future residents and their children 
would never have the pleasure of walking in the local woods and seeing the bluebells or seeing the wildlife/birds 
in the currently unspoilt area.  Red kites have only recently been seen flying over Chesham Bois and the 
destruction of any Green Belt land will once again rob them of precious habitat. We hope you will take these 
comments on board and see sense and reject the proposed developments. We feel that one of the reasons for 
housing shortages is because of the rise in so called property investors who buy up a multitude of properties 
thereby causing a shortage of houses for young people in the area who are struggling to get on the property 
ladder.   In our opinion there should be a limit as to how many houses property investors should be allowed to 
buy.  There are lots of empty properties around too with no-one living in them. There are also people in places 
such as Beaconsfield with multiple acres of land who spend half their time living abroad anyway - maybe some of 
these people could be canvassed to sell off some of their land so that local young people can perhaps get on the 
property ladder. We are recently retired and want to enjoy our retirement and if the destruction of our beautiful 
local area is allowed to go ahead then we will very seriously consider moving from this area. 

Rep2490 
 Lyn Henderson 

Please accept this email as my objection to the proposed industrial building on Nashleigh Hill Playing Fields!  This 
is a nonsensical idea!! I also understand that residential building is also proposed - 1000 homes- whoa how is the 
infrastructure supposed to cope?! Not to mention additional school places and patient lists in doctors surgeries!  
There simply are not enough school places now?! How will this improve?  The idea is simply unrealistic. Where 
are our children to play?! We are fortunate enough to have gardens - granted but what are the industrial units to 
be used for?! Are our children going to be safe in their gardens or will they be inhaling dirty diesel fumes (at 
best)?  I cannot believe that this idea is even being considered. Where are people to walk their dogs?! A nuisance 
now with dog mess in the park but will we find the dirty morons' animals' mess on the pavements?! There are 
more appropriate ready made unused sites in chesham - asheridge road for one which is a brownfield site.  Can 
logic not prevail?! 

  

Rep2491 
 Daisy Lawless 

I am a student at Little Chalfont Primary Scool, 11 years old, and I oppose the development plan for Little 
Chalfont.  We are called Little Chalfont.  The more we build over the green belt the bigger our village gets.   Then 
we wont be able to call it Little Chalfont, it will have to be called Gigantic Chalfont.  It doesent have quite the 
same ringf to it.   Also my Mum and I go to the local village shops and it is already busy enough.  It takes about 10 
minutes to find a space to park.  If more people live in our village it would probably take 15-20 minutes to park. 
Every morning I look out of my windows to see the view. That would be destroyed.  Also fresh air and 
countryside is good for learning.   I hope I have convinced you to stop threatening the green belt and all the 
nature around it.  There are many more important reasons.  It would be a shame to see the land I grew up on 
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destroyed. 

Rep2494 
Mr Robert Kerner 

I feel this is a veryy bad plan for Gerrards Cross. Besides the lost of green space, providing a buffer and polution 
control, our public services will not be able to cope with added pressure. School, road and fire/police are already 
stretched to the limit, how would we cope with size of increase.  As a daily commuter, trains are already at 
capacity, how would we cope with an extra load on the system? I am against this idea. 

  

Rep2496 
Mr Dennis Bailey 

Q1 I base my responses on the assumption that the data /analysis  provided is accurate having not had the 
opportunity to examine the reference documents in any detail. Q2 I do not feel able to robustly comment upon 
the draft HELAA in respect of whether the included sites are deliverable by 2036; as I am not in possession of the 
appropriate data to allow me to make an informed and evidence based comment upon this. However I do feel 
that green belt planning strategies should extend well into the next generation and green belt areas be 
appropriately protected far beyound the timescale of these plans (2036). Q4 The Joint Local Plan approach 
should include the recognition of unique heritage sites and the characteristics of local  Parish areas / villages etc.  
Although I accept the logic of developing an integrated joint plan; it is also essential that the data / information 
that relates to local araes / villages is not just averaged out across all geographical areas within the plan and the 
unique qualities of local villages are lost within a set of data tables that hide the heritage  and history offered.  
The value of our communities should not be merely judged on the associated financial value or building utility of 
the land they occupy. Q5 The council should consider all spatial strategy options against an agreed set of 
parameters that have been discussed in a timely fashion with the local communities they impact upon. From my 
discussions with many residents of the Farnhams; I would suggest that a key parameter that should be set would 
be one that prevents the enforced encroachment of one council into another councils area. Specifically, I would 
argue that the Farnhams should not be subject of any " land grab" by Slough Council; caused by the apparent 
skewd focus of Slough council on promoting commerce and industry; to the detriment of housing its local 
community. A community impact assessment should be included within the proposals; taking account of the 
wider community / infra structure impact of any proposals  eg Burnham Beeches / road system / schools/ 
employment. Q6 In respect of the Farnhams - Farnham Park should be recognised as a natural Green belt buffer 
zone and its role in protecting the green belt and the heritage and character of the Farnhams should be 
recognised and secured. Q7 I would argue that a very strict defintion of what constitutes un met NEED should be 
utilised and published. For example , Slough Council's  choosen strategy in prioritising economic development 
over local housing needs has resulted in an un-balanced local infra - structure. Slough now WANT rather than 
NEED to encroach on  a separate local community outside of their council Boundary ie the Farnhams ( Farnham 
Park) and other local areas. I would argue that the community value / utility added by areas such as Farnham 
Park as recreational spaces / public amenities far outweigh the benefits of substituting this for housing /the 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

493 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

"need" of another Council (Slough), against the will of the vast majority of the local community. Q11 The 
"Heritage Strategy" has a significant impact upon the quaility of life for local residents.For example; the 
Farnhams are made of two quite distinct areas -  Farnham Royal and Farnham Common; two separate areas with 
unique heritages. Although Farnham Royal and Farnham Common are two quite distinct settlements; the 
proximity of Burham Beeches and Farnham Park act in defining both areas. I would argue that the uniqueness 
and character of these two settlements needs preserving by maintaining  a green belt  buffer zone that prevents 
encroachment into these areas. Any encroachment will have significant detrimental impacts for both settlements 
and Burham Beeches National Nature Reserve.  

Rep2497 
Mr James Walker 

Q4 - I feel that the Joint Local Plan should put much more weight on protecting the environment.  In particular 
Chiltern District Council should adhere to National Planning Policy Framework chapter 9, Green Belt and Chapter 
11, Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The Green Belt is intended to maintain openness and separation and to 
prevent urban sprawl.  The Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan confirms that ‘the 
Chilterns is possibly the most heavily visited landscape in the UK, with 55million leisure visits a year’ – a detail 
which reinforces the current high amenity value of the area for leisure and recreation.   The NPPF is clear that 
great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
designated areas such as the Chess Valley which I believe would be ruined by the proposed development in Little 
Chalfont and Amersham. Q.5 - I would favour options A and G. Q6 - I feel strongly that Chiltern District Council 
should concentrate its local housing stock on brownfield sites and its less sensitive ‘urban fringe’ sites which can 
be most easily connected to existing road / transport networks and other local amenities and infrastructure. 
I am of the strong opinion that Little Chalfont is not suitable as a Major Settlement for Growth if, as submitted, 
the growth involves sacrificing large tracts of environmentally sensitive and valuable land designated Green Belt 
and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The draft development proposals indicate that Little Chalfont cannot 
accommodate significant areas of development without a significant adverse impact on the environmental, 
landscape and visual amenity of the area.  Therefore any development should be contained within the current 
village boundaries. Expansion onto green field sites to the east of Stony Lane and Church Grove will lead to 
ribbon development towards Chenies, Chorleywood and the M25 and will have an urbanising effect on the 
existing open, rolling, rural landscape.  As stated in my response to Q4, Chiltern District Council should adhere to 
National Planning Policy Framework (chapter 9, Green Belt)  The Green Belt is intended to maintain openness 
and separation and prevent the sort of urban sprawl  that will ensue if the Planned Area of Search for 
Employment is designated.   Chiltern District Council should also adhere to the National Planning Policy 
Framework (chapter 11) objectives of conserving and enhancing Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The NPPF 
is clear that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty designated areas.  Aside from the detrimental impact on the Green Belt and AONB, I feel strongly 

 The councils consider that options 

in the Green Belt need to be 

considered in addition to the 

opportunities that are available on 

brownfield sites.  
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that Little Chalfont should not be designated as a development area as it has insufficient amenities to cope with 
the planned increase in population.  It does not have a suitable transport infrastructure or amenities including 
schools, healthcare, sports, utilities and social. With regard to stage 2 Consideration Map: General Area 22A 
indicates an area for development on the lower slopes of the agricultural land on the south side of the Chess 
Valley.  This plot of land is highly sensitive environmentally and visually. Development here will have a highly 
detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the Chess Valley.  This would also be the case further 
along the valley in the proposed area behind Raans Road and overlooking the Chess valley at the intersection 
with Blackwell Hall Lane. Any development in this location will be visually intrusive from many vantage points 
and will particularly ruin the aspect from Latimer Park, a Grade II registered Park & Garden which overlooks the 
site from the opposite side (north) of the valley.  The lakes in the valley are an example of the work undertaken 
by famous garden planner, Capability Brown, and this environment must be protected. The impact any 
development in these areas would have to ecology and bio diversity cannot be underestimated. It is understood 
that the proposed sites will be subject to an Environmental Assessment which will consider all of the potential 
impacts including biodiversity, ecology, hydrology, landscape and visual impact and transport.  It seems to be 
inevitable that some of the proposed sites will suffer significant detrimental impacts of a permanent nature, 
which no mitigation measures can address.  Q8 - I do not believe that the principles of the green belt and AONB 
should be sacrificed simply for affordable housing particularly when this is very unlikely to become a reality.  A 
good recent example is the new development in Burtons Lane with 2 bedroom apartments starting at £700k+. 
Also regarding proposed development in and around Little Chalfont there is a corridor of land to the north and 
south of the A404 (White Lion Road) with sites between Amersham and Little Chalfont which do not appear to 
have been considered. Why not? Q17 - With regard to the proposed development in Little Chalfont, as well as 
the serious environmental damage, the existing public facilities are inadequate.  This is a serious concern.  If the 
local authority is unable to maintain the existing road network at a satisfactory level with current utilisation, how 
will they cope with the impact of an increased local population?   The proposed development in Little Chalfont 
would necessitate major infrastructure projects including the need to widen Stony Lane which would ruin and 
change the character of the area, destroy the exiting ancient oak trees and biodiversity of the area. There would 
be a need for traffic lights or roundabout at the junction Stony Lane and Amersham Road (A404) and a full 
impact assessment on neighbouring settlements would be required. Finally, I would like to provide comments on 
the consultation process. I believe that the documentation provided to residents has been unduly bureaucratic 
and because of this will discourage feedback. In addition I would like to have been provided with longer to 
formulate my response to the proposals.   



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

495 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Rep2498 
Miss Jasmine 
Churcher 

I am particularly concerned by the proposals to turn the beautiful and peaceful countryside to the north and east 
of Chesam into developments for both housing and businesses. These areas provide perfect places for families 
with young children to walk and enjoy themselves and have the added attraction of being within walking 
distance of many homes. Were they to be transformed into built-up areas many families would find they no 
longer had such easy access to country walks. This would result in families using cars more often to reach the 
countryside with all the associated negative effects on the environment extra car use entails. The area by 
Nashleigh Hill is particularly well-used as a children's play area and is wonderful for sledging when it snows. The 
plans would have a repercussions for schools too. If extra housing were to be built in the area there would be a 
pressing need to build another primary school because Newtown school, the closest primary to the area 
identified, is already oversubscribed. There would also be pressure put on the local health services. Building on 
the greenbelt should be considered as an absolute last resort. The greenbelt was designated for the very purpose 
of protecting the UK's beautiful countryside. The reasoning was that if you continued to fractionaly grow built-up 
areas then there was potentially no limit to the expansion. The areas identified around Chesham have some of 
the most wonderful views over the town and to effectively take those away would remove some of the character 
of the town. Overall I think that the solution to the housing crisis in London is not to encroach onto the greenbelt 
outside the city but to maximise the use of all brownfield sites within the city. This needs to be given a chance to 
work before we even consider Chesham as a suitable alternative. 

  

Rep2503 
Mr Stephan Allen 
Town Planning 
Manager 
Heathrow Airport 
Limited 

Our comments are limited to the Spatial Strategy Options set out in Section 4 of the consultation document. 
Spatial Strategy Option K considers a number of options for meeting office, warehousing and industrial 
employment needs. This includes considering the best opportunities for securing inward investment with 
reference to redevelopment of existing employment land or allocating new land at and near Iver for 
accommodating possible displaced uses should Heathrow Airport expand. We welcome and support the principle 
of the joint Local Plan in seeking to accommodate employment uses displaced by the potential expansion of the 
airport. Consideration of Heathrow’s expansion should be a key component of the emerging Local Plan. We 
would recommend that this is best considered in a sub-regional context through the work of the recently 
established Heathrow Strategic Planning Group to ensure appropriate coordination and cooperation with 
adjoining authorities and organisations on how the employment demands and other aspects of Heathrow’s 
expansion can best be managed. 

  

Rep2504 
 Julia Wright 

Q1: Wilton Park has already been designated for over 300 houses, a very substantial increasing in housing stock 
for Beaconsfield. No further housing or development should take place in this area, or adjacent to the A355 as 
this is Green Belt and should remain so in order to preserve the existing character of Beaconsfield, an historic 
market town in OPEN COUNTRYSIDE, preserve ancient woodlands which by definition CANNOT be replaced, and 
protect wildlife from permanent displacement and loss, preserve footpaths, allotments and the general amenity 
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to Beaconsfield's residents by way of views and rural character. For these reasons the already consented Wilton 
Park development should remain clearly separate from the rest of Beaconsfield, to enjoy its seclusion and not 
'meld' with the rest of the town by the destruction of the green fields and unbuilt areas between and around. 
For the same reasons, there should be no development of land between the Old Town and the M40/access 
roads, in order to preserve the historic character of Beaconsfield, clearly spatially separate from the motorway 
area, with the existing green zone ('green fingers') acting as an essential buffer. It is vital that the character of 
Beaconsfield as an historic market town, centred in the south around the Old Town maedival church and 
centuries old buildings, and in the north around the New Town railway station with its wealth of 
Edwardian/early-mid twentieth century buildings and housing, be preserved and protected AS IT IS.   
Extending Beaconsfield both in geographical area (ie outwards into Green Belt and non-built up land) AND by 
intensification within the existing boundaries (ie neither upwards into blocks of high-density flats - such as have 
been built in Station Road, already to excess, nor the multiple loss of garden areas by doubling up houses on 
current single-house plots) acts to destroy the character of the town, and must be prevented. Any new local plan 
must protect Beaconsfield AS IT IS. Q2. No additional sites should be added, for the compelling reasons given in 
my answer to Q1. Q3. Beaconsfield already has very sparse open space, sports and leisure facilities, and 
therefore none can be sacrificed to further housing (which would of course also place more demand on open 
space, sports and leisure facilities by increasing the population!)  Q4. Again, see my answer to Q1. It is essential 
that any new local plan must protect and preserve Beaconsfield in terms of its existing character, must prevent 
intensification of housing density and housing expansion, must provide robust protection of character buildings, 
from historic buildings in the old town to 'vintage' buildings in the new town, including Edwardian, inter and post 
war houses, and designed coherent estates of uniform character such as Seeleys Estate, and protect and 
preserve existing Areas of Special Character. Q5 .The Spatial Strategy should preserve existing Areas of Special 
character, and protect against intensification, town cramming and geographical expansion.  Q6. See my answers 
to earlier questions, especially Q1 and Q2. Q7. There is no unmet need within Beaconsfield for further housing. 
There are only people who want to move here precisely BECAUSE of the EXISTING character of the town, and 
those who wish to cash in on high property prices by subdividing their plots and increasing housing density 
thereon, for personal profit. Any 'unmet need' definition does not arise out of Beaconsfield itself, but only from 
elsewhere. There is no 'right to live in Beaconsfield' if that means building new housing for additional people. 
Beaconsfield has already seen significant increase in housing stock by means of infill housing, subdivision of plots 
and intensification (apartment blocks), especially in the Station Road area. Any further increase in population 
would put intense stress on an already severely stressed infrastructure, in terms of pressure on insufficient 
school places at both primary and secondary level, worsening access to medical care ( eg Simpson Centre reports 
increasing 'busyness') and the continued logjamming of roadways at peak times (rush hour and school 
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runs)(there are SIX schools off the main Beaconsfield thoroughfare, from Ledborough Lane through to the Old 
Town, as well as multiple school buses), and the chronic shortage of parking spaces, all of which would be 
significantly worsened by any increase in population. Q8. Because of the exceptionally high land prices, 
Beaconsfield is not suitable as a location for 'affordable' housing - with even former council houses selling for 
£300k plus! (and the average house price is a million pounds plus!!). It makes no economic sense (not even for 
developers and land owners) to build 'affordable housing' below market values, in Beaconsfield. Q9. South Bucks 
has provided 87 pitches, the third highest rate of provision in the South East (Core Strategy 2011), so why impose 
yet more unless incontravertible evidence can be presented that the population of Travellers etc has increased 
naturally (by birth rate not accretion from elsewhere), and in that case existing sites should be expanded 
marginally across the entire South East, rather than by the creation of new sites. Q10. Beaconsfield already has 
Harrias House, Sunrise, the Hollies and an Abbeyfield, plus flats at Candlemas Road, providing homes for the 
elderly. With the exceptionally high cost of care in South Bucks (£1000 plus a week), Beaconsfield can cater only 
for high net worth elderly, which is unaffordable for the majority (my MIL has had to move to a cheaper area 
outside the South East in order to be able to pay for her residential care). Many elderly existing residents who 
cannot, or who choose not, to downsize or relocate already have access to two professional care agencies (Eden 
Care and Universal Care). Multigenerational care in the existing family is also a frequent way of controlling high 
care costs. All of these factors argue strongly against building yet more flats or care homes in Beaconsfield, which 
is a highly 'unaffordable' part of the region owing to the extremely high land prices. Q11. The Townscape 
Character Study 2015 designates Areas of Special Character within Beaconsfield which should be protected from 
over-dense development and intensification, as should the town as a whole. Existing listed buildings - and their 
setting - should be preserved. Listing and protection should be extended to other areas, in particular Seeleys 
Estate, which is a uniform, coherent and self-contained estate of discernible and unique 1960s character, the loss 
of any or part of which would destroy its character. Moreover, many many houses in Beaconsfield which would 
once have been considered 'modern' are now 'vintage, and will become historic within the time frame of the 
new local plan, and therefore will and should become eligible for enhanced protection against  destruction and 
replacement or subdivision of their plots.  This applies particularly to the mansions along Penn Road and in the 
Burkes Road/ Gregories Road area, and also applies to the streets between Knotty Green and Ledborough Lane. 
Overbearing and obtrusive development should be refused, as should proposals for yet more blocks of flats.  
The green and garden areas of Beaconsfield, and in-town woodlands, hedgerows and open spaces, should all be 
preserved both as habitats for wildlife and for the amenity of the residents as a whole. Q12.All the Areas of 
Special Character in the Townscape Character Study 2015 should be preserved, and extended to areas such as 
Seeleys Estate, Penn Road (and the streets to the east thereof), around the Tennis Courts and in the Burkes / 
Gregories roads areas. Piecemeal development of these and other areas 'eats up' Beaconsfield from the inside, 
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like a cancer.  Q13. All existing green spaces within and around Beaconsfield should be conserved and protected 
for the amenity of the residents.  Q14. All existing protections and preservations should continue, with existing 
Areas of Special Character retained, and the addition of areas such as Seeleys Estate to this designation as an 
Area of Special Character. There should be a complete ban on basement developments both for reasons of safety 
(subsidence and sink holes in the chalk-based foundations, which would endanger not only the house with the 
basement, but all nearby houses - especially if they, too, have basements!) and to prevent intensification of 
housing, as well as 'back door' subdivision of plots (for example, there is currently a planning application for a 
basement beneath a house on Seeleys Estate, which is a clear indication that a future division of the property 
would then become feasible by virtue of the creation of subterranean house space and/or parking space, or to 
inflate the market value of the house way beyond its neighbours.) No further blocks of flats should be permitted.  
No erosion of the 'green fingers' separating and protection Beaconsfield from the Motorway and elision into the 
'Wycombe connurbation' starting at Loudwater should be permitted.  Q15. See Q 14. All the points therein 
should be adopted as policy for the new local plan, namely: Preservation of existing Areas of Special Character, 
expansion of that designation to additional areas such as Burkes/Gregories roads and Seeleys Estate; ban on 
basement excavations throughout Beaconsfield; ban on further blocs of flats; preservation of current extent of 
green surrounds of Beaconsfield, and neither outward expansion nor internal intensification.  Q16. Infrastructure 
is already under pressure on multiple fronts in Beaconsfield. Water and waste services are already under stress 
and the Wilton Park development will itself require additional services.  School places - one of the major appeals 
of South Bucks, with its rare and highly effective two-tier secondary school system (the reason my family moved 
to Beaconsfield - buying not a new build but a house of a couple retiring to Spain, thus creating no net increase 
to population)(son has now moved out as a young adult, as most young adults do in Beaconsfield, again 
illustrating the lack of 'unmet need' in the town!). Therefore demand for places will increase unsustainably with 
yet more housing - Wilton Park alone is likely to generate demand for several hundred (up to 700 at 2 children 
per family average!) more places, which constitutes half an entire new secondary school.....  More housing places 
more demands on the medical services, from GPs (mother and baby services for young families, and elder-care 
services for an ageing population, both of which are highly demanding), and South Bucks Hospital Trust is already 
in financial meltdown because of excessive demand which more housing will only gravely exacerbate. Excess 
traffic is an endemic problem in Beaconsfield and surrounding roads, both within the town (SIX schools open off 
the mid-town road!) and in and out of town via the A40/A355 and M40, plus traffic 'bypassing' to 
Amersham/M40. Parking is chronically short, with residential areas such as Seeleys Estate routinely used as a 'car 
park' for commuters and those coming in to work in the town. More houses mean more cars - two cars per house 
is normal! - and that yet further creates increasing difficulty and pressure on road and parking space. 
Infrastructure investment is always a major cost requiring long term investment, far in excess to any 'benefits' of 
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increased housing stock and increased head of population in Beaconsfield. These costs can be avoided by NOT 
increasing housing stock either within the town or on its borders. Q17. The blunt truth is that Beaconsfield is 'full 
up'. Any increase in housing stock will seriously and irreversibly damage its existing character, changing it forever 
from the historic market town and Edwardian commuter town, to no benefit of its residents. Land prices are so 
high that affordable housing is out of the question, and potential profits are so high that pressure from 
developers for irresponsible consent to increase housing stock and density must be seen as unneighbourly gross 
profiteering to the complete detriment of the town and residents. Increase in housing, whether by large scale 
schemes such as Wilton Park, or the continual piece-meal intensification via infill building, destruction of existing 
dwellings to replace with high density flats, or double the houses per plot, all put irreversible pressure on an 
already stressed infrastructure, the remedy for which will require huge amounts of money spent to scale up to 
cope with a yet more demanding level of urbanisation of the town. The Green Spaces and rural aspect of the 
town will be sacrificed for housing, all of which will, because of high land prices, be targeted only at the affluent 
and wealthy. Beaconsfield has already seen years and years of increase in housing and enough is enough. Keep 
all the protection of the existing local plan for Beaconsfield, and increase its strength and robustness yet further. 

Rep2505 
Mrs Lillian 
Duffield, Savills, 
on behalf of 
Sandy Oxley 

Site nomination -  land to the east of Thorney Lane South, Richings Park  
 

Rep2506 
Mr David Tolfree 

I understand houses need to be built to accommodate many residents, and it would not be fair if any residents 
were displaced within Botley and Leigh Hill to meet your future plans. I would like to see more dilapidated areas / 
business parks to be used for houses. For example, Bovingdon Market site?? With regards to Travellers sites, 
personally I do not like the fact that more land has to be given up to them, detriment to a site for houses. I would 
not like to see the Ley Hill common being lost to houses, as I believe this create serenity and relaxation to the 
surrounding area. The loss of further green belt land at the old college is not ideal, but as it has been partially 
built on already, this somewhat changes things. However, if the football pitches are lost here, then these need to 
be relocated elsewhere within the local area. If more houses are built on green belt, these need to merge in with 
the surroundings, making sure they do not become an eyesore. Chesham proposed future employment 
opportunity area is too big as this proposed area looks about half the size of Chesham (I understand not all will 
be used), but with this and the proposed areas, I believe Chesham will become too big to maintain the fantastic 
community feel 
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Rep2507 
Miss Rose 
England 

I am a young girl in Little Chalfont and I am 9 years old. I do not like your plans for Little Chalfont. I don't agree 
with your plans because it will spoil the environment and animals such as foxes will have nowhere to go. We will 
have to change Little Chalfont to Big Chalfont and it will spoil an area of outstanding natural beauty. We don't 
have enough schools and we will become a town and there will be lots of traffic. I hope you will consider my 
views. 

  

Rep2508 
Mr Ken Kavanagh 

I am an active member of Beaconsfield Rugby Football club on Windsor End and have been for the past 13 years. 
My daughter also plays there and hopefully my son & youngest daughter will also follow suite when old enough. 
BRFC is a very inclusive club and at the heart of all this is good about our wonderful town, whether you are a 5 
year old starting out on your rugby journey or a 75 year old who pops down to their local club to meet old friends 
and team mates. In my opinion sport, be it rugby, cricket, football or whatever your fancy are crucial elements in 
helping us develop & nurture the youth of our town. Having a club that is easily accessible to all and located in 
the town are crucial to the success of our club in continuing to develop the youth and provide a top class facility 
for over 650 members. I would therefore request that when shaping plans for the development of our town over 
the next 30 years that the pitches currently in use by BRFC on both sides of Windsor End are preserved for 
recreational purposes & used by BRFC. 

  

Rep2509 
Mr Charalambos 
Mourdjis 

I have submitted by e-mail to planningpolicy@chiltern.gov.uk  and ldf@southbucks.gov.uk our comments 
relating to the Initial Local Plan (Regulation 18) 2014-2036. I have submitted separately by e-mail to the above e-
mail addresses our objections to Plot15 Botley & Ley Hill of having their Green BElt Status removed or changed 

  

Rep2510 
Miss Sophie 
Coppock Grundy 

I object to the proposals in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036). I object on the Grounds of loss 
of Green Belt, loss and significant detriment to the Chess Valley AONB, detrimental affect on Chenies 
Conservation Area, overloading of local amenities and services and traffic congestion on the A404. I am 19 and 
have lived for 16 years in Chenies and before that Flaunden on the other side of the Chess. I do not want to see 
the beautiful area in which I have grown up in ruined. The River Chess and it's valley is uniquely beautiful and 
unspoilt, so close as it is to London. Please do not ruin it. 

  

Rep2511 
Miss Laura 
Paddison 

This is to object against Plough Lane recreation ground being tested for possible development. Having been born 
in the area, I have seen the park flourish and having played there myself as a child, along with my siblings, it has 
been always put to good use. Returning to the borough, i now have my own child who now plays there long with 
his friends and family. Having a free space for locals as well as children and families to enjoy is part of our 
everyday living. Surely any money spent on the space should be to improve the leisure facilities for all the houses 
that are already in the area.  

  

Rep2512 
Mr Balvinder 
Phull 

I do not think the expansion plans are a good idea when looking at Slough coming into the Green Belt areas 
surrounding George Green. My reason for this are as follow - 1.George Green is classed as a Hamlet/Village, as 
such it has a distinct look and feel to it compared to a large town like Slough. Many resident are long stand and 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

501 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

there is very little movement in terms of moving house - this is largely based on the community being in this area 
for specific reasons, they choose to live in the country side area away from busy towns such as slough 
surrounded by countryside, there is also history linked to George Green which should be taken into account and 
not erroded.  Merging Slough and George Green would totally destroy the reasons why residents live in this area.  
George Green and Slough have distinct borders and separating for reasons that relate to green belt these should 
not be altered. 2.I understand pollution of air and noise from traffic is already high in the area, adding more 
residents/houses will only add to this and is not good for the residents OR the local wildlife when we look to 
areas close by such as the 2 National Country areas. 3.if more housing was to be added to the area there is not 
enough infrastructure in place to accommodate plans.  Schooling, shops etc would be needed which will lead to 
more traffic flow - the A412 is already congested with constant speeding traffic which is typically travelling 
beyond the speed limits. 4.local x2 country parks have increased visitors year on year and putting house in close 
proximity of these is not in keeping with national parks. In summary the green belt serves 5 main reasons / 
purposes based on the Govt planning practice guidance. These should be taken into account which relate to my 
reason above. See below.  When you relate each point to George Green - there is a score of 5 out of 5 as such the 
green belt in this area is there for reasons that should not be ignored. Green Belt serves five purposes: 
•to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; •to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one 
another; •to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; •to preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns; and •to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 
other urban land. 

Rep2513 
Mrs Sian Bodwen 

I am writing to express my opposition to the declassification of green belt land surrounding the village of Little 
Chalfont. The proposed area is not only part of the Green Belt but also includes Areas of Outstanding Beauty 
which have all been designated so for the purpose of their own protection.  The Green Belt was brought into 
being to prevent the unrestricted growth of built-up areas and to protect the countryside, the existence of which 
is of great importance to society in general.  There is land within already urban areas that could be developed, 
rather than losing more greenfield sites. Our local services are already struggling to manage the population that 
exists in this area.  School places, local health services and hospitals are already under huge strain and the roads 
and public transport systems cannot support a huge increase in the number of people using them without 
significant investment which is unlikely to come about in the current economic climate. Little Chalfont should not 
be considered as a 'Main Settlement for Growth'.  Since 2006, the village has already endured development in 
larger scales than its neighbouring towns of Amersham, Chesham, Chalfont SG and Chalfont SP. 

  

Rep2514 
Mr Richard 
Burroughs 

I am writing to express my concerns over the proposed plans to redesignate certain areas of green belt and areas 
of outstanding natural beauty around Little Chalfont for potential future development. Firstly I have concerns 
over the existing infrastructure of Little Chalfont to cope with any new and significant housing developments, in 
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particular: 1. Schools: We weren't able to get our children into a school that was 1/2 a mile away from our 
property. Further catchment areas will become significantly smaller should some of the proposed sites become 
developed. 2. Rail transport: Being a commuter into London I have already witnessed an increased demand on 
the Metropolitan line and Chiltern Railways services. Major new developments could place an overbearing 
burden on this vital service for existing commuters. 3. Road network: Some of the proposed sites would need 
significantly larger road access. I also have concerns over the amount extra traffic that would generated in and 
around the A404 which is already a busy road. Combined with the potential disruption caused by the 
development of HS2 the current road network would be put under considerable strain by any major 
development in and around the Little Chalfont area. 4. Local amenities: The current shopping parade and in 
particular it's parking facilities are already inadequate. Again I have concerns that future developments will place 
an answerable demand on these amenities. 5. Sport and recreation: The plan to include Westwood Park I find 
particularly worrisome. It currently provides a major outlet for the younger generation of Little Chalfont to 
partake in vitally important physical activities. 6. Character and beauty of the existing area: Some of the areas 
and in particular Westwood and the fields down to the chess valley are an area of outstanding natural beauty 
and any development at all of this area would have a significant impact of the charm and character of the area. 
Also the plan to designate the two fields either of the A404 as you enter Little Chalfont as employment 
development, would mean potentially turning existing fields and beautiful views into unsightly industrial estates. 
Lastly, I have very real concerns that any significant development would cause an unalterable change to current 
environment and character of Little Chalfont. 

Rep2515 
Miss Stephanie 
Coppock 

I object  to the proposals contained in Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) on the grounds that it 
results in loss of Green Belt, loss of AONB in particular the Chess Valley, impacts on Chenies Conservation Area 
and will lead to gridlock on the A404. My objection should be read in conjunction the one submitted by Robert 
Grundy of 29 Chenies Village, WD3 6EQ. I object on the same grounds. 

  

Rep2516 
Mrs Suan 
Edmonds 

I feel that any erosion of the Green Belt in this area will be highly detrimental both to the character and value of 
this ancient region. The Chilterns are already threatened through major projects such as HS2 and the possibility 
that the landscape will be further afflicted by wide scale development is worrying. There remain many past 
industrial and commercial sites which could be redeveloped to good effect and I would like to be assured that all 
possibilities of this nature have been explored before attacking one of the few remaining rural communities close 
to London. 

  

Rep2517 
Mrs A Lindsay 

Regarding, the land either side of Windsor End used by Beaconsfield Rugby Club, I believe it's in the best interests 
of BRFC  and the town itself that this remains within the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for 
local adults and children. 
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Rep2518 
Mrs Betty 
Ringshall 

I am responding to the recent proposed plan to build in the Botley, Ley Hill area. The local roads are already 
extremely busy and to compact this with even more traffic will make the area practically immobile at certain 
times of the day, residants will not be able to go around their normal lives. I have lived in the area for over 20 
years and purchased my property as it was in an area of outstanding natural beauty, rural and in the greenbelt.  
To build in these areas will join the local small villages putting pressure on the entire area for schools (which are 
already full) and the public services.  We have already had local A&E departments closed putting pressure on the 
couple that are left, to build in this area will put more and unnecessary pressure on the hospitals we do have left. 
Also the area marked on the plan is an area that continually floods this would put strain  an already failing 
drainage system and endager the local residants properties. This area is used heavily due to its rural status by 
local horse riders, walkers, cyclists, Duke Of Edinburgh children, to build in this area would affect all of these 
people and I have no doubt that these groups have not been informed of this proposed plan in time to respond. 
Based on these points I therefore object to these proposed plans in this area. 

  

Rep2519 
Mrs Elenor Cox 

I am a resident of Little Chalfont and my responses relate to my knowledge of this area.  Re question 1 and 
question 7: Increasing property prices in London means that the area is now attracting significant numbers of 
new residents who work in the London area, such as myself. I feel that the Chiltern district is being unfairly asked 
to respond to problems that have their roots in the London area. It is very obvious that there is additional 
capacity in areas such as Harrow and Hillingdon that would be preferable for many commuters and not infringe 
on green belt land. For example, Harrow has had vacant office accommodation since poorly planned 
developments in the 80s and the site of the former library is still a derelict eyesore adjacent to the station. A 
change of use from commercial to residential should be investigated for more sites within the M25. Re question 
5 and 6: I feel particularly strongly about the proposals relating to the parcels of land either side of Stony Lane in 
Little Chalfont. This is an area of outstanding natural beauty that cannot in any way be given equal weighting to 
the other suggested areas for development. This is due to its aspect over remarkable unspoilt landscape 
incorporating the Chess Valley and Chilterns Way but also due to its location adjacent to public bridleways that 
are extremely popular with local walkers, runners, cyclists and horse riders. This land therefore benefits all 
residents and not just those who live adjacent and is an important local green space that cannot just be 
"relocated" (as per question 13). Personally, I find that being able to exercise along these paths and enjoy their 
views and wildlife is about the only thing that makes living in Little Chalfont worth the expense and 
unpleasantness of the commute. There are other areas of empty space that are less accessible and visible to 
residents such as the commercial units off Long Lane and some open space alongside the footpath running 
between Burtons Lane and Nightingales Lane (and adjacent to it). Re question 8. I question the number of large 
'executive' homes being built in the area and particularly along the A404 into Chorleywood when there is a 
shortage of affordable housing. It seems that not enough is being done to rein in the greed of developers. 
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Property price trends would seem to indicate that the supply of such homes is not under pressure in comparison 
to more affordable 2 and 3 bedroom houses.  Re question 16: Infrastructure in my local area is clearly under 
threat. The increasing pressure year on year on the trains into London has been obvious in the 5 years that I have 
been living here, and anticipated improvements to the tube are further delayed. The impact of the additional 253 
homes in Bell Lane has been noticeable in this respect. HS2 will bring no local travel benefits. Parking in 
residential areas by commuters avoiding station carpark fees is becoming a real problem, notably in Elizabeth 
Avenue. It seems that the local GP surgery and hospitals are already not meeting recommended waiting times for 
obtaining appointments. 

Rep2522 
Mr John 
Greensmith 

The Local Plan is inadequate in the extreme. I refer to the joint response of the Little Chalfont Community 
Association and LC Parish Council which is peppered with words and terms such a 'not fit for purpose', 'flawed', 
'misconceived', 'inconclusive', and 'has significant deficiencies in the methodology' - all of which seem mild 
criticisms in the circumstances. Their Executive Summary concludes with the observation that the Plan 'is NOT 
joined up and does NOT provide any evidence-based justification….'. A problem of this scale deserves better. 
The current Plan presents a 'residential cart' to the long-suffering community of Bucks without any indication of 
what the 'infrastructural horse' will look like, or how it will be provided. Infrastructure is covered in four short 
paragraphs in section 8 on page 20, almost as an afterthought, and most of it is about jam tomorrow. There are 
no specifics except perhaps for the suggestion that yet another tax (CIL) might be imposed to pay for it all. 
The Plan should be withdrawn until it can be presented together with the SIC and IDS so that the community can 
see and comment on the full picture. In addition, the option of concentrating the whole block of 15000 houses in 
a new Milton Keynes type development, or as a major extension to a large existing town such as Aylesbury, 
should be considered. Schools and roads across Bucks are generally oversubscribed so it is almost certain that 
the needed infrastruture could be provided much more cost effectively with scale economies in place. 

  

Rep2525 
Mr Glenn 
Brackenridge 

I have inspected the proposals and understand the objectives of the SBDC. My comments refer to the proposals 
concerning Stoke Poges. The original documents I saw from the SBDC referred to an area north of Park Road 
bordering Park Road and Grays Park Road including an area of fields. It is the subsequent proposal from the 
Parish Council to which I have strong objections, which is marked ARUP on later proposal diagrams.  This smaller 
area has its southern border as the centre line of the private road Duffield Park. The 5 properties on the southern 
side of Duffield Park would become the Green Belt protection zone between Stoke Poges/Green and Slough. 
Firstly, this small group of houses represents over-excessive fragmentation of the Green Belt - it would be only 
appox. 50m-60m wide.  Secondly the private road Duffield Park is in very poor condition and is not currently 
capable of accommodating the additional traffic which would be the result of any development on its northern 
side. Thirdly, the exit of Duffield Park onto Grays Park Road is dangerous with poor exit visibility and the 
proximity to the junction of Grays Park Road with Park Road (only 40m?) already causes confusion and near-
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accidents on a daily basis, something which will be worse with any additional traffic. There is a lack of official 
clarity from the SBDC to residents of Stoke Poges over the plans for the old ICI playing fields and the Duffield 
House grounds. If these areas are to become the primary Green Belt protection zone between Slough and Stoke 
Poges/Green, as indicated by officials in various email conversations then the ARUP proposals concerning Green 
Belt become irrelevant. The lifting of Green Belt in this immediate area could then encompass both sides of 
Duffield Park because the protection zone offered by the old ICI field and Duffield House is 100's of metres wide. 
In summary I object to the ARUP proposal dividing Duffield Park  North and South. The ARUP proposal would be 
acceptable from a Green Belt perspective if it included the South side of Duffield Park and then if the SBDC 
enforced the designation of the old ICI field as Green Belt zone. Alternatively, the original SDBC proposal for the 
area north of Park Road, whilst consuming fields which support a rich selection of wild life, would still leave 
sufficient fields in the area for this wild life to move to. Additionally, Park Road and Grays Park Road are already 
of sufficient quality and size to support any development traffic necessary to service works. 

Rep2527 
Miss Jackie 
Joseph 

I strongly object to the removal of the proposed area at Grey's Park Road / Rogers Lane / Elizabeth Way from its 
current green belt status. That land provides a public amenity as open space and the several public footpaths are 
well used. It also forms a part of historic Stoke Poges,  and it would be an act of cultural vandalism which could 
never be remedied if it were to be built on. There are adequate alternative sites both in Slough (where need is 
greatest) and in the village which are already built up - the Pioneer site which has such a conflicted planning 
status for the school would for example be ideal & welcomed as a site for some housing, and would allow the 
school to move to serve the Berkshire community which it represents. Any additional housing within Stoke Poges 
must take account of the village status and not allow the urban sprawl of a different district council to consume 
it; at the other end of the village, while Stoke Common is protected, the open land which currently acts as a 
barrier between Stoke Poges and Farnham Common should also remain protected. Stoke Poges has finite 
resources at the doctor's surgery and school, which must also be taken into account in any decision concerning 
the numbers of new properties which could be accommodated. 

 

Rep2529 
Mrs Tracey Hardy 

I am responding to the particular area covering area 15 and the Botley road, Ley hill area.  Not only has this 
information been very late in being made public and everyone has had a short time to respond. The roads in this 
area are not main roads they struggle already with the amount of traffic and the schools are full but we all pay a 
premium to live in these areas, Ley Hill is on the Chiltern Way to build in these areas would not only put pressure 
on already overloaded roads but make it impossible for the local residents to go around their normal daily work. 
It would also affect the Duke of Edinburgh children as this area is used heavily for this award to be carried out 
(walking through housing estates does not come into this programme). The area is built around a rural 
community, walkers, cyclists and horse riders, these form a large part of the community and these people live in 
the area to enjoy the open countryside. There also recently seems to be a problem with sewerage the building of 
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new properties in this area would put more pressure on an already failing system. Not only this the land marked 
on the map is subject to flooding through the winter months and heavily sodden, building on this area will make 
the flooding worse for other residents, overload drains that already continually block. Based on these points I 
object to the planning in this area. 

Rep2530 
Mr Anthony 
Marland 

I SUPPORT the decision of the CDC to REJECT green belt sites in and around Little Kingshill including CD0078, 
CD0173, CD0232, CD0159, CD0233, CD0049, CD0077, CD0006, CD0017, CD0099, and CD0072.  

Rep2531 
Mr T Gleave 

I am very concerned that the green belt land either side of Windsor End, occupied by Beaconsfield RFC, is 
included as potential development space on the draft plan; and add my voice to calls for this area to be 
protected, as a vital facility for providing sport & recreation to many hundreds of local children and adults. 
My sons play mini rugby each weekend, when the value of this open space (one of very few in the town) is clear 
to see - with several hundred children in attendance. With Wilton Park set to be developed, the town will already 
see a loss of open space in combination with additional development and population. This can only add to the 
importance of protecting the BRFC land for the future benefit of the local population, and to protect against 
overdevelopment. 

  

Rep2532 
Mrs Rosemary 
Peters 

I am distressed to think that our valuable Green Belt is being considered for development.   Theses are my 
reasons. a ) We need these Green Belt areas for their air pollution antidote factor.Also for promotion of general 
health and wellbeing for members of the community.  b) We can barely sustain the present infrastructure as it is. 
let alone further development. Schools are overloaded, Doctors surgeries are overloaded, We have already been 
warned that there will be electricity shortages in the future.Our roads are,still.. terrible, despite large amounts of 
money being spent on them, , there is TOO much traffic on them, further development will only exacerbate the 
problem. c) There are areas in the North that would welcome further development why not target that area? 

  

Rep2533 
Mrs Janet Thomas 

I object to any proposals to lose the green belt in Botley or Leyhill.. Such beautiful countryside will never come 
back once it is developed, Botley Road is a very busy road and motorists speed past, to add any more traffic 
would just make matters a lot worse. 

  

Rep2534 
Mr Jonathan 
Tattershall-Dodd 

It is of great importance when considering the local plan for  Farnham Common or Farnham Royal, Stoke Poges 
etc that the Green belt which creates a natural barrier between those villages and the sprawling expansion of 
urban Slough be retained. The very purpose of Greenbelt is to prevent that and it must form a fundamental part 
of Council strategy. It is also similarly important not to entertain even the slightest proposals from Slough 
Borough Council that they should be allowed to create a "Northern Garden Suburb" or similar in South Bucks.  
It is also of enormous importance that the periphery of Burnham Beeches should retain it's farmland and natural 
open spaces in order to help preserve the rich variety of wildlife which exists there. 
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Rep2535 
Mrs Vivien Woods 

I am firmly in favour of looking firstly at brown field sites in order to fulfill future housing needs. Therefore I 
agree that The Bayer site should be considered.  I am concerned that the new housing in the village appears to 
be out of the price range of our local young families, so perhaps we should consider more affordable housing 
with the stipulation that they are sold only to persons who have lived in the village for say five years and when 
sold at some later date the same stipulation applies, otherwise our children will have no opportunity to live close 
to parents where they have been raised. 

 

Rep2536 
Mr Gary Thomas 
Planning Works 
Ltd on behalf of 
Clarks of 
Amersham 

Questions 5 and 6 response - Clarks of Amersham are the freehold owners of HELAA site CD0025, Hyde End 
Sawmills (land adjacent to Jewson) Chesham Road, Hyde End.  The site extends to 2.69Ha. The site was proposed 
for employment use by the owner as part of the Council's Call for Sites consultation in 2015 but was excluded 
from the HELLA following the stage 1 assessment on the basis that the site was in the Green Belt and not 
previously developed land (PDL).  However, the site is considered to be PDL, falling within the definition at Annex 
2 of the NPPF. Option K of the Joint Local Plan (JLP) specifically relates to employment land and contains a range 
of sub-options for dealing with future provision in the JLP area up to 2036.  It is vitally important that 
employment requirements are not overlooked as part of the JLP process given that the inevitable focus for new 
development over the plan period will relate to residential needs.  This is especially true given that some of the 
options under consideration for accommodating new residential development relate to the intensification of use 
in built-up areas and the potential loss of existing employment land in built-up areas. The various sub-options 
within K are wide ranging which is generally welcomed given the end date of the JLP is 2036.  However, some of 
those sub-options (v for example) provide for long term "solutions" such as establishing new strategic 
employment locations in the Green Belt.  There is, therefore, some concern about the ability of the JLP to deliver 
such significant options timed to deal with the needs of existing businesses who may face short term pressure to 
relocate as a result of other options such as A. The priority order for the K sub options should, therefore, broadly 
focus first on those options that are able to deliver new employment opportunities according to timescale.  This 
essentially points to a review of the existing employment areas/opportunities in both the built up areas and in 
Green Belt locations. Sub option iv of K, which aims to increase the employment potential of existing 
employment sites within the Green Belt, is therefore strongly supported. Formalising the employment use of 
these areas through the JLP would clearly provide clarity for the future and remove the possibility/hope of 
establishing alternative uses.  The aim of creating that stability is that investment in the employment use 
increases, helping to provide for future employment needs in a much more stable context. While site CD0025 has 
been promoted as an individual opportunity, it actually forms part of a significant cluster of existing employment 
uses in this location.  Adjoining to the west is Middlegrove Farm (site CD0134, 3.37Ha.) which contains a range of 
employment uses and to the east by the Jewson builder's merchant yard and buildings.  Immediately to the east 
of the Jewson site is a further area of land currently used to store building materials (understood not to be 
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connected with Jewson's). This cluster of uses can clearly positively contribute to the future employment needs 
identified in the JLP and within the context of sub-option iv of K should be considered as a site specific 
opportunity in the next stages of the JLP. As already acknowledged by sub-option iv of K, the policy approach to 
identifying such sites will need to be considered.  However, the JLP even at this early stage, acknowledges that 
there will need to be a departure from the existing Development Plan approach in order to meet identified 
development needs, and, as part of this, a Green Belt review is an inevitable part of this process.  
Specific identification of such sites and their exclusion from the Green Belt is, therefore, regarded as a an 
appropriate policy approach.  The existing Development Plan already adopts an approach of "exclusion" in the 
way it treats residential development (Green Belt Settlements, Rows of Dwellings) and there is no reason why 
the application of a similar type of approach to employment land could not form part of the JLP approach. 

Rep2538 
Mr Paul Nichols 

As a local resident in Farnham Common I would like to respond to the initial consultation to the Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan. My responses to the questions raised and additional opinions are outlined below.  
Q5  I support the consideration of a mixed strategy to review development opportunities. However, I am against 
the relocation of our local recreational areas so that they are in a less sustainable location. Similarly there I do 
not see the point in converting small locally accessible sustainably accessible offices to housing and then asking 
people to drive miles to a business park. I have serious concerns about accepting additional requirements from 
outside areas.  It cannot be that an area can expand beyond its ability and/or capacity. Specifically, I believe there 
are areas within the Slough Council that are being prioritized for Commercial Use, where there is already spare 
capacity within the council’s area, easily seen by driving round the area. Should Slough not look at both their 
Housing and Commercial needs and start looking within before raising objections to outside? The policy of 
maintaining a defensible boundary needs to be applied to all settlements. I believe the Green Belt should be 
strengthened by this process, not reduced and weakened. I would also raise regarding employment 
opportunities that the analysis does not take full account of the change that is happening in the work place with 
more and more people working from home. I appreciate that this is for only certain sectors of the employment 
market, but the trend is there and would impact the plans and targets that are being considered. I would also 
suggest that this is potentially higher than national trends due to the nature of the workforce that reside within 
the Farnhams region.  Q7 I support the work the Chilterns and South Bucks have done to consider how to plan 
for managing the unmet needs with the reference to Aylesbury Vale. Here the Duty to Cooperate is working, in 
keeping with the nature and character of the respective regions. I do NOT support the expansion of Slough to the 
North. As previously outlined, the separation of towns and developed areas must be maintained and the 
character of the Farnhams, including Burnham Beaches, must be retained and would be under significant threat 
if such a consideration was taken further. Our first priority must be given to maintaining the outdoor open 
recreation space. Q14 I would like to see the following included or emphasized more in the Joint Local Plan. 
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i) Traffic Calming and Management. The A355 is overloaded already, in particular during rush hours and also, late 
at night, when the road is used as a cut through and drivers tend to exceed the speed limits. ii) As mentioned 
previously, I believe the Farnhams need to be supported by a better “Village Hall” facility, ideally located within 
Farnham Park, where there is already parking and close to recreational areas. The “new” hall could be developed 
to consider a wide range of additional uses including local theatre, indoor sports such as indoor bowls, 
badminton (suitable for older and younger residents) as well as the societies, groups, activity and fitness coaches. 
iii) The impact on the local wildlife in and around the Farnhams and in to Burnham Beeches needs to be 
considered in more depth. The Joint Local Plan has little detail on this and I believe it is critical to ensure that any 
impact is minimal and preserving the local and visiting wildlife is treated as a priority within and surrounding our 
green areas! Q15 Unless I have missed something or misunderstood, I do not see a policy for Educational Needs 
and Emergency Services. I believe these need to be policies in their own right as a population increase of the 
order of over 25% will have a significant impact on the demands in these two key areas (already stretched 
today!). I do NOT believe it is acceptable or considerate to the communities affected by this Joint Local Plan, for 
the council to present to the Parish such an important document weeks before the deadline for response, when 
it is looking for residents and locals impacted to have the opportunity to respond. 

Rep2539 
Mr David Board 

I am opposed to the developments between Stony Lane and Westwood Park. This would devastate the 
woodlands and the countryside. I am against any development or consideration for planning that impacts the 
Green belt and areas of AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

  

Rep2540 
Mr Steve Potts 

I recognise the need for more housing over the next 20 years as the general population increases.  However 
before greenfield sites are considered for development I expect every effort has been made to use existing built 
up areas and brownfield sites. In addition it is critical that any proposed development does not reduce the 
provision of land for sporting facilities, particularly for children.  This is particularly true in these times of 
increasing obesity and falling fitness levels in our young people.  In fact, if the population of Beaconsfield is to 
grow, then I would expect these facilities to be increased in number, size and quality. I am a resident of 
Beaconsfield and a father of a son who plays in Beaconsfield Rugby Club, Beaconsfield Holtspur FC and 
Beaconsfield Cricket Club.  I myself also coach youth teams at the rugby and cricket clubs and see first-hand the 
benefit local children get from playing team sports that enhance their physical fitness, team spirit and social 
interaction.  I am therefore concerned at the proposal (Appendix 2) that proposes redesignation of greenbelt 
land that covers Beaconsfield FC's pitches at Wilton Park, Beaconsfield Rugby Clubs grounds on the Hall Barn 
Estate and Beaconsfield Cricket Club's ground.  These areas must be protected and enhanced for the benefit of 
the existing and growing community. Similarly the proposal in Appendix 5 to extend land for business use to 
cover Beaconsfield SYCOB's pitches at Holloway Pak (which are also used by Beaconsfield Holtspur FC) would also 
be inappropriate. If green belt land is to be redesignated it must be done in a way that protects and enhances the 
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sporting facilities that are available to the community as a whole and young people in particular. 

Rep2541 
Mr Alan brown 

Since I accept the need for further the housing development in the South Bucks area, I am disappointed that the 
consultation document seems only to deal with the provision of further housing.  It is not surprising that, of the 
Spatial Strategy alternatives, option (b) is preferred by landowners and developers, but not by local residents.  
The latter are not being offered any new infrastructure or other benefits consequent on the proposals in the 
draft. As I have been living in Beaconsfield for only 20 years, I can only comment specifically on Beaconsfield, as 
my knowledge of other parts of South Bucks is limited. The character of Beaconsfield has been significantly 
changed in the recent years by developments generally. During this time, no proposals have come forward from 
the D.C. to remedy the deficiencies in the infrastructure that have been identified in Beaconsfield, notably the 
provision of parks, playgrounds, and open spaces in the developed area.  Neither have any proposals emerged to 
provide an indoor swimming pool either in Beaconsfield or in any other part of South Bucks.  Residents are 
entitled to expect that such provision could have been and should have been met at some time in the 42 years of 
South Bucks. There are still no specific proposals to meet these deficiencies. The citizens of Beaconsfield need a 
playground and pitches now and not at some future distant date after 2036.  Similarly, an indoor swimming pool 
in the vicinity of the complex of schools in Wattleton Road could have been justified many years ago because of 
the need/value of providing swimming facilities for those pupils, as well as others in the District.  It is a farcical 
situation which requires residents to use swimming pools in Maidenhead, Wycombe, Slough and Amersham, etc 
when the public transport facilities available are so limited. The D.C. needs to behave like a developer and 
identify as appropriate in the draft local plan those elements of infrastructure that the D.C. should provide either 
via contributions, or levy, or directly. Public transport is another factor which needs addressing.    In Beaconsfield, 
it cannot be considered adequate, especially for residents living north of the railway line.  To the north of the 
railway line, apart from a funded service to Tylers Green, there is nothing; there is no bus serving the residents 
on the Seeleys estate at all.   An earlier consultation document in 2009 said that the criteria for relevant bus 
services was a distance of 400m for new planning considerations.  If an elderly person has to walk for 10 to 15 
minutes to get to Maxwell Road, he/she will get the car out for the journey.   If the present bus services are to 
have any meaning for the increasingly elderly population of Beaconsfield, the stop at Waitrose needs to be 
included in some if not all services to High Wycombe and Slough; but the frequency of the service needs to be 
enhanced if it is to be more usable as the community ages.  Residents of Beaconsfield are frequently referred to 
outpatient clinics at Amersham, Wexham Park and Stoke Mandeville hospitals, and yet there are no bus services 
from Beaconsfield to these hospitals; and the parking at these hospitals is notoriously difficult.  Moreover, there 
needs to be some local services to link the present three disparate communities in Beaconsfield (to which 
substantial development at Wilton Park is about to be added).  At present, the most significant common factor is 
two supermarkets in the new town; this leads to excessive traffic in the centre of the new town, and yet there 
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are no proposals to mitigate this problem. The tone of the consultation document implies very strongly that 
there will be no practical difficulties in meeting the development requirements either for housing or for industry 
in South Bucks. Development at Wilton Park will be on such a scale over 20/25 years that it would add a fourth 
disparate community to Beaconsfield.  It is arguable that development development at Wilton Park should only 
take place after the A355 has been realigned to the Pybush roundabout. The present situation at the roundabout 
in the old town indicates that the relief is needed now, and not at some future time. It seems likely that further 
schools school will also be required to serve Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross, and other areas in South Bucks.  The 
draft local plan is silent about any provision for education. The fact that Beaconsfield has more 2-car owners than 
other towns should be regarded as a transport problem that will have to be tackled at some time in the future.  
As in many other towns, it may be necessary to consider pedestrianisation, except for public transport and 
essential service access, of some part of the town centre for all or part of the working day.  Station Road/Penn 
Road has an unusual number of roundabouts, mini roundabouts, Pelican crossings, pedestrian crossings, and 
road junctions in about 500m, and there is significant conflict both between vehicles and between vehicles and 
pedestrians.  This is an issue that will have to be considered long before 2036 to improve the townscape and the 
quality of life for pedestrians.  The draft local plan is clear that there will have to be some provision in the South 
Bucks area for overspill from Uxbridge and Slough.  The residents of South Bucks can reasonably expect some 
indication of the extent and placement of that development, particularly as Crossrail is due to open shortly. 
There will be development pressures for housing in areas close to the Crossrail line anyway. 

Rep2544 
Mr Gerald 
Brennan 

Disagree with thr ARUP sugestion of Area bounded by Church Lane ,Park Road, Grays Park Road and Duffield Park 
as this is will  merge towns with one another, as well as using geen belt land. Would sugest usng the site 
currently known as bayer Court this would not use green belt and is already developed but could be reused plus 
car park but not the fields  behind Duffield Lane extending to Rickmans Lane 

 

Rep2545 
Mr Matthew 
Cooper 

I support Chiltern District Council's decision to REJECT green belt sites in and around Little Kingshill including 
CD0078, CD0173, CD0232, CD0159, CD0233, CD0049, CD0077, CD0006, CD0017, CD0099, and CD0072. 
There is a clear need to develop non greenbelt sites which have planning permission already granted and are 
being landbanked by developers. Windsor Lane running into Heath End Road is a narrow road, down which traffic 
travels too fast, this is particularly hazardous at the junction of Heath End Road and Hare Lane where the road 
bends and narrows before leaving the 30mph zone. Any development of the greenbelt around this area will 
increase the traffic using the main artery road which would be hazardous to anyone walking both on the 
pavement adjoining the road and along the road to Great Kingshill which has the nearest convenience store and 
bus route into High Wycombe. 

 

Rep2546 
Mr William 

I write to object to South Bucks District Council's 30 year housing development plan, incorporating land either 
side of Windsor End, for the following reasons: 1  It is designated as Green Belt Land, thus open to all. 2 The land 
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Walker is used by Beaconsfield Rugby Club, which has operated for over 60 years and provides enjoyment to over 75 
adults and 500 children ranging from 5 to 18. Beaconsfield Rugby Club (BRC) encourages friendly competition 
and enhances team building, respect and leadership amongst its members, thus developing the individual skills 
which will be needed for future life.  3 BRC is a crucial social club, of all ages, for people to have fun and socialise. 
4 If the plan was approved, then BRC would find it difficult to relocate (mainly cost factors) within the town 
boundaries and thus Beaconsfield would lose a principal asset/identity of the Town. Its' members would then 
have to travel to other local clubs in the area ,thus increasing local noise and traffic. 5 We have been associated 
with BRC for the last 14 years and it continues to be a focal point for us and other people. 6 Currently, we believe 
that the town could not cope with the increase in traffic and the pressures on local services such as schools and 
health services. Therefore we object to the housing development for the aforementioned reasons. 

Rep2549 
Mrs pamela 
Atkinson 

As a landowner in the South Bucks District Council area I had not heard abouth the 2015 'Call for Sites' as 
referred to at 1.1 of the Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan  -  Regulation 18 Incorporating Issues & Options 
Consultation Document (Jan-Mar 2016) and have not previously nominated my land. In accordance with 1.5 I 
would like to nominate the four acre field situated in Crown Lane for consideration on its own or as a part of a 
larger parcel of land totalling in excess of 16 acres. It is situated adjacent to the north boundary of Fairholme, 
Crown Lane, Farnham Royal, SL2 3SF. It has Land Registry Title number BM397611. The property adjacent to the 
North is Allerds Farm. This has previously submitted residential planning applications and is listed in appendix 10 
(Site reference SB0147) as an option that was excluded due to being too small. If it was considered in 
combination with this and the additional 12 acres mentioned earlier it would  potentially be a good option. This 
parcel of land was originally part of Allerds Farm but along with the rest was sold off in lots many years ago. I 
believe the original total was in the region of 64 acres an area that would help considerably to relieve the 
housing shortfall. Furthermore the initial 4 acre parcel of land could deliver within a year of consent with little 
preparation of the land required. This parcel of land is at the southern most boundary of Green Belt and is 
surrounded on all sides by a mix of residential housing and commercial developments. It is surrounded by land 
with permitted planning applications including Crown House, Farnham Royal Nursery and most recently 
permission to build new property adjacent to Fairholme, which is the property adjacent to the south. It is a 
pocket of Green Belt designated land that does not have any of the characteristics of Green Belt or uphold the 
fundamental aims of Green Belt policy and would appear to me to be an ideal area for extension of the 
settlement area 

 

Rep2550 
Mr Andrew 
Prophet 

This is a totally outrageous and unreasonable proposal that is totally lacking in logic/common sense.  I cannot 
understand why you would allow the destruction  of clearly designated gree belt an area of outstanding natural 
beauty.  The area has a wide variety of animals such as badgers, foxes, deer and red kites.   There is also a 
substaintial woodland area and beautiful landscape.   The site that is proposed has no obvious access routes.  It 
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would require the building of significant roads feeding into narrow lanes such as Holloway Lane.  This will 
significantly damage the rural environment.  The site is dilt to access and would destroy woodland and 
grasslands.   How many more reasons do you need to reject/remove this “propsosal”?  I would also want 
disclosure on the relationship between Chiltern Council and the landowners theat would benefit from this 
proposal.  There are many far suitable sites you insist on development. 

brownfield sites. 

Rep2551 
Mr Neil Rowley 
Savills on behalf 
of Thorney Lane 
LLP 

Representation on behalf of Thorney Lane LLP proposing a Garden Village on the current site of Thorney Lane 
Business Park.   

Rep2552 
Mr Fiona Mayhew 

I have lived in Little Chalfont on two occasions, in 1985-1989 and from 1999-present. My husband and I chose to 
return here after a few years in London, to settle down and raise our family. The reasons behind this were the 
excellent education and beautiful countryside, with access to London and Heathrow. In the past 17 years, we 
have seen the village grow and evolve in character, with significant changes for the worse, particularly in the past 
5 years. The increased pressure on roads, schools and the Green Belt has been very very noticeable. Looking at 
each in turn: Travel and road infrastructure - When we first arrived in 1997, I was commuting to London and did 
so until 2012. It was always possible to park at the station and get a seat on the train. In the past 5-6 years 
however, with the increase in building developments and associated traffic (within Little Chalfont and beyond - it 
should be noted that due to Little Chalfont being a through road to the M25 with the A404 running through it, it 
acts like a bottle-neck at peak traffic times)  it has become: i. Impossible to park a the local parade of shops so I 
no longer use these regularly to the detriment of their business 2. On several occasions recently I have been 
unable to park at Little Chalfont or Chorleywood Stations as the car parks has been full. As double yellow parking 
restrictions have been implemented in both villages, there are no other viable optios to park near the station - if 
more housing developments take place there will need for significant infrastrucutre development to 
accommodate the extra cars parking needed. The station car parks are already at capacity. 3. I can no longer get 
a seat on the train (which I could always do for over 10 years). Again, the trains are full so will need additional 
capacity if further development takes please 4. Over 1000 children are coming to Little Chalfont every day to 
attend the grammar school (Dr. Challoners' High School) and several hundred leaving in turn to attend 
Amersham and beyond to go to other schools. If the A404 becomes a further bottleneck with extra traffic, then 
these children will be put at increased risk (there have already been fatalities under the railway bridge and on 
Cokes Lane) due to this extra traffic. So, the traffic and train infrastrucutre are already at full capacity in Little 
Chalfont and this would need considerable re-thinking/re-building to accommodate extra residents and keep 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   
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existing residents and their children safe. Schools - When we first moved to Little Chalfont it was easy to get a 
school place of your choice. The population in Little Chalfont has increased by over 2k residents in the time we 
have been here, however there has been no increase in schools. We could not get a place of our choice for 
primary school (and entered the Private System) and this will become worse for existing residents if there are 
more developments. However, one of the biggest reasons I believe Little Chalfont should be excluded from 
further signiciant development is around protecting the Green Belt. When the Green Belt was introduced, it was 
done so to provide a breathing space and 'lung' for London. Little Chalfont is one of the first villages beyond the 
M25 to have green spaces in it. If the proposed developments go ahead then London will extend to Little 
Chalfont  with urban sprawl joining up the local villages, many of which are in Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. I understand the Government have advised councils to do all they can to protect their Green Belts. To 
release the Green Belt would be a travesty for current residents and neglience for our children and future 
generations. We should do all we can to preseve the Chess Valley and the beauty of the Chilterns. 

Rep2554 
Mr Jaspal 
Chhokar 

Question 1 - The LGA and Glenigan highlighted that property developers have nationally 475,647 unbuilt homes 
with planning permission. The nine largest housebuilders are sitting on enough land to build 615,152 homes. The 
above information should make a material difference to the number of houses required. Permitted development 
figures from offices to residential also need to be taken into account, if they have not already been. HEDNA on 
page 11 gives a figure of 20% up lift in households which has been applied across CDC, SBDC and WDC 
collectively.   WDC has a higher population than CDC and SBDC combined and has totally different employment 
and housing needs. Each should be calculated individually. The HEDNA also ignores that fact that many people in 
Gerrards Cross work from home, either for their own businesses or for their employers in London and elsewhere. 
This is a source of employment that is not considered in the HEDNA. The numbers of future employment and 
housing need in South Bucks is highly speculative and unreliable. The south east in general is already 
overpopulated. Whilst this may be outside the remit of the local plan, measures need to be introduced to move 
economic activity and population to other areas of the country which are underpopulated. This is a supposed aim 
of the government. It is not fair to over burden local infrastructure and land when there are other parts of the 
country which would be more suitable for development.  Question 2 - If smaller units were built on available land 
then the total would be greater and Green Belt land would not need to be allocated for development. SB0046 
HELAA site possible/acceptable.  Question 4 - Joint Local Plan Vision should have the following objectives: 
Improved design of all built development, enhancement of local character, respect Conservation Areas, better 
and improved infrastructure and faster broadband.  Question 5 - Option A is preferred with better use of land in 
built up areas. However, it is important that neighbours are not unfairly treated. See examples in South Park area 
of Gerrards Cross. Option J should be considered after this. In respect of option B, the RAEC areas should be 
retained as they are a valuable tool in the planning process and are valued by the residents of each designated 
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area and help to keep the character of that area. Question 6 - Parcel 47b (A40/Bull Lane) - This is part of Parcel 
47b was rejected for release from Green Belt in the ARUP recommendation. The comments in the ARUP report 
for Parcel 47b largely address the area to the west of Beaconsfield Golf Course, rather than the whole of Parcel 
47b. Because access to the area to the west of the Golf Course will be improved by the introduction of the A355 
Relief road and being adjacent to the to-be-developed Wilton Park, this has weakened the Green Belt scores for 
the whole land parcel, which are therefore too low. The ARUP report ignores the proximity of the Gerrards Cross 
and Chalfont St Peter Communities, which is surprising, given that this area includes areas in both communities. 
This Green Belt area is in both Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter. Bull Lane to the north of the area connects 
Gerrards Cross to Chalfont St Peter.  It is a narrow winding road with no footway and is used for access to 
Gayhurst and Maltmans Green schools. As such, it is already heavily congested, with daily traffic jams at the 
junction with Bulstrode Way that will be exacerbated by any additional traffic from further development.  The 
residents on the south side of Bull Lane will lose their views that they enjoy across open fields and trees. The 
properties on the north side of the A40 will also lose their views across the farmland. The narrow winding nature 
of Bull Lane with private houses on either side and heavy congestion means that his could not be used to access 
additional housing. This means that access to the area will be from the A40 and would require a major road 
restructuring.The A40 into Gerrards Cross is already heavily congested in the mornings, often tailing back to 
Wapsey Wood. The A40 is also the relief road to the M40 motorway. Any incident of either the M40 of the M25 
junction 16 means that the A40 is blocked on regular (typically at least once per monthly) basis all the way from 
Gerrards Cross to the Pyebush roundabout. Any further traffic or road junctions into additional housing can only 
further exacerbate this. The part of this area that is in Chalfont St Peter would not have good access to the centre 
of Chalfont St Peter and would require an additional road bridge over the railway.  There would also be a loss of 
wildlife on the site.  Parcel 57a / 57b – Lower Road comments:  The proposed land is unsuitable for use as an 
employment zone for the following reasons:   1.  There is currently empty office space in Gerrards Cross town 
centre and Chalfont Park itself. This shows there isn’t a need for further office space. The District Council make 
the argument that trends may change in the future but I would submit that the trends are currently moving away 
from office based businesses towards e-commerce and remote working.   2.  In respect of potential use for light 
industrial / warehouses, this would be an unsuitable location. There is no history of such use within Gerrards 
Cross and this would adversely affect the character of the area. The area falls within The Colne Valley Park and is 
important for wildlife. There are more suitable locations elsewhere in the District for this.    3. There would be 
a huge loss of trees if the land was developed which would have adverse environmental consequences. Also, it 
would expose nearby residents directly to the noise and pollution from the A413 without this natural buffer in 
between. I believe that the trees are currently protected by a Tree Preservation Order.  4.  Developing the land 
will also have adverse consequences in terms of flooding. The loss of trees and greenery could lead to more 
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standing water on the A413, which is already a serious issue.  5.   The ARUP report states that 57a and 57b both 
‘retain a largely rural open character’. 57a is largely unbuilt on and 57b only 10% built on. It is clear that both 
pieces of land contribute to making the area feel rural and less ‘built up’.  6.  Despite the overall findings of the 
ARUP report, I believe that the parcels of land play an important role in separating the settlements of Chalfont St 
Peter, Gerrards Cross, Tatling End and Denham. If these parcels are developed, the settlements would be very 
close to merging.   7.    If 57a/57b were released from Green Belt this would also allow the argument to be made 
in future plans that other green belt areas surrounding these parcels could be released because of development 
has taken place on 57a/57b.  8.  If the employment zone were to proceed, against the views above, any 
development must only be within the already built up area of Chalfont Park offices and not any other unbuilt 
part and it should only be for office use.  Comments on Parcel 69 – Land to rear of Howards Wood Drive/Fulmer 
Drive Gerrards Cross  1) Parcel 69 is unsuitable for development and was not recommended by the ARUP report. 
2) A large area of mature woodland exists, including ancient oak, beech, birch and wild flowers, from the 
south side of Howards Wood Drive/Fulmer Drive in the top of the Parcel and between Windsor Road and 
towards Fulmer Road (where a meadow also exists). If lost in redevelopment, this Green Belt area acting as a 
vital barrier between existing houses and the M40 motorway would be totally destroyed. 3) There is an 
underground stream running from the Dukes Wood area, under Fulmer Drive, culminating in the ‘Fish Ponds’ in 
Parcel 69. Maps will show these ponds to lie near the top of the Parcel and running towards the M40 motorway. 
The future destination of the stream, should building occur, would be in serious doubt and potentially cause 
flooding near the M40 motorway. 4) The woodland trees also create a barrier to noise from the M40 which 
would undoubtedly increase should development occur.  5) Access to the Parcel from both Windsor Road 
and Fulmer Road would be limited. Both roads are fairly narrow. The access from Windsor Road would be on a 
hill and bend; a road which is already a ‘fast’ road, producing clear road hazards. The Fulmer Road access would 
be again, from a narrow country road with pavements only on one side due to its narrow nature. The ability to 
widen these roads is very limited given existing housing along both roads.  6) The impact on wildlife, should 
the Parcel of land be developed, would be devastating and the habitat to deer, badgers, foxes, birds and other 
wildlife, would be lost.  Parcel 65a - Tatling End site comments - This parcel of land plays an important role in 
maintaining a gap between Gerrards Cross, Tatling End, Denham and Chalfont St Peter. If it was developed, the 
built up part of Tatling End (which falls within Denham parish) would edge ever closer to the Gerrards Cross 
boundary. Although the ARUP report states the role is limited due to there already being development in the 
parcel, if it was removed from the Green Belt, the level of development could increase significantly and increase 
the built footprint of Tatling End.  As stated in the ARUP report only 10-20% of this parcel has been developed. 
The urban fringe character referred to only applies to the part adjacent to the A40. There is important woodland 
and also a small grazing field in the parcel which show that it is still appropriate to be designated as Green Belt. 
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The land is also sloping downwards away from the A40. This site is not appropriate to be taken out of Green Belt 
designation. If the land were to be taken out of Green Belt then provisions must be in place to ensure: 1. Any 
development is low density and preserves the ‘greenness’ of the area as far as possible including the trees. 2. The 
areas of remaining green belt to the west towards Gerrards Cross (64a and 64b) are strongly protected by the 
Plan from being considered for any future potential development plans. Question 7 - AVDC has spare capacity for 
extra housing and should be encouraged to take as much of SBDC’s total as possible. Question 8 - Remove the 
Right to Buy for all Housing Association properties. The best properties have been bought and it is impossible, 
due to high local prices, to replace them.   Stiffen the criteria for developers to provide affordable housing when 
they develop in the SBDC area. Commuted sums assist with the purchase of alternative stock. Question 9: Under 
6.2   Option b is preferred. Question 10: Under  6.3  it is stated that there is a need to further supplies of 
specialist accommodation for older people requiring care. Gerrards Cross has a surfeit of such accommodation 
with voids. What is needed is small purpose built properties for independent living, where care can be provided 
by outside agencies visiting on a daily basis. From the affordable angle :   Extensions to properties to 
accommodate older relatives with carefully worded legal constraints to ensure correct procedures are followed.  
Question 11: The introduction to the draft Heritage strategy for SBDC is poor, too short and compares badly with 
CDC. Gerrards Cross Town Council agrees with the statement   (5.4) in the Heritage Strategy.The tree cover 
provides a sylvan setting in an urban landscape; it provides shade and good visual amenity to the residents and 
visitors alike. The benefit of these trees to wildlife, especially birds cannot be overemphasised. TPOs need to be 
rigorously upheld and enforced.  TPOs form a vital part of the enjoyment and appreciation of our Conservation 
Areas and also our two RAEC area designations. On page 21 of the Draft Heritage strategy mention is made of 
CDC’s Townscape Assessment,  why not SBDC’s ( 2010-) ?   This document is an important tool in the planning 
process. On page 23/24 of the Draft Heritage Strategy  the Conservation areas are listed in SBDC.  No mention of 
the second Conservation area – i.e. Gerrards Cross Centenary Conservation Area. Question 12 - St Hubert’s 
House is a Grade II listed building. It dates from around 1860 and was built as a hunting lodge for the 2nd Earl of 
Portrench. It is worthy of being considered a local heritage asset in the Plan. The piers and gates to the house 
bearing the emblem of St Hubert are also listed. The Bull Hotel - In G.C. Edmonds’s book of Chalfont St Peter and 
Gerrards Cross, written in 1964,  a letter from the Dowger Duchess of Portland writes of a trip in November 1778 
to view the meeting of the Royal Staghounds.   The King and Queen arrived soon afterwards with their retinue; 
they breakfasted at the Bull Inn and watched the stag being brought in a cart and let out on the Common.  
Question 13 - Green Space Designations:- Wapseys Wood including the restoration of footpaths and bridleways, 
Reinstatement of the bridleway from The Camp to Bulstrode Park ( NB This is the  pathway of the only sewer for 
the entire Camp Road housing). The grass area on Gaviots Green is an important amenity for the surrounding 
houses. Question 14 - Local Measures valued by the residents of Gerrards Cross Town are a viable town centre, 
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cinema, a good reliable train service from the station. Library, professional services i.e. legal, together with a 
hard working, active Town Council. There is a good community hub at the Memorial Centre and Youth Centre. 
Also there is Breeze Gym, Guide HQ, Dukes Wood Cricket, Hockey and Tennis Club. The environmental Local 
Measures are the natural landscape of Bulstrode Park, the Camp and the two Commons, together with various 
green spaces. The Two Ponds – Latchmoor and New Pond have very special status with Plantlife, a plant charity 
under Natural England because they are the site of a very rare and endangered aquatic plant  - Damasonion 
Alisma otherwise known as Starfruit after the star- like seeds. Our 20 or so footpaths running through the parish 
are allocated to councillors and regularly inspected for accessibility. They are highly valued by members of the 
public. A Parish Plan was published in 2010 setting out the views and wishes of the residents of Gerrards Cross.  It 
was written to complement the Buckinghamshire and South Bucks Sustainably Community Strategies, setting out 
the key priorities for the area. Residents of Gerrards Cross highly value the current natural boundaries created by 
the Green Belt. Question 15 - Some extensions could benefit from advice to produce high quality designs which 
enhance the character and legibility of an area and reinforce local distinctiveness and identity.  Ugly dormers are 
a case in point. Pointers should be given to lessen the impact of an extended semidetached house next door to 
an unextended house. Basement development is damaging to the surrounding  landscape and neighbouring 
houses when they are proposed in areas with high water tables and springs, such as the Dukeswood Area in 
Gerrards Cross. With ever taller buildings being proposed the privacy of neighbours needs to be upheld. 
Question 16 - The volume of planning permissions being granted are not backed up by the present state of the 
infrastructure.  It is not robust and there are frequent breakdowns. The infrastructure is in serious need 
improvement in the following areas: 1. Medical facilities 2. Education 3. Roads 4. Parking 6.The sewage system 
7. Broadband The above issues can only be addressed by developers paying their fair share to contribute to the 
infrastructure which will come under more strain as the population increases. SBDC should enter into CIL 
arrangements with developers. Also, more resources need to be put into planning enforcement and tree 
protection as currently these departments are undermanned and not enforcing agreed planning requirements 
The fine for a developer for removing a tree with a TPO, is insignificant when they are selling properties for 
millions of pounds and replacing a decades old tree with twig is hardly sufficient. Question 17 - The high property 
prices in Gerrards Cross are determined largely by its fast access to central London. This and its large properties 
has attracted affluent commuters who are largely self-sufficient and do not require the infrastructure of an 
integrated community. Expanding Gerrards Cross to provide additional areas of employment will require this 
existing infrastructure shortfall to be addressed. There appears to be a lot less land being 'tested' for release 
from green belt in the north of the SBDC/CDC combined area than the south. 

Rep2556 
Mr Andrew Smith 

Regarding proposed changes to the green belt in Stoke Poges:  I agree the the ARUP proposal.   I also agree with 
the Parish Councillors views that there are better test sites including the Bayer Site and the recreation ground in 
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Plough Lane.    I would also add to the Parish Councils list of Sites the site of the current Khalsa School in Holy 
Bush Hill.  Should the school fail, this is an obvious location for further housing that was blocked previously only 
by green belt considerations.  I strongly disagree with South Bucks District Councils proposal to green belt on the 
area north of Park Road, West of Church Lane.   The green belt here plays a key role: separating Stoke Poges from 
the urban sprawl of Slough, maintaining the semi-rural chancter of the village, preventing Greys filed from being 
enclosed in an urban environment,   Stoke Poges does not have the infrastructure to support a large increase in 
housing.  It has no access to the rail network and its roads are already overly congested at peak times, in 
particular the iunctions of Park Road with Church Lane ad Greys Park Road.  It would be a terrible loss for the 
residents of Stoke Poges if their semi-rural village were consumed by Slough. 

considered in addition to the 
opportunities that are available on 
brownfield sites. 

Rep2557 
Mr Stephen 
Hatch; Rep2558 
Mrs Joanne 
Hatch; Rep2773 
 Paul Davidson 

We have lived in Gerrards Cross for 191/2 years. As far we can remember a large office block on the corner of 
Station Road and Marsham Way (> 13000sq ft) has been vacant for most of that time. Other long standing vacant 
office space opposite this building has just been demolished for conversion into flats. Moreover the very large 
Chalfont Park office complex has never been much more than half full since it was built about 20 years ago 
despite the ability to park and gain access from the A413. Currently 12,800 sq ft plus an additional 55 to 1980 sq 
ft of serviced office space is available there. An important fact about the above is that it illustrates a substantial 
surplus of office accommodation throughout economic cycles which must cast serious doubt on the need for 
further employment land in this locale. It is therefore unreasonable and unnecessary to earmark Green Belt for 
employment opportunities in this area. Gerrards Cross does not need this because of the nature of its population 
(a large part of whom commute elsewhere to work, largely to London) and its economy (largely services based – 
accountants, solicitors, financial advisors, retail outlets, restaurants etc) and the history of chronic over supply of 
office space. Area 57A (between A413 and Lower Road) The plan shows this land as “Employment Area of 
Search”.  This is unacceptable because: 1. There is an area Tree Preservation Order (TPO12950) on the entire site. 
2. Trees provide a ‘green lung’ which mops up pollution from vehicular traffic. 3. It acts as a noise barrier to 
traffic noise from the A413 and M25. 4. Destroying 20 acres of protected woodland to create ‘Employment 
space” when there has been significant over supply of office space in this area  for 20 years and through a 
number of economic cycles would be unjustifiable, irresponsible and of course irreversible. 5. It has been a 
recreational area for local residents. 6. It sets off the adjoining North Park and Gerrards Cross Centenary 
Conservation areas, from which an industrial estate would seriously detract. 7. The site does not lend itself to 
development: - It is long, narrow and on a slope - run off will flow directly onto the A413 and what is already a 
flood plane in parcel 57B - adjoining roads, particularly South Park Drive, South Park Crescent North Park and  
South Park are already congested with on street parking ( a situated made worse by increasing housing density in 
the first two, not always with parking provision in line with Bucks County Guidelines) – a situation that becomes 
hazardous at school pick up and drop off times (St Mary’s School pupil entrance in South Park Drive) – so 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

520 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

adequate parking provision would need to be made within the boundaries of the site - Access to the site would 
need to be from Lower Road – increased vehicle movement s on this road would be unacceptable because of the 
absence of provision for pedestrians. Area 57B (other side of A413) This area provides recreational facilities for 
residents of Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter. It includes: - Gerrards Cross Golf Club - Chalfont St Peter 
Cricket Club (where Gerrard’s Cross St James church football teams also play matches) - Chalfont Park house (a 
listed building) and public footpaths through the woods and around the ornamental lake which were part of the 
grounds of the house. Again the current use again seems to provide much greater utility to residents than 
destruction of the above to provide employment use when the existing business park on the site has never been 
fully occupied. Question 13 - For the reasons outlined in Q6 we believe area 57A should be considered for special 
protection. Question 16 - Infrastructure is a key issue in addressing this plan. Gerrards Cross is a dormitory town 
mostly for people who work in London. Important among people’s choice to live here 

Rep2559 
Mr Ben Toettcher 
Proprietor 
Newlands College 

Question 17 - A new Joint Local Plan has the opportunity to plan the development of the district's education 
provision. Schools will be asked to educate the increasing population in the plan. It was reported recently that 
there is a shortfall of just under 2000 secondary in Buckinghamshire. Some work has been done to expand the 
existing capacity of local grammar schools for example of Dr Challenor's High School. Private Schools in the area 
may also wish to expand or relocate. The Local Area plan could look at zoning parts of the county ripe for 
education expansion for existing providors, like Newland College. It is very difficult for schols to compete for land 
with housing developers. Schools and colleges need the council to zone specific sites for D1 use only. In an ideal 
world, a field would be granted suitable for conversion to D1 use, and a purpose built school could be developed. 
Alternatively, should a developer look to develop a large site, for there to be a requirement for additional school 
places to be part of the development. This could replace the social housing requirement to make it financially 
viable for the developer. Furthermore, some sites in the area provide a level of education provision already. A 
favourable view of exapnding these sites to accommodate full time education would be the easiest way for the 
provison of school places in the area to increase. Thank you for taking the time to consider these points. 
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Rep2561 
 T Bulanova 

We are highly skeptical of the merits of further encroachment into the Green Belt areas in general and 
specifically  thoroughly oppose the proposed Option C of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan as its 
implementation would result in the destruction of a site designated as being of Special Scientific Interest (SSI). 
More broadly, our Chilterns AONB is protected under the 1949 National Parks and Access to Countryside Act and 
by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000.  The special qualities of the AONB have to be recognised and 
protected in all development plans. The fundamental aim of green belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by 
keeping land permanently open. The NPPF states that the construction of new buildings should be regarded as 
“inappropriate” for the green belt. Last year the Prime Minister declared that protecting the Green Belt is 
‘paramount’. If we loosened Green Belt controls or de-designated large areas of it, we would simply allow more 
land to be built on, where developers can make maximum profit, as has been the experience of other countries 
in Europe, particularly Ireland and Spain. There is plenty of other, more suitable land that could be built on, and it 
could be used more effectively. Hope we will not see any building development in our green areas.  

  

Rep2562 
Mrs Abigal 
Findley 

I would like to object to the proposals or the development in Chesham Bois.  I am a resident very close to the 
planned development, and it would hugely impact our village culture, and the beautiful surrounding countryside, 
which, as a family, we use regularly. 

  

Rep2563 
Mr Andy Mayhew 

I have lived in Little Chalfont from 1999-present. My wife and I chose to return here after a few years in London, 
to settle down and raise our family. The reasons behind this were the excellent education and beautiful 
countryside, with access to London and Heathrow. In the past 17 years, we have seen the village grow and evolve 
in character, with significant changes for the worse, particularly in the past 5 years. The increased pressure on 
roads, schools and the Green Belt has been very very noticeable. Looking at each in turn: Travel and road 
infrastructure: When we first arrived in 1997, I was commuting to London and did so until 2005. It was always 
possible to park at the station and get a seat on the train. I now commute by car on the M25. In the past 5-6 
years however, with the increase in building developments and associated traffic (within Little Chalfont and 
beyond - it should be noted that due to Little Chalfont being a through road to the M25 with the A404 running 
through it, it acts like a bottle-neck at peak traffic times)  it has become: i. Impossible to park at the local parade 
of shops so I no longer use these regularly to the detriment of their business 2. On several occasions recently I 
have been unable to park at Little Chalfont or Chorleywood Stations as the car parks has been full. As double 
yellow parking restrictions have been implemented in both villages, there are no other viable optios to park near 
the station - if more housing developments take place there will need for significant infrastrucutre development 
to accommodate the extra cars parking needed. The station car parks are already at capacity. 3. I can no longer 
get a seat on the train (which I could always do for over 10 years). Again, the trains are full so will need additional 
capacity if further development takes please  4. Over 1000 children are coming to Little Chalfont every day to 
attend the grammar school (Dr. Challoners' High School) and several hundred leaving in turn to attend 
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Amersham and beyond to go to other schools. If the A404 becomes a further bottleneck with extra traffic, then 
these children will be put at increased risk (there have already been fatalities under the railway bridge and on 
Cokes Lane) due to this extra traffic. 5. I have to leave extra time for commuting by car due to sheer increase in 
traffic volume.  So, the traffic and train infrastructure are already at full capacity in Little Chalfont and this would 
need considerable re-thinking/re-building to accommodate extra residents and keep existing residents and their 
children safe.  Schools - When we first moved to Little Chalfont it was easy to get a school place of your choice. 
The population in Little Chalfont has increased by over 2k residents in the time we have been here, however 
there has been no increase in schools. We could not get a place of our choice for primary school (and entered the 
Private System) and this will become worse for existing residents if there are more developments. However, one 
of the biggest reasons I believe Little Chalfont should be excluded from further significant development is around 
protecting the Green Belt. When the Green Belt was introduced, it was done so to provide a breathing space and 
'lung' for London. Little Chalfont is one of the first villages beyond the M25 to have green spaces in it. If the 
proposed developments go ahead then London will extend to Little Chalfont  with urban sprawl joining up the 
local villages, many of which are in Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. I understand the Government have 
advised councils to do all they can to protect their Green Belts. To release the Green Belt would be a travesty for 
current residents and neglience for our children and future generations. We should do all we can to preseve the 
Chess Valley and the beauty of the Chilterns. 

Rep2564 
Mr David Raeside 
on behalf of Mr 
Keith Hurley 

Site nomination: Former Nursery, Britwell Road, Burnham. 
 

Rep2565 
Judith Onuh 
Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Rentplus 

We represent Rentplus, a company providing an innovative affordable housing model aimed at delivering 
discounted rented homes to buy for people who are unable to acquire a property on the open market but also 
trapped by ineligibility for existing affordable housing tenures. Enclosed with this consultation response is an 
Affordable Housing Statement by Tetlow King Planning setting out the model’s compliance with the NPPF 
definition of affordable housing and how this should be incorporated into local plans to boost supply and meet 
local needs. We ask that this be read alongside our representation so that the Council’s strategic approach to 
housing delivery takes into account this innovative model which has the capacity to meet a significant level of 
unmet need locally. As set out in the accompanying Statement, the Government has pledged to deliver 400,000 
affordable houses by 2020-21, with a focus on low cost home ownership that includes supply of “10,000 homes 
that will allow a tenant to save for a deposit while they rent.” As a rent to buy model Rentplus seeks to enhance 
the affordable housing already being delivered in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts either as a standalone 
product or as part of the overall affordable housing offer on mixed development sites. It is important to draw the 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

523 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Councils’ attention to the policy changes emerging at a national level which should be taken into account in 
formulating the Local Plan and considering the impacts of these on the deliverability of affordable housing. The 
Government’s recent consultation on proposed changes to the NPPF explicitly indicates that the affordable 
housing definition may be amended to incorporate ‘innovative’ rent to buy housing. Though this consultation 
does not yet form part of the Government policy, its contents will need to be thoroughly considered as these 
raise critical questions about what constitutes affordable housing and how these can be delivered as part of the 
overall housing mix. This is particularly important given the evidence of the Housing and Planning Minister, 
Brandon Lewis MP, to the CLG Select committee on 24th February 2016 in which he stated that the Government 
do not intend to conduct any further consultation on the proposed changes and that changes to the NPPF would 
be made “over the course of this summer”. As recognised in the Issues and Options document, Chiltern and 
South Bucks are facing a challenge in collaboratively working together to provide suitable housing types and 
tenures to suit the changing needs of both Districts. It is therefore important that both Councils are aware of the 
policy changes emerging at a national level which should be taken into account in seeking to develop and 
implement Local Plan policies and considering the impacts of the proposed changes on the deliverability of 
affordable housing. It is encouraging that the Councils intend to separately assess the need for affordable 
housing across the HMA and in particular to assess this against likely delivery. In light of the changes proposed by 
the Government, and in particular the introduction of rent to buy affordable housing as part of the definition of 
affordable housing, we recommend in response to Question 8 that the assessment specifically includes analysis 
of the contribution that Rentplus homes could make to delivering affordable housing locally. Rentplus can help 
meet the needs of those households aspiring to home ownership but currently locked out of both affordable and 
market housing. Rentplus will enable those not currently able to save for a deposit to rent at an affordable level, 
extending the opportunity of home ownership to those in Chiltern and South Bucks Districts otherwise trapped in 
expensive private rented accommodation or inappropriately housed in social rented housing. Whichever option 
for sustainable growth is chosen to take forward the new Local Plan, affordable rent to buy housing has the 
potential to improve the overall development viability across Chiltern and South Bucks. Due to the ready 
availability of private funding for Rentplus there is significant scope for early delivery on any sites that may be 
considered for delivery, including on strategic sites where early delivery of affordable rent to buy homes would 
both improve overall site viability and encourage quicker development. One way of managing this change would 
be to include (amongst those policies set out in Appendix 7 and detailed in Question 15) the following policy in 
the Local Plan, to recognise the importance of and valuable contribution that rent to buy models can make in the 
District: Affordable housing in the Districts comprise affordable rented, intermediate and affordable rent to buy 
housing. The Councils will: i. require residential developments on suitable sites to provide affordable housing 
which is accessible to local people in housing need; ii. state the threshold above which affordable housing is to be 
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sought; iii. state the amount of affordable housing to be provided on suitable sites above the threshold; iv. state 
the target tenure split between affordable rented, intermediate and affordable rent to buy that will be sought; 
v. allow for the negotiation of points ii-iv where viability is compromised, with the aim of maximising the overall 
level of affordable housing to be delivered on individual sites. These points would contribute towards boosting 
the Councils’ affordable housing provision, as well as supporting the Government’s ambition to extend 
opportunities for affordable home ownership. By reviewing housing policies with the inclusion of affordable rent 
to buy housing the Councils will ensure the Plan is developed to be in conformity with national planning policy, 
and is planning more effectively and positively for sustainable development to meet the full range of both 
Districts’ residents’ needs. We support the Councils’ proposal to include an affordable housing exceptions policy, 
but note that the Government’s proposed changes to national policy include reference to some affordable 
housing models not being required to be retained in perpetuity. The need for cross-subsidy of rural exception 
site affordable housing should be seriously considered as part of the development of this policy, in the context of 
the Government’s proposed changes to national policy. Should the Council consider it useful, a meeting between 
relevant officers and Rentplus would assist in discussing the practical implications of delivering Rentplus 
affordable rent to buy homes, in particular in relation to the emerging new Local Plan and the potential for 
delivery on strategic development sites, and the use of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) to establish a 
working relationship to provide affordable homes across Chiltern and South Bucks. We would like to be 
consulted on further stages of the new Local Plan and other planning policy consultations, by email only to 
consultation@tetlow-king.co.uk. Please ensure that Rentplus is retained on the consultation database, with 
Tetlow King Planning listed as their agents. 

Rep2567 
Ms Penelope 
Hayes 

Q3: I do not consider any of the proposed sites are surplus to requirements. We have a dire shortage of local 
housing which is driving prices up and people (especially youngsters) away. Not sustainable. Q4: approach to 
local plan is acceptable. Q5: Prefer option L; combination of others, with exception of options B, D & F. Q6: I can 
only comment on specific sites in Chalfont St Peter/ Gerrards Cross (map page 34), All sites seem good potential 
ones, except Mill Meadow (CSP football ground/ tennis club etc) in CSP which is an accessible and flat site for 
local recreation which in my view should be retained accordingly. There appears to be local concern about 
joining CSP to Gerrards Cross, but they are already joined so no issue!  Q8  Delivery of local plan re affordable 
housing will require placing demands on developers & not buckling under pressure in the planning permission 
process to local demand for large executive housing only. Affordable housing vital to the sustainability of our 
community. Planning permission process must be robust. Q10 Delivery of local plan for elderly housing requires 
placing demands on developers and not buckling under planning permission process to local demands for 
executive housing only. Elderly housing (including affordable) is vital in sustaining an inclusive and healthy 
society.  Q11. Heritage Strategy important. Local heritage assets are definitely important to maintaining a sense 
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of history and hence community.  Q16. A Community Infrastructure levy would appear essential to the delivery 
of the Local Plan. 

Rep2570 
Mr Alasdair Mace 
Consultant 
Otorhinolaryngol
ogist 

As a Little Chalfont resident, I am extremely concerned to hear of the proposal to build on Green Belt land. I 
would like to strongly appeal against this proposal. The importance of Green Belt land is undeniable and once 
lost will be gone forever. The Green Belt was designated to protect undeveloped land for future generations and 
prevent the destruction of our environment.  The green belt was set up not just for the benefit of local people 
but also for those who live in London to have countryside nearby to enjoy. This is especially important on the 
Chalfont area where  the tube service allows people to journey from the urban centre of London to experience 
true countryside in just 35 mins. The area forms part of the ‘city’s lungs’ and people come out to little Chalfont 
where a short walk from the station brings them to beautiful fields. The proposed reclassification will allow 
developers to cover these areas with buildings. Any development on this land would be devastating to the 
wildlife of this area of the Chilterns. Our home on Loudhams Wood Lane is close to a field proposed for 
development. This is a beautiful area, teaming with wildlife and is an asset to the community. Wildlife such as 
deer, red kites, buzzards, rabbits, pheasants and hedgehogs come from there into our garden and the trees are 
home to owls and woodpeckers. Development will mean that these animals will be displaced, and lose their 
homes too. Already the development of the donkey field has meant loss of a track whereby deer used to cross 
through the village. If the emotional and environmental case is not enough, then logical analysis of the 
infrastructure of the area clearly indicates that little Chalfont cannot accommodate further development. The 
area has had a very large number of new houses built in recent times, and we have already had a huge amount of 
disruption from the build on the Donkey Field on Burtons Lane. The roads are crumbling under the weight of the 
constant heavy goods vehicles/lorries that arrive all day long.  Water drainage at the site and at other points 
across the village already seems to be an issue with the road flooding regularly due to surface run off which used 
to be absorbed by the soil which is now tarmac covered or built upon. The local facilities of Little Chalfont are 
already at breaking point. Local GP's, and hospitals at breaking point.  The trains for commuters from Chalfont 
and Latimer are inadequate to accommodate an increased population, with no seats available at peak times all 
year round already.  Parking for the village shops is becoming impossible already, with elderly people struggling. 
The schools are also overrun in this and the surrounding area. Developers are the only people who will benefit 
from reclassification. The local community, Londoners, wildlife and future generations will all lose out. I am sure 
the developers will try to use their money and influence to pressurise for change but they do not live here or care 
for the people of London who need the Green Belt and have their lives enhanced by it. Please have the courage 
to resist these proposed changes and look after the countryside that has been protected for so long. 
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Rep2571 
 Jackie Cummins 

I write to voice my objection to the proposed planned building of industrial units on this site. This is a well used 
Park for children and dog walkers. I take my grandchildren there on regular occasions.  We live at [Address] 
I also have concerns with the added traffic on an already busy main road and the issues of where workers would 
park should it be built 

  

Rep2572 
Mrs Gillian Waite 

Chalfont St Peter has had its fair share of new development.  CDC has already granted planning permission for 
619 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter including the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and Audley Homes 
development at the Epilepsy Centre.  This provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed 
by CDC. Chalfont St Peter is known to have a serious drainage issue, with open sewerage backing up into the 
centre of the village.  Additional developments on the scale proposed are not possible. Any brownfield sites that 
could be sourced should be developed on first, along with sites closest to train, tube and bus services.  All schools 
in Chalfont St Peter are struggling to accommodate children, particularly the Academy which already has a 
waiting list.  If the Academy is unable to move to the Holy Cross site they will certainly be unable to 
accommodate all the children from these proposed developments.  The Green Belt:  The Local Plan is considering 
the change of use to some of the Green Belt areas.  This contradicts the 5 stated purposes of including land 
within the green belt. Mill Meadow:  This area is in use every day, whether it be for children’s recreation, the 
football, cricket & tennis clubs, scout headquarters and Parish Council offices.  The Chalfont St Peter Academy 
use this on a daily basis for all of their outdoor sports. Sport is a huge part of their curriculum.  To lose this facility 
would be a great loss to the school, as they do not have a playing field within the school grounds. The 
Community Centre would also be affected.  There are no areas within the centre of the village where these vital 
facilities can be relocated.  This is also on a flood plain. The Epilepsy Centre:  This is the home of the Epilepsy 
Centre that has been on the site since 1895.  The major development that has been earmarked for this area is 
unacceptable. On the site are 9 football pitches, plus facilities which serve 24 teams. This is of enormous benefit 
to Chalfont St Peter. The Centre is a huge area and the proposed development is clearly excessive. It could 
potentially double the number of dwellings in Chalfont St Peter.  If dealt with sympathetically this could be 
feasible, by building a lot less dwellings and without encroaching on the important buffer between the 
settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill.  There are also important views from Chesham 
Lane towards the Colne Valley Park. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses. 
The Epilepsy Centre could become home to a medical health centre, a cottage hospital and more care homes.  
This way the Green Belt, which is very important to the area, will not have to be utilised for this purpose. 
I would like to add that the some of the lanes in Chalfont Common would not cope with the extra traffic 
generated. These include Chesham Lane and Gorelands Lane, both of which are narrow and winding lanes.  The 
other lanes in the area would be greatly affected as well. The only way to get to Gerrards Cross and Little 
Chalfont Stations is by car.  There is no appropriate bus service. The area is very much car dependent. There 
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would have to be new schools, doctor’s surgeries etc. Where would all the sporting facilities be relocated? 

Rep2576 
 Sarah Osborne 

There are two main points which I wish to comment on. The first is the suggestion that Little Chalfont be 
considered as a main settlement for growth.  I am strongly opposed to this proposal for a number of reasons:- 1. 
Little Chalfont is surrounded by beautiful green belt countryside and is in an area of outstanding national beauty. 
To expand the settlement would mean destroying this environment and in so doing, completely changing the 
character of the village, turning it into just another area of urban sprawl. > 2. I have only lived here for a few 
years and in that time I have already seen two significant housing developments take place on the old Ercol site 
and on the Donkey field.  There is also infill development taking place near the shops, despite the lack of parking, 
and along the A404 to Amersham where sites are being turned into flats.  Little Chalfont has had its fair share of 
development of the last few years without any supporting infrastructure improvement and I strongly disagree 
with the plan for any more.  > 3. The fact that Little Chalfont has a station should absolutely not be a reason for 
earmarking the area for future growth.  The station car park is full every weekday and getting a seat on the tube 
between 7 and 8:30 is becoming increasingly difficult.  Adding housing will compound this problem and will cause 
increasing stress for those residents using the trains both here and further down the line. > 4. Parking to use the 
shops, the doctors, the station, the village hall and library are all inadequate, there is no decent local bus service 
to discourage car use, there are not enough footpaths to discourage car use. Roads still flood during heavy 
rainfall. Cars queue on the main A404 caused by inadequate parking at the shops and cars use local roads as rat 
runs to avoid the congestion. Further development will compound the issues, cause more stress on 
infrastructure and residents alike.  > 5. Nothing that I have read has persuaded me that there is a need for 
commercial sites in Little Chalfont either. These will be an eyesore, will ruin the countryside and will not provide 
benefits for local residents.  > The second thing I wish to comment on is CDC's decision to carry out a Green Belt 
review. I am strongly opposed to the revocation of Green Belt status for any land in and around Little Chalfont. It 
is my view that Green Belt status should be preserved in all but the most exceptional circumstances.  Nothing I 
have read suggests to me that there any exceptional circumstances at present and I am at a loss to understand 
why CDC propose spending valuable time and money on such a review.  CDC should in fact be actively protecting  
Green Belt and should be looking to improve its quality for local residents and not be allowing it to degrade.  
Green Belt is there to guard against urban sprawl, to prevent settlements merging,  to protect the countryside 
and to encourage the regeneration of derelict or poorly utilised urban land.  Should CDC allow revocation of 
Green Belt status of any land around Little Chalfont, countryside will be destroyed, the openness and beautiful 
views will be ruined for ever, settlements will merge, and there will be absolutely no incentive to make better 
use of existing urban land as it will be more profitable for a developer to have a nice open patch of land instead. I 
sincerely hope that CDC will reconsider its options, and that it will not waste money on a green belt review, let 
alone consider revoking green belt status following such a review.  
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Rep2577 
 James Stevens 
Strategic Planner 
Home Builders 
Federation Ltd 

Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the new Joint Local Plan for Chiltern and 
South Buckinghamshire. The HBF is the principal representative body of the house-building industry in England 
and Wales. Our representations reflect the views of our membership which includes multi-national PLC’s, 
regional developers and small, local builders. In any one year, our members account for over 80% of all new “for 
sale” market housing built in England and Wales as well as a large proportion of newly built affordable housing. 
We would like to submit the following representations on the Local Plan and we would welcome, in due course, 
participating in hearings of the Examination in Public. Duty to cooperate. The decision by Chiltern and South 
Buckinghamshire (South Bucks) Councils to work together is a positive indication of effective cooperation. The 
identification of Buckinghamshire as a unit of study and collaboration on Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
for this unit is also a sign of effective cooperation. We note on page 1 of the Proposed Memorandum of 
Understanding (Annex 1) that Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern District and Wycombe districts are committed to working 
together under the duty to cooperate. We note that the four authorities appear to be on course to meet their 
own respective OANs in full within their own districts (Chiltern and South Bucks will meet their combined OAN 
within the administrative area of two districts combined). We commented on Aylesbury Vale’s emerging 
(regulation 18) local plan in December 2015. In the case of Aylesbury Vale we noted that Aylesbury Vale Council 
may need to do something more to assist Luton which has a very large unmet need, and possibly Milton Keynes 
too. In terms of Milton Keynes there is a housing market area overlap, as page 2 of the Memorandum of 
Understanding recognises. We also note the reference in 1(d) on page 3 of the Memorandum of Understanding 
that the unmet need of Chiltern and Wycombe Councils may need to be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale.  
We note that the three Councils that make up the HMA will endeavour to meet their own OAN in full within their 
own boundaries (see 1(d) on page 3 of the Memorandum of Understanding). It notes that if that is not possible 
then any unmet need will need to be accommodated elsewhere within the HMA. The paper notes that he OAN in 
Chiltern and Wycombe is likely to exceed established capacity. Because Chiltern and South Bucks are preparing a 
joint plan, it would be helpful if the Councils explained clearly in the joint plan whether the reason for their 
collaboration to enable Chiltern district to accommodate an element of its unmet need within South Bucks. We 
note question 7 of the consultation document and the discussion in paragraphs 4.9-4.13. The discussion in this 
section appears to conflict with what has been stated in the Memorandum of Understanding that the OAN will 
be accommodated within the administrative area of each council. The Councils says that they have approached 
Aylesbury Vale Council asking it to accommodate half - 7,500 dwellings - of its OAN plus associated employment 
needs. This is a large figure. It is more or less equal to the full need of either Chiltern or South Bucks Council. This 
is unlikely to be socially sustainable, since the implication is that households on lower incomes would be required 
to move away to Aylesbury Vale to address their housing needs. If this is to be the strategy, then the HBF would 
expect to see a concrete agreement by Aylesbury Vale to accommodate these dwellings. This only convincing 
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form this would take would be the allocation of 7,500 homes in the new Aylesbury Vale local plan where these 
homes were explicitly in addition to Aylesbury Vale’s need to provide 21,300 homes. Because Aylesbury Vale may 
also be under pressure to assist Luton and Milton Keynes, we consider that this course of action is unsound. 
Chiltern and South Bucks must therefore plan to accommodate their own full OAN within their boundaries. We 
also understand that according to the recent Berkshire SHMA undertaken by GL Hearn (February 2016), Slough 
Borough Council has identified a very high OAN figure of 927 dpa. This is unsurprising for a heavily populated 
urban area with a relatively young population. It is therefore possible that South Bucks may be prevailed upon by 
Slough to assist it in meeting an unmet need. In view of the pressures facing other districts, the idea, therefore, 
that Chiltern and South Bucks will be able to agree a plan to export half of their overall need to another authority 
seems unrealistic. We note paragraphs 2.3 (c) and 2.4 of the local plan. The Council refers to the links with 
London. The Council will be aware of the issue of London’s unmet need plus the Mayor of London’s migration 
assumptions that underpin the new London Plan. It is unclear from the local plan and supporting documentation 
how the Council has engaged with the Mayor of London and the London boroughs on the matter of migration. 
The inspector for the London Plan, in his report (dated 18 November 2014), does refer to this effect. He notes 
that the Mayor’s SHMA “includes assumptions relating to migration…likely to be material to the preparation of 
local plans outside London.” (See paragraph 8 of the report). The difference between the Mayor’s own baseline 
demographic starting point - which is 39,500 households per year for London as a whole - and the DCLG’s 2011-
interim Household Projections that indicated that 52,000 households would form each year is considerable. This 
is explained in the GLA’s 2013 SHMA that was produced to support the new London Plan (see paragraph 3.69 and 
figure 29 of the GLA SHMA 2013). This is the Mayor’s demographic Central Variant C (see paragraph 1.10C of the 
London Plan). We note that the calculation of the housing needs makes some allowances for local circumstances 
(i.e. it is more than just a baseline projection of need) but it is unclear whether this would provide adequate 
compensation for the Mayor of London’s migration assumptions. The Councils must make an allowance for the 
potential for much greater inward migration from London. The Mayor of London has written to Chiltern Council 
previously (11 March 2015) warning the Council that it may need to prepare itself for higher housing need as a 
consequence of increased out-migration from London. We are also aware that the earlier GL Hearn HEDNA 
report (published June 2015) for the Central Buckinghamshire area of which Chiltern was part, had included an 
allowance for London. A similar allowance has not been included in the new study by ORS for Buckinghamshire. It 
is unclear why not. We consider that such an adjustment is necessary in view of the London problem (a 
combination of unmet need and the Mayor of London’s own demographic assumptions relating to different 
levels of inward and outward migration to London). The housing problem in London is not improving, indeed the 
scale of the unmet need is getting worse as some Boroughs are arguing that they are unable to achieve the 
London Plan minimum targets (the housing ‘benchmarks’). The growing size of the unmet need is likely to fuel 
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out-migration to Chiltern and South Bucks. We recognise that the OAN assessment makes some positive 
adjustments to the DCLG household projections (see Figure 4 of the HEDNA January 2016 report) but we are 
concerned that the overall figure for Chiltern (7,300 homes) and South Bucks (7,800 homes) may still under-
estimate the scale of the need as a consequence of an increased population in these two districts. Objective 
assessment of housing need. We have noted the new updated HEDNA report of January 2016. This in many 
respects is a positive report that responds positively to the requirement in the NPPF to provide a significant 
boost to housing supply (paragraph 47) in order to address need and improve affordability (paragraph 17). We 
note the various adjustments made for transactional vacancies, employment needs, potential suppression and 
market signals. We support these adjustments although we would question whether the demographic starting 
point is legitimate (adjusted for UPC and different migration assumptions) and whether some of the other 
adjustments are adequate, or based on sound forecasts (such as the employment forecast). Generally we would 
tend not to support adjusting the DCLG Household Projections by using a 10 year migration trend in contrast to 
the five year trend for internal migration favoured by the ONS in the population projections (and reflected in the 
DCLG household projections). However, in the case of the Buckinghamshire authorities we note that the 
difference is relatively marginal (305 households more using the 10 year trend). There is also an argument to be 
made in the specific case of Buckinghamshire that a 10 year trend may be more appropriate owing to the 
generally moribund levels of house building in the Buckinghamshire area owing to outdated plans. The poor 
availability of housing and its high cost would have dampened migration into Chiltern, South Bucks and 
Wycombe (if not Aylesbury Vale where we feel that a five year trend may provide a more accurate projection of 
likely future migration patterns) and also have suppressed household formation. Firstly, we have noted the 
various adjustments to the DCLG 2012 Household Projections to account for local circumstances. This results in a 
divergence from the official projections. The DCLG 2012 household projections show the following household 
formation for the period 2013-2033 compared to the HEDNA’s baseline starting point:  
   DCLG 2012 HHP  HEDNA starting point 
Chiltern   5,000   4,552 
South Bucks  7,000   6,522 
                12,000                11,074 
The Councils own demographic projection is therefore about 1,000 households lower than the official 
projections. The reasons for this divergence should be understood. The reason for the divergence seems to be 
over the treatment of migration and Unattributable Population Change. We do not support any adjustments for 
UPC. The ONS does not make any such adjustments for the reason that the reasons for the variance at local level 
compared is ‘unknown’. The Councils should not adjust for UPC. Nor should the Councils adjust the official 
projections based on different migration assumptions. We consider that the use by the ONS of a recent five year 
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trend period for migration is sound and robust. It does not unduly influence the projection because the fact is 
that the wider south east has been subject to greater population change and higher migration than elsewhere in 
the country. 55% of all England’s household formation will occur in the greater south east (London, the South 
East and the East of England). It is also necessary to be aware that the 2012 Projections do not reflect the more 
recent evidence of much higher international migration into the UK. The projections, consequently, probably 
provide a very conservative picture of need. It is noticeable that once an adjustment has been made for ‘local 
circumstances’ – the treatment of UPC and migration – then the baseline for South Bucks is even lower than the 
official projections – there are almost 1,500 households fewer. While this is recouped to an extent by other 
upward adjustments, it could be argued that in the case of South Bucks the benefit of the various upward 
adjustments are cancelled out by the reduction to the baseline assessment. The overall OAN in the case of South 
Bucks is only 7,052 (see Figure 3) while the official DCLG Household Projections indicate 7,000 households will 
form. This would not really represent a significant boost to supply although we recognise that one’s perspective 
on this question very much depends on how much credibility one attaches to the demographic adjustments for 
South Bucks. However, if the Council is wrong in its assumptions, and the official projections prove more reliable, 
then the Council could find local housing hardship increasing among poorer people. We consider that the 
appropriate starting point for Chiltern and South Bucks should be the DCLG 2012 Household Projections 
unadjusted. Suppression in household formation among younger age-groups. We note that the HEDNA makes no 
adjustment for suppression within younger age groups. This is usually the 25-34 and 35-44 age cohorts. An 
adjustment to the demographics to allow for increased household formation among these age groups would 
have an effect on the baseline demographic need (cancelling out the effect of discounting for different 
assumptions about UPC and internal migration). In view of the affordability difficulties in the two districts we 
consider that the councils should make these adjustments. Employment trends. The Council has assessed 
employment needs on the basis of forecasts provided by Oxford Economics and Experian (paragraph 7.37 of the 
HEDNA). In order to balance employment forecasts with labour supply the Councils have increased the housing 
supply by 5,900 across the planning area, or 14%. However, we note that the HEDNA study bases its forecast of 
employment on ‘full-time equivalent’ jobs. This may under-estimate the employment needs of area. If ‘work-
force jobs’ were measured then this would increase the employment need, and therefore the OAN would need 
to go up. Market signals. In view of the very considerable affordability challenges in the Buckinghamshire we 
consider that the adjustment made in the HEDNA for market signals is warranted. However, we consider that the 
adjustment may need to be greater to really begin to improve affordability. Paragraph 32 of the HEDNA advises 
the authorities that they may want to consider increasing supply further in order to have some positive effect on 
affordability.  
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Rep2579 
 Mrs Lucie Stone 
Bidwells on behalf 
of G & C Property 
Limited 

Further to a conversation with your office we are writing to submit a site which we request be considered as a 
suitable housing site in your SHLAA. We have been informed that this information will be accepted. Site Location 
Slough Nursery, Uxbridge Road, Slough Buckinghamshire  SL2 5NU, E499671m, N180500m. Plan Attached. 
Site Details - Site Ares - 5.2 hectares. The site will be available within the next 5 years. Current use of the site - 
glasshouse growing vegetable horticultural nursery. Types of buildings - glasshouses, brick structures, modern 
portal framed packhouse and office, dwelling. The Site is accessible - Within 400m of public transport, Within 
400m of Local Shops, Within 1000m of a school, Within 100m of a GP surgery. The site has water, gas, electricity, 
telephone and broadband. There is existing highways access. There are no known contaminants. On sites 
constraints: The site is within the Green Belt but directly adjacent to the conurbation of George Green. There are 
no other known constraints. Site Ownership: The Site is owned by G&C Property Limited, they are the sole 
owner. We are not aware of any legal covenants on the site. We would expect a density of 2.4dph to be achieved 
at the site. 

 

Rep2581 
Mrs Anne Kaneko 

As a resident of Great Missenden, I support the comments already submitted by The Chiltern Society and the 
Great Missenden Village Association (GMVA). I urge the Council to remove Great Missenden from Options E and J 
and to work with us in this vibrant community to identify suitable brownfield sites within the village boundaries. 

Question 1:  I agree with The Chiltern Society’s statement:  In stating how many units are required, developers 
are likely to cherry pick those type of units that are most profitable for their business. This could result in mis-
delivery and lack of diversity of housing, in turn affecting the character of villages and towns.  The consultation 
document should define what kind of housing is required by age group and emphasise a healthy mix and 

infrastructure needs (limiting car journeys). There is no mention of multi-generational living or availability of 
down-size property requirements. 
Question 5   Development in the Green Belt is not an option. And I do not see why the AONB is not given more 
importance. The charm of Great Missenden and the reason it is a popular tourist destination, is its position in the 
Missenden valley with views of the surrounding hills from the High Street and the view of the village from the 
surrounding hills. Already there is some encroachment on the views from development in Little Kingshill. It would 
be tragic if more green fields were to be built on. The Plan needs to give more priority to these ‘quality of life’ 
issues which are essential to an understanding of the character and value (including economic value) of the 
Chilterns. 

Question 6:  I totally agree with GMVA’s comments: GMVA has always adopted a pragmatic approach to housing 
development within the village boundary, welcoming well planned, designed and sited housing proposals (built 
according to village design statement principles and respecting our essential conservation area which should 
retain its current boundaries). On this basis, there are a number of brownfield sites in the village that can be 
sensitively developed without changing the character of the community and make a contribution to the 2036 
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housing “needs” target of 7,300 new dwellings across the District. These include the “Tesco” land to the rear of 
the historic High St, the Chalk Leys site and sites on Station Approach. Whilst there is scope for sensible and 
sensitive development in the village centre, we are extremely concerned at the various proposals contained in 
the consultation document for “built area extensions” to a range of communities including the village of Great 
Missenden.  We object to Great Missenden being included in Option E alongside the very much larger 
settlements of Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles. How can the District Council justify that surprising 
categorisation? Alarmingly, the consultation also raises the possibility in Option J of “additional sustainable 
growth options” including in “the Green Belt close to train stations.”  Options E and J, if implemented, would 
destroy green-field sites in the AONB around Great Missenden and fundamentally change the nature of the 
village forever, inevitably adding to the severe traffic congestion already blighting the village centre and raising 
important questions about the impact of such development on local services including schools (already operating 
at capacity). 

Question 8:  I agree with The Chiltern Society’s comments:  Nominating plots and letting developers determine 
what they want to build does not make the best use of valuable land. Neighbourhood plans should be insisted 
upon for every settlement. The Districts take a very much hands off approach to those and should actively 
support their creation and keeping them up to date. 

Question 9:  I agree with The Chiltern Society’s comments:  We see no need to release Green Belt for any 
dwelling needs, that includes this demographic group  

Question 10:  I am 65 years old and recognise the need for elderly accommodation needs, both for care homes 
and apartments for downsizing. I would say that new facilities should be sympathetic to the local environment. In 
Great Missenden I would not like to see high or imposing buildings out of character with the many listed 
buildings in the village. 

Question 15: I agree with the comments of The Chiltern Society:  Development in the Green Belt - I do not 
accept that the extraordinary circumstances have been proved to remove areas from the Green Belt. The NPPF 
itself states that “The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land 
permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence”. 
Unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) does not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm 
to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site within the Green 
Belt. 

Question 17:  I would echo the views of The Chiltern Society:  “How is planning possible on an application by 

applications basis and how will it affect the character of the Chilterns?” The Chilterns character is defined by 
how it has been worked and lived in. Great progress has been made with preservation of areas to conserve 
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village and townscapes as well as landscapes. The process of just identifying plots of land available for building, 
mainly by development companies, is fragmenting the character.  While planning officers and the Planning 
Committee do have policies to ensure suitable overall context, in the end they can only accept or refuse an 

application. If they get involved in the design their independence is open to question. The process of town 
planning that defines an overall scheme for a settlement seems to have been squeezed out between planning 
policy making and the planning application process. We think that Town Planning should take centre stage. 
Some settlements are in the process of formulating a neighbourhood plan as a means of influencing what is built 

where. However the District process takes precedent. We believe that settlements should be encouraged more 
to help determine development within its boundaries. A neighbourhood plan for each settlement should be 
encouraged and established.  “Should the Chiltern Green Belt be sacrificed for more housing development?” The 
emphatic short answer is no, because unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) and unmet employment 
land need does not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special 
circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt.   Economic harm to the 
Green Belt through:   • loss of scope for rural businesses    • traffic queues and wasted time   • loss of tourism, 
day trippers and the direct effect on businesses in the Green Belt     • loss of film production due to loss of 

landscape and scenery    • Social harm through:      •!  reduced close-by outdoor recreational space   •!  loss 

of community amenity     • loss of open landscape and tranquility  • loss of heritage  Environmental harm 
through:    • loss of biodiversity and habitat for wildlife   • loss of environmental asset to counter Global 

Warming, pollution of the air and  water (precious globally important chalk streams drying up, etc.)    • loss of 
green infrastructure and wildlife corridors directly affecting flora and fauna . The Green belt functions as a whole, 
not as a collection of parcels. Subdividing it into parcels as per the Green Belt Assessment, subsequently testing 
them against the National Planning Policy Framework purposes might seem logical. However it demonstrates a 
lack understanding of the value and integrity of the Green Belt.   We think that development in the Green belt is 
planning creep on a grand scale, one that will be impossible to stop and will result in the loss of this 
environmental asset.  “What alternatives should be considered to meet the housing demand”?  We do support 

the duty to cooperate. However, the numbers are not clear and the HEDNA and HELAA lack credibility. We 
believe a larger proportion of actual need can be delivered through professional town planning, a mixture of 
increased density, use of existing brown field sites and stimulating the release of large houses by providing 
down-size accommodation (not only care homes and nursing homes).    
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Rep2582 
 Regina Mitchell 

I am horrified by the proposals and the vast amount of land earmarked for development and reclassification. It is 
completely out of proportion with the size of the existing village and its facilities.  I cannot believe it is actually 
being suggested. The existing infrastructure could not possibly support such an increase in population - they 
already struggle. Take schools and health care providers - Where will the extra children go to school? The school 
place allocation process is already an absolute nightmare. I recently had to wait 12 days for an appointment to 
see the GP. The increased traffic that would come with an industrial estate and a large residential estate will 
exacerbate the current situation, with an already huge amount of commuter traffic passing right through the 
very heart of the village. Parking in the village will become completely impossible. The small shops in parade will 
lose business because local residents will be forced to drive further afield to large supermarkets, where parking is 
available. Surely we want to retain the local shops? The local infrastructure simply cannot cope with the 
enormous increase in population that has been proposed. Furthermore, the beautiful green belt that surrounds 
our village is supposed to be protected by the Council.  A great deal of it is designated as AONB  so as ‘to 
conserve and enhance the natural beauty’. It is the duty of The Chiltern District Council to protect these areas. 
Proposing to reclassify it makes a mockery of the Green Belt protection status.  We all love the countryside that 
surrounds Little Chalfont, which is why we all choose to live here. We did not choose to live in an urban area. 
Green Belt is supposed to prevent the uncontrolled urban sprawl and stop towns from merging together. If the 
green belt marked on the map is reclassified and built upon, Little Chalfont, Chorleywood, Chalfont St Giles, 
Amersham will ultimately merge together. That cannot be allowed to happen. As a family we spend most of our 
free time in the local countryside – we walk our dogs in West Wood every day, the children play in the woods, we 
ride our bikes there at weekends, we walk down to the Latimer Road to the River. We regularly ride along the 
bridle paths that run from Chorleywood up to Lodge Lane and across the road to West Wood. The bluebells in 
the woods are a breathtaking sight in May. How could anyone consider destroying these areas? We love the 
beautiful fields and woods around us and spotting the amazing wildlife that live in them. It would be absolutely 
heartbreaking to see it flattened and turned into a mass of concrete. There is what seems to be a derelict piece 
of waste land along the White Lion Road between the housing estate and the Audi garage. Why are areas such as 
this not being considered? It already has the railway line running alongside it. I do not think it is Green Belt and it 
is certainly not Ancient Woodland. If any area at all needs to be considered, then this one seems to me a fairly 
suitable location for a business / industrial development. Not ancient woodland!! I sincerely hope the council 
rejects and aborts all the proposed development plans and fulfils its duty in protecting our village and the 
countryside surrounding it.  

  

Rep2585 
 Vincent Pells 

I have read the consultation documents and have a number of comments. It is difficult to answer the 17 
questions raised in the document so I will comment genrerally on the proposals. In the last few years planning 
permission has been given for more that 6oo dwellings to be built in Chalfont St Peter (CSP)including the Holy 
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Cross Development, Newland Park and the Audley Home development at the Epilepuy site. CSP has therefore 
already had a large proportion of the development required up until 2026 and other areas should therefore be 
considered. CSP has major problems with drainage. Raw sewerage often backs up in the centre of the village. 
Further developments will only exacerbate this. Developments should be concentrated in the centre of 
developments and not on the edge and they should have good transport links. The bus service in CSP is very poor 
and there is no train link. The schools in CSP are all at capacity and it will be difficult to accommodate children 
from the developments already scheduled. There are many other areas in the district that are more appropraite 
for development. The local plan appears to be concentrating on change of land use particularly for green belt 
land. There are many reasons we have green belt including providing access to countryside for the urban 
population, providing areas for outdoor sport and recreation and ensuring that all developments don't become 
one enormous area. With regard to the areas that the plan has referrred to I have the following comments to 
make:-Mill Meadow: This is a much used amenity area including a very busy Community centre, a football club, 
sports ground including football and athletics, tennis courts, scout headquarters and parish council offices. There 
is nowhere in  CSP to relocate these facilities to. The Chalfont St Peter C Of E Academy has no playing field in its 
grounds and the governement has said it is very important for schools to have  such a facility. Mill Meadow is 
currently used by the Academy for sports lessons daily. Without the Meadow they would be unable to deliever a 
full curriculum. Mill Meadow is a flood plain and is often flooded. In the past the land was used as a rubbish 
dump and nobody knows what is buried there. If this is dug up there coud be disastrous consequences. The area 
is a much used public facility with a Nature reserve, Jubilee Garden and the Millenium Woods. It is possible 
currently to walk along the River Misbourne to Chalfont St Giles. This is irreplaceable. Epilepsy Society site 
The Epilepsy Society is one of the area's major employers and is a much valued facility for people with epilepsy. 
The infrasrttructure is very poor to this area. There is no bus service and it is not possible to walk to the railway 
stattion at Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross for a regular commute. Any development is therefore completely car 
dependant. The site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes making it even more 
unsutitable for development. The site is the home of two care home developments together with important 
recreational facilities with nine football pitches used by more than 24 teams. The site could be divided into two 
parts. The area to the south of Tate Road and Middle Road which is within the currently built up area and the 
area to the north which is not. The northern part is within the Colne Valley park and should have special 
protection as part of this. The southern part is currently used for care home and medical facilities and this should 
be retained. The site fulfils the stated purposes of the green belt in planning. It provides an important buffer 
between Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related 
employment uses including the Model Farm, Rowans Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding centre. The proposed 
development is excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings dwellings in CSP. Land to the east 
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of A413 - This area is in the Colne Valley park and is an important green space for environmental and biodiversity 
priorities. The area is within the green belt and seperates the built up areas of CSP, Tatling End, Gerards Cross 
and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier to development. To build to the east of it would erode ths barrier and 
make furhter development in the future more likely. it is proposed that this area will be used for commecial 
development. Thare are a a large number of offices available for rent in the area and in some cases permission is 
being sough for them to be converted to residential property as they have no prospect of ever being rented e.g 
in Station Road Gerrards Cross. Chalfont Park is currently not fully occupied and never has been. The area is in a 
flood plain and it would be difficult to get buildings insurance for any development here. The area is considered 
to be a green corridor and development will inevitably lead to more indutrialisation and amalgamation of 
separate and distinct developed areas. 

Rep2586 
 Gary Baverstock 

I believe and hope that you will be inundated with responses from rightly concerned residents on this topic. 
As you know far better than I this is a very complicated issue and of course Little Chalfont needs to make its 
contribution to the national housing shortage. I am though just staggered by the volume of additional housing 
being considered. I am sure that the only group in society who will be rubbing their hands with glee will be the 
property developers themselves. Whilst all of us will suffer from enormous overcrowding, a lack of school places, 
huge traffic problems, a community with a serious lack of infrastructure and facilities for it’s population the 
property companies will be enjoying the huge extra profits that they will gain from the increased housing. I am 
certain that not much of this new housing will be affordable. I have no idea why I any reasonable person could 
think that Little Chalfont should be identified as a ‘Main settlement for Growth’. The village has one road in, one 
small village centre (which is already suffering significant traffic/parking issues which will be even worse when 
the additional flats are built next door to it). Little Chalfont simply cannot accommodate any significant new 
developments and any new development in Little Chalfont should be only within the current village boundaries? 
I was not born and raised in Little Chalfont but have lived here for 20 years. I was born and raised on a council 
estate in Wiltshire, went to a terrible school and worked enormously hard to be able to stretch myself to afford 
to live in such a nice area. Having done this I will end up spending my retirement years in an overcrowded area 
with huge traffic problems and even more overcrowded trains. My children may well be forced out by the lack of 
available school places for their children. As has been well documented Between 2006 and 2014, 307 new 
properties have been approved or built in Little Chalfont which is a 12.4% increase. The District Council’s own 
figures show that the percentage growth in neighbouring communities was Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4%, and 
Chalfont St Peter Village 7.7%. We have definitely done more than our fair share and are seemingly facing an 
even worse situation. Whilst everyone understand the Council has a legal obligation a fair element of the unmet 
housing needs to be provided by the adjacent authorities. The Council should protect the existing Green Belt and 
ensure that it’s purposes are met: • To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;  • To prevent 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   
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neighbouring towns merging into one another;  • To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;  
• To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and  • To assist in urban regeneration, by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Similarly the Council should fiercely protect the 
existing AONB and maintain it’s purpose to conserve and enhance the natural beauty’. In summary in terms of 
the Infrastructure of the village it will be harder to access healthcare, Road traffic will substantially increase, 
parking will be impossible, there is already insufficient Sports and recreation facilities, access to Education will 
worsen, the Train services will be hugely stretched and access to Social care will be very difficult. Please put 
forward a reasonable plan not the dramatic and unfair increase in development currently being considered. 

Rep2587 
 David Viney 

I wish to very strongly object to your proposed local plan. I live at and I believe that there is some move to have 
greenbelt status removed from the local area. Any newly developed land for building would severely damage the 
local environment and its community. Ley Hill is an area of natural beauty which needs to be protected as does 
its village feel and community. Also as a governor of Ley Hill School I know that there is no capacity for extra 
school places in an oversubscribed school so I do not believe that there is the infrastructure in place to support 
an increase in local population.  

  

Rep2588 
Mr J Naks 

I am writing to raise my objections to the plans for the proposed developments in and around Little Chalfont, 
principally to the the release of Green Belt land for housing and industrial use. I am strongly opposed to any 
destruction of the Green Belt. The plans would mean the loss of land used for recreation and will severley 
damage the designated area of outstanding natural beauty.  I believe that there is enough Brown Fill land in 
Buckinghamshire which shoul dbe considered instead.  This development is another blow to the area as it comes 
on the back of the HS2 plans which will blight the area for years and bring absolutley no benefit to South Bucks 
and the Chilterns.  It is important to keep the Green Belt in place not only for us but our children and future 
generations who are at risk of living in a concreted over area. I am also concerned at the huge increase in housing 
in and around Little Chalfont.  The development on the old Sawmill site and behind Chenies Parade has brought a 
noticeable increase in traffic and noise to the streets adjoining Bell Lane and the village as a whole.  Further 
development around Stony Lane will only add to this.  The A404 already brings The sheer number of dwellings 
will place an intolerable strain on the availble infrastructure  not to mention increasing competition for already 
scarce school places, and doctors and dentists surgeries.  The new developmengts will no doubt require new 
roads for access which will further destroy Green Belt  land and increase pollution.  The loss of fields may also 
impact on the water table and run off areas leading to increased flood risk. Parking in the area is already 
overstretched as can be evidenced by the recent surveys carried out by both the Parish Council and Bucks CC.  
The results where overwhelmingly in favour of increasing restrictions.  Further expansion of the village would 
make things even worse.  As the developments are far enough away from the tube station,  it is likely that 
commuters will drive. As residential roads close to the station are already blighted by commuter parking, this will 
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only get worse and affect more roads.  Residents already have to take increased care and suffer near misses on a 
daily basis. No consideration appears to have been given to public transport usage.  Increased housing will mean 
increased numbers of commuters not only using cars but buses and the tube / Chiltern Line.  Both the tube and 
Chiltern Line trains are standing room only from Chalfont and Latimer into London during peak hours.  If the 
number of trains, currently 4 or 5 an hour is not increased,  the overcrowding will be worse.  Regular users 
already pay over £3000 per annum to commute into London so should expect to get a seat occasionally - these 
plans will put paid to that. Liitle Chalfont appears to have been earmarked for more than it's fair share of 
development.  Has consideration been given to providing a reduction in Council Tax to residents who will be 
faced with a loss of amenities due to the proposed plans? 

Rep2589 
Dr & Mrs Grace 
and Nicholas 
Boon 

We are on the border of Three Rivers District Council in Hertfordshire and the Chilterns District Council in 
Buckinghamshire. The boundary is literally down the centre of the street. We were totally unaware, until 
yesterday , of the Local Plan 2014-2036 despite the fact the areas of Green Belt proposed for development are 
within a few miles of our home. We bought our new build home 14 months ago because it is on Green Belt land 
in an area of outstanding natural beauty. The six houses were built on the site of semi-derelict farm buildings and 
not on open land that has previously been undeveloped. Areas of Green Belt between Little Chalfont, Chenies 
and Chorleywood appear to be under threat and have been suggested as areas for future development. 
Green Belt should remain as such. Areas of outstanding natural beauty should not be built on. Areas for potential 
development should only be recommended if the infrastructure can support large-scale building projects. The 
A404 Amersham road does not cope with the heavy volume of traffic that already uses it for local traffic and as a 
feeder route onto the M25. 100s of extra cars, trucks and lorries would exacerbate the problem. The local 
schools are already over-subscribed and would not cope with an influx of additional pupils. It is totally 
inappropriate that the Local Plan 2014-2036 has recommended that the area between Little Chalfont, Chenies 
and Chorleywood should become an area for large scale development. We object to the recommendations . 

  

Rep2590 
Mr & Mrs T G 
Nicol 

We are writing to you regarding your proposals to test various Green Belt areas in and around Little Chalfont and 
Amersham, with the long term possibility to release selective areas of Green Belt land for housing. This is a 
dangerous precedent that will affect generations to come, not only in our area but around the country and for 
that main reason we strongly object to this being considered. Green belt was first introduced during the reign of 
Elizabeth the 1st in 1580  and then by the Greater London Regional Planning Committee in the 1930’s with the 
express purpose to protect the land around larger and rural urban centres from urban sprawl, and maintain the 
designated Green Belt area for forestry and agriculture as well as to provide habitat to wildlife. Green belt offers 
a number of benefits for both the urban and the rural population. Any change from this policy would result in the 
shape and concept of England, being a green and pleasant land, being destroyed forever and must be avoided at 
all costs. Specifically looking at how these proposals would affect Little Chalfont - Much of the land around Little 
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Chalfont is situated in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and as such is an enormous asset to the area. The 
sites being considered would seriously challenge this policy opening the door for developers to totally change the 
feel and concept of this rural community. We have recently taken our share of providing new housing with the 
developments in Bell Lane and the Donkey field in Burtons Lane and as such Little Chalfont should now be 
excluded from the short list of areas that the Council has as part of its Core Strategy. The impact of further 
housing or commercial developments in the area would put an intolerable strain on the local infrastructure. eg 
school places, parking for shoppers and train users etc. The trains are already overcrowded at peak times and an 
increase in population would require longer trains ,which would require modifications to all stations to and from 
London. Commuters would also require the provision of additional land for parking. This program would require 
significant investment. Traffic currently using the A 404 is getting worse, putting Health and Safety a serious 
consideration, especially with a large Grammar school in the village. The health centres in the village and local 
hospitals are already extremely busy and could not cope with a significant increase in the population in their 
present form. To cope a serious and costly investment program would be required. We would ask the Planning 
Policy Team to seriously consider our objections and not allow this proposal to proceed. 

Rep2591 
Mr David James 

Question relating to Local Plan section 8.4 - Is the CIL directed at households as another form of local tax or is 
specifically aimed at developers? Central Government drive policy to build homes on Green Belt land so they 
should fund infrastrucure improvements as well as developers who profit from house building. Local people 
don't necessarily want more housing on GB land so why should they fund the infrastructure requirements 
created from this demand? General comments - Chalfont St.Peter already has planning permission for 600 
homes in the previous core strategy. This should be taken into account when setting new targets. CSP has 
historical foul and surface water drainage issues with a lack of capacity for any further development. Schools in 
CSP are at saturation point already with no apparent plans to cater for additional housing. Some of the sites 
identified in CSP are clearly stretching the principals of the National Planning Policy Framework for Green Belt. 
Site specific comments - Mill Meadow is a central recreational area in CSP used by local schools, dog walkers and 
contains community buildings all of which is irreplacable land. It is also in the River Misbourne flood plain. The 
area highlighted for potential development at the Epilepsy Society site is largely agricultural or open land. The 
scale of development suggested is in appropriate, isolated from the village centre & served by inadequate roads. 

  

Rep2592 
 Danielle J Taylor; 
Rep2593 
 David L Taylor 

I wish to register my protest at the proposal to release green belt land for development around Little Chalfont, 
which I believe will effect an irreversible change for the worse for the people living in this community. The basis 
of my objections can be summarised as follows: 1)    The council should be safeguarding the sanctity of the green 
belt which provides an amenity of outstanding beauty for the community.  2)    The requirement for more 
housing is not sufficient reason to release green belt land and the Council should consider the primary reasons 
for the establishment and maintenance of the green belt 3)    Little Chalfont has already had a major housing 
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development on Bell Lane, and Burton Lane has recently had the present development on the old donkey field.  
4)    The village cannot sustain any further housing development without building more schools and amenities 
which will further encroach on the green field space.  

Rep2594 
Mr A K Reynolds 

1.  Surely areas should be selected that are NOT in the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty– unless the objective 
is to destroy and not maintain these areas? 2.  All amenities and public services are already fully stretched: Roads 
, Trains, Parking, Schools, Drains and sewers, Doctor and Dental Surgeries; Is there a plan to increase all of these?  
If not, how could a professional planner support the consideration of this plan? 3.  We are a beautiful but 
crowded corner of a beautiful but crowded island.  Let us do everything in our power to preserve it, not destroy 
it. Why design a human zoo? I trust you will oppose this plan.  

  

Rep2595 
 Keith & Marian 
Hoffmeister 

The Green Belt is an extremely valuable asset for all communities. This value will only increase as climate change 
impacts our environment and their protection is vital. Any attempts to develop them must be resisted in the 
interests of us all and especially future generations. We are reliably informed that there is sufficient ‘brown field’ 
land available to meet the current need for housing developments. New housing in the form of infill 
development within the current boundaries of the village would also help to ensure protection for the Green 
Belt. Little Chalfont has already seen new housing at a level that is disproportionate to that in the surrounding 
areas. These developments have not been supported by any significant new infrastructure. Existing healthcare 
and educational facilities are hard pressed to meet current demand let alone any increase from the rising 
population from existing developments. Parking in the village is another problem getting worse each year. 
Several shops have been replaced by coffee shops and there are now over ten establishments selling food and 
drink which adds to the parking problem as their customers tend to park for longer periods than other 
shoppers.Traffic congestion is another problem with levels rising throughout the day and not just during peak 
periods. We strongly oppose further large scale development within Little Chalfont and the release from the 
Green Belt of any land. We do not consider that there are any exceptional circumstances that would justify such 
a release. 

  

Rep2597 
 Georgina 
Hayward 

I have recently been made aware of the plans for an industrial building in Nashleigh Hill playing fields in 
Chesham. My husband and I are opposed to this. I have ulcerative colitis which makes it very hard for me to take 
exercise because I need to remain close to a bathroom at all times. I live on Vale Road and use this field for 
exercise. I have family members with children and dogs and one of the reasons we bought this house just over 
one year ago was this playing field and the view from the back bedroom.  

  

Rep2598 
Mrs D Clark 

Iam writing with regards to the proposal for Nasleigh hill playing fields. Iam opposed to these plans for so many 
reasons. I and many family generations were born and bred in chesham. Nashleigh hill was a park i played in daily 
as a child. My parents still live in a nearby road and walk thier dog regularly.  I also live nearby and have a lovely 
view of the field, one of the reasons we brought our house. Now my children play in that park and go to the 
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nearby local school. It will a tragedy for the local people to lose another green space. The catchment schools are 
already at busting point! The doctors waiting room is full and the roads are already struggling to cope with the 
already high volume of traffic.  
I dont think this  proposal  is any benefit to the already struggling town and certainly not the local people that 
many choose to live in chesham for the lovely green spaces. To lose this well loved and used playing fields would 
be a real loss to chesham. 

Rep2599 
 Richard Downs 

I want to register my objections in the strongest possible terms to any development of this site. It is a well used 
area by families; it is situated on a congested and small roundabout (the main way into Chesham, from Hemel / 
Aylesbury), and it is next to a very large development at the top of the hill, which has already adversely affected 
traffic flow to and from the A41. Can you please send me any links to documentation that will follow 
developments regarding this matter?  

  

Rep2600 
Dr Thomas 
Gorsuch 

The local plan envisages the construction of up to a thousand homes in Chesham over the next twenty years. This 
has provoked extensive discussion of an acceptable number, the effect on the local infrastructure and services 
and the siting of whatever number of homes is finally agreed. However, there has been relatively little discussion 
of the nature of the homes built, despite the fact that the nature of the housing stock is very closely associated 
with the nature of the Town. This truly is the elephant in the room. The nature of the housing stock in Chesham is 
seriously distorted when compared with the rest of Chiltern. There is a very high proportion of social housing in 
Chesham: about 20%of the total  in Chesham, compared with about 10% in the rest of Chiltern. At a Ward level it 
is even more extreme with about 40% in one Chesham ward contrasted with 0% in one other Chiltern ward. This 
too  should also be regarded as seriously distorted but in the opposite direction. Moving away from social 
housing to other types of tenure, the rest of the housing stock in Chesham is again very unbalanced with a very 
much higher proportion of small houses when compared with the rest of Chiltern and a very much lower 
proportion of larger houses. This disparity has continued to grow in recent years, with small homes making up 
the bulk of new builds. Turning to consider the nature of the Town that is associated with this atypical 
distribution of housing tenure we find numerous reports that show that Chesham has higher levels of 
deprivation, worse health, lower levels of educational achievement and lower levels of income than the averages 
for Chiltern. This surely cannot be considered acceptable, particularly as it has persisted for many years. The 
policy implications of this analysis is that, if Chesham aims to become a less deprived and better balanced 
community, it must seek to restore balance to its housing stock by increasing the proportion of larger houses. 
This is not a plea for mansions but for a range of homes that will allow successful young people in the Town to be 
able to meet their aspirations without having to leave Chesham to do so.  Unless Chesham does something 
dramatic to address the very serious imbalances that currently exist then I fear that it is destined to become even 
further deprived. As the successful move away from the Town they will be replaced by people on lower incomes 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   
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and with greater levels of deprivation. The proportion of social housing in Chesham is surely enough to meet the 
needs of Chesham people. Future provision should be made in areas where little provision currently exists. Local 
surveys constantly throw up the need for affordable housing in the villages but this rarely seems to happen.  On a 
related topic, much is made of the need for a vibrant High Street but the current structure makes this hard to 
achieve. Shops open where there are customers with money to spend and we have seen that Chesham is below 
average in this respect. Chesham has much to be said for it but it is still a town with many problems and the need 
is to address those problems, not to exacerbate them. Many of the problems need specific and focussed actions 
but the will to action these is not always apparent. However, a general move to improve the overall balance of 
the locality will be needed if any such specific actions are to succeed. By the same token, any policy actions that 
increase the imbalance would surely be perverse. 

Rep2603 
 Candice Hueston 

I am writing this email to object to plans put forward to build an industrial estate on the nashleigh hill playing 
fields. The children in this area have a precious few playgrounds and to build on this area would be a great 
shame. So please take this email as a massive objection on my behalf to these plans.  

  

Rep2604 
 Stephanie Owen 

I would like to express my objection to the proposed plans to allow industrial buildings to be built on the land 
known as the Nashleigh Recreational Ground (the "Rec") and the area beyond. I personally use the Rec daily and 
know it would be a huge loss to the local community. I have a view of the area and would object to losing my 
view of an area of outstanding natural beauty. In addition, I can attest to the fact that between 5am and 10pm 
there is always at least one dog walker, playground user, runner etc using the field. Any time of year, the field is 
in high use. Even in the depth of winter the area is a favourite for tobogganing in the snow! I hope the council 
reconsiders the proposal as it stands and doesn't take away this local amenity.   

  

Rep2605 
 Margaret A 
Burrows 

I wish to bring to your attention my objection to the proposed development areas shown by the orange 
colouring on the Core Strategy Plan for sites around Little Chalfont. The Green Belt must be retained for the 
protection of the village against over development. It was created for that purpose in the first place. 
We also live in an area of’ outstanding natural beauty ‘ and large sections of this would destroyed if those 
parcels of land were to be built upon. The two recent developments in Bell Lane and on the Donkey field and 
others along White Lion Road have, and will, increase pressure on our parking areas, schools, shops etc and it is 
not possible to enlarge those in the centre of the village for a greater population. Please register my objection to 
these proposals.  

  

Rep2606 
 Kate Humphreys 

I am writing to object strongly to the proposed industrial estate on Nashleigh Hill, Chesham. This will create an 
eyesore. It will mean that Chesham loses a beautiful green space where children play and people exercise and 
walk dogs. I do not know any one in the town who is in favour of this proposal. I would urge you to please 
reconsider. 
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Rep2607 
Ms Rebecca 
Nellist 

I should like to take this opportunity to oppose the Chiltern Local Plan as raised at the public meeting of 24th 
February 2016 at Gold Hill Baptist Church.  My gounds are as follows: The change of land use from Green Belt.  
All the areas indicated offer valuable facilities and opportunities for local people to enjoy open spaces and 
excerise in a rural setting.  Schools and clubs utilise these spacesn as well as private individuals. The Missbourne 
Valley and, specifically, Chalfont St Peter village are prone to flooding.  Mill Meadow and Hogtrough Wood are on 
the flood plain.  Shrubs Wood, Hogtrough Wood and the area north of Chalfont Heights are wooded and, as such, 
provide important defenses against potential flooding as indicated in recent research by Southampton and 
Birmingham Universities published March 2016. The Green Belt provides clear boundaries between the villages 
in this area beneficial to wildlife and essential to maintaining the character of Buckinghamshire as a rural shire 
and Chalfont St Peter's identity as mentioned in Domesday Book 1086. 

  

Rep2608 
Mr John Gladwin 

Q 2  CD0001 - Wicks Garage on Rignall Road, Gt Missenden has been identified as a potential housing site. This is 
an employment site, which employs a number of people in a successful business. This also supplies a need in the 
locality for a general garage supplying a high quality of service. I believe it should not be considered as a housing 
site. CD0188 Collings Hangar Farm. This comprises a number of buildings, which are in employment use, with a 
milk bottling plant and a brewery. The site should not be considered for housing. CD0081 - Peterley Manor Farm 
was put forward as a potential housing site. This site is in the Green Belt, and currently is an important 
employment site in Prestwood. It is also a key part of GB Assessment 21a separating Prestwood from Gt and 
Little Kingshill. Q 3  There are two Allotment sites in Prestwood, off Nairdwood lane and off Chequers Lane, with 
the potential for development. Both are not in the Green Belt. I believe that if land was made available in the 
Green Belt to provide allotments this potential could be developed. I would suggest that the land value created 
would need to be shared among the land owner (probably GM Parish Council, the existing allotment holders and 
the owner of the Green Belt land used a substitute. An option for removing land out of the Green Belt has been 
identified off Lodge Lane Prestwood. This site comprises effectively three sites.  - CD0080 a large field accessed 
through Lawrence Grove a cul-de-sac off Lodge Lane  - A site accessed from Dell Field and Widmere Field two cul-
de-sacs off Lodge Lane. This is known locally as the 76 house site, as two planning applications have been made 
on the site. - Two houses on the Wycombe Road with large sites Each sub site needs to be looked at individually. 
CD0080 is a large field bounded by houses on Lodge Lane to the north. Bounded to the east by Prestwood Lodge 
School, part of the Chiltern Federation, to the south by the Bridle Way running along the edge of, but in  Peterley 
Woods, and finally to the west by a hedge and woodland on the 76 house site. The land is used for grazing 
horses, and believed to be owned by three people. As an extension site, it has the advantage of a discernible 
feature to the south in the Bridle Way. The Oak Trees on the north boundary are protected by a TPO. The 76 
house site comprises mainly woodland both mature, particularly to the east and south, and younger woodland 
with a couple of glades. This is bounded to the north by the houses on Lodge Lane. To the east by the fence along 
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CD0080. To the south the site blends into a woodland known as Lawrence Grove. (the south side of Lawrence 
Grove is bounded by a Public Footpath, an extension of the Bridle Way mentioned with regard to CD0080). The 
latter was harvested and replanted approx. 20 years ago. There is no clear permanent identifying feature here. 
To the west are the fences / hedges of the two Wycombe Road houses. The report on the most recent housing 
application set out a number of comments with regard to the ecology. This highlighted that Peterley Woods, 
classified as ancient woodland,  is a Biodiversity Notification Area. That with Lawrence Grove, the 76 house site 
formed an important connected area for wildlife to Peterley Woods. A number of the trees on the site are 
protected by a specific TPO, with the woodland having a general TPO. There is also a permissive footpath running 
through the site, for which an application is with BCC to be made a Public Right of Way.  Personally, I believe this 
site should not come out of the Green Belt, particularly as there is no permanent defining feature to the south. 
The two houses on the Wycombe Road both have substantial gardens. To the south they border Lawrence Grove, 
this part being mature woodland, which may even be ancient woodland. The only definition is the hedge / fence.  
The west is bounded by the Wycombe Road and the north backs onto the properties on Lodge Lane. 
Should this site be taken out of the Green Belt, the main advantage would be that the access could be off the 
Wycombe Road, leaving the accesses to Lodge Lane closed and reducing traffic impacts on Lodge Lane. 
This site is in assessment site 21a, which made no mention of this site being considered for removal from the 
Green Belt. 21a is considered to be an important Green Belt Space separating High Wycombe from Prestwood / 
Gt Missenden. Q 5  Option L is the logical choice. Option A Increased density needs to be treated carefully, but 
some good quality 4 storey flats could be accommodated in the larger communities. Option C seems realistic 
Option D seems attractive on the surface, but Wycombe is coming close to coalescing with Great Kingshill, 
particularly with the Terriers Farm development site. Option E makes sense, but needs to be carefully assessed to 
ensure that they have permanent features to delineate them. Option F makes sense, particularly to enable more 
windfall sites. Option G needs to be done. Option H makes sense. Option I would make sense once a village has 
been removed from the Green Belt, but would need some significant time to be accepted. Option J makes sense, 
particularly where a new station is being developed eg on Crossrail. I see very little opportunity around Gt 
Missenden. Option K makes sense Q8  There are a number of options with regard to affordable housing. Should 
the Councils decide to use their own land to help development, they would be in a position to control the 
amount of Affordable Housing. Examples of opportunities with regard to such land include car parks, such as 
Sycamore Road, Amersham. Building a deck over the Car Park would enable the whole site to be made available 
for housing, while maintaining the Parking. Such an approach would work at Gt Missenden Station, should 
Chiltern Railways agree. This would be particularly appropriate with development of the old Tesco site between 
the Car Park and the High St. Other examples are the redevelopment of the office block in Chesham by 
Praetorian, delivering a good number of affordable units. Q9  I have some concerns over the review of removing 
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24a from the Green Belt to the south of Holmer Green. Part of this site is in the permanent occupation of 
travelling showmen. Should the site come out of the Green Belt, there will be the option for the land to be sold 
for a significant sum for development. There could then be the need for CDC to find a housing site for the 
travelling showmen, which would almost certainly involve the loss of more Green Belt Land. I recommend that 
no Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople sites should be removed from the Green Belt. Q10 The first 
question is how much of this accommodation needs to affordable. Many of the older people around here are 
comfortably off, and would almost certainly not want to be identified with ‘Affordable’ Housing. We need to 
understand that if housing providing an element of care is to be built, will this be built in conjunction with 
Charities or for speculative builders? Have the charities who are likely to provide this accommodation been 
identified, and are they willing to be involved in providing more facilities? Q11 Heritage is important in 
understanding the context of where we live. The Misbourne Valley is particularly rich in such assets. A good 
example is the coaching inns, from a time when there were two coach lines running between Uxbridge and 
Buckingham. One line used Red Lions, the other used Royal, such as the Kings Head in Amersham.  The towns in 
the valley are equidistant. Uxbridge to Chalfont St Peter. CSP to Amersham. Amersham to Gt Missenden, GM to 
Wendover. There were halfway stops at Chalfont St Giles and Little Missenden. This heritage has already 
suffered, with the loss of a number of inns. The Misbourne and the Chess are both Chalk Streams, which are a 
rare global habitat. The history of milling on these streams has virtually been lost. The surviving heritage sites, 
such as the Mill leat at Chalfont St Giles need to be protected. Both rivers need to be protected from road run-off 
and being used as a dump for sewage from treatment plants or sewage spills. Green Belt Assessment 21a fails to 
recognise the impact on historic Gt Missenden, although it includes the land which runs down towards the old 
High St / Church St etc. Q13 The Common in Prestwood, bounded by Nairdwood Lane is an important Green 
Space for the Community. There are a number of Community Centres and sports are played regularly there on. 
This should be a protected space. As should the Buryfield in Gt Missenden. Q16 Infrastructure needs must be 
carefully assessed. Currently in Prestwood, the Infant and Junior schools are full, despite a number of children 
attending the Combined School in Gt Missenden Any significant increase in housing will require an increase in the 
number of places for both the Infant and the Junior School. Older children attend Secondary School either at the 
Misbourne in Gt Missenden, or a variety of Grammar Schools in Chesham, Aylesbury, Amersham and High 
Wycombe. There is already considerable pressure on school capacity at The Misbourne. In addition medical 
services doctors, dentists etc are full in both Gt Missenden and Prestwood. Any expansion of the population will 
require an expansion of these services. The local sewerage system needs to be looked at to see whether it is 
capable of coping with an increase in households. The local sewer system is known to be subject to infiltration by 
groundwater. In Gt Missenden and further down the Misbourne Valley, there have been flooding issues, with 
sewage overflows recorded in Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter. The sewerage network takes the sewage 
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from the Valley to treatment at Maple Cross. The capacity needs to be reviewed in light of the proposed increase 
in housing. One solution would be for Thames Water to conduct a review and reline the pipework where 
substantial groundwater ingress occurs. In terms of sustainable development, the transport system for 
Prestwood is particularly poor, with bus services no more than once per hour, making it inevitable that people 
need to take their car to Gt Missenden Station or to High Wycombe. The requirement is such in my opinion that a 
full study of the benefits / disadvantages of CIL is made. With regard to schooling, a view has been expressed 
that the Infant and Junior School would benefit from being a combined School. CD0080 appears to be big enough 
to accommodate both schools. It would also be next to Prestwood Lodge, enabling some sharing of facilities. This 
would offer the opportunity to re-develop the old school sites in the centre of the village. 

Rep2609 
Mrs Karen Blue 

I strongly oppose any plans to erode our Green Belt, in particular any areas of outstanding beauty.   I do not 
believe the level of housing proposed can be supported by local services, schools and welfare. 

  

Rep2611 
Mrs Linda 
Freedman and  
Rep2612 
Mr Gerald 
Freedman 

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

Rep2613 
Mrs Helen 
Dawson 

Q6. The option for using Mill Meadow is unrealistic because it is below the known flood plain. It is also used as 
the only existing facility within the village for the schools to use as part of their sports curriculum. There does not 
appear any alterntive facility within the village. Q6. The Epilepsy Society ground fulfils all five of the stated 
purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont 
St. Giles, Chalfont St.Peter and Hornhill. It is inherently unsustainable, a fact that was established through the 
NSE planning inspectorate appeal case in June 2005.It is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far 
to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations. Any development therefore 
requires increased car dependancy. The Epilepsy Society site is bounded on three sides by narrow , unlit and 
dangerous country lanes, without pavements, which make it even more unsuitable for development. The 
potential plans make no reference to additional schools, doctors and medical practies and moreover the general 
infrastructure pertaining to sewage does not function properly and could not sustain any further increase in 
usage. Q9 Travellers sites should not be concentrated in Chalfont St. Peter but dispersed more evenly throughout 
the District.  
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Rep2614 
Mrs Mary Rae; 
Rep2638 
Dr Hamish Rae 

I find it profoundly disturbing that many local people are completely unaware of proposals which, if implemented 
to a significant degree, will completely destroy the semi-rural character of Chalfont St Peter; I myself only heard 
about what was afoot, courtesy of “Sense for Chalfont St Peter” and I am very grateful to the public spirited 
people who run this organisation.  It seems to me that Chalfont St Peter has already had more than its fair share 
of development.  Chiltern District Council has already granted permission for housing developments on the Holy 
Cross site, the Newland Park site, and the Audley retirement complex at the Epilepsy Society centre, close to 
where I live, amounting to more than 600 dwellings. How many more houses can Chalfont St Peter sustain, given 
the many challenges that it already faces?  It is well known that in periods of wet weather that Chalfont St Peter 
experiences serious problems with raw sewage in the centre of the village and these 600 properties alone will 
greatly aggravate the problem. Moreover, it is reasonable to assume that at the very least, once these houses 
have been built, there will be a need for hundreds of extra places in the local schools.  How is this going to be 
achieved when they  are already close to capacity?  If new schools are required, where are they going to be built?  
What about medical facilities? The CDC proposals, if implemented, would result in a sprawling Chalfont St Peter 
whose village character would be completely destroyed.  SENSE for Chalfont St Peter has very helpfully reminded 
us of the main principles behind Green Belt Policy; CDC needs to pay closer attention to these: 1 To check the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas; 2 To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into each other; 3 To 
assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 4 To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns; 5 To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. 
The Epilepsy Society  (ES) site, close to where I live, meets all these conditions and if its land were to be 
developed along the lines envisaged by the CDC plan this would result in a sprawl extending towards Newland 
Park, and Horn Hill, in clear breach of principles 1,2,3.  There are several playing fields in the ES site, used by over 
twenty teams, and the importance of preserving such facilities for the young people of the area cannot be 
overstated.  Moreover, development of the ES site along the lines envisaged in the CDC proposals would present 
major problems. As regards transport, the country lanes surrounding this area are very narrow and could not 
cope with large increases in traffic; any major road building would completely destroy the rural character of the 
area; the sewage problems, to which I have already referred, would increase enormously.  It should also be 
noted that the northern part of the ES site lies within the Colne Valley Park and therefore ought to be protected, 
as part of the park.  It is clear that the size of this proposed development is excessive and, if implemented so as 
to maximise the number of dwellings, could come close to doubling the number of houses in Chalfont St Peter. 
An  area East of the A413, within the Green Belt,  has been marked out as suitable for industrial development,  
but this would be in clear breach of principles 1,2,3 above;  this area has an important function, separating built 
up areas of Chalfont St Peter from Tatling End, Denham and Gerrards Cross.  The pleasant approach to Chalfont 
St Peter along the A413 would be completely ruined if the CDC proposals were ever to be implemented. A 
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particularly shocking aspect of the CDC proposals relates to Mill Meadow area which currently includes the 
Community Centre, a football club, a recreation park, playing pitches, tennis courts etc.  The Chalfont St Peter C 
of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, has no playing field within the school grounds and relies on Mill 
Meadow for a variety of sports activities.  The area along the Misbourne is widely used by the general public for 
recreational purposes and all this would be lost if Mill Meadow were to be developed.  The danger of building on 
flood planes has become increasingly recognised, and although it might be argued that there has been no major 
flooding in this area, the truth is that the possibility cannot be ruled out, given the significant changes to the 
climate which have occurred in the past few years. My impression is that if the CDC proposals were to be 
implemented to any significant degree, the whole character of Chalfont St Peter would be ruined; it suffered 
badly as a result of the destruction of historic parts of the village in the 1960s and it would be a tragedy if what is 
left of the village character of Chalfont St Peter were to be destroyed by ill thought out development in the 
2020s, driven by a Government in London which has allowed a population the size of Leicester to enter the UK 
each year, for a number of years. Chalfont St Peter has had more than its fair share of development in recent 
years, and much more attention needs to be devoted to the development of brown site areas in the CDC area 
before destroying our Green Belt for short term gain. 

Rep2617 
Mr & Mrs  
Mourdijs 

Q1 - Cl 2.3 The statement under 2.3d is incorrect. It is inevitable and unavoidable that housing markets between 
Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertfordshire on adjoining or nearby sites will have significant housing market 
relationships and certainly no less significant than areas between East Berkshire and South Bucks District as 
stated in 2.3f. Markets do not have Council or District barriers. Statement 2.3d should be amended to “There will 
be significant market relationships between Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertforshire and where areas under 
consideration are in close proximity, adjoin or partially overlap the Councils will seek to address any differences 
and arrive at joint solutions through the Duty to Co-operate. (Much as stated in 2.3f). Q1 (b): Cl 2.6 It appears 
that the draft Buckinghamshire HEDNA by providing a 70:30% of General: Affordable housing, is promoting and 
indeed driving an ever greater wedge between the very wealthy and not so well off in society. The figures state 
that the expectation by 2036 is that 30% of the new house occupiers will need to be subsidised! Is this really one 
of the Local Plan’s goals? I suggest it should NOT be. It appears that a major rethink needs to be carried out first 
on how affordable homes are provided in the future. The current model is not working. It is clear to me that in 
the past 20 or so years the direct subsidies levied on private sector developments to offset the real costs of the 
Affordable housing sector have been the one constant factor for private house prices to rocket out of proportion, 
making more people less able to afford homes, forcing them into rented accommodation and placing the 
affordable homes sector under ever increasing pressure. It is a vicious circle which unless broken will lead to 
evermore divisive, extremely polarised, inharmonious and restless society. Should the current HEDNA be a mere 
reaction to perceived future needs (as the figures suggest) or should it be an intrinsic part of an inspirational 
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foresight, vision, for a more equitable and just society for the future? My view is that it should be the latter. 
Q1 (c): There needs to be a Duty to Cooperate between Chiltern/South Bucks and neighbouring non-Bucks 
Councils to avoid over-development of sites in close proximity, adjoining or overlapping sites, with no less a Duty 
to that between adjoining Buckinghamshire Councils. Failure to do this will result in incongruous solutions 
affecting the people living on the edges of Bucks. Not doing so would be discriminatory against those people. 
Q2(a): There is an inconsistency between cl3.2 “previously developed land within Green Belt” (“Brown Belt”) and 
cl 3.3 “HELAA has included… greenfield sites nominated within the Green Belt”. Only previously developed GB 
land should be included in the HELAA at this stage until the outcome is known to see if there is a need to 
encroach onto virgin Green Belt land. Q2(b): Yes, Brown field sites which are underused/under-developed or 
deliberately held back from development as investment land-banks, which are already served by public 
amenities and the current road rail network. Clause 2.3b Re-provide “open space use” in existing woodland on 
Brown Belt (see above) sites that are hampered by Health Hazards and/or harbour wild life (e.g. wooded area 
north of Botley Road – ex brickyard with buried Asbestos and Badger sets). Q3(a): Open single storey (ground 
floor only) car parks are an underuse of valuable amenity /housing space. These can be re-provided on the same 
site with housing/leisure facilities developments above. • Underused office space. • Isolated commercial units, 
not served by appropriate infrastructure. These are incongruous within their residential environment. Whether 
there is a shortfall between the Bucks HEDNA and the draft HELAA depends to a great extent on the parameters 
used and the vision behind the HEDNA Assessment. See my comments in Q1 (b) above. Loss of virgin Green Belt 
is an irreversible step. It will inevitably lead into a built environment sprawl of interconnected villages with 
consequential loss of village identity, character, and social cohesion. This can be lost once and never regained. It 
is unnecessary. Q5(a) The priority order should be: A > B > C > D > E > I > J > G > H (>F). This will ensure use of all 
possible areas outside the GB first, before considering releasing any GB land. Q7: A rather defeatist approach … 
The needs themselves are based on the results within HEDNA, FEMA and HELAA. The results are a consequence 
of the policies envisaged. The fundamental question guiding the HEDNA is what type of society, wealth 
differential, the Council will be promoting through this Joint Plan as we plan for 2036. At the moment it appears 
that there is contentment for 30% of the new housing to be affordable suggesting that significant % of the 
population will continue to need council support and that 15,100 house units will be needed. This is what needs 
to be reviewed first.As far as how to provide for unmet needs the process outlined is as good as it can get. In our 
view, it may be that a new self-contained Town is a good option for meeting perceived unmet needs and 
future unforeseen but inevitable increase in needs. This is the most cost effective and controlled way to do this 
and to provide this in a financially viable way. This can be planned with appropriate and up to date infrastructure, 
on a sustainable basis, with school, hospital, office, retail and industrial provisions. All other alternatives judged 
in the long term are mere “patch-ups” fraught with problems and half measures. The expression “bite the bullet” 
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comes to mind. Q8: A fundamental change is necessary in how affordable housing is financed from hereon. The 
Councils (and Central Government) have relinquished their primary responsibility by entrusting this to the 
private sector. This decides the number of units to place on each site and drives a price differential. The 
affordable homes are sold on the open market (right-to-buy) and lost from the affordable pool. The logical way 
for the Council to meet its affordable housing needs is to regain the reigns, together with the necessary expertise 
and decide where and how many such houses to construct. This should be financed partly by Central Gov and 
topped up by Local Councils based on the local needs. The process itself will provide employment and the cost of 
new private housing will be reduced. What it means is that all of us have a responsibility to cater for the less 
fortunate not just private developers who, by the way, will make their well-deserved profit, no matter what, in 
order to survive and prosper. Q9: This would be a far less controversial issue if the travellers (defined by national 
policy non-static or semi -permanent accommodation) contributed the same way as all other citizens. There is a 
perception (correct or otherwise) that transient traveller’s whist benefiting from Local amenities they do not 
contribute their fair share thus making their presence resentful. There is also the perception (right or wrong) that 
wherever transient travellers are located the areas become unpleasant, untidy, with accumulating uncontrolled 
rubbish and rise in petty theft. In addition, the perception (true or false) is that non-transient travellers 
(permanent or semipermanent parked wheeled homes) are provided with free accommodation space and 
benefit from local amenities at no cost. These issues need to be addressed as we look forward to 2036, not just 
where to locate them. Personally We would not be in favour of expanding GB sites or for sites to be removed 
from GB to suit this need as this also sets a precedence for further future expansion. If new residential 
extensions are planned and part of the area is to be designated for travellers then appropriate charges and 
conditions should apply and strictly enforced. It is not just finding sites… Q10: Accommodation for the elderly 
should be provided in mixed accommodation. Segregating sectors of society has proved not to work in the past. 
The accommodation should be served by appropriate medical services and located close to shops and other 
amenities. Old people like to see other people (generally). Q13: The woodland behind and to the North of, Botley 
Road should be considered to remain as a wooded undeveloped area. This is the site of the old brickworks. It was 
last used for the scouts and incorporates two derelict scout huts on surface foundations. The land was used in 
the past as an Asbestos depository and uncontrolled excavations are forbidden (a significant H&S issue). In 
addition there are Badger sets on this site. The woodland is singular on the north side of Botley Road and a 
valued local amenity. The land north of Botley Road and South of the old Bovingdon Aerodrome. 
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Rep2619 
Mr Richard Amlot 

Q6. There are two fundamental objections to the Chalfont St Peter proposals: 1)  Loss of Greenbelt - The 
Government has made repeated statements that Greenbelt will be protected - Housing and Planning Minister 
Brandon Lewis made two key comments in August 2014: "This government has been very clear that Green Belt 
protection continues, and the most recent official statistics show that the level of Green Belt development is at 
its lowest rate since modern records began in 1989. We have fortified the Green Belt by abolishing the last 
government’s top-down Regional Strategies, selling our surplus brownfield land for redevelopment, and 
introducing more flexible planning rights so empty and underused buildings can be brought back into productive 
use." "Local plans are now at the heart of the planning system, so councils decide where development should go. 
There is enough brownfield land to deliver up to 200,000 new homes, and councils should be using their powers 
and the support that’s available from the government to prioritise development on these sites, and defend our 
valuable countryside against urban sprawl" The currently proposed sites result in both the loss of green belt land 
as well as creating urban sprawl – I fail to see how any of the ‘options’ put forward for consideration can be 
regarded as brownfield or indeed lead to ‘exceptional’ consideration for loss of greenbelt land. The options 
include the loss of prime farmland at Raylands Farm, loss of playing fields and local amenity space at Mill 
Meadow. 2) Sustainability - To pepper potting of additional housing to tackle housing shortage  without providing 
for additional hospitals, school places, doctor’s surgery capacity and better transport links is clearly 
unsustainable. A good example, the proposed loss of Mill Meadow. Mill Meadow currently provides local 
amenity space and school playing fields and to suggest it be turned over to housing is ridiculous and leads me to 
believe there has been no thought whatsoever to these proposals. The proposal to simply turn good farmland at 
Raylands Farm into housing reduces green belt ‘openness’ and is simply encroachment into the countryside. 
There is no evidence whatsoever that alternative brownfield sites are unavailable. Furthermore, I cannot see any 
grounds on which to convert use of the best and most versatile agricultural ground to housing. There is also a 
public right of way that runs across the Raylands Farm to the west and whilst currently being able to  enjoy views 
of rolling countryside, the imposition of housing would cause harm to landscape character resulting from the  
loss of views. The ‘supply’ of countryside and the enjoyment it provides is not inexhaustible – especially near 
London – and the loss of any of it should be vigorously defended against! 

The councils consider that options 

in the Green Belt need to be 
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opportunities that are available on 

brownfield sites.  

Rep2620 
Mr Iain Duncan; 
Rep2621 
Mr John Bell 

Question 2 - It is understood that the HELAA will be updated and published at each local plan stage and/or 
annually to understand ‘supply’ opportunities and to test whether they can be delivered within the Plan period. 
It is important that the HELAA identifies and acknowledges an appropriate windfall calculation which reflects the 
historically significant role that this source of housing has played in the housing market area over time. The 
importance of in-fill sites and smaller sites of say 5-10 dwellings should be encouraged and supported. This scale 
of such sites are often the most readily deliverable as they require less supporting infrastructure. In addition, 
such sites are often located within existing built up areas rather than on the edge of settlements further away 
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from services and facilities. The Government has also recently proposed a range of changes to the planning 
system to help small and medium-sized housebuilders and in turn boost the delivery of new homes and the 
economy. Proposed changes to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) have been announced including a 
presumption in favour of smaller sites, and a requirement for councils to have a positive policy on windfall 
applications. Therefore, looking forward over the plan period the Councils should ensure enough flexibility for 
windfall sites to come forward. A greater number of smaller sites over the plan period reduces the risk of sites 
not being delivered on time. The plan will need to reflect the above mentioned forthcoming changes in national 
policy in order to be considered ‘sound’ in compliance with paragraph 182 of the NPPF – ‘consistent with 
national policy’. The site between Longbottom Lane, Wilton Lane & Beech Lane, Jordans is one such site which 
meets all the deliverability tests set out in the NPPF and can deliver 5-9 dwellings in a sustainable location. 
Question 5 & Question 6 - Spatial Strategy Option F is strongly supported which proposes a review of settlements 
within the Green Belt with a view to removing larger settlements currently within the Green Belt and to explore 
development potential – e.g. Botley, Nashleigh Hill/Lycrome Road area Chesham, South Heath, Hyde Heath, Little 
Kingshill, Winchmore Hill, Jordans, Denham and Taplow. Particular support is given to removing Jordans from the 
Green Belt. Jordans is a particularly sustainable settlement as it is served by Seer Green & Jordans railway station 
(Chiltern Line – 30 minutes to London Marylebone and 8 minutes to High Wycombe). The very close proximity  of 
Jordans to Beaconsfield (C.2miles) also means that residents do not have to travel far to access a wide range of 
services and facilities. By removing Jordans from the Green Belt will better enable a number of small sites to 
come forward for development. Such development will be of great benefit to the settlement bringing in new 
people which will help to ensure the future viability of local services and facilities. Support is also given to Option 
H which would review the scope for allowing limited development within villages and generally built up frontages 
within the Green Belt. A more flexible approach is clearly required here as the constraining nature of current 
policy has been to the detriment of a number of villages who have witnessed a decline in services and facilities, 
due to static or declining local populations. Such a policy should encourage individual plots and smaller sites of 
up to 10 dwellings to come forward in Green Belt settlements. We also support Option J which would be in 
addition to other options and allow additional sustainable growth options in built up areas and/or in the Green 
Belt close to train stations – Chesham, Great Missenden, Amersham, Little Chalfont, Seer Green, Iver and Taplow. 
However, Jordans should also be included on this list, if it is not already via proximity to Seer Green, as the 
station (Seer Green & Jordans) relates as much to the village of Jordans as it does to Seer Green. Allowing more 
small scale developments within existing Green Belt settlements will result in a strategy which impacts far less on 
the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. Small scale appropriately sited and designed development in 
villages such as Jordans, will be an evidently more sustainable option than some of the ‘Built Area Extension 
Options’ being considered for areas such as Little Chalfont. The capacity for Green Belt settlements to 
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accommodate development should be maximised in order to protect the scale of development needed 
elsewhere in open countryside where the impact upon the openness of the Green Belt is far greater. Question 15 
- It is agreed that the Councils development management policies require review in order to make them 
consistent with the NPPF and NPPG and in line with the emerging Joint Local Plan policy approach. Comments on 
specific proposed policies are shown below: Settlement Hierarchy - As discussed above it is considered that due 
to a number of factors Jordans should be defined as a sustainable settlement excluded from the Green Belt, of 
the same standing as Seer Green to which it is closely related. It is currently unintelligible to have two similar 
settlements so close together sharing educational, recreational and social facilities with different policy 
approaches operating for consideration of development proposals. Development in the Green Belt - As discussed 
above the village of Jordans should be removed from the Green Belt and this policy should reflect this approach. 
Development in the Green Belt should reflect NPPF policy. Infilling within Rows of Development within the Green 
Belt - It is critical that this policy is developed to be consistent with paragraph 89 of the NPPF. The policy will also 
need to be consistent with forthcoming changes to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) including a 
presumption in favour of smaller sites, and a requirement for Councils to have a positive policy on windfall 
applications. The policy should be flexible enough to allow sites to realistically come forward for development 
within Green Belt settlements. Suggested policy wording is shown below: Within Green Belt settlements (as 
defined on the Proposals Map) suitable frontage and limited infill development will be encouraged for schemes 
of 10 dwellings or less where: - The design and layout of development is consistent with the local pattern of 
development. - The site is in a location which has good access to local transport networks;  -  The site is located 
within walking distance to frequent and sustainable public transport to serve the proposed development.  

Rep2624 
 Graham Lewis 

I am writing to express my opposition to the Local Plan and its proposed “areas for testing for residential 
development” and “areas of search for employment development” in and around Little Chalfont, and any 
construction based on possible results from this “testing” and “search”. I first bought a house in Little Chalfont in 
1961 and have resided here ever since, (apart from a period of six years working abroad). My two daughters 
were brought up here and went to Little Chalfont’s primary and grammar schools. As I am giving you all relevant 
personal details in this letter, I assume that you do not need me to complete your ‘Part A – Personal Details’ form 
in the document ‘Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial (Regulation18) Consultation Incorporating Issues and 
Options Response Form’ I support fully the views expressed in the ‘Joint Response from the Little Chalfont Parish 
Council and the Little Chalfont Community Association’ (I am a member of the LCCA.) My opposition to the 
proposals touches on some of the objections in the above document but includes comments and analysis of a 
personal nature. The National Context - The government is anxious to promote development of the northern 
parts of the United Kingdom and reduce the difference in wealth between the north and the south. The huge 
investment in HS2 is intended to encourage this. The building of large numbers of houses and creation of new 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

558 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

industrial estates in Little Chalfont is surely a complete negation of this government strategy. It will make yet 
another contribution to the regional inequalities in our country. The Unique Characteristics of Little Chalfont -  
Despite considerable growth in recent decades, Little Chalfont retains the characteristics of a village with a long 
history. At the Little Chalfont end of Burtons Lane there is a property which is mentioned in the Domesday Book. 
There is ancient woodland in and around Little Chalfont which large scale development would destroy. This Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the Green Belt must be preserved for future generations. Many 
thousands of people come from London and elsewhere to savour and enjoy it, for relaxation and rejuvenation 
among trees, green fields and hills. To concrete over the huge acreage envisaged would be a crime against our 
descendants, depriving them of an important part of their heritage. Probable Features of any New Housing - It 
remains to be seen what type of housing will be proposed. However, there are a number of strong probabilities.  
For private developers, large, expensive properties will have greatest appeal, though I know, of course, that they 
will be required to build a certain proportion of so-called “affordable homes”. In any event we can assume that 
(i) the greatest possible number of homes will be squeezed into the allotted area; (ii) gardens will be as tiny as 
possible; (iii) a high proportion of households will be of the two-car variety. The consequences will inevitably be 
congestion and more pollution, notably air and noise pollution from traffic. Roads and Transport - All roads in 
Little Chalfont have only two lanes The congestion and delays caused during the last two or three years by some 
relatively small housing developments in Burtons Lane and White Lion Road, both highways with only two lanes, 
have been frequent. These works have often necessitated lengthy periods of parking by heavy delivery vehicles 
and the installation of temporary red lights and one-way traffic, leading to long delays, especially at peak times. 
Burtons Lane has a steep dip and a bend at the top of one of the slopes. Parking in this road, which increased 
during new housing construction at the Little Chalfont end and caused traffic dangers, persuaded the council to 
paint double yellow lines on both sides of the road almost as far as the entrance to Long Walk. (It should be 
noted that Long Walk is a private road not open to through traffic.) The housing construction envisaged in the 
Local Plan and the resulting enormous increase in the number of vehicles in use would create intolerable delays 
on all these roads. The creation of industrial estates would impose a large additional volume of heavy vehicle 
traffic in an AONB Third lanes could probably be built on that part of Burtons Lane where there is a wide verge on 
one side and on part of Lodge Lane; but these third lanes would only be on short sections of road and would thus 
create serious (and perhaps dangerous) bottlenecks where the roads revert to only two lanes. How much would 
this cost? Who would pay for it? The existing junctions of Burtons Lane, White Lion Road, Station Road and Cokes 
Lane would not cope with the volume of traffic created by the proposed plan.  The small strip of grass in front of 
the few shops between Burtons Lane and Cokes Lane would have to be removed and a very large roundabout 
would have to be built there.  This would involve major road works. Again, how much would this cost and who 
would pay? This large new road configuration in the centre of the village would ruin the character and 
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appearance of Little Chalfont. The parking at Chalfont and Latimer and Chorleywood stations is fully utilised. The 
large increase in population proposed would make the construction of more, probably multi-storey, parking 
essential at both. If the proposed housing development takes place and station parking facilities are not built at 
the right time, chaos would be inevitable on local roads. New bus services would be essential. Education - The 
schools in Little Chalfont itself are already full. Additional school facilities would have to be constructed and/or 
newcomers would have to be transported to more distant schools. The resulting additional vehicle movements 
would be damaging to the area as a whole. Health - The existing medical and dental facilities are heavily used. 
Additional provision would be essential. There is no certainty that this would be created. I recognise that 
additional housing is needed and the council is under pressure from the government to provide it. But the scale 
of the proposals now put forward for “testing” is excessive. To use a currently fashionable word, there is no 
“proportionality” in it: the village of Little Chalfont, its roads, its infrastructure, its topography cannot possibly 
cope with such transformation and it is unrealistic to contemplate it.  

Rep2625 
 R Garratt 

I read with interest a story on the BBC website this morning (http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-beds-
bucks-herts-35785807 ) A man in Bedfordshire with (retrospective) planning permission to extend his property 
has been ordered by the Council to demolish it because it is "inappropriate development" in an area of 
outstanding natural beauty. In their judgement, the Council state ...  “The development that has taken place is 
contrary to ... national planning policies that provide the highest level of protection to the Green Belt and the 
valued landscape character and natural beauty of the AONB. …… The current state of affairs is causing serious 
harm to the Green Belt and the AONB and in the public interest should be remedied as soon as reasonably 
possible”. How on earth does this ruling reconcile with your ‘Local Plan’ and its proposed wholesale destruction 
of acres of Green Belt and AONB land to build a monstrous industrial estate on the edge of my village? 

  

Rep2628 
 Phil Markham 

Thank you for consulting the Buckinghamshire County Archaeological Service on the above consultation.  We 
maintain the local Historic Environment Record (HER) and provide expert advice on archaeology and related 
matters. To respond to Question 11 we welcome this document and concur with much of it but would have liked 
to have been consulted on it at an earlier stage. There appears to be little awareness of the role of HER, which 
both the NPPF and Historic England advice emphasises that the HER is the primary source of information on the 
historic environment. Paragraph 169 of the NPPF states: Local planning authorities should have up-to-date 
evidence about the historic environment in their area and use it to assess the significance of heritage assets and 
the contribution they make to their environment. They should also use it to predict the likelihood that currently 
unidentified heritage assets, particularly sites of historic and archaeological interest, will be discovered in the 
future. Local planning authorities should either maintain or have access to a historic environment record. The 
NPPF includes a definition of a heritage asset and to avoid confusion we would recommend using this rather than 
the on page 6. The NPPF definition is: Heritage asset: A building, monument, site, place, area or landscape 
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identified as having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of its heritage 
interest. Heritage asset includes designated heritage assets and assets identified by the local planning authority 
(including local listing). There should also be a clearer distinction between designated heritage assets such as 
Scheduled Monuments and Listed Buildings, undesignated heritage assets such as those included in the HER 
(together with all designated, undesignated and locally listed heritage assets) and locally listed heritage assets. It 
may be appropriate to include an appendix on the roles of the District’s, County and Historic England on the 
management, recording and preserving heritage assets. We welcome the proposal for a local list of heritage 
assets on page 16 and there is the opportunity for closer or joint working with County over this. The County 
Archaeological Service developed in partnership with Wycombe District Council’s the criteria for their locally 
listed heritage assets and also ran a pilot of candidate archaeological sites for inclusion.  To respond to question 
12 we are aware of unprotected heritage assets which are of national significance and would be of local 
importance and these are recorded on the HER.  These could be included in a local list.  We would expect to see a 
Policy within the Local Plan to include the Heritage Strategy so that its actions can be enabled. Below are some 
proposed amendments in wording to the Draft Heritage Strategy: • Page 6, Definition of a Heritage asset: ‘past 
lifestyle’ could be changed to ‘previous human activity’ • Page 6, 3.3 could change ‘designated’ to ‘nationally and 
locally recorded’ • Page 13, foot note 13 could be updated to: Historic England  Good Practice Advice in Planning, 
Note 3, The Setting of Heritage Assets, March 2015 • Page 15, 7.1 Heritage at Risk includes Scheduled 
Monuments and grade I and II* Listed Buildings.  The former English Heritage has now divided into Historic 
England and English Heritage. Historic England provides advice on designated heritage assets and English 
Heritage runs their owned assets such as country houses. • Page 18 9.3 The Historic Environment Record also has 
a geographic information system (GIS) linked to the database. The development extensions for residential and 
employment resulting from the HEDNA, HELAA, Green Belt Assessment, Infrastructure Capacity Study and the 
Sustainability Appraisal are likely to impact on the historic environment and heritage assets. We have consulted 
the HER and would expect that historic environment assessment and investigation will be required, preferably 
pre-application, to get as detailed understanding of the proposed sites as possible to inform any master planning. 

Rep2629 
Mrs Rebecca Tate 

I fully underwrite the Joint response made by the Little Chalfont Parish Council and Little Chalfont Community 
Association, particularly the key points made regarding: 3. Metropolitan Green Belt is an asset to a community 
far greater than Chiltern District and in the absence of a government strategy it is inappropriate for CDC to 
undertake a relatively isolated Green Belt Assessment. 4. The methodology used by CDC to assess the “strength” 
of existing Green Belt is flawed and does not fully account for the special qualities of some of these sites and the 
contribution that they make. 5. the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty should be afforded the 
protection provided by the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 – and remain undeveloped 
and their site specific points in reference to Built Area Extension Option: Land West of Lodge Lane, South of the 
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Railway, Little Chalfont, HELAA site CD0082. Green Belt Assessment (GBA) general area 35.  In addition I would 
like to make the following specific points: Question 1: I find it surprising that “Hertfordshire” has been dismissed 
as having no functional relationship in terms of housing market demand/supply, particularly in relation to 
housing sites being proposed in the Chalfonts. Any local estate agent will tell you that people looking for housing 
in the Chalfonts also look in Chorleywood and Rickmansworth (Hertfordshire) and there is a great deal of overlap 
in demand - particularly growing families coming out of London who have extended family anywhere in the 
north, whose need to remain commutable to London drives them to look at locations in a radius anywhere 
between the M40 and the M11. Most of these areas are subject to very similar housing pressures from a similar 
demographic but have significantly greater capacity to absorb new development than such an environmentally 
sensitive landscape as the Chilterns. I have particular concern that sites are being proposed for release from the 
Green Belt in Little Chalfont so close to the county boundary with Hertfordshire with no reference to whether 
there are any similar moves from Hertfordshire County Council which could see the green buffer (preventing 
coalescence of settlement) eroded by planning decisions taken without reference to each other, for example 
sites released at Chorleywood adjacent to those proposed for Little Chalfont. The impact of this needs to be 
assessed in its entirety, not just with reference to the CDC/SB area. Where there are sites on the boundaries of 
the Chiltern DC area being proposed reference needs to be made to what is happening in Hertfordshire too and 
vice-versa, so that proper assessment and responses can be made. Question 2: Sites in Little Chalfont to the east 
of Lodge Lane that have been proposed for employment land – why are these being considered at all?  • They 
are the interface between the existing settlement and the countryside and form a stunning entrance to the 
Chiltern Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. They certainly do not make a poor contribution to the Green Belt, 
they provide beautiful sweeping vistas on the approach to Little Chalfont, giving the settlement a peaceful and 
rural setting and indeed set the scene as a gateway into the whole “Chiltern” area, which is unparalleled in many 
similar situations so close to London.  • The proximity to the M25 or to a tube station should not be mistaken 
with a Green Belt that is “degraded” in any way, in fact rather the opposite, it is a surprise and delight that rural 
landscapes as attractive and unspoilt as this can be found so close to London, and accessible to all ages within 
walking distance of the public transport network, and this is increasingly unique and should be valued for 
enabling sustainable travel to the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Other locations similarly located from 
London, such as Hemel Hempstead and Watford, cannot be said to retain anywhere near as much natural beauty 
or biodiversity. • Neither is this land marginally agricultural, it is ploughed and farmed in its entirety and has no 
buildings or other built presence upon it to suggest that these agricultural uses are compromised in any way, 
(unlike for example sites adjacent to the A40 between Tatling End and the M40 roundabout which are 
substantially degraded in terms of their “natural” state and have extensive buildings and development upon 
them – yet remain in the Green Belt assessment (site 65b) as “Areas Not for Consideration in Stage 2”). There is 
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an inconsistency in the way sites have been identified, which seems to be giving primacy to sites which have 
been proposed by landowners for development i.e. driven by potential for private profit, rather than taking an 
honest view of the genuine contribution they make to a special landscape, very much valued for its peace and 
rurality. I very much wish to see these two sites removed entirely from any proposals or “areas of search” for 
development . Question 3: The suggestion that open spaces can be consolidated undermines the very idea of 
having open spaces – which is to be open and spacious. If consolidation of uses is to be considered, I suggest 
looking at areas of car parking within the town centre areas across the plan area, and around stations, and 
whether the space above these could be made more useful i.e. retaining the car parking at ground level and/or 
increased with a deck level, with space provided for economic or residential uses above. These sites should be 
actively promoted by the local authority for development potential, and should not be considered any more 
complicated to develop than undeveloped land which has no service connections, and a plethora of qualities 
which mean it deserves to be protected. Question 4: If a joint approach enables development to be focussed in 
areas where there is already new infrastructure delivery committed to support this development (i.e. residential 
development focussed in South Bucks localities which will be newly served by Crossrail) then a joint approach is 
worth pursuing. I have concerns if it means that Chiltern DC is asked to accommodate development which is not 
generated from within its immediate area i.e. accommodating 15ha of employment land in Chiltern DC when the 
demand for the bulk of this has come from South Bucks. Releasing green belt land to serve a need that is not 
generated or required locally is not justified. Question 5: I wholeheartedly underscore the principle of retaining 
and protecting “Established Residential Areas of Special Character” in Little Chalfont, particularly those that 
already exist and those that are proposed in the Chiltern Townscape Character Assessment (Burton’s Lane, 
Loudhams Wood Lane, Long Walk and Village Way). These areas, with their distinctive layout of deep building 
lines; hedged frontages, well developed hedgerows and wildlife friendly boundaries, shrubs and other garden 
plants, wide grass verges with street trees and a lack of foot-ways combined with private roads, give Little 
Chalfont much of its residential character. In the absence of any special heritage designations relating to the era 
of Little Chalfont’s genesis, protection of these housing areas is key to retaining the special character of the 
settlement and reflective of the original vision of Metroland as rural place of retreat from the city. Little Chalfont 
is probably one of the closest settlements to that original vision, others nearer London having become 
significantly more urban since; in marking a clear era in UK housing development this type of housing has 
national significance and not just local importance for settlement character. Question 6: Regarding site 35, land 
west of Lodge Lane and south of the railway in Little Chalfont (including the golf course and extending between 
Burtons Lane, Long Walk and Loudhams Wood Lane), I make several comments against its inclusion as a site for 
development: • The red line shows nothing of the topography of this site, which is extensively contoured and 
steeply sloping in parts. This potentially presents a barrier to straightforward deliverability of this site, and makes 
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it challenging for large scale residential redevelopment without significant earthworks, accommodating which 
would be extremely difficult with the limited width road access the site has onto Lodge Lane and or through 
existing residential areas and congested exit into Little Chalfont of Burtons Lane. This contouring (along with the 
vegetation and mature trees/ancient woodland) also presumably contributes to the hydrology of the area and 
water run-off – impact on this should be considered carefully. There is also a water treatment works located at 
the end of Loudhams Wood Lane which could be affected. • The golf course shouldn’t be considered as 
brownfield land, it is not “previously developed” in the sense that a physical form of development has previously 
been erected upon it, its previous “use” function is entirely as vegetated open space for recreation. If this land is 
to be reallocated for any other use then it should be as a green recreational asset for the people of Little 
Chalfont, such as an urban park or common, to re-provide the recreational/social infrastructure which has been 
lost by the closure of this facility in recent years, not for buildings which would completely transform its 
character and remove its contribution to wellbeing. There is no public playground on this side of Little Chalfont, 
and a 20 minute walk to the nearest one at Westwood Park, with major barriers of the railway and A404 main 
road between. • What the red line on the map also does not show is the great contribution this open space 
makes to wildlife in the locality. I would want to see a thorough environmental and wildlife assessment done of 
this and other sites being considered for residential development, particularly for Biodiversity Action Protected 
Species. We see a wide variety of birds in and around this site, including woodpecker, sparrowhawk, thrush, 
wren, finches and sparrows, as well as larger animals like deer. The permeability of the green boundaries in and 
around this site to the open countryside provides a habitat where these creatures come and go across a wide 
area, and flourish despite close proximity to humans - this should be treasured for future generations. 
• One of the special characteristics of this area, including that of Loudhams Wood Lane and Burtons Lane is its 
comparatively dark skies, with an absence of street lighting, which also provides a coherent break between the 
settled and unsettled areas. This is something that should be retained and enhanced, and the adverse impacts of 
introducing lighting avoided. • The vegetation acts as a sound absorber, ensuring a tranquillity to the residential 
areas around, even during busy periods of the day, and almost silence at night. This sound break is as much a 
separation virtue of the green belt in this location, as the physical visible break. Loss of vegetation and 
replacement with hard built surfaces, particularly adjacent to the railway, is likely to generate a significant 
increase in noise transmission. Question 11: Little Chalfont has a flourishing sense of village life, despite not 
being what the Heritage Strategy considers a traditional settlement, which in part stems from the planned 
creation of a place as part of the development of the Metropolitan Line – and this special heritage should be 
recognised as it influences so much of the quality of life and sense of place that endures today. I feel that the 
Heritage Strategy is too narrow in its scope, considering only listed buildings and potential assets for local listing, 
and does not give much recognition to the particular circumstances of places like Little Chalfont and Amersham 
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on the Hill - which created “model” settlements at the time, and which should be an influence in shaping 
development into the future – as exemplar settlements which combine the best of rural and urban life, including 
planning to include all the facilities residents need. I also think there should be more done to propose and codify 
environmental enhancements and design guidelines which relate to the special historic qualities of the Chilterns 
and subsequent Metroland interpretation e.g. orchard-style and native planting schemes, green wildlife 
boundaries integrated to new developments, local building materials using flints and bricks, active frontages of 
housing onto street lines (rather than cul-de-sacs that turn their backs on main settlement routes), naming of 
new developments after existing landscape features and local nomenclature (such as many of the lanes related 
to original farmsteads) rather than inventing names aimed at maximising sales but with no local relevance e.g. 
Harvard Grange rebrand of Donkey Fields site on Burtons Lane. Question 12: Amersham Common Village Hall on 
White Lion Road – is an original facility from the 1920s illustrating the pioneering vision that sought to provide 
local facilities for people in new developments and not just houses - and continues to be very well-used by the 
local community. As per Question 11 – more protection needed of the characteristic Metroland heritage assets 
of Little Chalfont and Amersham-on-the-Hill and their design features, housing and town centre typology, to 
prevent inappropriate demolition of this type of development and insensitive changes to gardens and estate 
layouts. Question 13:  Former Little Chalfont Golf Course – open space in the heart of the settlement, should be 
protected as a place for recreation and leisure, particularly if the settlement is expanded. Westwood Park – 
should be protected as local green space. The use by the Westwood Park FC  alone runs to a membership of 400 
children, not to mention the cricket, tennis and playground user, or walkers in the woodland with their pets. 
Little Chalfont Nature Park – part of an original farm orchard, now awarded “People’s Meadow” status – should 
be protected in the development framework. Question 16: Little Chalfont Primary School on Oakington Avenue 
should be a dual form entry school – it is heavily and consistently oversubscribed and is not meeting the demand 
that now exists for primary (rather than separate infant and junior) education in this village. Sending children 
further away to schools than they are able to walk from their homes generates unnecessary car trips in an 
already congested area and is not establishing good sustainable travel habits for life. Pedestrian and vehicular 
permeability improvements needed: • Insufficient crossing points to the Metropolitan line in Little Chalfont, 
either by foot on by vehicle. Leads to lack of permeability throughout the settlement and difficulties in 
integrating different housing areas and village facilities e.g. Elizabeth Avenue has no direct connection to the 
library on Cokes Lane or GP surgery on White Lion Road other than a circuitous route via Bell Lane or Chalfont 
Avenue. • Recent developments e.g. Bell Lane and Donkey Fields have no provision for footpaths through the site 
or future provision to potential connections as sites are redeveloped, which is to the detriment of the long-term 
travel sustainability of the village – discouraging journeys by foot and encouraging short car journeys that clog 
roads. • Traffic in and out of each of the discrete residential areas can only be channelled through a single route 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

565 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

of White Lion Road which generates long queues at peak hours, and bottlenecks of the A404 and Cokes Lane 
junction. If additional development is proposed then a secondary means of linking between areas is needed e.g. 
from Raans Road to Bell Lane so that there are alternative routes for traffic moving between Amersham and 
Little Chalfont. New play areas needed for children on the south/east side of Little Chalfont – the Westwood Park 
facility is great and much used but too far to walk for child residents on the south/east side. The Metropolitan 
and Chiltern Line are at standing capacity at peak commuting hours, with a 50 minute journey standing to/from 
London. Additional development and loading of the line at Chalfont & Latimer will inevitably mean that residents 
further down the line will not be able to board trains. An increase in frequency of trains needs to be secured if 
the presumption of this location delivering “sustainable” development is to be justified. It is not sustainable if 
people cannot get on the trains, however close the station might be to the proposed development site. If a 
service increase cannot be secured then development should be channelled to locations which have received 
investment in transport/commuter infrastructure, such as near Crossrail stations in the south of the plan area. 
Question 17: Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation of 
the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan 
will need to address? Method of communication regarding consultation - why is Chiltern District Council not 
issuing direct householder communications to seek responses to this consultation, and instead relying on word of 
mouth or community newsletters? If individual householder planning applications are worthy of sending direct 
letters to each household with a standard timeframe and format for responding, why is something like this which 
has much greater potential impact not treated in the same way and communicated directly and impartially? 
Communications through a variety of local community groups leaves people unclear as to what process of 
response they should be following, and the inconsistency of when this news is put out leaves a truncated and 
unreasonable timetable for people to respond adequately. Response form should have been provided with 
questions included so clear what CDC/SB are seeking answers to, and not leave any doubt in respondees mind 
that a comment in the wrong place would leave their views unaccounted – please can you confirm that 
responses will be considered in the appropriate categories even if people have responded erroneously in the 
format of the form? Communicating with residents indirectly also leads to an adversarial rather than 
collaborative debate about realising sites for development and could be handled in a more positive manner 
which addresses real pressures more constructively with residents. For example, it would be worth 
communicating the user-friendly community participation tools open to residents who wish to enable 
development to be the best it can be for their local area e.g. https://www.bimby.org.uk/ 

Rep2630 
Mr Jonathan 
Luddy 

I have lived in Chalfont St Peter for 28 years with my family and over this time span have seen the changing face 
of the village and not least the development of the Audley Homes site at the Epilipsey Site, the Newlands site and 
the major changes currently underway at the Holy Cross site all of which to date I believe have fulfilled the 
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Councils development plan to build another 600 houses. I have many concerns about the Holy Cross site and 
once completed the ability of  Chalfont St Peter village infrastructure  to cope with all the extra families and cars 
that will come with this housing development alone. Parking will be a major problem. Given there is no railway 
station and a bus service that is unreliable the extra cars and parking problems will be even worse.  Chalfont St 
Peter has taken on more than its fair quota of housing develpopment to date, and to now be told about the 
proposed further development plans of Mill Meadow, the community Centre, Childrens play ground, Chalfont 
Footballl club, the allotments, and as importantly in terms of the future Mill Meadow is used for all the Chalfont 
St Peter Academy School's sporting activities for our children - This a major cause of stress and alarm because it 
will completely destroy our village as we know and love it. The main concerns Being:- Mill Meadow is one of the 
focal points of the chalfont community as a recreational gathering point. 1, The Community Centre is a thriving 
and much loved set up which being in the heart of the village currently sees at least a thousand people a week go 
through their doors, both young and old who enjoy the many activities that they share in. (in particular the 
elderly to which it is a life line given its central location and its proximity also to the church. Where will they go if 
this is taken away from them? Where do our children go if they lose their sports grounds as will our Local Youth 
Football Clubs? All this represents what is vital to the health and well being of our community?. The Chalfont 
Mens football club also plays its part as a much loved focal point of the community as do the Tennis Club and the 
Scout Centre. These are accessible to all in the community because Mill Meadow is in the 'heart' of our 
community. Mill Meadow is on a flood plain and all the above being replaced with a massive housing 
development by virtue of its location will also have all its associated problems with flooding, no parking and 
access roads not being able to cope. ( The A413 is busy and dangerous enough as it is, as we all know!. How this 
will not be made worse coupled with the HS2 project and all the problems with heavy goods and plant 
movement we will certainly have? Please take my response in the spirit that is meant. I fully understand that 
some development is required but I also honestly feel that our much loved village will be devastated if Mill 
Meadow is to be taken up by this proposed development. At a stroke you will be be killing off  all the things we 
know and love which make our village such a wonderful place for our community. Having studied the other sites 
around the village that are also being considered I do believe that in terms of minimising the damage to our 
village that Chiltern and South Bucks should look to the Raylings Farm site as a more suitable proposition as it is 
away from the village centre with access from the A40. Also given that we have already just taken on and 
delivered on our target commitment to 600 new houses in CSTP please can you  include this in you proposed 
quota of over 1000 new houses? Please don’t develop Mill Meadow. It is not fit for purpose for this proposed 
plan. This will destroy our community and I know that I echo what so many of us who love our village fell so 
worried about.  
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Rep2631 
Mr Ben Tate 

I am a resident within Little Chalfont and this consultation response focuses on proposals to release land for 
development surrounding the village. To summarise my response, I oppose the release of sites within Little 
Chalfont from the Green Belt. They serve as a significant asset to the local community and I do not consider that 
housing or employment need justifies their release. Question 1: Within the proposals, it is confirmed that 
housing and economic needs should be considered across established market areas and not just for individual 
plan areas. There is a statement that suggests that there are no significant market relationships between 
Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertfordshire. However, much of the land being proposed for further consideration lies 
close to the boundary of Buckinghamshire / Hertfordshire and there appears to be a lack of co-ordination when 
looking at cross border relationships. The development of the land to the east of Little Chalfont would increase 
the likelihood of a future merger of Little Chalfont and Chorleywood. Previous planning applications have been 
turned down in this location, partly for this reason. This is one of the Green Belt tests and this appears to have 
been overlooked in the Council’s analysis / evidence base. Question 5: Housing need should not be a justification 
for Green Belt release. Making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built-up areas would be a 
preferred solution, whilst preserving areas of open space within settlements. Wherever possible, Option A 
should therefore be prioritised and options B to F (which seek to develop on the green belt) should be avoided. 
Where this cannot be avoided, it would appear sensible to focus testing on areas that are due to expand 
significantly as a result of Crossrail (e.g. Taplow), as the infrastructure will be better able to cope with demand. 
Question 6: Proposed Employment Land to the East of Little Chalfont: I am interested to understand how the 
land to the east of Little Chalfont has been included as potential employment land. ARUP have already ruled this 
land out within their Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment (Map 6.1A Areas for Further Consideration at 
Stage 2). This land is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, it forms an extremely important part 
of the area’s character and is considered a major asset by residents and the wider community. The 
environmental impact of building on this land would be significant and irreversible. Land to the west of Lodge 
Lane (former Little Chalfont Golf Course): This is classed as a brownfield site. However, the definition of 
brownfield in this context is misleading. There is a small disused clubhouse at the entrance to the site on Lodge 
Lane but the remainder of the site is greenfield and should be treated as such, with significant wildlife and 
habitats within the site (as well as ancient woodland). Whilst this falls outside of the AONB due to the golf course 
status, it can be viewed from the AONB on the other side of the road and forms a valuable part of its setting. As a 
golf course, it provided a useful leisure recreational facility for the village. Rather than suggesting new housing, 
new and viable forms of leisure activity should be pursued to serve existing residents. For example, there are 
currently no children’s play facilities on the southern side of the village. This land has uneven topography and 
road access from the village is constrained. Question 16: Little Chalfont has had planning applications approved 
at Donkey Fields and Bell Lane and minimal infrastructure upgrades have been provided. The village is not able to 
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absorb further development without significant infrastructure improvements. The following is not an exhaustive 
list but provides some areas of required focus: Roads: White Lion Road and Amersham Road are now extremely 
congested. Traffic seeking to turn right into Chenies Parade will often cause a tailback of traffic down White Lion 
Road and Cokes Lane. The traffic lights at Bell Lane also create considerable queues. Adding additional housing 
and employment to this area without addressing road capacity will cause further delays and congestion, 
particularly at peak times. Parking: Insufficient parking is available in the village, particularly for station drop off 
and neighbourhood shopping. Adding additional housing and employment to this area without addressing 
parking will significantly compromise the ability of the village to function as a community centre. Rail: 
Metropolitan and Chiltern Line trains to and from London are already full at peak times (with standing room 
only). If land is released, a significant proportion of new housing occupants would work in London. Adding 
additional housing and employment to this area without addressing rail capacity / frequencies will significantly 
reduce the quality of life of residents. Schools: School places in the Little Chalfont area are extremely competitive 
and catchment areas are very constrained. Further housing development in the area will definitely require new 
education provision. Question 17:  The loss of green belt sites within Little Chalfont, with their open countryside 
vistas, ancient woodland and important habitats would have a direct, detrimental impact on the amenity and 
tranquillity of the existing community. Protection of the Green Belt around urban areas is a core planning 
principle of the National Planning Policy Framework and population growth should not be an automatic license 
to release sites (particularly within the Chilterns which are nationally renowned for their outstanding beauty). 
Once changes like this take place, they cannot be reversed. I have reviewed and fully endorse the response from 
Little Chalfont Parish Council & Little Chalfont Community Association. 

Rep2632 
Miss Caroline 
Moore 

Little Chalfont is unable to sustain any more significant development(s). 307 properties have been built in Little 
Chalfont between 2006 and 2014, which has resulted in a huge increase in car borne travel and additional traffic 
congestion on roads and local narrow lanes. The purpose of Green Belt is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping the 
land permanently open and should NOT be declassified for any type of development. A large proportion of Little 
Chalfont is within AONB and declassification of Green Belt would have a significant impact on AONB land. The 
Key Issue of AONB is the retention of open space and the need to try and restrict the scale of new development 
is key to conserving the natural beauty of AONB. Under Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 
2000, stipulates the duty of public bodies to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the AONB and I feel this 
should be of paramount importance to all. The key detrimental impacts of declassifing existing Green Belt Land in 
Little Chalfont are: • Adversely changing the character of significant gateways on the fringes of Little Chalfont, 
particularly along the southern part of Lodge Lane which is the gateway between Little Chalfont and 
Chorleywood • Fragmentation of landscape • Loss of character and openness • Destroying the rural aspect and 
countryside • Huge loss of tranquillity • Unacceptable strain on local schools (which are already over subscribed), 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

569 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

social and healthcare provision • Unsustainable traffic problems would be created • Additional pressure on 
public transport which is already over stretched • Any Development would exacerbate water runoff and surface 
water issues in areas surrounding the village • Any high-density developments would be far too large and would 
dominate the area • Loss of views into and out of AONB sites by allowing new developments • Harmful to the 
visual amenity of the Chilterns AONB • Red Kites are regularly seen flying over areas between Stony Lane and 
Lodge Lane which would indicate they are breeding successfully in these locations.  There are also a large 
number of bats in the vicinity.  These and many other types of wildlife are at risk of decline if surrounding land is 
developed. There will be significant long term effects on the environment by virtue of factors such as nature, size 
and location.  There will also be ecological, noise, waste and transport concerns and considerable visual impact 
on the openness of the area and character on immediate sites and surrounding area. Allowing any development 
will lead to significant changes in appearance of Little Chalfont’s countryside. 

Rep2640 
Mr Peter Aberson 

I have been a resident of Little Chalfont most of my life, only leaving the area to attend University. The options 
for testing as described in the Issues and Options document does not address affordable housing for young 
people in the area that want to stay here. I work as a blacksmith and would love to set up a business here at 
some point but the cost of housing is a barrier. The average cost of housing in Little Chalfont, in fact in the 
Chiltern District, is too high for anybody starting out. This means that I will need to look outside of the area and 
maybe, at some stage, will move back here. If however, Little Chalfont has become an extension of London 
suburbia, it would be less attractive. It is already very busy and there are not enough doctors, dentists or school 
places already. The roads are crowded with everybody trying to avoid the congestion on the A404. This puts a lot 
of strain on country lanes, turning once tranquil places into a traffic mayhem. It would be a real shame to release 
Green Belt and AONB . The lovely landscape would be lost for ever. At night I hear owls and in the mornings the 
birds. It is lovely to wake up to. Loss of the ancient woodland would have a devastating affect on the local wildlife 
population. Much of this ancient woodland can be traced back on maps going back to mid 1700’s and is 
registered. While I understand that there is a need for houses, in particular housing for younger and older people 
, the approach of handing land to developers for schemes that profit driven, are unlikely going to address the 
need. More effort in understanding the requirements by demographic is required, coupled with ways to ensure a 
healthy mix and diversity of residents. This does not only apply to people but the environment too. I do not agree 
with the statement that the housing gap is a good enough reason to start releasing the Green Belt for housing, 
employment or other. The Green Belt is a communal asset, of environmental importance and an asset in the fight 
against global warming. As a enthusiastic participant in Historic re-enactments, I cherish the heritage of the 
Chiltern countryside and I would like more action on maintaining and enhancing the countryside, and improve 
footpath access to it. 
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Rep2642 
 Clive Wellsteed 

I would like to make three points in relation to the woods and Chess Valley: 1) Areas A and B would back directly 
onto the other side of these woods.  As the woods are comprised of a very thin band of trees, there is the risk 
that any development (housing or employment) can be seen from the Chess Valley, which would degrade the 
AONB views above. 2) Any housing in area A would result in a significant increase of activity / possible pollution 
in the woods, damaging wildlife/birds/bats living in the woods.  Similar comments apply to any employment use 
in area B. 3) It is unclear from local correspondence whether the plans to de-regulate the Green Belt would 
extend through the woods and down into the Chess Valley.  I don’t think this is in the plan, but just to register 
that this would result in a catastrophic loss of the AONB if this was the case (as can be seen from the views above 
which would be lost). I would like to make the following comments in relation to the possible developments in 
general: 1) I suggest that the council tries to ensure that any development is in areas that can be discreetly built 
upon, where there will be less significant impact on the surroundings and would not result in any loss of far-
reaching views. 2) If Area A is built upon, the views east from Westwood Park (currently over open fields) would 
be lost.  The park itself would become “closed in” by housing now being present on two sides and would lose its 
character (similar considerations apply here to the comments that the council has made on Burnham Park in the 
consultation document).  3) Looking westwards on the other side of area A from Stony Lane also enjoys similarly 
open views of these fields which would be lost. 4) Stony Lane (which is in places a single-track road leading down 
into the Chess Valley between West Wood and Walk Wood) is a narrow rural road.  It would see significant 
additional traffic for which it was never designed from areas A and B, which would mean it would most likely 
need to be widened resulting in loss of its rural character. 5) Area B which is proposed for employment purposes 
is on open farmland as you drive out of Little Chalfont and is in full view when driving along Amersham Road.  It 
is not close to any other land used for employment and would be the first sight of Little Chalfont (across open 
farmland) when driving along Amersham Road from Chorleywood / Chenies.   I would suggest that any land for 
employment is sited next to land currently used for employment, rather than bordering open farmland in an area 
where there is no other similar land use bordering the site. 6) The density of any proposed housing needs to be 
considered carefully in the context of where it is built.  The council will be aware that the recent Turner’s Field 
development is at significantly higher density than Little Chalfont as a whole – whilst this can perhaps be 
accepted more on an old brownfield site (it was built on the old saw mill site off Bell Lane), it would change the 
overall character of the town if built at anything like that density in an area released from the Green Belt – as 
such, in any areas where development is approved (and this should be restricted areas to areas that can be most 
discreetly built upon), the density needs to be kept low and sympathetic to being something that the council and 
residents look back on in years to come and regret.   
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Rep2644 
Mr Stephen 
Marchant 

I am deeply concerned by the content of this consultaion document. Whilst there is demonsterably a 
requirement for further sustainable housing development country and county-wide, the areas of greenbelt 
selected for potential de-listing in the Chalfont St Peter area make little sense in this context, particulalry given 
the availablitiy of brownfield sites in the locality, and the significant developments at Holy Cross and Newlands 
farm that have already been granted permission, but do not seem to have been taken into consideration. In 
addition significant additional housing is unsustainable in the locale due to the currrent paucity of services - the 
local schools are full, the doctors overloaded and the transport infrastructure is overwhelmed already - meaning 
any new building will be car dependent and the only lanes or minor roads would be available to service the new 
developments. Also of note is the fact that the draining and sewerage system in CSP is already overwhelmed and 
additional connerbation would only exaserbate this issue. One of the primary drivers of cherishing green belt 
land is the preservation of natural barriers between built up areas. The proposal to de-list the epilepsy centre site 
is at extreme odds to this in that it would effectively destry the barrier between Chalfont St Peter, Horn Hill , 
Chalfont St Giles and Little Chalfont. In addition significant parts of that site are in the Colne Valley Park - and 
should be accordingly protected. This site is also used commercially for farming, and so would have an excomic 
impact as well - and the potential distruction of the well-used sporting facilities is unwarrented, and there is no 
available land for their replacement. The Mill Meadow proposal is also rediculous, as it would entail the 
irreplacable loss of  the local football club, the playing fields of the local school, the council offices, and 
community centre - in addition to having no draining capacity and being sited in a flood plain. It is my view that 
the proposed green belt areas should remain green belt and other areas for development in brown field sites be 
sought and utilised. 

  

Rep2646 
Mr Nicholas Leake 

It seems to me that there has been inadequate consideration of the existing space over the railway line between 
the Packhorse Rd and Bull Lane - this area is quite substantial in area, is a brown field site having been previously 
developed for the railway line, there is good access from Bull Lane, the Packhorse Rd, Orchehill Rise, South View 
Road and potentially from Layters Way.  The existing car parking spaces at Orchehill Rise and Barclays Bank could 
be re-provided in underground parking beneath a development and at surface level houses or apartments for 
elderly people could be provided.  A number of elderly people in the area would like to downsize from larger 
houses to high quality apartments which are a level walk to Gerrards Cross and this site with its close proximity 
to the Gerrards Cross village/town centre seems eminently suitable to be developed in this way and with 
additional housing for families and low income homes subject to the development being undertaken in a way 
that is safe for the railway and the residents - which I am sure could be engineered (as was eventually achieved 
with Tesco).  The area might potentially be extended beyond the Bull Lane Bridge over the railway a short 
distance too. The station would probably not have to be rebuilt and additional underground parking could be 
provided - but this would provide additional housing without incursion on the green belt or beyond the existing 
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built up area - and any planning gain would be accrued by Network Rail and thus reduce the level of 
governmental subsidy provided to Network Rail for infrastructure investment. There might be concerns about 
diesel trains emiting fumes in the tunnel - but the line is due to be electrified in the period of the planning 
timeline, and if that does not happen ventilation could be provided.Another potential site is that of NTL's forces 
TV and Radio station off Narcott Lane.  I appreciate that this is a site of employment but I suspect there is a lot 
less employment there now than previously and much of that employment could be relocated to other studio 
and transmission space elsewhere.  However, until NTL wish to make that move the site remains in use, but it 
may be worth flagging up as a future potential development site. Clearly we have a shortage of housing of all 
types and this is a national issue so it seems sensible to assist with addressing this by providing more housing in 
South Bucks and Chiltern. I think the proposal to develop Mill Meadow is wrong headed - this is an area that 
provides valuable amenity for Chalfont St Peter and as it is subject to flooding seems wholly unsuitable. 

Rep2647 
Ms Deborah 
MacArthur 

1. I strongly disagree with any attempts to further commerialise historic market towns. Chesham is situated next 
to several large industrial towns Hemel Hempstead, High Wycombe, Luton, Watford that already provide ample 
industrial units and buildings currently sitting "vacant". I moved to Chesham because I did not want this for my 
family and consequently I commute to work at Pinewood studio's and my husband commutes to Slough. If I 
wanted to live in an industrialised town, I would not have moved here. Global businesses require an affordable 
option in Europe and to remain competitive, the UK must distribute businesses up North were they are required 
and transition to a plan of how to effectively manage and distribute the transparent overcrowding issue in the 
South East - people follow jobs so move the industrial development plans to under utilised locations in the UK. 
Stop creating the demand for employment in the South East and that will resolve the forecasted needs for 
further facilities, residential housing and destruction of the limited green belt remaining. I have children, they will 
have no quality of life if you concrete their surroudings. Provide a job up North and I will happily move to reduce 
your demand rather than work a 60 hr week to pay for 3 bed home whilst my kids suffer a poor education as a 
consequence of overcrowding at their school. Even getting them to school is a significant challenge currently due 
to traffic on roads not equipped to deal with these volumes. 2. I strongly reject any attempts to build on 
Nashleigh Recreation Grounds, surrounding fields and wood My family regularly walk, play and learn there. It 
supports the quality of life for the community and extension of life as it is a free of charge way to get exercise. 
Families, pet owners all fully utilise this ground and we do not want it polluted by noise and traffic. Children and 
animals can run free in this location without immediate concern of being next to a road or danger. The entire 
town utilises these grounds heavily. 3. Yes, Wales, Carlisle, Scotland - Highlands are empty - go build there. Leave 
the minimal open spaces and sports, leisure areas alone. Type 2 Diabetes epidemic and you want to build on the 
only things likely to prevent that? Then we question why the NHS can't cope? 4. Companies do not want to be 
based in historic market towns. They need to be based in industrialised towns off core motorways M1, M25, M4 
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so commercial property should stay in Option D areas.  5. Villages should be expanded for residential as they 
already have significantly more green areas than main settlements. Main settlements should not be expanded to 
the point of expanding to join into neighbouring villages and towns. Chesham has already lost far too many 
houses to developers building flats over populating the town and increasing levels of crime. Forcing kids out of 
catchment to surrounding schools now also overcrowded. My son was at Newtown and I had to change his 
school to Hawridge and Cholesbury last year as Newtown was significantly overcrowded. Hawridge and 
Cholesbury is better but also transparently finding it hard to cope with the demand of over spill from Chesham. 
There is no child-care availble as they are all full with current demand. I disagree with increasing building density 
as that has already caused sink holes in Hemel Hempstead and High Wycombe. I would not disagree to building 
residential near train stations as it is likely non-drivers would accommodate this. 6. I am 100% against any plan to 
industrialise the North of Chesham and ruin the this town whilst simultanously making Ashley Green extinct in 
doing so. 7. South East is overcrowded so stop setting demands on it to make that issue worse and set them in 
places without an overcrowding issue (point number 3) 8,11, 12, 13, 14, Nashliegh Recreation grounds, fields and 
woods should be protected if not already as they are a vital community resource for health, quality of life, 
education with natural country side beauty. 10 Near train stations as elderly should not drive and should be near 
public transport. Even if they could drive disabled parking is being abused due to no parking availbility. 16. 
Chesham is already completely unable to cope with roads, schools, health and utilities so the infrustrature does 
not meet the current population. Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)? I already have to pay for tutors because 
of inadequate schooling, pay for a school bus because school in catchment is overcrowded and kids have to go 
out of catchment and cannot walk there (kids are safer on the bus since I have already been hit by a community 
vehicle on school run due to congestion on country roads and it is only a matter of time before a child is seriously 
injured consequently). I pay over the odds for childcare due to supply and demand - that price goes up further 
when I can no longer get back from work at a reasonable time because of the congestion getting into Chesham. I 
have already changed GP's since my husband was at high risk of a heart attack yet could not be seen for an 
appointment. I am already subsidising absolute lack of effective planning due to flats and population increases to 
date without any consideration of whether the infrastructure existed to support it and that leaves nothing 
remaining. 17. A national plan that addresses why all commerial building is in the South East and not distributed 
North of the M25 and real considerations of drastic and ever increasing sink holes issues occuring consequently 
as result of this. Chesham and Ashley Green is a flood zone with restrictions on concreting your garden yet there 
is no regard for this when you want to concrete and demolish green belt. Safety of residents is then disregarded. 
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Rep2648 
Mr Ian Bartlett; 
Rep2984 
Mrs Jennifer 
Bartlett 

I fully understand that doing nothing is not an option and I am pleased to see that Chesham will continue to 
grow. However, I was somewhat surprised to see that the entire tested area for residential development in 
Chesham is in a single location and would appear to be likely to have a disproportionate impact on one area of 
Chesham. Combined with the zone to the north of the town, identified as suitable for employment growth, it 
appears as if there is a wish to sacrifice a single area and concentrate all the negative elements for Chesham in 
that zone. This seems rather unfair on those who live in the area whose local environment would be changed 
beyond recognition. I am, therefore, concerned about the impact of this new development on the aesthetic and 
environmental qualities of my own estate and road. Hilltop estate was built in the late 1950s and 1960s and is 
now a mature and settled development.  My own road is a cul-de-sac which adjoins some of the land scheduled 
for residential development.  Hillcroft Road is a cul-de-sac which continues as a footpath into open farmland. The 
farmland, and the walking opportunities offered around the perimeter of the field, is a valued local amenity and 
is heavily used by dog walkers and families. The loss of all of this field to housing development would have a 
significant negative impact on the amenity for those living in Hilltop Estate. The farmland adjoins (and also 
contains) extensive areas of mature deciduous woodland, which are home to a variety of wildlife, including deer 
and badgers.  Many Hilltop residents walk in these fields and especially in the woods.  These woods separate the 
farm from Nashleigh Hill and form a natural barrier between the estate I live in and other development. I believe 
it would be a significant reduction in the quality of life for Hilltop estate residents, should the land be developed 
in full, without protection for the woodlands and its inhabitants. There are also mature trees, which separate 
Hillcroft Road from the proposed development area.  They provide much needed protection from the high winds 
which are prevalent up here and I would be very reluctant to lose them. Hillcroft Road is a cul-de-sac and I would 
be keen to see it remain one.  Many residents chose this area to live because it is peaceful and quiet.  
Development on the scale as set out for testing could potentially ruin the unique ambience of this quiet road, 
which is much valued by its residents and those nearby. It is also worth noting that Hilltop is a bungalow estate of 
mainly modest two and three bedroom dwellings.  Over many years, it has been accepted that two-storey 
developments are not appropriate near these bungalow residences as they would overlook existing homes.  
Related to this, I would be keen to understand more about the type of homes that are proposed  to be built on 
the tested area of land. Would these be larger family houses, smaller 1/2 bedroom dwellings, private housing or 
social housing? The type of housing would have considerable impact on Hilltop Estate as the residents different 
housing types attract will impact on the nature of the area. On a wider note, I am concerned about the impact of 
the potential residential and employment development on transport infrastructure in Chesham and surrounding 
areas. At peak times, roads into and out of Chesham can become almost gridlocked with trips taking longer than 
they should and the related negative impact on environment in terms of air pollution, noise and visual intrusion 
is significant. Public transport, especially bus services, in Chesham and the surrounding areas is not to a standard 
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which would make it a viable alternative for car users, so I would be keen to understand what actions on public 
transport are proposed to help mitigate against future traffic volumes. In Chesham itself improved bus services 
into the town centre from the surrounding estates have the potential to considerably reduce traffic volumes. I 
understand that public transport is within the remit of Buckinghamshire County Council, rather than District 
Councils, so I would like assurance that co-ordinated discussions are taking place, and will continue to do so, with 
BCC about how services can be developed to ensure traffic volumes are minimised. Details of these discussions, 
perhaps made public via the Chesham and District Transport Users Group would be appreciated. On a related 
issue, the rail service to Chesham provided by London Underground will need improvement in order to meet the 
demands of additional residential and employed poulation. It is positive to see that London Underground is now 
committed to the Chesham service and has included the line in its upgrade plans; the half hourly service 
frequency is probably sufficient for the area, if not quite in tune with the service frequencies offered on most of 
the Underground network. However, the current service pattern of trains calling at all stations into London 
during off peak periods is not appropriate considering the distance involved and makes the service a very 
unattractive proposition. The result is that residents of Chesham often drive to Amersham or Berkhamsted and 
use the faster train services available from those stations. This does nothing to reduce traffic on local roads and 
would be a quick win in terms of mitigation against effects of increased traffic on local roads. I believe, again, 
that this may be a responsibility of Bucks County Council, and I would like to see understand what is being done 
in terms of liaison and co-operation between BCC and District Councils to ensure these issues are addressed in a 
co-ordinated way. This needs to be thoroughly considered in advance of approving any land for development. 
Thank you for the opportunity to contrbute to the thinking about this plan. I look forward to seeing how it 
develops and will be happy to respond to any queries about this submission. 

Rep2649 
 Simon Woolf 

I have look at the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2014-2036 (Local Plan) and in my opinion it lakes 
any credibility as being a sound plan due in part to the significant loss of green belt land around Beaconsfield and 
no plans whatsoever to properly deal with the infrastructure required to cater for the proposal to build so many 
houses in the area.  This was the problem last time I responded to the previous Local Plan (referred to at the time 
as the Core Strategy) when I highlighted the need for adequate infrastructure; the response was that this would 
not a problem. Since the adoption of the last Local Plan, we have seen an increase in higher density building 
without the improvements to the infrastructure necessary.  The character of Beaconsfield has changed with 
more gated communities, more luxury blocks of flats and where 2-3 houses were demolished to make way for 
developments of 10 – 20 houses. There is no holistic plan; instead we have seen a gradual increase in house 
building in an unplanned piecemeal fashion resulting in lack of places in schools, local surgeries under immense 
pressure, increase in traffic congestion, problems with parking, issues to get water and power services to new 
developments, etc. The new emerging plan makes no attempt to correct the problems caused by the last plan 
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and I can see the same mistakes being made again.  The Local Plan makes no attempt to encourage developers to 
help to build local infrastructure, unless it is a major development like Wilton Park.  Furthermore, developers 
flout the rules to provide affordable housing for a development of over 13 dwellings.  For example Orchard 
Green, Beaconsfield, a new development off an access road from Windsor End to Bradbury House (Near the 
Masonic Centre) is a development has 13 properties and a development of Lord Reith Place (at the bottom of 
Lakes Lane, Beaconsfield started with 13 houses and further separate development of 5 houses was added as a 
separate development. These 31 extra houses (13 + 18) together with a small gated community of 2 houses 
(Lakesfield) further up Lakes Lane, Beaconsfield has added to the traffic bottleneck at the top end of Lakes Lane.  
The problem is during the planning process, the impact on traffic is looked at in isolation and each of the 3 
developments were argued to have a marginal impact, but when added together, the cumulative effect is 
increased traffic at the top end of Lakes Lane to the extent that it is now a problem.  This is a good example 
where planners have got it wrong and the complete lack of a holistic approach of ensuring the infrastructure can 
cope with the increase in houses is clearly missing in the proposed Local Plan. In short, additional housing 
without the necessary improvements to infrastructure with give rise to the following problems: 1)         Lack of 
places in schools – only last year a school in Beaconsfield was not able to take 20 children. No consideration of 
this is in the Local Plan. 2)         More pressure for the NHS – getting appointments to see a doctor is more 
difficult.  The government decided to increase the ratio of patients to doctor from 1200 to 1500 to cater for the 
increase in population, yet this does not solve the fundamental problem if local surgeries lack the space to 
increase the number of medical professionals. No consideration of this is in the Local Plan. 3)         Loss of A&E in 
High Wycombe, puts more pressure on Stoke Mandeville Hospital and Wexham Park Hospital and the increase in 
housing only adds to this pressure. No consideration of this is in the Local Plan. 4)         Congested roads – each 
new house in Beaconsfield and South Bucks brings on average 2 additional cars to the area.  This, coupled with 
the additional vehicle movements to service each new house (e.g. delivery vehicles, post office & couriers, waste 
collection, friends and family visiting residents and tradesmen (gardeners, plumbers etc) carrying out work on 
the property) will add to the traffic.  No consideration of this has been taken into account in the Local Plan. 
5)         Parking – with additional cars in Beaconsfield due to increased housing, where are cars going to park?  We 
already have major issues with parking in the old and new town.  No consideration of this is in the Local Plan. 
6)         Lack of provision of energy.  There is a real danger of black outs if Power Generators do not invest in new 
Power Stations.  The EU now requires all coal Power Stations to be closed down unless they can meet new 
stringent regulations.  We only learnt today that EDF are having serious problems in funding the new nuclear 
Power Station proposed at Hinckley Point in Somerset. The Local Plan infers that these services are not their 
concern, yet the supply of power is necessary and should be considered in any sound Local Plan. 7)         Shortage 
of water – we have seen water restrictions more commonly coming into force so as to ensure everyone can have 
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a supply of water.  How are new houses in the area going to be supplied with water when water companies are 
having issues to supply water in the area? The Local Plan infers that these services are not their concern, yet the 
supply of water and dealing with waste water/sewage is necessary and should be considered in any sound Local 
Plan. 8)         Lack of leisure amenities – there is no plan for a park in Beaconsfield.  Other local towns have large 
areas of green space that residents can use for recreation, yet Beaconsfield has small pockets of land used for 
recreational purposes.  If planners want to increase the number of houses in the area (reported to be up to 1500 
houses) surely any sound plan would include green space that can be used to benefit the increased local 
population. 9)         The proposed Relief Road will not be sufficient to take traffic away from Beaconsfield and 
really should have been taken from Ledborough Lane junction on the A355 to the Pybush roundabout on the 
A40. The plan to take the relief road to Maxwell Road junction on the A355 to the Pybush roundabout on the A40 
is short-sighted and traffic will continue to travel through Beaconsfield at certain peak periods due to an increase 
in car journeys in South Bucks .  The Local Plan fails to take this into consideration. 10)       Local Cemeteries are 
near capacity.....  Where do we bury our dead?  Additional houses will increase the local population which will in 
time merely had pressure to this problem.  Where is the solution in the Local Plan? 11)       Aging population of 
Beaconsfield will bring its own set of problems since the elderly will have a greater need of medical services and 
care agencies.  If the aging population increases due to increase in the number of houses, this will only add to the 
pressures on local medical services and care agencies.  There is no provision in the Local Plan to consider this. 
12)       Local Transport networks – Amersham, Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross train stations are extremely busy 
and the car parks are frequently full by 10 am weekdays.  Additional housing in the area will only add pressure to 
these station car parks and the Local Plan makes no consideration for increased investments to cater for 
additional commuter car parking. 13)       Emergency services will be under more pressure to cope with increase 
in local housing.  Thames Valley Police are under severe pressure to reduce costs and over the years Beaconsfield 
has seen a loss of Police Officer numbers. This trend is set to continue which is absurd given the additional 
housing should provide additional funds from council taxes to pay for an extra Police Officer. The Local Plan also 
identifies areas of green belt land around Beaconsfield (Near Junction 2 of the M40) that can be used for 
business use/economic development areas.  Unfortunately the Local Plan lacks any real insight into the use and 
value of the land around Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross.  These two towns are typical commuter/dormitory 
towns where many high net worth residents live in Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross, yet commute to other areas 
(e.g. London) where salaries are higher. Likewise there is a trend for high net worth families to move to 
Beaconsfield & Gerrards Cross from other high value areas e.g. London.  A document for South Bucks District 
Council entitled Housing Market Areas and Functional Economic Market Areas in Buckinghamshire and the 
surrounding areas Volume II: Study Appendices March 2015 would support this observation.  On page 14 of the 
document (http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=6776&p=0) there is some very interesting 
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analysis and data on commuting flows and migrating flows in South Bucks.  However the work that Atkins did to 
produce these figures does not have specific data for commuting flows and migrating flows for Beaconsfield and 
Gerrards Cross which is a pity. The Local Plan seems to be looking to increase the size of Beaconsfield by 1/3 and 
it has suggested the way that some of the land in Beaconsfield is used is to increase the amount of business use 
of the land.  My limited research would suggest that this will merely attract a workforce from surrounding areas 
rather than providing work for residents of Beaconsfield.  This is because Beaconsfield is a commuter town with 
residents living in above average valued housing working in other areas where salaries are above average and 
those that work in Beaconsfield, tend to live in neighbouring areas where housing is more affordable. I think the 
SBDC study referred to above that presumably includes Beaconsfield within the figures for South Bucks distorts 
the usefulness of the data in making any sensible decisions on how best to use the land around Beaconsfield and 
I believe further work should be carried out in the area. Wilton Park is already planned to have an additional 350 
houses and a relief road, yet this relieve road will not allow traffic to flow due to the inclusion of various 
roundabouts planned to create access points to Wilton Park and to slow the traffic down.  I also believe that a 
period of consolidation needs to be allowed for Beaconsfield to absorb the effects of 350 additional houses 
before any further use of Green Belt Land is considered.  Furthermore, I do believe there is a good opportunity 
for the Local Plan to include the use of land currently owned by the Portman Birtley Estate which is bordered by 
the A355 and proposed relief road in Beaconsfield to create a park for Beaconsfield. The Local Plan does not 
include this use of the land for park land/open green space, but instead wants the land to be used for housing. 
This, coupled with the preference for the relief road to take the longer eastern route, does suggest that some 
deal may have been agreed in principal and this would be a huge mistake for Beaconsfield. It is important that 
areas of Green belt are maintained so as to ensure there is no Urban Sprawl.  The Local Plan has identified the 
loss of huge areas of green belt land to east of Beaconsfield.  This urban sprawl towards Seer green and Jordans 
will in time see these two villages become part of Beaconsfield, in much the same way as Holtspur has become 
part of Beaconsfield.  I do think there needs to be clear boundaries between Towns and surrounding villages so 
as to preserve their unique and separate characters. In closing Beaconsfield Town Council commissioned 
residents in Beaconsfield to volunteer to put together a “Vision for Beaconsfield”.  I could not find any reference 
to this document in the Local Plan which is a pity and I think the Local Plan should consider the inclusion of ideas 
within “Vision for Beaconsfield”.  I would therefore urge the planning officers involved in the Local Plan to 
contact Beaconsfield Town Council to obtain a copy of “Vision for Beaconsfield”. In conclusion, I would strongly 
urge planners involved in the Local Plan to reconsider the significant loss of green belt land around Beaconsfield 
and to create a holistic approach that includes plans to deal with the infrastructure required to cater for the 
proposal to build houses in the area. 
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Rep2650 Mr Ralph Salmon on behalf of 
Mr Robin Moxon Arlington Business 
Parks GP Ltd (Goodman) 

Site nomination: Uxbridge Business Park  
 

Rep2651 
 D Barrett 

I would like to point out to those concerned, that to my knowledge the Nashliegh playing field has a protection 
order on it, and should stay as such. I strongly appose such plans along with many others and will fight tooth and 
nail to make sure this does not happen with the backing of many, many, other  irate residents. There are other 
sites that could be used for such buildings ie Bovingdon air field ,the playing fields of the old Cestreham school 
etc , etc . Lastly I would like to know why WE THE RESIDENTS , who's lives it would have a serious impact on were 
NOT formally notified by letter of such plans . ??? Is it another case of the local council / government being 
underhanded , and not giving a dam about the people whose lives it will affect .  I await your response with bated 
breath. I would like to request that you keep me informed of all future consultations on this matter . 

  

Rep2652 

I have lived in Chesham all my life and I have just learned with dismay that there are plans to build on the park 
(the rec) at the bottom of Nashleigh hill. My children and my grandchildren have found great enjoyment in 
playing in the park. I dread to think what the effect of the traffic will be its bad enough at the moment.  
I strongly disagree with any change in the use of our park. 

  

Rep2653 
Mrs Jackie Wild 

DP Architects represent the ownen; of Brawlings Croft, Brawlings Lane. who are land holders within area of 
Chlltem District Council (tiUe plan appended).   It Is concluded that for the settlements of Amersham. Chalfont 5t 
Giles. Chalfont 5t Peter. Chesham. and litHe Chalfont that less than 3500 dwellings can be created by the 
proposed Green Belt Release. on any objective assessment. The deliverablllty of these sites Is not guaranteed 
giving rise to a signiflCBnt shortfall In housing numbers.  It Is therefore concluded that Option L of Question 5 Is 
the only way that Chlltem District Council can start to meet some of the local demand for housing close to the 
major selliaments In the north of the district.  It Is conciuded that some elements on the Green Belt Assessment 
by Arup should be revisited to review some of the proposed sites in the draft HELAA on a more site specifIC 
manner, which may lead to the exclusion of some sites suggests for Green Belt release In the consultatlon and 
the extension of others.  We conclude that It without Including some sites rejected In the HELAA and extending 
some sites suggested In Appendix 2 of the consultation that Insufficient housing and employment land can be 
provided In the Amersham. Chalfont 5t Giles. Chesham areas.  The land owners of Brawings Croft support the 
removal of Chalfont St Peter 3 from the Green Belt. but are not proposing to participate in sale of land for 
residentlal development. The owners of Brawlings Croft consider that land within the Caine Valley Regional Park 
should be used for leisure uses, and safeguarded from residential developmenl Residential development should 
be restricted to the area around Epilepsy Society Chalfont Centre. and existing community sporting facilities 
should remain undeveloped. While some improvements to Brawllngs Lane would be welcomed. Significant 
change would damage the rural nature of the area, and Impact on Green Belt to the east of Brawllngs Lane. 
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It is noted thal  • This site Is in multiple ownerships and while some owners support release from the Green Bell. 
they do not support additional residential development on their land holdings.   • Chalfont St Peter 3  
encompasses a large number of existing dwellings and businesses, garden centers, farms, kennels, riding schools, 
stables, sports facilities, care homes, and the Epilepsy Society Chalfont Centre.   • The majority of the site is 
located within the Colne Valley Regional Park, which is described on the planning section of the Chlltem District 
Council website as  o The CaIne Valley Regional Park extends from Rickmansworlh to Staines.  On London's 
doorstep, the Park is very imporlant for wildlife and coun/ryllide recraation, especially for water-based activities. 
It is a breathing spaca for many living In the towns close by. o Pari of the Park falls within Chalfont St Peter Parish 
In Chlllam District. The aim is to maka the Colne Valley a greener and mora enjoyabla place in which to live, work 
and play. This is set out In the "Colna Valley Regional Park Action Plan 2003 - 2006".  The Colne Valley Regional 
Park website describes the park as The Colne Valley Park is the first large taste of countryside to the west of 
London. The Park, which was founded in 1965, slretches from Rickmansworlh in the north to Staines and the 
Thames In the south, Uxbridge and Heathrow in the east to Slough and Chalfont In the west.  The Caine Valley 
Park Community Interest Company (CIC) Is responsible for Implementing the 6 objectives of the Park, which are: 
1. To mainlllin and enhance the landscape, historic environment end waterscape of the park in terms of their 
scenic and conservation value and their overell amenity.  2. To safeguard the countryside of the Park from 
inappropriate development Where davelopment is permissible it will encourage the highest possibla standards of 
design.   3. To conserve and enhance biodiversity within the Park through the protection and manegement of its 
species, habitats and geological features   4. To provide opportunlUes for countryside recreation and ensure that 
facilities are accessible to all 5. To achieve a vibrant and sustainable rural economy, including farming and 
forestry, underpinning the value of the countryside 6. To encourage community particIpation including 
volunteering and anvironmental education. To promote the health and social well-being benefits that access to 
high quality green space brings.   Chalfont 5t Peter Parish Council, Chi Item District Council and Buckinghamshire 
County Council are members of the Caine Valley Regional Park Community Interest Company, and are required to 
uphold the objectives of the Park.  The boundaries of the Park are long established and accepted by Chlltem 
District Council and Bucklnghamshire County Council despite not being shown on the Local Plan Proposals Maps. 
English Heritage and Bucklnghamshlre County Council produced the Colne Valley, Historic Landscape  
CharecterisaUon Project In 2007. This Important document should ba Included in the evldenca base for the new 
local plan proposals.   Page 29 of this report demonstrates the significant loss in agricultural land in the Colne 
Valley Park Area dropping from 83.9% In 1820 to 36.7% In 2005. The council must review the impact of the 
continued loss of agricultural land on the character of the Colne Valley Park.   Page 85 of this report reviaws the 
Nawlands - Hom Hill Parkland of which Chalfont St Peter 3 is part of. It is described as.  This landscape consists 
primarily of field systems dating to a number of periods including large open 19th century fields around 
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Heronsgate; twentieth century enclosed field systems, probably pony paddocks, around Newland Park; and small 
areas of prairie fields, Parliamentary enclosed fields, pre 18th century enclosed fIBlds and assarted (ancient) 
fields around Chalfont common. There are two distinctive historic parks in this zone in the form of Newland Park, 
now in use as a col/ege and the site of the Chiltem Open Air Museum, and the grade /I listed Horn Hill.  These two 
parks are built along the path of the old Roman road now called Shire lane. There are also several areas 
woodland, both ancient and modern plantations. Overall the area has moderate historic landscape value. SMR 
dala for this zone is primarily medieval with some Neolithic find spots in Chalfont St Giles parish and some 
Palaeolithic finds in Three Rivers near Heronsgate. The proximity of Significant Neolithic finds at Mopes farm 
indicate that this area may have been in use during that pariod and the potential for further remains is quite high, 
however, this must be balanced with the level of development and the affects of agriculture in the area.  • A large 
zone of the site which bisects the site has been safe guarded for HS2, and HS2 will be constructed in a tunnel 
only a few meters below the ground level.  HS2 propose large site compounds immediately to the East and West 
of Chalfont St Peter 3.   • The roads surrounding the site are of a rural nature. In particular Brawlings Lane, 
which is noted as a medieval road in the Caine Valley, Historic Landscape Characterisation Project, is single track 
with faw passing places and road widening would damage the rural nature of the rest of the Green Belt and will 
not be possible without the co-operation of neighbouring land owners and may require compulsory purchase 
from dissenting land owners.  • Development of the south aast comer of the sita would lead to a coalescence of 
the settlements of Hom Hill and Chalfont SI Peter, contrary to the second purpose of Green BeH deSignation 
which is to prevent neighbouring seHlements from merging Inlo each other. While the release from the Green 
Belt maybe a positive solution for this site, land within the Colne Valley Regional Park should be used for leisure 
uses, a zone near to Hom Hill must be left undeveloped, and large zone site at Epilepsy Sociaty Chalfont Centre is 
already reviewed within tha HELAA.  Due to the large number of differing land ownerships, some dissenting land 
owners, and the impact of HS2 there is no evidence that the majority site can come forward for development 
within the Plan period  A. Local Plan Consultation Questions 
Question 2:   We make comments on the Buckinghamshlre Green Belt Assessment (Part 1A Methodology), 
Sustainability Appraisal and draft HELAA below in relation to a detailed assessment of a number of sites In Part D 
of our response.   
Question 3:   We suggest sites and uses not Identified within the HELAA and Consultation 
Documents above. 
Question 5:    Option A. We support proposals to make more efficient use of land. Some land uses such as leisure 
and sport should be moved to more accessible locations in the Green Belt at the edge of settlements to free land 
in highly sustainable locations for residential ulle. Poorly sited land uses within rural and residential areas such as 
B1, B2 BB, night clubs and sui generls uses such as Builders Merchants should be 
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targeted for reuse to elderly accommodation needs.  Converalon of under used or unsuitable office 
accommodation for residential  accommodation should be encouraged. Where It Is sited within walking distance 
of transport hubs or in town centre locations, reduced or nil parking requirements should be considered. 
Proposals to Increase building heights are highly sensitive but should be considered acceptable in town centre 
locations.  Developments should be encouraged to make use of roof spaces to provide  additional residential 
units or enhanced accommodation.  The use of contemporary design with flat or low pitched roofs can enable an 
additional floor of accommodation to be added without exceeding existing ridge heights. There are many original 
examples of 1930's dwellings In the 'modem' style which are successfully Integrated into the settlements of 
Arnersham, Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross. The more significantly regarded dwellings such and High & Over in 
Amersham are listed by Historic England.  Basement use should also be considered acceptable for developments, 
and the provision of lower ground floor flats in residential developments could increase development density 
with no vieual Impact or increase In bulk and massing above existing ground level.    Option B. We strongly 
support a review of the policies and function of ERASC and RAEC areas. These policies should be standardised 
between districts and the requirement to require development to front an existing road should be dropped. Such 
areas are typically of an extremely low development density with very deep gardens, and can enable rear 
development without detrimentally impacting on the existing street scene.  Essential characteristics of style, 
average plot wIdths, bulk, massIng and locally distinctive character can be maintained enabling increases in 
development density behind existing street frontages. It is noted that the ERASC and RAEC areas within 
Arnersham, Beaconsfield are typically Metroland developments built to a very low density typically 1 dwelling 
per acre on what were originally Green Field sites. These sites are often highly sustainable, and are situated close 
to urban facilities, and typically are sited withIn walking distance of transport hubs on the Chlltem Railway Line 
and or bus routes.  Any proposals to Increase the size of ERASC and RAEC areas must be accompanied by an 
assessment of potential impact on housing delivery and potential reductions that may occur to windfall land 
supply. We consider that development of land to the rear of existing dwellings in Arnersham could provide an 
additional 60 - 100 houses within walking distance of Arnersham Station.  Option C. We strongly support build 
area extensions to the principle settlements, as such developments are positioned close to existing facilities, 
transport hubs and ara potentially the most sustaInable form of development. We note that some of the 
proposals are limited in scope due to their impact on the open countryside, and ANOB. Built area extensions on 
farm land and commercial sites have often have a limited number or sole land owners and are therefore 
deliverable In a short time scale, reducing uncertainties on delivery where land Is In multiple land ownerships. 
We review the principle settlements in Chlltern District Council In Part C of our response.  Option D. No comment 
Option E.   We strongly support build area extensions to a wider range of settlements as the scope for extensions 
to principle settlements Is In some cases limited their Impsct on the open countryside, and ANOB, Such 
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developments are positioned close to existing facilities, transport hubs and are potantIally the most sustslnable 
form of development Built area extension.s on farm land and commercial aites often have a limited number or 
sole land owner& and are therafore deliverable In a short time scale, reducing uncertainties on delivery whare 
land is in multiple land ownerships. We review the principle settlements In Chiltem District Council in Part C of 
our response.   Option F.   We support a review of settlements within the Green Belt as the scope for 
extensions to settlements Is In some cases limited their impact on the open countryside, and ANOB. The ravlew 
should exceed the limited nature of previous proposals developed for the Chlltem Delivery Development Pilln 
document which WIIS dropped by the Council after receipt of II letter from the examining inspector dated 24 
November 2014. This letter highlighted that the Council's then Sustainablllty Appraisal did not consider 
deliverability, and noted that the Council accepts that land In multiple ownerships, such as assemblies of garden 
land, involves II degree of uncertainty as to whether these will come forwllrd In the Plan period.  Therefore 
consideration should be given to urblln extensions to these settlements whllre land owners have Indlcatsd that 
land will come forwards to ensure delivery, such sites should be given high priOrity.  Option G.    We support a 
review Green Belt Boundaries. The review should exceed the limited nature of previous proposals developed for 
the Chiltem Del/very Development Plan document which was dropped by the Council after receipt of a letter 
from the examining Inspector dated 24 Novembsr 2014. This letter highlighted that the Council's then 
Sustslnability Appraisal did not consider deliverabillty, and noted that the Council accepts that land in multiple 
ownerships, such as sssemblies of garden land, involves a degr" of uncertainty as to whether these will come 
forward In the Plan period.   Tharefore consideration should be given to urban extensions and rounding off 
settlement boundaries reducing anomalies. Where land owners have Indicated that land will come forwards to 
ensure delivery, such sites should be given high priority.    Option H.    We support a review to allow limited 
Infilling with villages. The review should exceed the limited nature of previous proposals developed for the 
Chlltern Delivery Development Plan document which was dropped by the Council after receipt of a letter from 
the examining Inspector dated 24 November 2014. This should Include an assessment of settlement boundaries 
and should not be limited to a re-ciesignatlon of existing GB4 and GBS areas.    Option I.    We support a review of 
extensions to all settlements, not just larger villages.   The review should exceed the limited nature of previous 
proposals developed for the Chiltern Delivery Development Plan document which was dropped by the Council 
after receipt of a letter from the examining Inspector dated 24 November 2014. This letter highlighted that the 
Council's then Susteinability Appraisal did not consider deliverability, and noted that the Council accepts that 
land in multiple ownerships, such as assemblies of garden land, Involves a degree of uncertainty as to whether 
these will come forward in the Plan period.   Therefore consideration should be given to urban extensions to 
these settlements where land owners have Indicated that land will come forwards to ensure delivery, such sites 
should be given high priority.  Consideration should also be given to allocating land for affordable rural 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

584 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

exception sites, to all settlements.   If settlements cannot provide housing for younger generations, then they can 
suffer from an aging popUlation, and a reduction In demand for local facilities such as schools, shops and public 
houses, affecting the viability and potentially leading to the loss of these services.    Option J.    We support 
additional growth close to train stations, and consideration should be given to the creation of an additional train 
station on the Metropolitan line to on the eastern sida of Amersham to serve the area of Chesham Bois and the 
North and East areas of Amarsham on the Hili.  We strongly support a review of the policies and function of 
ERASC and RAEC areas. These policies should be standardised between districts and the reqUirement to require 
development to front an existing road should be dropped. Such areas are typically of an extremely low 
development density with very deep gardens, and can enable rear development without detrimentally Impacting 
on the existing street scene.  Essential characteristics of style, average plot widths, bulk, massing and locally 
distinctive character can be maintained enabling Increases In development density behind existing street 
frontages. It 18 noted that the ERASC and RAEC areas within Amersham, Beaconsfield are typically Metroland 
developmenta built to a very low density typically 1 dwelling per acre on what were originally Green Field sites. 
These sites are often highly sustainable, and are situated close to urban facilities, and typically are sited within 
walking distance of trensport hubs on the Chiltem Railway Line and or bus routes.  We consider that 
development of land to the rear of existing dwellings In Amersham could provide an additional 60 - 100 houses 
within walking distance of Amersham Station.    Option K.     Small starter units B1(a) and (b) of 100-150sq m each 
ahould be encoureged In all settlement typea and extensions to settlements end all developments over a 
certain number of dwellings to ensure settlement viability and encourage localised employment close to owners 
homes, reducing the need for commuting to work and to provide flexible working. The Lepus Consulting 
Sustainability Apprelsal January 2016, notes In pare 3.3.11 that 30.3 of residents commute to work by car or Van, 
but there Is a high demand form home 11.1% compared to the netlonal average of 6.6% demonstrating a need 
for small employment units In residential areas.  The provision of High Speed broadband should be required, to 
enable high tech employment.   Poorly sited land uses within rural and residential areas such as B1, B2 B8, 
night clubs and sui generis uses such as Builders Merchants should be targeted for reuse to provide additional 
dwellings.  The allocation of employment zones adjacent transport routes, will reduce congestion, disturbance 
and pollution In residential areas.  The allocation for land for employment uses In Chesham Is proceed-able as 
the land ownership Is In a limited number of ownerships.   The Intensification of underutllised employment sites 
within the green belt  should be encouraged, and greater flexibility for change of employment use should be 
provided.  Where appropriate, mixed use development with elements of residential mixed with B1 (a) and (b) 
may make a better use of land and provide better site security and enable the provision of better on sita 
facilities.  The Introduction of Cil on small start-up units may restrict provision and viability.  Consideration should 
be given to guidelines on the height of B8 units via master planning or zoning of allocated employment sites. 
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Option L     It Is considered that a combination of all options will be required to provide sufficient housing and 
employment land. 
Question 6:   We make comments on the Buckinghamshlre Green Belt Assessment (Part 1A Methodology), 
Sustalnability Appraisal and draft HELAA below In relation to a detailed assessment of a number of sites In Part 0 
of our response.   
Question 8:   DP Architects partner with a two Housing Associations, Hastoe Housing Association and VAHT who 
specialise in rural exception sites and affordable housing sites scross sites In Bucklnghamshlre Bedfordshlre and 
Hertfordshire. We work closely with rural housing enablere Community Impact Bucks.  Over the last 10 years 
schemes designed by DP Architects for these housing associations has provided over 100 new affordable rural 
houses In Aylesbury Vale, the wider program has created considerably more. Another 25 are planned for the next 
6 months. Our considerable experience In rural and regeneration sites, suggests that Chiltem and South Bucks 
need to undertake a considerably more proactive support to the provIsion of affordable housing Instead of 
leaving this to developer provision.   • A review of all housing association land within the district, and retained 
council owned housing should be undertaken, to Identify underused land, dwellings in poor condition capable of 
Intanslflcatlon, and underutilised garage sites.   • Parish and Town Councils should be required to undertake 5 
yearly housing needs surveys and to provide for rural exception sites within thair neighbourhood plane.  • 
Policies should reflect NPPF Paragraph 54, which states "In rural areas. • local planning authorities should be 
responsive to local circumstances and plan housing development to renect local needs.  particularly for affordable 
housing. Including through rural exception sites where appropriate. Local Planning authoriti!S should In particular 
consider whether allowing some mIcke' housing would facilitate the provisIon of significant additional affordable 
housing to meet local needs.  o Chlltern and South Bucks should actively promote the principles of rural 
exception sites, by engaging with affordable housing providera.   o Rural exception sites within the open 
countryside Green Belt and AONB should be encouraged where there Is an established local need.  o Refusals of 
rural exception sites In Amersham, and close carel supported living sites due to Impact on the Green Belt have 
been extremely damaging to the willingness of affordable housing providers to expend time and money 
progressing rural exception sites.   o A reasonable proportion of open market housing of between 30 and 35% 
must be allowed on rural exception sites to ensure viability and provlda the land owner with enough return to 
make release of land for development attrsctlve while stili restricting the land values to below open market 
development rates.  o Planning officers, District, Town and Parish Councillors should be given training on the 
proviSion of rural housing within the green belt.   o Planning officers, should work jointly with tha Council's 
housing officers to realistically assess sites at the formative stage and engagement with District Councillors 
should occur to reach a local understanding on possible rural exception site developments prior to the 
expenditure of considerable design costs.  a Community Right to Build legislation can be used to enable the 
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creation of both rural and urban affordable housing and should be promoted by the planning process and 
councillors.   • Conslderatlon should be given to developer led and promoted rural exception sites allow the 
planning risk and costs to be transferred to the private sector.  • Differing forms of affordable and keyworker 
models should be considered Including the allowing developers to construct and sell dwellings at 20% below 
market rate perpetually fixed via legal agreement  • High standards of energy efficient design should be applied 
to avoid fuel poverty.  • Affordable housing contributions sourced from developers should be solely used to 
enable the development new affordable dwellings, and to subsidise rural affordable housing. Affordable housing 
contributions should not be used to purchase open market housing stock to change tenure as this this provides 
no net Increase in housing stock, reduces open market housing and therefore may lead to further upwards 
pressure on open market house prices, thus further pricing people out of the rental and house purchase market, 
further Increasing the demand for affordable housing.   • The Introduction of Cil will significantly and 
detrimentally impact on the prOVision of affordable housing. This Is because Cil Is a fixed tariff, and where a site 
becomes unvlable Paragraph 173 of the NPPF allows a viability study to be undertaken and this process can lead 
to a reduction In the provision of affordable housing. 
QuesUon 10:  Consideration should be given to retirement villages, supported living, care homes and close care 
within the rural and green belt areas, and on the edge of urban settlements. land allocatlons should be made 
within the local plan. Such schemes provide both employment and are ideally suited to rural areas due to the 
potential for low density development, potential for care sharing or use of shared minibus usage which reduces 
vehicular movements providing environmental   Mixed use schemes with elements of open market and 
retirement! care homes!  close care should be promoted.  Poorly sited land uses within rural and residential 
areas such as B1, B2 B8, night clubs and sui generls uses such as Builders Merchants should be targeted for reuse 
to elderly accommodation needs.   B. Other considerations    Standard polices should be applied across 
Buckinghamshire to reduce development costs and to provide greater clarity. This includes • Cil rates  • Parking 
Standards • Affordable Housing Contributions and Thresholds  • Back Garden lengths  • Separation distances 
• Interpratation of green bell polices   • Conservation Areas  • Residential character areas  • Encouragement of 
rural exception sites  • Development princlples  • Encouragement of retirement villages, supported living, care 
and close developments In rural areas and at the edge of seltlements where they can provide employment 
shared rommunlty provision.  • Recognition that public houses are sometimes not viable due to market 
changes, drink driving legislation and smoking bans. The quality, siza and location of such developments means 
that an alternative community use Is sometimes not viable.    C. Duty to co-operate.   The leiter sent to Aylesbury 
Vale District Council dated 4'" December 2016 [sic) requests in Paragraph f) that the unmet need of Chlltem 
District Councll and South Bucks District Council is met by Aylesbury Vale.  There Is no indication that this Is 
either realistic of viable considering the high level of need alraady suggested by Aylesbury Vale.   No 
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consideration appears to have been made on the unmet need of Oxford City Council. The District Councils 
around Oxford City Council are undertaking public consullations In relallon to meeting an unmet need of around 
15000 dwaliings. Due to the close geographical relationship of Aylesbury Vale to Oxford City CounCil, there will 
undoubtedly be additional housing pressures placed on Aylesbury Vale to provide for this shortfall.  The with the 
exception of the A41, M40 and Chlltern line, there are very poor rural transport links between Aylesbury Vale 
and Chillem and South Bucks District Councils and they are separated from Aylesbury Vale by Wycombe District 
Council.  There has been no consideration of the transportation and infrastructure impacts of encouraging such 
significant levels of commullng into the district.  The lepus Consulting SuSlainabllity Appralssl January 2016, notes 
In box 3.1 that the reliance on personal car use is already high and both Chlltem and South bucks experience high 
levels of In and out commuting. This will only be exacerbated If the provision of homes is placed outside the Plan 
area.   As there is no confirmetion that housing need can be met by Aylesbury Vale, then Chlltem and South 
Bucks District Councils must plan for provision within the Plan area, and thus a review of seHlement boundaries, 
development policies and release of Green Belt land to enable settlement extensions is essential.   D. 
Commentary on potential development sites within Chlltern District Council - We comment sites suggested for 
the Build Area Extension to the principle seHlements In Chlltem District Council, using the site numbering from 
the Lepus Consultlng Sustalnabllity Appraisal January 2016.   Appendix 2 Sites -  Amersham 1    There are no listed 
buildings within or abuHlng the site. The closest listed structure is Raans Farmhouse approximately 350 to the 
south of the Metropolitan LIne.  Amersham 1 is 31 .8ha in size. However It Is argued that any potentia' 
developable area is Significantly smaller and located to the South comer of the site.   • The North West end of 
the site is woodland.  a Blackwell Stubbs is 1.26ha and owned by the Woodland Trust, who have not Indicated a 
willingness to develop this protected site. o The rear gardens of 39-71 St Leonards Hill are in multiple ownerships 
and again are dense woodland on a steeply sloping site. The site area of 3.06 ha Is not suitable for development 
• The owners of Quill Hall farm have indicated thet dwellings and farmyard are not available for redevelopment. 
The site area is 0.78 ha.   • The land to the east of QullJ Hall Farm adjacent the Metropolitan line Is 
geologically unstable and there Is visible signs of movement and landslide. The site area is 1.5 ha.    • The north 
and eastem boundary of Amersham 1 is the Metropolitan Line to Chesham. This line is bounded by a 2.4m high 
rezor wire fence to each site, creating a significant visual intervention in the AONB which is not mentioned in 
any assassments produced by of for the council.  • The Arup Green Belt assessment considers this site within 
area 22b, and advises that the site is not suitable for consideration due to the unspoill rural character of 
the site.  a However it we argue that the character of the south easterly comer of the release site is of a different 
character to the rest of Quill Hall Farm.   • The a small area of land between Quill Hail Farm and the public 
footpath is relatively fiat and slowly rises from Quill Hall Lane north east towards a tree line. This area of land Is 
cepable of development without impacting on wider views from the AONB, and could potentially provide 3-4 ha 
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of development and 3-4ha of open space.   • Market Reading Field to the far south east of the Amersham 1, is 
considered to have a completely different character to the rest of the wider site erea and is surrounded by a 10-
20m deep tree belt of 20m talilrees, in a mix of pines and deciduous trees. There are no views In our out of the 
site, and there are two potential access points via Quill Hall Lane and Eagle Close. While the site area is 9ha, 
when the public footpath, mobile phone mast compound and tree belts are discounted then the site area Is 
limited to about 6.5 ha. It is suggested that this site may provide up to 60 dwellings, a doctors surgery and some 
500 sq m of B1 (a) and (b) units.  The character of Market Reading Field was not accessed by tha Arup report as 
access Is prohibited and tha land fenced off. Arup should be required to reassess the south east comer 
Amersham 1.   Thus the quantum of potential development generated from Amersham 1 is ctrca 60-200 homes. 
There Is significant potential for public open space and community facilities. It is noted that the site could 
provide a new station on the Metropolitan Line. 
Amersham2 -  It Is considered that this site should be discounted due to visual and planning constraints.  • This 
site is adjacent 6 listed buildings, due to its position In the valley bottom.  • The River Mlsboume runs though the 
site and part of the site 15 within the flood plain.   • The site has a planning history and most recently Chiltem 
District Council refused planning permission for a rural exception site (CH/2006/1168/0A) due to impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt and AONB. The reasons for refussl noted 'in parlicular the site is located in an 
extremely prominent comer on the edge of Amersham end .... Would result in a significant loss of openness 
of the Green Belt'  'The development would result in e significant urban intrusion which would be detrimental to 
the selting and views from this public right of way.   • There was significant oppoSition to development of this 
site by membars of the public, Amersham Town Council, Planning Committee, Amersham Society and Amersham 
Residents Society.   It is considered this site should be discounted.   
Amersham3 - This site of 4.1ha is listed In Arup Green Belt assessment which considers this site within area 31, 
and considers it suitable for further consideration.  Based on 30% open spaca provision and a dph of 30, this site 
could provide ~ dwellings. 
Amersham4 - It is considered that this site should be discounted due to visual end planning constraints.  • This 
site of 12 ha is listed In Arup Graen Belt assessment which considers this site within areas 23a and 23b. The 
report considers the eree 23b (land to the South of the High Street) as not suitable for further consideretion. 
• While Arup notes that site 23a (to the South of School Lane) is suitable for further consideration,  o 
Approximately 5ha of this site Is within the flood plain. o 1ha of this site is home to Amersham Town Football 
Ground,  o 1.3ha is farm yards and employment uses.  • Therefore only about3ha of this site is available for 
development.  • The site has a planning history of refusals due to failure to preserve the special cheracter of Oid 
Amersham, Impact on the openness of the Graen Bell, distance from the town centra with and distance to public 
transport, impact on the AONB, impact on the Conservation Area of Amersham Old Town Conservation Area and 
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Grade" Listed Coldmoreham House, affects the archaeologicel remains of a Roman and Saxon settlement, access 
and egress vie flood zone 3, poor relationship with Amersham Town Football club, due to existing floodiighting 
and noise. Most recenlly Chiltem District Council refused planning permission for a supporting living scheme 
(CH/201511063/FA) in November 2015.  It Is considered this site should be discounted. 
Chalfont St Peter 1 - This site of 10.5ha Is listed in Arup Green Belt assessment wihich considers this site wllhln 
area 41b.  • The report conSiders that area 41b is not suilable for further consideration.    • The majority of the 
site is within flood zone 3.  • The site Is home to a number of community facilities Including Chalfont St 
Peter foolball club and aUotmenls.  • Only about 2-3ha of the site is available for development.   It Is considered 
this site should be discounted. 
Chelfont St Peter 2 -  This site of 13.5he is listed in Arup Green Bell assessment which considers this site 
within area 44a.   • The report considers that aree 44a adjacent Hoglrough Wood (Winkers Farm)  Is suitable for 
further consideration.  o At 30 dph this site release could provide 405 houses 
Chalfont St Peter 3 - This slta of 136he is listed In Arup Green Belt assessment wihich considars this site 
within area 38a. • The report considers that area 38a.  • This site is in multiple ownerships and while some 
owners support release from the Green Belt, they do not support additional rasidential development 
on their land holdings.   • Chalfont 51 Peler 3 encompasses a large number of existing dwellings and 
businesses, garden centers, farms, kennels, riding schools, stables, sports facilities, care homes, and the Epilepsy 
Society Chalfont Centre.   • The majority of the site Is located within the Colne Valley Regional Park, which Is 
described on the planning section of the Chiltem District Council website as  o The Colne Valley Regional Park 
extends from Rickmansworth to Staines. On London's doorstep, the Pari< is vBI}' important for wHdlife 
and countryside racreatlon, especially for water-based activities. It is a braathing space for many living in the 
towns close by.  e Part of the Park falls within Chalfont St Peter Parish in Chi/tern  Dis/rlcl The aim is to make the 
Colne Vel/ey a greener end more enjoyable place in which to live, work and play. This is set out in the 
"Colne Valley Regional Park Action Plan 2003 - 2006". The CoIne Valley Regional Park website describes the park 
as The Colne Valley Park Is the first large taste of countryside to the west of London. The Park, which was founded 
in 1965, stretches from Rickmansworth in the north to Staines and the Thames in the south, Uxbridge and 
Heathrow In the east to Slough and Chalfont in the west. The Colne Valley Park Community Interest Company 
(CIC) is responsible for Implementing the 6 objectives of the Park, which are: 7. To maintain and enhance the 
landscape, historic environment and waterscape of the park In terms of their scenic and conservation value 
and their overall amenity.  B. To safeguard the countryside of the Park from inappropriate development. Where 
development is permissible it will encourage the highest possible standards of dasign.    9. To conserve and 
enhance biodiversIty within the Park through the protection and management of its species, habitats and 
geological features    10. To provide opportunities for countryside recraaUon and ensure that facilities are 
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accessible to all    11. To achieve a vibrant and sustainable rural economy, including farming and forestry, 
underpinning the value of the countryside     12. To encourage communIty perUclpat/on Including volunteering 
and environmental educalion. To promote the health and social well-being benefits that access to high quality 
green space brings.  Chalfont 5t Peter Parish Council, Chlltem Dlstrtct Council and Bucklnghamshira County 
Council ara members of the Colne Valley Regional Park Community Interast Company, and ara required to uphold 
the objectives of the Park.   The boundaries of the Park are long established and accepted by Chiltem District 
Council and Bucklnghamshlre County Council despite not being shown on the Local Plan Proposals Maps. 
English Heritage and Bucklnghamshire County Council produced the CoIne Valley, HIstoric Landscape 
Characterisation Project in 2007. This Important document should be Included In the evidence base for the new 
local plan proposals.    Page 29 of this report demonstrates the significant loss in agricultural land in the Caine 
Valley Park Area dropping from 83.9% in 1820 to 36.7% in 2005.  The council must review tha Impact of the 
continued loss of agricultural land on the character of the Colne Valley Park.   Page 85 of this report reviews the 
Newlands - Hom Hill Parkland of which Chalfont 5t Peter 3 is part of. It is described as.   This landscape consists 
primarily of field systems dating to a number of periods including large open 19th century fietds around 
Heronsgate; twentieth century enclosed field systems, probably pony paddocks, around Newland Park; and small 
areas of prairie f/Blds, Parliamentary enclosed fields, pre 18th century enclosed fields and assarted (ancient) fields 
around Chalfont common. There are two distinctive historic parks in this zone in the form of Newland Park, now in 
use as a college and the site of the Chlltern Open Air Museum. and the grade 1/ listed Hom Hill. These two parks 
are built along the path of the old Roman road now called Shira lane. There are also several areas woodland, both 
ancient and modern plantations. Overall the area has moderate historic landscape value. SMR data for this zone 
is prlmerily medieval with some Neolithic find spots in Chalfont St Giles parish and some Palaeolithic finds In 
Three Rivers near Heronsgate. The proximity of significant Neolithic finds at Mopes farm indicate that this 
area may have been In use during that period and the potential for further remains is quite high. however, this 
must be balanced with the level of development and the affects of agriculture in the area.  • A large zone of the 
site which bisects the site has been safe guarded for H52, and H52 will be constructed in a tunnel only a few 
meters below the ground level. H52 propose large site compounds immediately to the East and West of Chaifont 
5t Peter 3.  • The roads surrounding the site are of a rural natura. In particular Brawlings Lana, which is naiad as a 
medieval road in the Colne Valley, Historic Landscape Charactarisation Project, is single track with few passing 
places and road widening would damage the rural natura of the rest of the Green Belt and will not be possible 
without the co-operation of neighbouring land owners and may require compulsory purchase from dissenting 
land owners.   • Development of the south east comer of the site would lead to a coalescence of the settlements 
of Hom Hill and Chalfont 5t Peter, contrary to the second purpose of Green Belt designation which Is to prevent 
neighbouring setllements from merging into each other.   • A significant portion of the site of approximately 
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29ha is of an urban nature and occupied by the Epilepsy SOCiety Chalfont Centra. The Chalfont St Peter 
Neighbourhood Plan notes 2.21 The site Is dasignated as a 'Major Developed Site' in the Green Belt in the Core 
Strategy. This designation allows for some redevelopment or Infilling so long as it does not have an adverse 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt or the listed buildings. An 80 unit care home and a 74-bed hlgh-
dependency care home have been granted planning permisSion. Both of these facilities are wellsupported 
by the Chalfont SI Peter community as an appropriate and  beneficial use of the site.    2.22 The Epilepsy Society 
site has 4 full size soccer pitches and 4 mini football pitches for junior teams which are in regular use The HELM 
suggests a housing and C2 allocation for this site and this should not be double counted.   CD0129 Epilepsy 
Society Site (Middle Site). Chesham Lane 2.94ha   CD0130 Epilepsy Society Site (Debenham House and Land to 
Rear).   Chalfont St Peter 12-15 dwellings   CD0192 Epilepsy Society Site (Eleanor House & Hampshire House). 
Chesham Lane   CD0193 Epilepsy Society Site (South East Side or Grounds within Epilepsy Society Site), Chesham 
Lane   While the release from the Green Belt maybe a positive solution for this site, land within the Caine Velley 
Regional Park should be used for leisure uses, a zone near to Hom Hili must be left undeveloped, and large zone 
site at Epilepsy Society Chalfont Centre is already reviewed within the HELM.   Due to the large number of 
differing lend ownerships, some dissenting land owners,  and the Impact of HS2 there is no evidence that the 
majority site can come forward for development within the Plan period In consideration of the above the 
quantum of additional development for residential uses will be significantly lower than suggested by the large 
site and an area of less than 29 ha maybe suitable for development and which would give a provision and 
maybe as low as 1000 -1500 dwellings. 
Chesham - It is considered that this part of this site should be discounted due to visual and constraints as 
outlined In the Arup Green Belt Assessment.   • This site of 65 ha is listed In Arup Green Belt assessment which 
considers this site within areas 13a, 15 and 16b.    • The report considers that areas 15 and 16b (land to the 
South Lye Green Road) are not suitable for further consideration. This reduces the site area by 28 ha to 37ha. 
Note the Assessment considers that the BoUey zone within area 15 Is suitable for furlher consideration, but the 
Graan Belt Purposes within the NPPF would seek to prevent neighboring towns from merging.  • Within the site 
to the north of Lye Green Road are large areas of existing residential dwellings and a school, commercial 
properties, lakes and woodland then the developable site area reduces to 18.5ha.   o At 30 dph this site release 
could provide 555 houses.    
Little Chalfont - There Is Significant resistance to extensions to the settlement of Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont 
Community Association and Little Chalfont Parish Council have concluded the seek to remove Little Chalfont 
from the list of main settlements for growth, oppose any release of large green belt areas, suffer from a lack of 
Infrastructure, and are appointing consultants to challenge the green belt release. 
Little Chalfont 1 -  This site of 11.5 ha Is listed In Arup Green Belt assessment which considers this slle within area 
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22a.  • The report considers that area 22a Is suitable for further consideration.  This site could generate 345 
dwellings at 30dph  
Little Chalfont 2 - This site of 45 ha is listed in Arup Green Belt assessment which considers this site within area 
35.  o The report considers that area 35 is suileble for further consideration.  • There are large areas of woodland 
within the site, this reduces the site area to 36 ha.  This site could generate 1080 dwellings at 30dph   
Little Chalfont 3 - This site of 9 ha Is within multiple land ownerships and should he discounted due to the 
assessment results by Arup     • The site Is listed in Arup Green Belt assessment which considers this site 
within area 27.  • The report considers that area 27 is not suitable for further consideration, as this area of land 
prevents neighbOring towns from merging.   It is considered this site should be discounted.    
Chalfont St Giles  -  The plans for the Chalfont Site Giles site are missing from the consultation but are noted in 
page 37 of the Lepus Consulting Sustainability Appraisal. They are only partially shown on page 38 of the 
consultation document on the map referring to Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross. 
Chalfont 5t Giles 1 - This site of 21 ha is listed in Arup Green Belt assessment which considers this site within area 
32a.  • The report considers that area 32a to the South of Mill Lane is suitable for further consideration.  • A large 
area of the site is within flood zone 3 of the river Misboume Valley.  which bisects the site.   • Mill Lane is a 
narrow sunken rural lane and cannot provide a suitable access for this development.   • The site Is in a number of 
ownerships. Includes back gardens and some of  the owners have Indicated that they ara keen to resist 
development of their land to maintain the character of the area. • A large zone of the site which bisects the site 
has been safe guarded for HS2 site compounds and HS2 will be constructed In a tunnel only a few meters 
below the ground level.  • It is considered that any land safeguarded for HS2 will not be able to demonstrate that 
this land will be made available during the plan period It Is considered that this site should be discounted. 

Rep2654 
 Robert Dransfield 

I have considered the planning policy and particularly the areas marked for development in Little Chalfont. The 
proposed residential and industrial development along the chess valley will have a number of significant 
consequences. 1. An area of outstanding natural beauty, ie the Chess Valley will be lost with development along 
the little Chalfont side below the current tree line.  2. The public amenity space of the woodland and a public 
park will be lost. 3. There will be considerable disruption with plant traffic along the only access roads 
throughout little Chalfont and the Latimer Road. 4. Latimer village is served by 3 b roads.  (i) The first is a single 
track road past Parkfield Estate and over to Ley Hill. This narrow country lane has already become rutted and 
potholed due to the increased traffic from the small nursery opened near parkfield estate. This road cannot cope 
with increased traffic flow. (ii) A single track b road which leads to flaunden village and as such it is not a main 
road although it does see significant through traffic. (iii) The narrow access road across a bridge to the junction of 
stony lane and the chenies to Chesham road. This is an exceptionally busy road which is fed by steep narrow 
access via chenies, stony lane and bell lane. None of these road which are all single vehicle in places are suitable 
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for increased traffic flow.  5. The main Chenies-Chesham Road has a disproportionately high number of accidents 
due to the volume and speed of traffic. It is intersected with 3 blind and dangerous junctions with limited sight 
lines for emerging traffic. The cross roads with at stony lane are particularly hazardous. Unless significant works 
are undertaken to widen this road and improve all the junctions it will not cope with significant additional traffic 
caused by increasing residential development. Frankly it is hard to imagine a less attractive development scheme 
than building on a steep sided valley of an areas of outstanding natural beauty serviced by inadequate 
infrastructure.  

Rep2655 
Mr & Mrs Beryl 
and Stephen Dale 

We are writing this response as concerned residents, commenting on the possible impact on Little Chalfont. 
Whilst our postal address is Chalfont St Giles, our house is on Loudhams Wood Lane which sits on the edge of 
Little Chalfont village, and hence the plans for this village directly affect us. These comments relate to various 
elements of Q1-17 of your consultation. There should be no release of Green Belt and AONB within the District 
and particularly surrounding Little Chalfont. Release of Green Belt is contrary to the NPPF and the need for 
housing or economic development cannot constitute the ‘very special circumstances’ required for such release. It 
is our opinion that the Metropolitan Green Belt is an asset to a community far greater than Chiltern district 
The inclusion of Little Chalfont in the Plan as a main settlement for growth is neither justified nor viable.   
We experience the chronic and grave issues that Little Chalfont has in the areas of traffic, parking, transport, 
education, health and utility supplies. These issues exist for the community as it stands today and will be 
unmanageable if further major development takes place. We have also concluded from our research and 
enquiries that most cannot be resolved. Furthermore, even with small scale development with our existing 
boundaries, the village will be seriously affected by developments in neighbouring settlements such as Newland 
Park, which will in any event cause major problems for traffic, transport and parking. The presumption that the 
existence of a tube and railway station, in isolation, warrants the development of a settlement is misconceived. 
Other development criteria must be taken into account. Little Chalfont cannot take further major development. 
The land availability assessment does not take into consideration the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty status. 
We are of the opinion that establishment of an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty should fulfil it’s  purpose to 
conserve and enhance the natural beauty. In our view those words do not permit large scale housing or industrial 
development.  

  

Rep2656 
 Roy Tofts 

Any housing/ industrial develment would be detrimental to the rural character and setting of our area. Our roads 
are already congested 

  

Rep2657 

The destruction of the Green Belt against government policy . This area is designated as an area of outstanding 
natural beauty . It would be vandalism to destroy Blackwell Stubbs Wood and the open green fields 2)     The 
damage to the local flora and fauna . Blackwell Stubbs and the adjacent grassland is home to badgers, foxes , 
deer and many species of bird . The grassland was designated as an area of Special Scientific Interest ( SSI ) for 
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the variety and rarity of plants and animals . 3)     The access to the proposed development site is both difficult 
and destructive . Access would involve the felling of Blackwell Stubbs trees and the compulsory purchase of open 
green fields. Access would involve the creation of an urban road infrastructure in a very rural environment.   
What about your objections to the HS2 link, surely your arguments contradict your own proposals in this plan. 
This is a rushed response but we can elaborate of required. This objection is from residents and probably others 
but I we have not informed them of the plan. 

Rep2658 
Ms Susan Adams 

I understand the council are preparing the local plan to govern future development in and around Beaconsfield. I 
realise we need to make provision for more housing, and this may mean a redesignation of green belt land.  
In principle I don't object to this; but I do strongly object to any loss of sports facilities in the town - in perticular 
football, rugby and cricket pitches. The facilities we have are already under intense pressure and if there is to be 
more residential development these facilities need to be enlarged, not reduced/ The Government is committed 
to tackling childhood obesity which is a serious and growing problem. One element of this is to encourage / 
promote more physical activity- this can only be achieved if there are facilities available to pursue popular 
affordable sports; particulaly football. The council should make the provision of sports pitches a key fundamental 
"non negotable" in the preparation of the local plan, and increase the number of pitches available. 

  

Rep2659 
 Corrine 
Lansdowne 

As a resident of chesham,  Vale road, I look over the recreational area on nashleigh Hill and would like to express 
my extreme displeasure at the plans as I understand them to develop this area.  This green space is used 
frequently by many in our town and plays a vital role in the community supporting local wildlife.  I would like to 
register my formal objection to the plans for development of this area. Furthermore I would like to express my 
disappointment of finding out about these plans via Facebook of all things, having received no letter to advise me 
of this planned developement despite my proximity to it. Please add this email address to any formal register on 
this topic with immediate effect. 

  

Rep2660 
 Dennis Le 
Couilliard 

I have recently been made aware that there is a proposed application to build on the playing fields at Nashleigh 
Hill. I am shocked to say the least, and will object in the strongest possible terms to stop any such development. I 
do understand that there is a housing shortage everywhere, and new homes need to be built, but the playing 
fields are far too precious and are used by many people all year round. There are also many other implications 
and impacts from more housing, in and around Chesham. Our schools are already bursting at the seams, our 
roads are already heavily congested, and more people moving into our small market town will inflate and swell 
our already overwhelmed facilities and utilities. The fields are a home to beautiful and rare types of fauna and 
flora. The wild flowers, that are abundant in late spring and summer, are such a joy to behold and are a magnet 
to bees, butterflies, and many other insects, as well as local residents who enjoy the beauty and tranquility of the 
meadows. Winters often bring heavy snowfall and the fields resemble an Alpine piste with hundreds of people 
sledging down the slopes. The fields are used all year round by walkers, dog walkers, and families, taking in the 
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wonderful views across the valley. The very second that the first footing is dug it will mean the end of those 
fields, and there will be no reversal of that. I do hope that you will consider every possible effect this proposition 
will have on the local environment before making a formal application. 

Rep2661 
Mr James Thomas 

Question 1 - With respect to the draft HEDNA for South Bucks I would like to question the  accuracy of the 
estimates included in the exercise. There are many examples of over-estimation of demand - for example - the 
amount of waste estimated to support the business case for the incinerator in Beaconsfield, which simply was 
significantly overstated. Have there beena robust exercise to look at natural bias and overstatement. The 
demand number is central to then the subsequent question of supply and so its critical this is scrutinised as the 
implications are for more green belt  land being given over to development that needed. Question 2 - Review of 
the documentation indicates that for many spaces being put forward as part of the review for Phase 1 have 
already been removed (or specfically not recommended for further consideration) from the original long list of 
land as part of the work performed by Arups, who are a recognised expert in this area and were employed 
because of their experience and expertise by the Council.  To go against professional, expert advice seems 
inconsistent with the Council's obligations to themselves be professional and to look after its citizens. The 
resaons why these parcels have been added back in for consideration is unclear and does not  appear to be  
performed in a consistent, equitable manner. Question 4 - I do not understand why the national highways agency 
think the M25 needs another service station to be located between the M4 and the M40. For many years the 
M25 survived with limited services and the addition on the one in Surrey has provided additional cover. In this 
section commuters have the options of services in Heston or Reading on the M4, the new services in 
Beaconsfield on the M40. Question 5 - Option A is the sensible option to consider as the priority where existing 
brown land can we re-purposed to deliver increased dwelling densities. Furthermore given the cross rail works 
running through Iver and the planned HS2 development I strongly advocate investigating increased housing / 
business closely with the increased infrastructures and commuter connectivity being built . Question 6 - Green 
Belt Parcel 47b - Only the area west of Beaconsfield Golf Club is recommended by Arups for potential release. 
The rest of the land scoring significantly in the Green belt tests with strong scores (3/5) for both limiting 
residential sprawl of built up areas and preventing neighbouring towns from merging. For the test of 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachement the land scored a very strong 4/5. Arup clearly have made the 
case that this land, apart from the exception, noted above is fulfilling a strong fuction as green belt land and it 
should remain to do so. In detail the relevant Green belts tests are: 1) Prevents the outward sprawl of a large 
built- up area into open land, and serves as a barrier at the edge of a large built- up area in the absence of 
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another durable boundary. Arup's expert conclusion was the land parcel is connected to the large built-up areas 
of Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross at its western and eastern edges, preventing their outward sprawl into open 
land.  In both instances, the large built-up areas are bordered by physical features which are prominent and 
durable. In the case of Gerrards Cross, the boundary follows Bull Lane, and at Beaconsfield the boundary follows 
the A355. The Green Belt acts an additional barrier to sprawl and scored 3/5. 2) Prevents development that 
would result in merging of or significant erosion of gap between neighbouring settlements, including ribbon 
development along transport corridors that link settlements.  Arup's expert conclusion was the parcel forms the 
whole of the wider gap between the non-Green Belt settlements of Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross, as well as 
part of the narrow gap between Beaconsfield and Seer Green. Although the parcel maintains the overall scale 
and openness of the gap and prevents ribbon development along the A40 (Oxford Road), which may reduce the 
perceptual distance between the settlements, the far eastern and western areas of the parcel are less important 
for preventing the coalescence of settlements. Again this was scored 3/5. To the latter point, I strongly think that 
any consideration to develop on the far eastern areas of the land within Gerrards Cross would  create ribbon 
development along the A40 and reduce the gap in settlement which has already occurred with Gerrards Cross 
and Chalfont St Peter. Elsewhere in their report, Arup note that Gerrards Cross settlement has weak boundaries 
and so we much remain firm in not allowing the settlement to sprawl.  3) Protects the openness of the 
countryside and is least covered by development. Arup's expert conclusion was that ess than 5% is covered by 
built form and, overall, the land parcel maintains a very open and rural character with very little encroachment.  
Much of the remainder of the parcel consists of large arable and grazing fields and dense woodland. This was 
scored 4/5. To supplement Arups expert opinion I wanted to note the following: The land bordering on the 
Gerrard Cross side is fully working arable farm land, with regular crops grown every year or the land being used 
by livestock. It creates a natural boundary for Gerrards Cross as the west of the settlement areas. The views of 
the rolling fields on the left hand side of the A40 as you enter towards Gerrards Cross from Beaconsfield do 
create a natural break to the village. Similarly, the views back across from Bull Lane indicate the natural boundary 
of the village to the countryside. In addition to the expert views of Arup that this land was fully functioning green 
belt land and should not be recommended  for future consideration for development. I also wanted to draw your 
attention to other important and relevant factors that further support the view that any development would not 
be a viable solution for the Council, as one needs to also consider the impact of increased dwelling volumes on 
the already creaking infrastrcture in Gerrards Cross. Examples include: Schools -  Already the local schools are 
limited in space for the existing population and many included our first child have had to travel to other local 
primary schools inlcuding Jordans and Chalfont St Peter, putting additional strain on their resources. At a 
secondary school level the situation is even more extreme with significant pressures on the local grammar 
schools and Chalfont Community College to provide sufficient capacity for our children's education. Medical - 
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there is no doctors surgery in Gerrards Cross so residents need to travel to Chalfont or Beaconsfield or further 
afield. Roads and traffic - traffic around Bull lane during rush hours is a nightmare. Bull lane servcs not only the 
residents but also access to the farmland for tractors, 2 private schools and the local tennis club. In addition it is 
also a well known cut through to access to other schools and the Chalfont St Peter area which avoids the high 
street on Gerrards Cross. The road itself is very narrow and winding, including many sections where there is no 
footpath. Putting additional traffic volumes on to this road would be unsafe to residents and drivers alike. 
Additionally, any new significant access points on to the A40 would deteriorate the flow of this key arterial road 
between Gerrards Cross and Beaconsfield and beyond. Railway -  the station at Gerrards Cross is now very busy 
at peak times with many having to stand on both journeys to their place of work and back. In addition parking 
spaces are full with often long queue forming in the evenings as commuters drive home. Green Belt Parcel 69 
 As in the example above parcel for 47b, Arup's considered and expert conclusion for this parcel was to not 
recommend it for further consideration for development. With its Green Belt assessment also scoring highly. 
Again it is difficult to understand why the Council is rejecting these expet conclusions. The infrastructure issues 
noted above for Gerrards Cross (ie lack of school capacity, doctor centres,  are also very relevant for 
consideration on this parcel. Question 16 - I welcome the Council's Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study. 
Certainly for Gerrards Cross the current infrastructure is poor given the size of the community and matters need 
to be addressed as the community continues to grow. Implemented properly a CIL could be viable. 

Rep2662 
Miss A Peyton 

I write in connection with the above planning application. I wish to object strongly to the development of these 
industrial units at this location. The recreational ground is a valuable local facility and is used by young and old 
alike. It is a popular place for my two sons to play football with their friends who live on Vale Road. It is also 
popular for dog walkers and great for snowy days and sledging. Why is this location even being considered when 
there are other sites that could be used and not affect the community. For example, the space between Preston 
Hill and Sycamore Dene or the old Alcan Ekco site along Asheridge Road. I find it incomprehensible that a 
valuable asset for our younger generation is even being considered for this new development.  

  

Rep2663 
 Sally Hills 

Please lodge our objections to the proposed plans to build on the Nashleigh Rec and also the adjoining fields. We 
have lived in Vale Rise for 12 years and have seen a rise in the number of cars using this street for parking.  The 
building of industrial units on this land will lead to yet more parking issues as well as congestion on an already 
busy main road through the town (Berkhamsted Road), particularly at peak times. How is the extra traffic to be 
managed? Where will the access roads be? The Rec itself and adjoing fields are a very well used facility by many 
residents.  The loss of this amenity would have an detrimental effect on the town too. Are there proposals to 
replace the loss of local amenities? Finally, is building on this green belt land the only option for the town? There 
are a number of large sites on Ashridge Road in Chesham as well as smaller areas in Waterside which we believe 
would be better utilised. Please keep us informed as to any planned hearing and note our objections.  
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Rep2666 
Ms Judi Tribe 

I have lived in Little Chalfont for 20 years and I have worked part time as a teacher in around the Chiltern area. 
My children have attended local primary and secondary schools. I feel very much part of Little Chalfont village 
and its community and I have been involved with many school and community activities during this time. Little 
Chalfont is situated within the Green Belt. The emerging plan options for the areas of testing for both residential 
and employment development in and around Little Chalfont would enormously increase the size of the village. 
These emerging plans would result in a huge, detrimental impact on both this settlement and the outstanding 
natural beauty of the surrounding Chiltern countryside (AONB ). The release of any of Green Belt or AONB for 
residential and employment development is not justified and cannot be allowed. The Green Belt around Little 
Chalfont provides a much-needed buffer from the expansive settlement of London and its suburbs. The purpose 
of Green Belt, which was introduced 60 years ago, was to protect the countryside from urban sprawl and it 
therefore provides a rich and varied natural environment that is beneficial to the society. The Green Belt and 
AONB around Little Chalfont provides healthy active outdoor spaces for the local residents as well as for the 
many day visitors and tourists who enjoy the beautiful landscapes throughout the year and cause economic 
impact. Changing the whole nature of this area would also be devastating to the ecosystem services that are 
provided by Green Belt land. The Green Belt must be protected against the gradual creeping of the urbanisation, 
and these parcels of testing land for development must not be released. If they are, then little by little the Green 
Belt in the Chiltern District will disappear and the huge benefits of this natural and ancient landscape will be gone 
forever. Ancient woodlands, footpaths and animal corridors would be broken and the rich diversity of flora and 
fauna would be lost if these developments were to go ahead. Little Chalfont village has gradually grown around 
the centre of two main communication links; the Metropolitan railway line and the major A404 road system. 
These two significant transport links have now brought the idea of further expansion to Little Chalfont. If all or 
even a small proportion of these testing development sites are adopted, the infrastructure that would be 
required to support the extensive new housing estates and employment areas would bring the settlement of 
Little Chalfont under extreme pressure. This has already happened to a considerable extent as, within the last 20 
years, there has been an increase on demand to public services, with over subscribed schools and doctor 
surgeries as well as increasingly congested access to and through the village centre (A404) and greater difficulty 
in parking at the local shops. The Metropolitan and Chiltern trains used by commuters are over crowded 
with standing room only at peak times. The station car park is always full and car parking on the streets around 
the station causes frustration for the residents as well as hazards to pedestrians and cyclists. This emerging plan 
option for extra residential and employment development would cause even more congestion and disruption to 
Little Chalfont. Over recent years, the residents and small business owners of the village have created a real 
sense community. The Community Library, the Nature Park, the annual Village Day and Small Businesses Day and 
a monthly Farmers Market have all helped to make Little Chalfont a thriving community. Westfield Park is an 
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open space that is widely used by all ages and sporting groups throughout the year. To build on this sense of 
community, a comprehensive neighbourhood plan is required for Little Chalfont but this does not mean any 
inclusion of development of the Green Belt and AONB. The local population housing needs are varied and need 
addressing however much of the recent new builds are homes that are financially out of reach to many local 
people. Affordable starter homes as well as developments where people, who have been living in the area for 
most of their lives, are able to downsize or receive comfortable care accommodation must be included. Using 
available Brown sites and redevelopment of existing residential and employment areas within Little Chalfont 
must be a priority. Little Chalfont has already provided a substantial amount of new residential housing in the 
recent years, with the development of the site of the old saw mill in Bell Lane (253 homes) and the ongoing 
development in Burtons Lane (45 homes). Little Chalfont has increased residential housing by 12% and therefore 
needs to be removed from the short list of main settlements for growth. I feel that leaving developers to have 
largely free rein over the design and quality of housing without an overall neighbourhood plan for Little Chalfont 
will mean a miss match of what is truly required. A broader plan needs to be drawn up, looking at all other 
possibilities within the current boundaries of Little Chalfont as well as looking at the centre of the village and its 
role in providing both social, retail, employment and housing needs. The separation of the settlement by the 
railway line and the main road, A404, is a factorthat needs to be addressed if the settlement is to be positively 
developed. I live in Long Walk for 20 years, and this private road borders on one of the planned areas for testing 
for residential development. The open field opposite my house is in the Green Belt and this has been natural 
grassland ever since I moved. The grassland field is only cut for hay once a year and to my knowledge it has had 
no artificial fertiliser spread on it. Ancient woodland runs along the edge of the far side of the field and maps 
dating back to the 1700’s support this point. This significant environmental ecosystem must not be destroyed, as 
there is an abundance of wildlife flourishing in this area, with both the field and woodland providing a significant 
animal and bird habitats and corridor. The diversity of wildlife is too extensive to list however here are a few 
species that I have seen or heard within last year: Barn and Tawny Owls, Bats, Kites, Song Thrushes, Jays, Deer 
and Foxes. If this area is developed then the flora and fauna will be lost forever and severe damage to the 
ecosystem and water levels will have a significant impact on the surrounding area. For these above reasons, I 
strongly believe that the Green Belt and AONB must not be used for any residential or employment evelopment. 
The emerging plans options for Little Chalfont is not justified and they cannot be allowed. 

Rep2668 
Mrs Elizabeth 
Alexander 
Planning Policy 
Team Leader 

In paragraph 2.3 f) of the Regulation 18 consultation document it is stated that, “The Berkshire housing and 
economic market areas under a ‘best fit’ approach are considered to comprise all six of the Berkshire authorities 
within single market areas.”  The findings of the Berkshire (including South Bucks) Strategic Housing Market Area 
(SHMA) report demonstrates that the ‘best fit’ housing market areas for the study area are a Western Berkshire 
Housing Market Area (HMA) and an Eastern Berkshire plus South Bucks HMA. The Berkshire Authorities consider 
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West Berkshire 
Council 

that the evidence within the Berkshire (including South Bucks) SHMA contains the most robust analysis. 
Furthermore, evidence in the Buckinghamshire HMA and FEMA March 2015 report also demonstrates that South 
Bucks has stronger ties with the Eastern Berkshire HMA authorities than any of the other Berkshire Authorities. 
Therefore Chiltern and South Bucks’ own evidence supports the findings within the Berkshire (including South 
Bucks) SHMA and the Berkshire Authorities  do not consider the statement in  paragraph 2.3 f) of the Regulation 
18 consultation document to be credible. Chiltern and South Bucks within the Central Buckinghamshire HMA 
Paragraph 2.3 e) of the Regulation 18 consultation document states that, “The ‘best fit’ for a Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan is a Buckinghamshire Housing Market Area and Functional Economic Market Area comprising 
Chiltern, South Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale districts.” Wokingham Borough Council considers that the 
information provided within the October 2015 report (which supports this statement) does not demonstrate a 
comprehensive analysis to justify the conclusion that the joint plan area of Chiltern and South Bucks is within the 
Central Buckinghamshire HMA. The consultants (ORS) state that the October 2015 note is meant to be read in 
conjunction with the March 2015 report and that the October report is only meant to show the conclusions 
relating to ‘best fit.’ However, Wokingham Borough Council still do not consider this to be the most robust 
approach to defining a ‘best fit’ HMA as there is not a comprehensive analysis at the local plan geographical scale 
of house prices and rates of change in house prices,  household migration and search patterns and contextual 
data (for example, travel to work area boundaries).  All of these above factors should be taken into consideration 
when defining a Housing Market Area according to National Planning Policy Guidance. There is also no mention 
of commuting or migration self-containment rates within the October 2015 report which is the recommended 
indicator to define housing market areas by the National Planning Policy Guidance. There is also no guidance 
within the National Planning Policy Framework, the National Planning Practice Guidance or within the Planning 
Advisory Service Objectively Assessed Need note which supports the approach of assessing the HMA at the 
geographical scale that a proposed local plan would cover. Wokingham Borough Council therefore has concerns 
regarding the conclusion that the ‘best fit’ for the joint local plan area is within the Central Buckinghamshire 
HMA as the evidence available to support this conclusion is not considered to be robust enough. Calculation of 
the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) The Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Development Needs 
Assessment (HEDNA) is inaccurate in its arrival at an OAN.  There is inconsistency between the narrative on page 
155 and 156 and figure 123. The text mentions that suppressed household formation rates have been calculated 
into the overall OAN. However within Figure 123, suppressed household formation rates are omitted from the 
final OAN. Clarification is sought on this matter.   Below is a table including the calculated OAN for South Bucks in 
the Buckinghamshire HEDNA and the OAN within the Berkshire (including South Bucks) SHMA for comparison: 
Buckinghamshire HEDNA OAN for South Bucks per annum: 352. Berkshire (including South Bucks) SHMA OAN for 
South Bucks per annum: 376. As the above shows, the OAN per annum figure for South Bucks is higher in the 
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Berkshire (including South Bucks) SHMA than the OAN figure within the Buckinghamshire HEDNA. Ability to meet 
OAN Paragraph 3.2 of the consultation document states that the Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment is not complete and is work in progress. It is therefore not yet clear whether the joint plan area of 
Chiltern and South Bucks will be able to meet its Objectively Assessed Need. Further clarification is needed on 
this point in light of the starting point in paragraph 47 of the NPPF.  Paragraph 4.12 of the consultation document 
explains that Chiltern and South Bucks may not be able to take all of its need within the joint plan area, and may 
look to adjacent local authority areas such as those in Berkshire to accommodate some of its unmet need, albeit 
at a limited level due to Berkshire and other adjacent areas having their own development needs. In paragraph 
4.12 it is set out that this issue will be discussed further through the Duty to Cooperate, but clarification is sought 
about this matter. Paragraph 4.13 states that at this stage of the Joint Local Plan process there appears to be no 
scope within the plan area for the councils to be able to meet any unmet needs from adjacent areas. As stated in 
paragraph 4.13 though, this will need to be kept under review. 

Rep2669 
 Steve and Helen 
Smith 

It has been bought to our attention of the intention to close Great Missenden garage in the next few years for 
housing. This garage is a god send as it is servicing a large local community they are essential and we would be 
lost without them. There are no realistic alternatives as from past experience of these we have always been 
disappointed which is why we have been using Great Missenden Garage for many many years. I realise that 
housing is needed but what is the point of building houses if you do have the local services needed for and by 
those local residents. 

 

Rep2670 
 Rob and Pamela 
Lawrence 

We are writing to express our objection to the proposal to build on land bounded by Rogers Lane, Elizabeth Way, 
Park Road, Grays Park Road and West End Lane. This Green Belt land should on no account be built on – this area 
of Green Belt provides part of an important barrier around Stoke Poges to maintain the integrity of the village 
and stop development merging with surrounding areas. This area is particularly important as it helps to provide a 
barrier to the area of Slough. It is important to maintain the countryside and preserve the area of special interest 
abutting the National Trust land with Thomas Gray memorial. The views between other historic buildings would 
be spoiled. It would be better to use land within the village, We understand Stoke Poges Parish Council is 
suggesting testing use of the recreation ground at Plough Lane (maintaining the children’s play area). We believe 
using this land for building would be greatly preferable to the area proposed by SBDC which should be 
maintained as Green Belt at all costs. 

  

Rep2672 
 Eleanor Harris 

1.     The Green Belt of South Bucks and CDC should be maintained and protected. This is an asset to the area and 
allows for quality of life for residents and an attraction to those who wish to visit the area. It should not be 
destroyed to meet development quotas. Green Belt was created to maintain boundaries and design areas which  
have a “sense of place and belonging” to live. Urban sprawl will detract from this and remove the desirability of 
the area to live. In particular the areas suggested for development around Little Chalfont and towards Chenies 
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are classified as AONB and should be valued not destroyed. 2.     The areas suggested for development around 
Little Chalfont are not ideal due to the already over subscribed infrastructure. Schools, Doctors, shops and 
outside facilities are over-used and the traffic on the A404 road through the village is excessive which creates a 
safety concern. Further development by housing or employment will add to this and make the current facilities 
unsustainable. 3.     Little Chalfont has already built close to 300 new homes in the past 4 years and contributed 
this to the development needs. In doing this already there seems an over-population issue. Unless infrastructure 
can be created to support this, further development will create issues with more traffic, lack of school places, 
lack of access to Drs and an unsatisfactory feeling amongst residents. 4.     In particular, the green belt area 
between Westwood Park and Stony Lane is exceptional in its use of green belt. The natural environment not only 
creates a boundary for the village, it allows outdoor space and recreation use for residents and those who visit 
the area specifically for this purpose. The footpath is constantly in use by ramblers, dog walkers and families 
looking to enjoy the immediate beauty of the Chilterns and its AONB/Green Belt. 

Rep2673 
 Callum 

I would like to write to you so you can register my objection to the proposed industrial development of Nashleigh 
Hill Playing Fields in Chesham. As a parent of young children having this area set aside for children's play, at this 
end of the town is an invaluable resource. This is an area used by the community and should remain so. Also, the 
road throw go the centre of Chesham already struggles to cope with the high level of traffic currently using it. 
Adding more lorries required to service the new site will be dreadful. The safety of pedestrians and cyclists is 
already an issue. Chesham currently seems to be a town without a traffic management plan, reducing available 
transport and increasing traffic is not sustainable, this development will add massively to the problems. Chesham 
already had a number of industrial sites and as a resident it does appear that a few of these are empty. What is 
the pressing need to add more? Whilst I understand the requirement to have local employment available, the 
character of Chesham is changing as more people are using the town as a base for commuting into London. 

The Local Plan will need to plan to 

meet employment needs over the 

Plan period to 2036. 

Rep2674 
 Barbara Rowett 
Secretary 
Prestwood Youth 
& Community 
Action Group 

In response to Q3  & Q13 Local Green Space Designations and Q14 Local Measures - (a)  The CDC-owned side of 
Prestwood Common bordering Gryms Dyke and backing onto flats in Honor Road and houses in Wrights Lane 
must be protected as a Local Green Space to prevent it from being used for housing development.  It is within a 
built-up area but it is imperative that it remains a “lung” for the community. (b)  If Nairdwood Lane allotments 
site adjacent to the Common becomes surplus to requirements up to 2036, or alternative site on the fringe of the 
village can be provided, or existing allotment-holders can be absorbed by 4 other Prestwood sites, then the land 
should not be utilised for additional housing but, instead, be designated as parking to access a new youth and 
community building on Prestwood Common to replace the 3 existing separate prefabricated and/or wooden 
buildings sited there now ie. Youth & Community Centre, Scouts hut and The Colts Football Club building, all of 
which are nearing their “sell-by” date.  (c)  An alternative to (b) could be to re-site the existing Scout hut to 
alongside the Guides/Brownies building accessed from Honor Road, with additional parking to this site by 
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removal of the hedge dividing the Common together with grass-creting the verge in Honor Road alongside the 
Common.  The space vacated by the Scout hut would allow for additional parking on site, or a larger footprint for 
a new youth and community building if the allotment site can be utilised for parking in the future.   By 2036 the 
Colts FC may also have been able to find an alternative site within the village envelope for the 6 football pitches 
they currently have on Prestwood Common to enable them to have a dedicated football venue locally elsewhere 
to free up the green space to also include other sports besides a couple of football pitches eg. Hockey, bowling 
green, netball court, cricket pitch, additional child play & Café, all weather area, Soft (mini) tennis, handball, 
volleyball, better teenage corner with bouldering wall/overhead rope-ways, inclusive play area, MUGA, BMX 
track & skatepark.  (d)  Additional parking for the flats in Honor Road to be made off-road by converting the strip 
of land in front of them all to solve parking congestion at Guide/Brownie access and to allow better access for 
emergency & waste collection vehicles along Honor Road.  (e)  New all-embracing community building on 
Prestwood Common to support all age groups - the elderly, children and families, church activities and ongoing 
youth club facilities, combined with a re-sited Gt Miss Parish Office.  The existing GM Parish Office, Buryfield, Gt 
Miss to be converted into a much-needed Tourist Information Centre.   The building should be flexible so as to 
accommodate the existing Youth & Community Centre provision, the requirements of the Colts FC if an 
alternative dedicated football site locally is not achievable, and the Scouts if they wish to.  The new building to 
include a decent-sized kitchen facility, a café, changing rooms and showers as well as toilets, storage space as 
well as an office for GMPC.  An adaptable concept has already been developed and can be provided by Trevor 
Davison, retired Prestwood architect if the idea can be progressed.  This new community building would 
supplement and complement the existing Village Hall, which also needs updating – maybe an additional storey? – 
to bring it in line with modern standards and larger capacity needs. (f) To meet Sustainability Appraisal Objective 
11:-  Recreational space – Prestwood Common needs to be one combined Local Green Space for the enjoyment 
and relaxation of all age groups - pedestrians, wheel chair users, bicycles, joggers, pushchairs & buggies, 
skateboarders etc. (i)  the dividing hedge between the two parcels of land to be removed. (ii) permanent 
pathways, suitably landscaped, to be installed, (avoiding the current football pitches if an alternative dedicated 
6+ football pitches site elsewhere in the village is not achievable by the Colts FC up to 2036), giving access to 
everyone to move safely across the Common, linking off-road access from/to Gryms Dyke/Wrights Lane/Honor 
Road/Nairdwood Lane.  These pathways could also double up as a trim-trail. (iii) Movement sensitive lighting eg. 
rubber-protected embedded footlights, to be inserted into the pathways. (iv) Suitable tree planting and 
landscaping to soften the existing harsh environment with additional seating alongside the pathways. (g) 
Evidence that above is needed: (i)  Chiltern Open Space & Recreational Strategy 2015-2018 – Its aims and 
objectives + Appendix 4 - Prestwood - The village has a significant shortfall in youth facility provision, equipped 
play areas and playing fields. There is also an identified need to develop a new community centre facility in the 
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village.  Settlements between 4,000 – 6,000 residents should have access to a main hall 18 x 10 metres suitable 
for sporting activities, a second facility of similar dimensions that offer stage provision and is able to host arts 
and performance activities with a further two halls for general community use. 
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/openspace (ii) Community Vision for HP16 – Prestwood section  
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=1780&p= 0 (iii) Great Missenden Parish Village Design 
Statement – Prestwood section  http://www.greatmissendenpc.co.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2012/10/GreatMissendenParishVillageDesignStatementFinal.pdf (iv)  The proposed 
improvements to Prestwood Common are reinforced within: • Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 
& Delivery Plan • Buckinghamshire Health & Well-Being Strategy • Chiltern Community Partnership 
• Chiltern’s Emerging Local Plan – assisting local communities to identify local needs and influence change 
at a local level. • Identifying gaps in youth provision via National Playing Fields Association standards for 
settlements of over 4,000. • Supporting Key Local Strategies – eg. Chiltern & South Bucks Community 
Strategy, Community Cohesion plan and CDC’s own key objectives. 

Rep2675 
Mrs Susan Hatrick 

1 Appreciate the need for planning but feel that this is being rushed through and that not many people know 
about it or the depth of it - there is not enough time to study it - feel it needs to be planned well, organically and 
sympathetically with every effort to retain quality green belt land. 2. The in-depth report by ARUP’s - which is still 
unavailable on your website - does not recommend 4 of the 5 proposed sites and this should be recognised as 
they are experts in their field. 3. Looking at the amount planned for South Bucks it seems there could be total 
overdevelopment of the entire district. 4. Gerrards Cross is chronically congested with parked cars (incidentally it 
is well known that there is not enough parking available now and that which we do have is very expensive.) 
People drive in from surrounding areas for the station and park on many of the roads. If any of the empty office 
blocks were occupied parking problem would be more acute let alone more housing. Driving through Gerrards 
Cross is a nightmare of traffic lights and congestion, this despite the alterations which are due to start in June will 
not relieve the congestion if we have all these houses built. 5 Due to Gerrards cross proximity to London many 
people live here and travel to work - offices are empty - why build more? Covert office blocks to flats. 6. Local 
services and amenities are stretched to the limit - there is no doctor’s surgery in GX only one junior school, poor 
road surfaces, overfilled sewers and waste water treatment is under pressure aswell.  7. Plot 47B under 
consideration for housing is an area of some historical interest.  The Cannon Meadow Cottages are a pair of 
houses built before WW2 for farm workers and they pre-date the designation of Green Belt in South Bucks which 
took place in 1954/55. The field is farmed and the farmer grew up in one of the houses. It is top quality green 
belt farm land. The land is currently feeding a herd of beef cattle, has been grazed by rare breeds as well as dairy 
cows and many calves have been born on the site. In previous years it has been used to farm wheat, maize, 
beans, sunflowers and grass for hay - it is good versatile land. There is an abundance of wildlife linking to 

  

http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/openspace
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=1780&p
http://www.greatmissendenpc.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/GreatMissendenParishVillageDesignStatementFinal.pdf
http://www.greatmissendenpc.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/GreatMissendenParishVillageDesignStatementFinal.pdf


Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

605 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Bulstrode Park on the other side of the A40 which is (grade 2 listed) registered park and garden. This land is also 
close to ‘The Camp’ and highly likely to have relics from the Roamn era beneath its soil. Development on these 
fields would damage overall beautiful vistas of chiltern countryside, a natural asset to the edge of urban. 8. Bull 
Lane is used as a cut through between GX & CSP by cars, heavy lorries and school coaches - people avoid the  
Tescos traffic lights and the lane serves 5 local schools Maltmans, Gayhurst & Thorpe House (all private schools) 
St Josephs ( one of CSP’s 3 junior schools) and the Community College a school which has 1800 pupils travelling 
from all over the area. These schools are continually expanding. The surface of Bull Lane is very poor due to the 
level of traffic and is rarely repaired. our suspicion is that the drains and sewers are damaged under the road as 
flooding occurs with minimal rain. There is very little pavement on the lane, cyclists and pedestrians are at high 
risk danger in this narrow lane with blind corners and poor visibility. There are limited roads crossing the railway 
and any development to 47B would inevitably result in increased use of the lane which is at breaking point. It 
would also add to other already congested roads in the area and through the centre of GX.  9 The man in charge 
of the proposals should have been at local meetings and not by video film.  10. The A40 is regularly used as a 
relief road when traffic on M25 & M40 reaches a standstill.  10. Regarding 57B planning for offices and 
commercial buildings - why build on an area of beauty which happens to be a flood plain when offices in GX have 
stood empty for years - it is a dormitory town with people working in London and the M25 area. 11. Protecting 
etc green belt is a core planning principal to safeguard the countryside. Opportunities to use derelict & other 
urban scrub land are available with careful planning. 12. Any development should be appropriate to the present 
infrastructure - no Doctor’s surgery in GX, 1 primary school, no secondary school and current children find it hard 
to get places in grammar schools if they pass 11+ 17 Chiltern railway trains into London at peak times are already 
overstrecthed and would not be able to accommodate extra number of commuters HS2 is causing enough 
upheaval to no benefit for current residents, the pollution, disrruption for years. Will people want to move into 
an area that was of outstanding beauty to a large building site, for many years to come. The affordable housing 
projected for this area is does not define affordable - the current flats that are being built are not affordable. 
What is SBDC idea of affordable housing? 

Rep2676 
Mr Eric Hatrick 

Firstly, I do understand there is a need for planning but feel that this is being rushed through. This has not been 
sufficiently publicised and not enough people are aware about the implications. This needs to be properly 
represented to residents and they need more time to respond. I went to the meeting at the Memorial Centre and 
I was amazed the Chief Planning Officer could not find the time to be present and explain his decisions. We all 
have busy jobs and I found his non-attendance dismissive. I also find it amazing that a reputable consultant was 
engaged and it does appear their report is not being considered seriously enough. Additionally this report is not 
clearly shown on the website and in fact 4 of the 5 proposed sites are not recommended by ARUP. Schools are 
stretched and there is no GP surgery in Gerrards Cross. Roads are congested and the waste water system is 
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under pressure. Plot 47B under consideration for housing is an area of some historical interest.  The Cannon 
Meadow Cottages are a pair of houses built before WW2 for farm workers and they pre-date the designation of 
Green Belt in South Bucks which took place in 1954/55. The field is farmed and the farmer grew up in one of the 
houses. It is top quality green belt farm land. The land is currently feeding a herd of beef cattle, has been grazed 
by rare breeds as well as dairy cows and many calves have been born on the site. In previous years it has been 
used to farm wheat, maize, beans, sunflowers and grass for hay - it is good versatile land. There is an abundance 
of wildlife linking to Bulstrode Park on the other side of the A40 which is (grade 2 listed) registered park and 
garden. This land is also close to ‘The Camp’ and highly likely to have relics from the Roamn era beneath its soil. 
Development on these fields would damage overall beautiful vistas of chiltern countryside, a natural asset to the 
edge of urban. Area 57B is planning for offices and commercial buildings. There are nearby offices that are 
empty. This makes no sense especially as this is on a floodplain.  11. Protecting etc green belt is a core planning 
principal to safeguard the countryside. Opportunities to use derelict & other urban scrub land are available with 
careful planning. 

Rep2677 
Mr Jason Hawkes 

Question 17 - The existing infrasture of Little Chalfont, by which I mean schools, doctors, dentists, local shops and 
parking only just about manges to cope with the existing size of the village, before both the Donkey Field 
development and the developmnet of the former garages next to VW Citygate is fully sold / occupied. The 
proposed new housing developments are significant in scale and the above Little Chalfont infrastructure, in my 
opinion could not cope with the proposed residential and employment development, with additional schools, 
parking, doctors and dentiosts in the main required. Little Chalfont falls within an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty and, in particular the proposed employment development on what is currently largely farmers fields 
would materially adversely affect the feel and appearance of the village. If employment development sites are 
required they would be much better suited to existing brownfield sites that are either no longer being used or 
could be redeveloped to make them more productive areas of work in the 21st Century.  

  

Rep2678 
 Nick Walker; 
Rep2680 
 Lisa Walker 
Rep2681 
 Alex Walker; 
Rep2682 
 Alii McAloon 

Between 2006 and 2014, 307 new properties have been approved or built in Little Chalfont. This equates to 
12.4% increase. Chiltern District Council’s own figures show that the percentage growth neighbouring 
communities was Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4%, and Chalfont St Peter Village 7.7%. Little Chalfont is identified 
as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’ along with the aforementioned communities. Green Belt land should not be 
declassified in this area.  The aim of the green belt designation was to prevent the outward sprawl of London.  
Were we to build on this land we would be merging with Chorleywood, which has already merged into other 
neighbouring towns (Maplecross, Rickmansworth).  London is now on our doorstep. Chiltern District Council 
should protect existing Green Belt land to prevent this happening further.  We should be aiming to protect the 
countryside from encroachment. Not only is Little Chalfont surrounded by Green Belt it is an area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty.  The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 defined the purpose of the AONB 
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as ‘to conserve and enhance the natural beauty’. Building in this area goes against the purpose of these acts.  
There is no point having these acts if the Council can overturn them whenever they feel like it.   
With other towns locally only taking 5.3, 4 & 8% of the increased building in the last few years, they should be 
considered first before Little Chalfont. Currently Little Chalfont is struggling to manage with the population it has.  
The roads are busy, there aren’t enough car parks and amenities are lacking. The doctors surgery is constantly 
full, requiring at least a weeks notice for appointments.  This would only increase with a larger population.  There 
are not enough outdoor spaces for families, and now there is news that Westwood Park is also being considered 
for building on.  This is home to a large number of sporting teams and would have a detrimental effect on the 
community and health of adults and children alike. Education is likely to be affected. Additional schools will be 
required to ensure all children have an equal opportunity, this will not be available.  Train services will be 
affected, the trains are already struggling with the number of commuters.  With increased users the trains will 
not be able to cope.  More trains will have an adverse effect for those living along the train lines.  The village will 
not have the same appeal and will not attract commuters that want to work in London and live in the 
surrounding areas. I’ve been a football coach for Westwood Park FC for the last 7 years.  The park is where 
children go (both boys and girls) on a Saturday and Sunday morning.  Some 300 children.  It’s a fantastic social 
area too where parents can meet up too.  Your plans for building on the park take away everyone’s weekend and 
is a death nail for the football club.  What are you planning to do to give us an open space we can use for 
sporting activities.  The park is much more than just for sport.  It’s a safe area for our youngsters to play in.  Both 
my kids learnt to ride a bike there.  Surely we should be looking to encourage physical wellbeing rather than take 
it away!! The village itself is already full.  You can’t park at the shops as it’s crazily congested with cars.  Cars 
coming through the village are already too many.  We have a speed camera because someone got killed but you 
haven’t managed to stop the speeding now you want to double the number of cars coming through and add in 
lorries from an industrial site.  Where’s the evidence that we need all this??? Meetings in the village against 
these proposals have been full and if you saw the emails going round you would know that no one wants this 
increased develop and no one wants to see our village die. In summary the building proposed should not happen.  
Alternative sites around Chesham, Amersham and Chalfont St Peter should be considered. 

Rep2679 
 Elizabeth Densley 

I was interested to hear at a recent meeting that the village of Little Chalfont has already expanded by 12.5% 
whilst local small towns have expanded by considerably less. The recently circulated map of the village which 
highlights areas in red that are under consideration for development gives the impression of almost doubling the 
size of the village. What we now have is green belt under threat of development.  Also under threat in the longer 
term is part of the AONB and the Chess Valley.  The Green Belt serves a purpose and should never be under 
threat.  Under the current proposals the village could be extended on both sides of the A404.  This would take 
development beyond the parish council boundary and half way to Chenies. Recent developments in Little 
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Chalfont include residential housing off Bell Lane and the Donkey Field at the top of Burtons Lane. A small 
development is also planned next to Chenies Parade in the centre of the village.  In addition small houses with 
good-sized gardens are being snapped up by developers and often replaced with apartments.  This is particularly 
noticeable along the White Lion Road. With its current population Little Chalfont is already struggling to cope: 
-  schools are overstretched -  essential services are overstretched -  rush hour trains are over crowded 
-  roads are unable to take further increases in traffic -  parking at the shops is now challenging with traffic often 
queueing on to the A404 and resulting in tail backs What is planned would take the heart out of the village and 
the result would be a semi-rural sprawl.   That's not what people who live here want.  It's not why they chose to 
make their homes here. 

Rep2683 
Mr Martin Vaesey 

Q4: The process surrounding the review of the Joint Local Plan seems reasonable. Q5: I am concerned at the lack 
of prominence given to development options consistent with the objectives of urban regeneration and the needs 
of the environment. Only Option A (which I would support) exclusively deals with making more efficient and 
effective use of brownfield land, whereas Options C through H all deal with reassessing and diluting Green Belt 
land. Q6: It is, I suspect, difficult for any resident to be able to comment on options dealing with Green Belt 
needs for areas as widely dispersed as (for instance) Iver and Chesham - I certainly cannot. As a resident of 
Prestwood, I therefore must confine myself to comment on part of Option E: The area advanced as an option for 
strategic testing encloses and is a significant extension of land which has been the subject of two failed 
development planning applications. Both applications became the focus of very significant and largely negative 
local interest. Planning officers gave a number of reasons for rejecting the applications: Green Belt 
considerations was one but one highly significant other reason was the coupled environmental adverse impact. 
The proposed option area appears to be some five times the size of the failed planning application and I am 
concerned that review of Green Belt status would be seen as merely reframing the planning debate in a manner 
advantageous to developers whilst neglecting the core values of Green Belt. At the time of the 2015 General 
Election, the Conservative Party manifesto made a number of references to protecting the Green Belt. It was felt 
important enough to the electorate to justify the politicans making this commitment. The purpose of Green 
Belts, as laid out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), is fivefold - dealing with checking 
unrestricted sprawl, preventing towns from merging, safeguarding the countryside, preserving the setting and 
character of historic towns and assisting in urban regeneration. The NPPF also comments on the need for 
keeping land permanently protected. These combined strategic documents set a framework in which Green Belts 
should be considered an unconditional good, not one that can be sacrificed in response to other pressing 
challenges. As part of the aims of Green Belt is to encourage urban regeneration, then brownfield 
redevelopment should be the default option and Green Belt re-zoning should be considered only as the last 
resort. I am concerned that the Councils may be too quickly moving to a perceived easy solution of freeing up 
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large amounts of Green Belt land without adequately working with the more difficult, but infinitely preferable, 
Options within existing built up areas. The respective coverage of these options in the consultation document 
adds to my concern. In January 2016, a Chilterns Planning Policy Manager gave a number of Local Stakeholder 
Briefings. Page 10 of the presentation appears to draw an unwarranted linkage between a premise (the need for 
15,100 houses by 2036) and a conclusion ("Therefore Exceptional Circumstance to review the Green Belt). On the 
face of it, this argument would appear to neglect all other outcomes which ought to be explored before Green 
Belt. Green Belts were put in place to protect the rural environment and to encourage urban regeneration. They 
were given a high priority in policy and this has been reinforced by the views of politicians and the electorate. It 
would not be appropriate to put all this to one side simply in order to provide a default straightforward answer 
to the complex question of the Local Plan. 

Rep2684 
 Matt 

The consultation document refers to 68 documents for its evidence base. To understand what is being consulted 
upon the public have been asked to assess the evidence in those 68 documents and so draw conclusions from 
them. This consultation has thus not been carried out in accordance with the CDC general principles of 
community involvement. Apart from paragraph 1.6 of the Issues and Options paper there are few summaries and 
signposting of important facts, their impacts and consequences.  The Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment 
Report was only published 5 days before the end of a 6 week consultation period. There are plans which were 
published earlier but these do not provide the information which allows proper analysis by members of the 
public or provide any conclusions to be drawn from the information provided. The options put forward to not 
take account of this assessment as some of the areas which are performing well as green belt are still suggested 
for development. The treatment of the Green Belt is fundamental to this consultation. This consultation does 
therefore not meet the principles of the CDC’s  Statement of Community Involvement.  72% of the Chiltern 
District forms part of the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Beauty. The National Planning Policy Framework states 
that an ANOB should be protected, promoted and enhanced where possible. It also states that land should only 
be removed from the Green Belt in exceptional circumstances.  I am of the view that no exceptional 
circumstances have been established which justify an assessment of the Green Belt, let only the removal of land.  
In the cases brought before the courts unmet housing need has not amounted to exceptional circumstances. 
The NPPF states that the government attaches great importance to Green Belts one of whose essential 
characteristics is their openness and permanence. CDC have failed to recognise this is their assessments or in the 
consultation document. It is accepted that for cost reasons it may be appropriate to prepare a Joint Local Plan 
with south Bucks District Council but this is only if proper account is taken of the very different features and 
aspects of the two areas. South Bucks shares the major of its boundary with the large conurbations of Berkshire 
and the London Borough of Hillingdon and almost merges with those conurbations in certain areas which is quite 
different to the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which dominates Chiltern. The Local Plan needs to recognise 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

610 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

this and to promote and enhance the ANOB. This can mean that the Green Belt adjacent to the ANOB needs to 
be safeguarded in order to promote and protect the ANOB, its setting and openness. The assessment carried out 
of the Green Belt is flawed. Whilst recognising there is no national guidance for such assessment, the assessment 
is intended to establish boundaries of the Green Belt either new or old. Those boundaries should be readily 
recognisable permanent and strong boundaries and capable of enduring beyond any plan period.  Para 86 of the 
NPPF states that where the open character of a village makes an important contribution to the openness of the 
Green Belt a village should be included in the Green Belt. The drawing up of the parcels of land for the purposes 
of the Part 2 assessment is illogical and does not meet the criteria of ensuring the green Belt has strong physical 
recognisable boundaries. The further subdivision of parcels appears to be subjective to justify removal from the 
green Belt areas of land without proper justification.  The area linked to Snells Lane even cuts the green belt in 2 
leaving a parcel of green belt to the north and to the south.  Where are the strong physical boundaries on the 
parcels left as green belt. Developing this parcel would leave the adjoining green belt land ripe for further 
development as certainly the parcel to the north would not fulfil the functions of green belt land. In carrying out 
a review the NPPF says that there should be permanence with the expectation that the boundaries will last more 
than one plan period.  This does not comply with the NPPF. Finally the proposed development around Little 
Chalfont would completely change the character of the village. There has already been significant development 
in Little Chalfont more so than any other settlement in the joint plan area. The larger settlements can sustain 
larger development without the same impact and yet proposed development within Chiltern seems to be 
concentrated on Little Chalfont. The proposed employment site on the A404 on the entrance into Little Chalfont 
would have huge visual impact on Little Chalfont and the ANOB. The developments which have taken place in the 
last 10 years in Little Chalfont have not been supported by sufficient growth in the infrastructure of the village. 
Transport out of Little Chalfont relies largely on a train station which is already over capacity at peak times and 
would be challenging to extend. This transport hub supports other settlements in the plan area.  Proposed 
expansion around transport hubs assumes there is capacity but this is not the case here. Secondary health 
services in Buckinghamshire are already failing the community and providing care that falls significantly short of 
the care elsewhere in the country with services overwhelmed by the number of service users. Secondary school 
places are also in short supply but expansion of Buckinghamshire schools (without changing the secondary 
system) would be enormously difficult given government policies on selective education and the funding 
challenges the schools already have. 

Rep2685 
 Dermot 
Matthews 

The release of Green Belt Land for residential or industrial development goes against the principles for which the 
land was originally designated. Development of land in Bell Lane, the Donkey Field, Chenies Parade and the 
redevelopment of houses into multi-occupancy units in properties along White Lion Road have already increased 
the number of residential units in the Little Chalfont area. Some of the Green Belt areas shown on the 
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development plan for possible industrial use are currently occupied by a great variety of wildlife. There are fox 
earths, badger setts and woodland that is home to muntjac and roe deer. The disturbance created by building 
works could be construed as interference and, as such, is illegal in some cases. The infrastructure required to 
support the current residents ie schools, healthcare and transport links etc, is already being stretched. The roads 
around some of the suggested developments would not able to cope with additional traffic, especially the 
industrial vehicles that would be required for extended building works as suggested for Stony Lane and Lodge 
Lane.  The village of Little Chalfont is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which is much appreciated not 
only by residents but also by our many visitors. The Green Belt is the lungs of the area and must be kept as clean 
as possible. 

Rep2686 
 Michelle Vurdien 

I would like to object to the proposal to reclassify areas of green belt land as non-green belt in the Little Chalfont 
area for the following reasons: a) Green belt should be protected and other options should be first considered 
eg. neighbouring areas outside the green belt b) Little Chalfont has already accepted significant additional 
housing already and is dispropotionately smaller than Chesham or Amersham - surely they should be considered 
for further expansion first being larger? c) The area between Burtons Lane and Little Chalfont Golf Club is close to 
an area of outstanding natural beauty and in my opinion this should be preserved at all costs d) The area 
between Burtons Lane and Little Chalfont Golf Club contains much ancient woodland with many protected 
species (eg. bats) and declassifying this as green belt would put this beautiful countryside at risk. e) Little 
Chalfont would not be able to cater for the additional services required eg. parking at the local shops is already 
near impossible during peak times and weekends. I notice that developers have already recently purchased 
Homestead Farm on the site so I do hope the consultation will be given a fair hearing (taking into account the 
residents' feedback) and that the decision on reclassifying the land as non green belt has not already 
"unofficially" been made. 

  

Rep2687 
Mrs Frances 
Cunnigham 

Question 1- I do not understand how the housing need across Buckinghamshire for 2013-33 can show a mere 
uplift of 0.74% whereas a 16.5% uplift has been applied to the Chilterns.  This must be flawed. Question 4 - It 
seems that areas that have worked with the previous core strategy have been severely disadvantaged in this 
document.  For example the Chiltern District Council has granted plannng permission for over 600 dwellings in 
Chalfont St Peter over the past 3 years and yet the new development requirements has made no allowance for 
this.  This is not reasonable and numbers should be reduced for the new local plan for Chalfont St Peter. 
Question 5 and 6 - within Buckinghamshire there are development opportunities in South Bucks, Aylesbury Vale, 
Wycombe and other districts that are NOT GREEN BELT or Areas of natural beauty.  Why is this plan considering 
developing Green Belt?  This should be a last resort and I do not believe all other options have been considered. 
Green Belt has been set up to preserve our country and thinking about Chalfont St Peter, to keep the 
development contained. All the sites considered will make Chalfont St Peter a sprawl and an unmanageable 
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village. It seems incredible that such sites as Mill Meadow is being considered as this provides the sports grounds 
for the school as well as the community.  With the new homes already approved, and yet to be built in this area, 
this will stretch school resouces to breaking point without taking away their only recreational area. The area 
identified for industrial development to the east of A413 is a flood plain and also an area important for 
biodiversity.  This green belt area separates Tatling End , Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter and if developed 
would produce an urban sprawl, something which green belt is set up to stop. Question 8 - affordable housing 
needs to be located where transport is good and none of the sites considered provide this.  They should be in 
town centres near bus and rail links to provide occupants with the means to travel to work. Question 9 - there 
seems an unfair spread of traveller's sites in the District with Chalfont St Peter being unfairly allocated the 
concentration of such sites.  Question 16 - Chalfont St Peter has major problems with the drainage system and a 
major re-construction of the sewage system is needed to serve the current development let alone new homes 
that have been approved already.  Schooling is at capacity, both junior and senior, and there is no room for 
development at the Academy school in particular.  The doctor's surgeries are full.  All this shows that Chalfont St 
Peter has been developed beyond its limits already and further plans would lead to major infrastructure issues. 
Question 17 - in the National Policy Framework there are 5 stated purposes of including land within Green Belt,to 
check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas, to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one 
another, to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, to preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns and to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land.  All the sites identified have been classed as Green Belt for a purpose and I do not believe there is 
any logical reason to change the status of these sites.  As already stated Chalfont St Peter has already agreed to 
develop 600 homes and to consider removing the green belt status of more land is going against all previous 
policies.  We must maintain all Green Belt to aid biodiversity, encourage wildlife, decrease pollution and reduce 
the effects of climate change for future generations. 

Rep2688 
Mr & Mrs John & 
Julie Testa 

Firstly, no green belt land should be declassified to allow for building until all other options have been exhausted.  
Amersham and Chesham Bois lie in an AONB and as such their environs should be protected to maintain the 
AONB.  Local councils have been opposed to the desecration of the AONB by HS2 and this should be no different. 
With regards specifically to Parcel 22b: Blackwell Stubbs and the adjacent Quill Hall Farm.  This area, when 
investigated for declassification in Green Belt Assessment Part 1, was not recommended for proceeding to Part 2, 
so it seems strange that it has even been included in the consultation.  Blackwell Stubbs is an ancient woodland, 
owned by the Woodland Trust, the likes of which the council has been trying to stop destruction by HS2.  
Additionally, the site itself is a steep-sided narrow valley which even with clearing of the woodland would be a 
challenging development location. The Blackwell Stubbs woods are used extensively by local people of all ages 
and is home to a variety of flora and fauna, including badgers and bats, and their loss would be detrimental to 
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the feel and character of the St Leonards Road and Stubbs Wood area and also of Chesham Bois as a whole. 
Question 10.  There must be specific provision for elderly care.  People are living longer and going through 
various stages of need as they age; there are good examples of housing for the elderly that provide for that 
developing requirement on a single site where e.g. social workers and catering are available (Housing 21 is a 
good example). Question 16.  Various aspects of local infrastructure are already under pressure and must be 
addressed before there is any significant increase in housing: 1.  Water supply.  Our source of water is the local 
aquifer which on occasion over the past few years has been at ‘amber’ levels.  We have no reservoirs to call on 
and as far as we are aware, there is no means of pumping water in from elsewhere. 2.  Sewage.  This has been a 
cause of local concern for some years where the local sewage works have sometimes been unable to cope and 
there have been instances of sewage being discharged into the River Chess. 3. Schools.  Locally, these are full as 
many families move to the area because of our good schools.  How would expansion of local schools be achieved 
without detriment to the quality where much of the ‘old’ school land has already been given up to housing? 
4.  Healthcare.  Doctor’s surgeries are under pressure with increased difficulty in getting an appointment. 5.  
Transport.  Unless you want to travel to London, Aylesbury or High Wycombe transport is almost none existent. 
More housing will mean more cars and increased congestion with increased difficulty in accessing hospitals. 
The need for more housing is obvious but this should not mean that we abandon the green belt or spoil the 
AONB but we should also ensure that we provide sufficient good quality social housing and flexible housing that 
meets the needs of the elderly. 

Rep2689 
 Sukaina Fazel 

I am emailing you today to express my deep concern and opposition to the planned usurpation of the green belt 
land for more housing. My concerns are based on the following logic: 1. Our current infrastructure cannot cope 
in its existing format. Places at schools are already at a premium, whilst traffic is becoming more and more 
excessive by the day. This current plan will significantly worsen the situation. 2. Little Chalfont has already seen 
the added development of estates in Bell Lane and the new developments behind Chenies Parade. I would 
strongly urge you to now remove Little Chalfont from the short list of main settlements for growth in the councils 
core strategy. 3. I find it incredible that the council would decide to allow an area of outstanding natural beauty 
to be consumed by housing thus destroying a beautiful heritage. 4. Westwood park is enjoyed by so many 
residents, old and young. There is a successful football club which runs every Saturday and has become a 
community initiative that we should all be very proud of. The loss of Westwood Park would have a detrimental 
effect on community spirit. 
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Rep2691 
Mr George 
Desoutter 

I have recently moved back to the area around Chesham, which I grew up in until the age of 18. Having lived in 
other parts of England for the past 20 years, I have seen how other areas have coped with the increasing 
demands on housing and other infrastructure and employment needs. In general I believe that a balanced, 
organically grown and community led approach works best when considering new developments. Above all else, 
I think that smaller scale high quality developments are more likely to succeed in integrating within the existing 
communities. Unfortunately the Buckinghamshire approach to development since the Second World War has 
been just to build more nondescript, soulless housing estates, with no thought going into the important factors 
that create communities. A community consists of a lot more than just rows upon rows of identical looking 
lowest common denominator houses. It is about places to meet, such as shops, pubs, community centres, 
churches etc. All too often this is completely forgotten. In addition to this there is the question of supporting 
services and infrastructure. The main thing I have noticed since moving back to the area is the huge increase in 
traffic, the current road network is already at breaking point and most of the planned development areas that 
are being proposed are in the vicinity of known traffic hotspots. The scale of development being considered is of 
such monumental proportions that I am sure that the local areas will not be able to sustain their current diverse 
and unique characters and instead we will join the ranks of the rest of greater London suburbia. The proposed 
plan to build housing and areas for business development in the areas around Chesham and Amersham in 
particular upset me for the following reasons: Firstly, the area is currently a beautiful green space that is 
cherished and valued by the local community. Replacing this area with buildings will remove the enjoyment of 
living there for the residents. It will devastate the beauty of the area; a feature that has attracted people to live 
there for years and it will expunge the existing wildlife. I therefore fail to see how this plan 'respects our valued 
and quality environments' as it purports to achieve. Secondly, the new housing will exacerbate traffic problems 
in already overburdened roads and it is impossible to see how extra car parking spaces can be accommodated. 
The substantial increase in residents will place demands on local services such as GP practices and schools. I am 
deeply concerned that despite the promise to research infrastructural needs, this will be woefully inadequate 
ergo putting a crippling strain on all service providers. These concerns do not provide the community with 
balanced outcomes. I feel that it is disillusioned and depressingly disruptive. There is another approach and one 
which I believe could both improve our communities and also go some way to addressing our housing shortage. 
You only have to walk down Chesham high street to see the sheer number of boarded up shops. It is not just the 
empty or semi derelict commercial properties that could be redeveloped into multi-purpose dwellings, but also 
the empty houses and other areas that are in desperate need of some investment and care. All too often the 
approach is we’ve failed here, so we’ll start again and make another mess over there in a completely untouched 
part of green countryside. London is an excellent example of the old proverb “necessity is the mother of all 
invention”. Here is a place which is experiencing unprecedented levels of population growth and still manages to 
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increase housing supply whilst not infringing on green land such as parks and other protected areas. There is no 
other option for London and therefore it has to find inventive, creative and in the most part successful ways of 
redeveloping existing developed land. That is the approach we need to take here and when done in an intelligent 
and considered way, could improve our urban landscape whilst maintaining both our natural and architectural 
heritage that can never be replaced. A final point to consider is this local plan, in part depends on the outcome of 
the EU referendum on 23rd June. It is clear in my mind that a vote to leave the EU will significantly reduce the 
overall need for extra housing in this area and therefore I urge people to consider all of the above before placing 
their vote. 

Rep2693 
 Amelia Durbin 

I am a pupil from little Chalfont Primary School and my age is 9. I do not agree with your plans for little Chalfont 
and this is why. First you will destroy AONB in-cluding wildlife and its natural habitat. Then our village will 
becombe a town and will need to be called Big Chalfont. There will be more traffic and buisy shops. Also our 
school has no space for all the new children. I enjoy cycling in the field next to the park, and being able to play on 
whatever I want to in the park. If this is carried out I wont be able to do this any more. This is why I am against 
your plans.  

  

Rep2694 
Mr Christopher 
Cansdale 

I would like to object most strongly regarding the long term proposal to consider removing Green Belt status the 
piece of land bordered by Stony Lane, Latimer Road and Bell, Little Chalfont.  (22a) The Chess Valley is probably 
the most scenic valley in the Chiltern District and as such is visited by many people - not only by those living 
locally but also by many people from London.  To release this land from Green Belt status, with the inevitable 
residential housing that would follow, would completely destroy the character of the valley and its surroundings. 
The position of Latimer House, overlooking the lakes and waterfalls of Latimer Park, underlines the beauty of the 
valley, with the River Chess slowly winding its way down towards Chenies.  To have any form of residential 
development on the southern side of the valley would be a sacrilege and remove what is probably the nearest 
and most attractive piece of countryside for anyone living in the west of London to come and visit, enjoy and 
unwind.   Indeed, a new footpath was created about 14 years ago along the northern edge of Latimer Park (part 
of the Chess Valley) and the footpath then became part of the very popular Chess Valley Walk. I understand that 
any Green Belt boundary considerations have to observe any natural features when deterimining boundaries.  I 
would contend that the southern edge of West Wood is the correct boundary for any potential development of 
any sort - the woods themselves shielding from view any such devepoment when viewed from the northern side 
of the valley.  e.g. Latimer House. The area under consideration (22a) is designated as one of Outstanding Natural  
Beauty and is also a Conservation Area.  As such it should be left untouched, despite any reports / 
recommendations submitted by  "professional" land agents. 
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Rep2695 
Mr Adrian 
Whittred 

Q8 - To review existing new and existing town developments within a 10-15 mile radius of Amersham/Little 
Chalfont with the view of expanding building opportunities in an area that already has adequate infrastructure, ie 
schools, doctors, hospital, road and rail access. Q17 - There are various points for consideration and review as 
part of the consultation on the Joint Local Plan, including, but not limited to: - increased population and the 
impact upon already over-subscribed schools, particularly in Little Chalfont & Amersham, where would new 
schools be built to accommodate the increase? - impact upon rail commuting from Chalfont & Latimer station. 
Both station car parks are already fully-utilised and commuters currently park in residential roads, ie leading to 
Westwood park - increased throughflow of traffic from J18 of the M25 coming through Chenies towards Latimer, 
current roads ill-equipped to handle such a volume of vehicles. In particular additional offshoot traffic towards 
Ley Hill and beyond via Latimer and necessary road-widening of existing narrow country lanes. In addition, the 
crossroads junction at the bottom of Stoney Lane and Latimer Valley road has always been an accident black-
spot - increased number of vehicles would surely exacerbate this situation. - the need for an additional hospital. 
With hospitals in Watford, High Wycombe and Stoke Mandeville already serving their immediate town 
population and surrounding areas, the increase in population would place severe issues on the three 
aforementioned hospitals.- the removal of Green Belt status and resultant building would have a devastating 
effect on the current area of outstanding natural beauty enjoyed by ramblers, dog-walkers, horse riders, etc, plus 
the woods, trees and fiels which are home to a variety of flora ans fauna. - Of paricular concern is the potential 
destroying of the beautiful vista from the Chess Valley walk footpath alongside the Latimer Park conference 
centre and hotel, a particular tourist feature currently. 

  

Rep2696 
Cllr Seb Berry 

I very much welcome the submission from the Great Missenden Village Association (GMVA).  To declare an 
interest, I am a former Chairman of GMVA and still serve as a Committee member.  In particular, I would like to 
emphasise the following three points: 1/ After six long years of collective CDC action to defend the Chilterns 
AONB and green belt from HS2, it is disappointing that village communities, including Great Missenden in the 
very heart of the AONB now face the possibility of green belt housing “extensions.”    This is the very opposite of 
what was promised by the new Government in its Election Manifesto just 10 months ago ie that "we will ensure 
that local people have more control over planning and protect the green belt."   I do welcome the fact that the 
inclusion of the word “urban” in the initial draft document was subsequently dropped, but nevertheless it is 
unclear why a small village such as Great Missenden is still included alongside much larger settlements such as 
Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles in option E in the consultation document. 2/ Village organisations do support 
the sensible and sensitive redevelopment of village centre sites that respect the current conservation area 
boundaries and are built to village design statement standards.   GMVA recognises that this approach can 
provide additional housing and help to ensure sustainable and environmentally friendly growth in the village.   
Obvious significant village centre sites include Chalk Leys and the former Tesco land.     It is also clear however, 
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that not every village centre site will be suitable for housing development and that other considerations will need 
to be taken into account, not least the balance between housing demand and employment/local businesses.    
For example, Great Missenden garage on Rignall Rd provides a valuable local service as well as important local 
employment and should not be taken forwards as a possible housing development site.  3/ It is no surprise that 
“landowners and developers” are interested in building housing extensions to AONB communities, but it’s clear 
that to the contrary, Great Missenden organisations, including the village association, support development 
within the current village boundaries.    That is the only way to ensure full protection for the AONB and its 
associated tourist economy, bearing in mind that through the Roald Dahl Museum and Story Centre, Great 
Missenden is by far the largest visitor centre in this part of the AONB.   In this context, it is disturbing to see Great 
Missenden referred to as a "built up area" in Option J.  To emphasise the point made above, surely we have not 
spent six years fighting to protect our village and its tourist economy from HS2, only now to face the possible 
prospect of many years of housing “extension” green belt blight around the village. The consultation document is 
disappointingly thin in terms of dealing with this crucial AONB issue.  The Council and its leadership now needs to 
be far more robust in standing up for the AONB and the integrity of villages such as Great Missenden, particularly 
when there is zero evidence of any resident support for such "extensions."  

Rep2697 
 Gavin Bashford 

I am writing to object to the  planning proposal of building on the Nashleigh hill recreational ground.  This open 
green space is an asset to the community of Chesham and is well used in all seasons. Further down the Vale 
there is not the infrastructure in roads to take the proposed traffic.   Vale road  is well known for  flooding and 
tarmacic over large areas will make this worse. 

  

Rep2698 
 Jo Gregory 

I am unsure if there is an official form I need to complete, however I would like to register my objection to the 
planned development of the fields and play area at Nashleigh Hill (Chesham). I am concerned that all the over 
development in Chesham is very detrimental to the community and the ecological stability of the local area. 
People move here for the community, they do not move here for the place to be destroyed by over priced 
unattractive housing or industrial estates. The area will suffer, people will move and communities will fail. 
In addition to this the removal of green spaces greatly increases the flood risk, especially in valley areas. 
Removing such a large and valued green space would ecologically damage the area. If there is a form can I please 
have it this morning as I am aware the deadline is today to object to this crazy proposal.  

  

Rep2701 
Dr Frank Lim 

The area the council is considering to development is adjacent to Stubbs wood. The development will adversely 
affect Stubbs wood and the neighbourhood as a place to live. Our objection is based on the following:  
The area is bordered by narrow country lanes. These will need to be widened and new alless roads created, 
bringing in more traffic and noise. The beautiful views we now enjoy walking in the Chess valley will be ruined. 
The habitats of small animals and birds we so enjoy seeing will be destroyed. 
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Rep2703 
 Tiago Silvestre 

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

  

Rep2704 
Miss Kerry Booth 

I am writing to object to the over development of Little Chalfont and in particular the proposed development on 
the Green Belt. If this development goes ahead, the infrastructure of Little Chalfont would be seriously 
compromised, as the existing amenities are already stretched. As a daily commuter, I rarely get a seat on the 
train now.   The traffic is very busy around Little Chalfont and surrounding areas, especially as the A404 runs 
through the centre of the village and is congested with lorries, causing pollution. The local school, Little Chalfont 
Primary School, where my three children went, has a waiting list. Therefore it is essential that Little Chalfont 
should be excluded as a 'settlement for development'. I feel very strongly that the Green Belt should be 
protected. It was introduced to stop the spread of urban sprawl and prevent neighbouring towns merging into 
one another and preserve the unique character of the small villages. Now that the population of the UK has 
grown and continues to grow, the Green Belt needs to be protected more than ever. I am very worried that 
Westwood Park has been identified as a possible development site. My son played football for 10 years at 
Westwood park football club, along with hundreds of other children. If this park were to be built on, this would 
have a devastating affect on the children of Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont has already faced excessive expansion 
over the past few years, compared to other areas in Bucks. For example the large development in Bell Lane (250 
homes) and the Donkey field (45 homes). And there is additional housing proposed next to the VW garage. Little 
Chalfont simply cannot absorb any more expansion, for the reasons mentioned above. It is now time that Little 
Chalfont is removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the council's core strategy and urge you 
strongly to consider all of the points outlined here 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   

 

Rep2705 
Mr Jonathan 
Marris 

I am deeply shocked to see the plans for the expansion to the north and east of Chesham. These plans seem not 
to have been thought through very well at all. There are several reasons not only for concern, but that I would 
suggest, requires these plans to be scrapped and I will out line these below. The first and most important point is 
that the ground proposed to be built on is classified as greenbelt in an area of outstanding natural beauty. It 
seems to me that the purpose of 'greenbelt' land is to protect against sprawling expansion of towns into the 
countryside around London and effectively the plans for this build ride rough shod over this principle. Once the 
countryside is gone - it is gone FOREVER. There is no second chances and part of Chesham's unique character is 
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the great relationship we have with our surrounding environment. What is the point of having designated 
greenbelt areas if we are able to build on it?! We purchased our house in Chesham 18 months ago and one of the 
reasons we chose to buy the house was that the park, woodland and fields at the end of the our road are within 
a 2 minute walk and form part of the view from our hill and from our houses along this road. My wife and I love 
seeing the Red Kites circling overhead and we fear this would have a huge and detrimental imact on the natural 
habitat of all sorts of creatures who we love seeing on our walks and cycling trips. The second reason I object to 
this planning submission is that we know that there are inherent adverse effects on the water table caused 
directly from building on greenfield sites. This is compounded by two things happening. First, and perhaps most 
obviously, the increased number of houses and offices will increase the amount of water the town consumes 
overall thereby putting further pressure on the local watertable. Second, impervious surfaces such as tarmac and 
concrete will prevent precious rainwater from percolating down through the soil and chalk and replenishing the 
water held in the ground beneath us. Our very town shares its name with the 'river' that runs though the Chess 
Valley. How often do we see this river just a collection of dry pebbles and weeds where once a few feet of water 
flowed providing a habitat for birds, fish and plants in the types of environment increasingly under pressure now 
from building projects exactly like this one? We have had a few reasonable years of the river Chess flowing 
although it seems to have reduced again more recently. Going ahead with this plan to build industrial, offices and 
houses will certainly mean we will have seen the last of the chess flowing as hundreds of thousands of litres of 
rainwater every year will be prevented from supporting the river and the ecosystems that rely on it. The third 
reason for my objection is due to the towns current road infrastructure. There is simply no way the single, 
congested main road through Chesham can handle more traffic. If you look at a map of Chesham it has 
something of an hour glass appearance and St Mary's way is the only way of getting from on side of town to the 
the other. Likewise, there are already issues of parking in and around the town centre. From the plans submitted 
we could see another 1500 cars on Chesham's roads and that is just from the housing. What about the further 
number of cars driven by people who may live outside Chesham but still need to get to the new industrial/office 
every day? Often both the Sainsbury's and Star Yard car parks are full and a larger population will do nothing to 
improve this situation. I submit that if this plan was to go ahead it would very quickly become apparent that 
Chesham would require multistory carparks - an eyesore at the best of times and certainly not in keeping with 
Chesham's quaint and historic feel and we would also need some kind of bypass of flyover which was able to take 
traffic quickly from one end of town (near the A41) to the other end (bottom of Amersham Hill) which would 
obliterate yet more countryside and quicken the loss of the Chesham's unique and precious character as a whole. 
If you want an example of somewhere where planning and ambition has got ahead of what the road 
infrastucture can handle you only need to try and drive in to Apsley on a Saturday morning. So in summary - 
Chesham and it's environment will simply not be able to sustain the plans submitted for this proposal. We will 
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lose historic farmland and countryside forever, permanently and detrimentally changing the very character of 
this town. We will not only lose countryside but the pockets of nature and history within the town, along the 
river and its associated ecosystems will be irreperably damaged to the point where the river which shares it's 
very name with the town will cease to exist. The geography of the town is in no way conducive to this type and 
scale of expansion. The bottleneck that is St Mary's Way will become under even more pressure and the town 
will have to undergo some kind of remodelling. I can genuinely and truthfully say I have not spoken to a single 
friend or relative in Chesham who has anything positive thing to say about what these plans will mean for 
existing residents of our unique and charming town. I understand there is pressure on housing and as a country 
we need more of it. However I urge you not to be swayed by central government or by large housing companies 
who would bend over backwards to try and build houses in something they see as nothing more than prime-real 
estate. They do not see the locals, the existing residents and they do not live in the town on a day by day basis. 
With the spectre of HS2 looming large - I urge you to think of Chesham and how we can work to preserve and 
protect our town and the environment in which she lies. 

Rep2706 
 Planning Field 
Officers Chiltern 
Society 
Planning Field 
Officers 
The Chiltern 
Society 

Question 1 - We question the validity of the assessment. The numbers are very specific even though the 
paragraph 28 states: “establishing future need for housing is not an exact science”. The study has only applied 
uplifts and there is no attempt to apply sensitivity in either direction or to provide a range. Any linkage between 
the demographics and type of housing has been lost. In stating how many units are required, developers are 
likely to cherry pick those type of units that are most profitable for their business. This could result mis-delivery 
and lack of diversity of housing, in turn affecting the character of villages and towns. The consultation document 
should define what kind of housing is required by age group and emphasise a healthy mix and infrastructure 
needs (limiting car journeys). There is no mention of multi-generational living or availability of down-size 
property requirements. Question 2 - It is noted that the evidence documents have not all been finalised. They are 
at different stages of completion as defined in the various methodologies. Without an accurate view on the 
number of dwellings and other needs that can be met by the sites identified in the HELAA, it is hard to comment. 
We suggest that a density standard be introduced. Question 4 - We regard this question as largely academic. The 
decision has been made without prior consultation so why ask this question. Our understanding is that the 
decision was made on cost and resourcing grounds. We do note however that the Local Government Association 
advises that a Green Belt Assessment should not be done by a single District but jointly with a neighbouring 
District(s). Question 5 - We suggest that clear, measurable criteria are attached to each option. The criteria must 
define a clear hierarchy which is driven by best use of available land within urban boundaries. The Green Belt is 
not an option. Question 6 - Do you have comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site 
options that could be part of these options? • Option A should be split, separating the change of use as a 
separate option • Option B should be incorporated in option A • Options C, D and E are quite the same but 
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significantly different in size and character. Options should consider this rather than geography. • Option F 
should be removed as it will seriously affect the character and charm of those locations and the countryside 
around it. Strict rules on development of Green Belt land should be enforced. • Option G is essentially the Green 
Belt review on which we have expressed our views and should be removed. • Option I should be removed • 
Option J’s emphasis should be on sustainability with due consideration for the environment, biodiversity and 
infrastructure, including water supply and waste water management. • Option K has too many legs. Employment 
space should be provided beyond the centre of settlements with exception of retail and other household centric 
business activities like restaurants, entertainment, small scale design, etc.. Industrial units should be located in 
industrial estates. • Option L is a catch-all which does not accord with the point on clear criteria expressed in 
questions 5. 

Rep2707 
Mr Prashant 
Chotai 

Question 1 & 2 - The Green Belt land around Little Chalfont has prevented the unrestricted urban sprawl and this 
has been very effective. It has protected the natural environment as well as a retreat for wildlife. The designated 
Green Belt area should be considered as an asset for the community at large to be handed over to the next 
generation in the same condition as acquired if not improved. To open this land for development would be a 
betrayal to the future generation – we are simply custodians of this land and should protect it in its current state.  
The well-defined boundaries of the village should be maintained and a merger with Amersham will simply mean 
that the village loses it character. What is proposed will do immense harm to the character of the village which is 
very special. The Village infrastructure is unable to cope with any further development which has seen its fair 
share of residential development without any corresponding improvement to its infrastructure. We have 
something unique here, please don’t spoil it. Question 4 - I strongly disagree with the proposed vision and 
objectives especially as it ignores the views of the local community. Protection of the Green Belt area is very 
important for the character of the village and it brings immense economic benefit which the Joint Local Plan fails 
to appreciate. Adequate consideration has not been given to brownfield sites by the Council and that is where 
attention should be focused for any development. Question 8 - As previously stated, adequate consideration has 
not been given to the brownfield sites available. The Council should make every effort to identify such sites. I 
would also question the need for any employment development as technology will make such requirement 
redundant in the near future. Accordingly, any consultation should take account of future technology changes. 
Business are now showing a preference to locate outside of the areas surrounding London, the plan does not 
take account of this change in attitude of the large businesses and as such there is no need to add further 
employment development in and around Little Chalfont. Question 16 - There is currently only one secondary 
school in the village and that too is oversubscribed. The Council is currently failing to fully fund it and the school 
looks to the parents for financial support. There is a lack of adequate provision of GP service and it is very 
difficult to get a timely appointment with the local GP. Any further development would put considerable strain 
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on this service. The Village has a major problem with parking especially with commuters parking in residential 
streets near the station. The train service is already inadequate with only standing room during the peak hours. 
Any development around Roughwood Lane and Long Walk will put considerable pressure on surrounding roads 
which are already busy. Indeed, it is impossible for two cars to pass on Roughwood Lane which means that any 
development will require a larger road. This is in turn will increase the traffic levels on the surrounding roads. 

Rep2708 
 Nathaniel 
Brocklesby 

I was born and raised in Little Chalfont. educated locally and The Nines, Village Way has been my home since 
birth. I have not had time to study all the plans in great detail (they are lengthy!) but I must confess at being 
astounded as to the size and extent of the proposals.  It would completely change the whole character and 
nature of Little Chalfont.  We have already had the largest increase, 12.4% in housing/dwellings, compared to 
nearby towns/villages and yet a much greater and significantly higher proportion is being contemplated!  Little 
Chalfont would become a town with urbanisation spreading unchecked into other towns and villages.  I thought 
the Green Belt was designed to stop such insidious encroachments, though in this case it is blatant. Having lived 
here and particularly as an adult, it is becoming obvious that the present infrastructure is already stretched.  I can 
walk up to the shops fortunately but parking is a nightmare and the volume of traffic on our roads leading in and 
out of Little Chalfont is causing queues and traffic jams.  But it's also the demand on our surgeries and dentists, 
and public services, never mind our schools.  All are reaching full capacity. I completely oppose such planning 
proposals and trust our councillors and representatives will uphold omy views and opposition. 

  

Rep2712 
Mrs Jennifer M. 
Woolveridge 

Summary: Q1 – Current approvals are for houses to large and expensive to be accessible to ordinary residents. 
Addressing landbanking should be part of the solution to greater housing provision. Figures for each district 
should be calculated individually. Employment and housing need appears speculative - working from home 
appears to have not been considered in the HEDNA. Q2 – Smaller units/higher density would minimise the need 
for Green Belt release. Q4 – Local Plan should include improved design, enhancement of local character, 
strengthening of Conservation Areas, better imfrastructure and faster broadband in its scope. Main issues for GX 
are medical facilities, impact of Heathrow expansion, school provision, lack of affordable housing, infrastructure. 
Q5 – A> J> C> H> B. Q6 – Area 47b performs Green Belt functions strongly and should not be considered for 
release. There is currently a surplus of office floorspace in GX. Parcels 65a and 69 also perform Green Belt 
functions strongly and should not be considered for release. AVDC should be encouraged to contribute to 
meeting SBDC’s unmet need. Q8 – Remove Right to Buy for all Housing Association properties. Q10 – GX has a 
surplus of large scale specialist aged care facilities. Capacity for independent living should be boosted instead.  
Q11 – Heritage Strategy for SBDC compares unfavourable to CDC. Q12 – An extensive list of local heritage assets 
is provided. Q13 – Waspeys Wood should receive local green space designation. Q14 – residents value viable 
town centre, accessible public services and leisure facilities, transport options and available of outdoor pursuits. 
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Q15 – Townscape advice should be strengthened. Q16 – Residential development is outpacing infrastructure 
development in GX. Viability of range of services risks being undermined if this continues. Q17 – SBDC performs 
poorly in the Sustainability Appraisal. GX already overwhelmed with growth. Release of four parcels excessive.  

Rep2713 
Mr Jonathan Harbottle 
Land and Partners Limited 

Site nomination – ‘Eunice Park’, Pheasnt Rise, Chesham.  
 

Rep2716 
 Purdy Rubin 

I wish to register my objection to the proposal to include in the local plan under consideration, the development 
of residential and light industrial use in the Chess Valley.  This is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and 
Green Belt.  It has been preserved over many years and is highly prized by all and an extremely important aspect 
of our environment. The Stage 1 development will do enormous damage, but this pails into insignificance in 
comparison to Stage 2 suggestion of development all the way down to the Latimer Road. 

  

Rep2717 
Mr Guy Gorton 

The document is very confusing for someone not accustomed to civil service jargon, so all I can do is spell out 
some thoughts – question 17, if you like. 1. The District Councils must be under huge pressure from somewhere 
to propose such draconian measures.  Can the pressure be resisted and a more moderate plan considered? 
2. Details of planning proposals – the land now occupied by the C St. P Community Centre should never be 
redeveloped.  The large area to te north of the epilipsy centre is surely the site of a HS2 worksite which will 
consume years.  The land between A40 and railway at GX – would the public footpath be protected? I am running 
out of time! 

  

Rep2719 
 Alan Walles 

I am writing to express my concern over the above public consultation for the housing and industrial / 
employment development in Chesham. The current infrastructure does not support such large developments. 
There are already significant traffic demands on Chesham’s roads and such developments would severely 
increase that capacity.  It would mean an increase in fumes which would impact on air pollution levels and such 
proposed reduction of green land areas would add to the environmental impact. At the present time people can 
enjoy the local environment without having to use their cars and the loss of such green areas would be 
significant.  The proposal to redevelop the Nashleigh fields area would be most unwelcome as the area is used 
frequently by families and dog walkers.  Also children play in that area and it provides them with much needed 
access to open spaces with the associated health benefits. The plan for additional housing indicates that less 
than 50% would be affordable housing which would not therefore provide increased benefit to local people.  
Numerous local families, my own neighbours included, have had to leave the Chesham area for cheaper housing 
in Aylesbury. The proposed level of build would just mean further relocation of those seeking housing from the 
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London area. The document sets out plans to increase employment investment via the development of 
warehouses etc.  Given that there are a number of units to let in areas around Chesham, such as Asheridge Road, 
it is debatable that there is a proven demand for such facilities.  It would be most regrettable if current green 
land was lost for a site to be developed and then remain unoccupied for long periods of time. The document 
states that it was not appropriate to collaborate with Hertfordshire which may be a lost opportunity as sites such 
as Bovingdon air field would be more appropriate redevelopment areas than existing green belt area.   

Rep2720 
Ms Sally Bruce 

In my viewthe following areas should remain as greenbelt - Mill Meadow- important public access to open 
countryside, very important sport + recreation - school playing fields/running track, football  + tennis clubs + 
scout hut +millenium wood for nature conservation + important allotments (x2) - Epilepsy Society site - this 
forms an important break between chalfont st peter and the surrounding areas of development to prevent urban 
sprawl and ruining the village characteristic of chalfont. - Likewise the area towards the A40 would extend the 
village beyond the corrent boundary for building. The one area that would appear suitable for delisting is near 
Winkers Farm on Denham Lane. 

  

Rep2721 
Little Chalfont 
Parish Council and 
Community 
Association 

On behalf of the Little Chalfont Community Association and the Little Chalfont Parish Council, we enclose  our 
findings and conclusions.    We draw your attention in particular to the 5 Annexes attached to our full response, 
as these set out in detail, why the areas being tested in the Green Belt Assessment should remain in the Green 
Belt. It is also apposite to highlight that our findings and conclusions are very much a representation of the views 
of the community, as you will have evidenced through the many responses that have been submitted by 
residents.  With regard to the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Report: Methodology and Assessment of 
General Areas Chapters 1—7, we feel bound to express our deep disappointment, that this has only been made 
available four days from the close of the consultation on 14 March. This is an unreasonably short period to 
expect it to be absorbed in time for comments to be made by the 14 March and certainly not consistent with the 
Councils’ Statement of Community Involvement’. We fully recognise the pressures from government to provide 
housing and the difficult challenge to Chiltern District Council (COC) to ensure that it has a sound Local Plan 
prepared in relatively short timescales but the conclusions that we have reached are based on a thorough review 
of the evidence provided and, most importantly, they reflect the views of the l.ittle Chalfont community. The 
community’s views result from a survey questionnaire to residents undertaken in January 2015, the feedback 
received from three public meetings held in February 2016 and in the many responses to the current 
consultation submitted by residents. 
Principal Conclusions of the Community-  1. There should be no release of Green Belt and AONB within the 
District and particularly surrounding Little Chalfont. Release of Green Belt is contrary to the NPPF and the need 
for housing cannot constitute the ‘very special circumstance? required for such release. Additional evidence is 
provided to demonstrate why the areas being tested under the Green Belt Assessment for Little Chalfont should 
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remain within the Green Belt   2. The inclusion of Little Chalfont in the Plan as a main settlement for growth is 
neitherjustified nor viable and we formally request that it is removed.   The presumption that the existence of a 
tube and railway station, in isolation, warrants the development of a settlement is misconceived. Other 
development criteria must be taken into account (Infrastructure, SustainabUity etc.) and we demonstrate that in 
the case of Little Chalfont, the evidence clearly shows that further major development cannot be 
accommodated.     
Cconclusions reached is detailed in our full response:   1   Green Belt & AONB   -   It is our opinion that the 
Metropolitan Green Belt is an asset to a community far greater than Chiltern district and it is noted that there is 
no legal requirement for a Green Belt Assessment. However, we acknowledge that, in view of the issues 
connected with the Duty to Cooperate, such an assessment is appropriate for CDC/SBDC.  It is our view that the 
methodology adopted by CDC/SBDC to assess the ‘strength’ of existing Green Belt is not in the spirit of the NPPF 
guidance, and disregards CDC/SBDC’s obligation to protect and enhance Green Belt. The Part 1 Green Belt 
Assessment utilises parcels of land which have durable boundaries as defined in the National Planning Policy 
Framework. For the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment, these parcels have been fragmented into smaller parcels and 
some merged with other parcels. These revised parcels are larger than the parcels of land identified as possible 
areas for housing or economic development in the Regulation 18 Consultation Document. The reasons for this 
have not been made publically available. The basis of this action appears to be subjective and illogical. We are 
concerned that the revised parcels of land could be considered inappropriately selected to be more vulnerable. 
Also, the revised parcels of land which are being considered for the Part 2 Assessment are no longer defined by 
hard boundaries such as Class A roads, railway lines or rivers. In most cases the boundaries are small country 
lanes, with a change justified on “necessary flexibility”. We challenge this methodology, which appears to be 
against the spirit of the NPPF guidance, and disregards CDC/SBDC’s obligation to protect and enhance Green Belt 
We conclude that the methodology cannot be used as a basis for declassifying Green Belt and that housing and 
economic development should not be permitted on Green Belt.  Regarding the AONB, we maintain that the Local 
Plan should continue to protect and keep precious the existing AONB sites and boundaries. 
Infrastructure - The Infrastructure Capacity Study makes no progress in addressing this crucial element of the 
Local Plan, required at the early stages of a Plan preparation, other that identify that there is a problem.  We 
identify the chronic and grave issues that Little Chalfont has in the areas of traffic, parking, transport, education, 
health and utility supplies. These issues exist for the community as it stands today and will be unmanageable if 
further major development takes place. We have also concluded from our research and enquiries that most 
cannot be resolved.  Furthermore, even with small scale development with our existing boundaries, the village 
will be seriously affected by developments in neighbouring settlements (e.g. Newland Park), which will in any 
event cause major problems for traffic, transport and parking. 
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Sustainability - It is our view that, whilst the Appraisal is long and detailed, it is inconclusive and has significant 
deficiencies in the methodology. These are expanded upon in our full response.  The Sustainability Appraisal 
utilises a process of pre mitigation assessments, application of mitigation measures and post mitigation 
assessments to substantiate the sustainability of the proposed housing and economic developments. In our 
opinion this methodology and its implementation is flawed and as a result we consider that the Sustainability 
Appraisal is not fit for purpose.  Unlike most other settlements, we have a major link road (A404) running 
through the centre of the village and this differentiation alone, recognising the inevitable effects described, 
shows why Little Chalfont cannot be a ‘main settlement for growth’. 
Housing Needs ([(MA & FEMA) - The definition of the housing and functional economic market areas and the 
decision to prepare a joint Local Plan with South Bucks District Council has not taken account of the unique 
characteristics of Chiltern district, namely 72% of Chiltern district is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. Given that CDC and South Bucks District Council have already committed to preparing a Joint Local Plan 
and that the Objectively Assessed Housing Need calculation has been undertaken without the opportunity for 
consultation, we request that measures are put in place to ensure the unique characteristics of Chiltern district 
are protected through the drafting of the newJoint Local Plan. The calculation of the forecast population growth 
included in the Housing and Economic Needs Assessment is based upon an unrepresentative short baseline of 
data. We are of the opinion that this results in an over estimate of the Objectively Assessed Housing Need and 
that this should be recalculated. Chiltern district may not conform to the criteria for undertaking an Objectively 
Assessed Housing Need. Chiltern district is a desirable place to live given its rich countryside and open spaces. It 
attracts a market premium which is driven by the demand from people who want to live there. 
Land Availability (HELAA) - The land availability assessment does not take into consideration the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty status. We are of the opinion that Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty should be 
afforded the protection provided by The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 which says the 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty’s purpose is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty. In our view those 
words do not permit large scale housing or industrial development.   We confirm acceptability of the sites within 
the built-up area of Little Chalfont, identified in the HEI.AA (with one exception) and will be submitting 
recommendations well before the preparation of the Preferred Options Consultation, not only for their preferred 
use but also the priorities for development within our existing boundaries. 
Community Involvement - The development of a Local Plan is intended to permit local residents the opportunity 
to shape their communities. We have achieved this and there is clear evidence from our community that they 
wish to conserve the current Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. They recognise the need for 
housing development but are of the opinion Little Chalfont has already accommodated significantly greater 
volumes of development in proportion to its size than other Chiltern district settlements. They are strongly 
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of the opinion that any further development must be within the current boundaries of the village. 
Areas for testing around Little Chalfont - Our comments on each of the proposed sites are included as Annexes to 
Question 6. Each annex considers one of the sites in and near to Little Chalfont proposed by CDC/SBDC for 
further testing. We have reviewed and commented on the specific evidence pertaining to each site, using the 
following factors:  • Review of the definition of the area and how this appears to have been selected;  • Housing 
and Economic Land Availability Assessment, Green Belt Assessment and National Planning Policy Framework 
aspects; • Environmental considerations;  • Ancient woodland impacts;  • Transport and infrastructure;  • 
Recreation and amenity;  • Site specific data from the Sustainability Appraisal; and  • Reference to the 
Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Document.   
Other Comments  -  A) It is our opinion that the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation 
(Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options document and the supporting evidence is NOT joined up and 
does NOT provide any evidence-based justification for the ‘Areas for Further Consideration at Stage 2 for 
Chiltern and South Buck?.  B) It is also our opinion that the inabiTity to meet the Objectively Assessed Housing 
Need does not constitute ‘exceptional circumstances’ for the release of Green Belt. Therefore, we reject any 
proposal to undertake any significant housing or economic development in or immediately adjacent to Little 
Chalfont. We urge Chiltern District Council to fulfil its obligations to protect and enhance the Green Belt and Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty.   C) Little Chalfont is still prepared to play its part in the provision of new housing 
but only within its existing boundaries. There have, of course, been several recent planning approvals of a 
material nature and these will already be contributing to Little Chalfont’s growth. We also ask that these are 
taken into account. In our full submission, we have evidenced our opinions where possible and provided a 
response to all the supplementary topics.   
Comments on Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1: Final Report.   1. The complete version of the 
above report was published on 10 March 2016, leaving inadequate time for us to consider and comment on that 
version before the end of the public consultation on 14 March. Therefore, in the letter covering our main 
response, delivered on 14 March, we reserved the right to add comments on the report after that date.  2. We 
make comment on methodology wording changes that appear in the Final Report and on the two sites affecting 
Little Chalfont, namely RSA-7 & RSA-10.   3. Section 4.2.1 of the Final Report lists changes made to the 
methodology published on 11 August 2015. However, none of the following significant changes, which appear in 
the Final Report, are mentioned there:   a. Section 4.2.3 in the 11 August methodology reads 'permanent man-
made and natural features were selected as the basis ......... '. Section 4.3.3 of the final report reads 'permanent 
man-made and natural features were selected as the initial basis ............. '   b. The decision to choose sub-
divisions for further consideration in Part 2 is given stronger emphasis in sections 4.4.4 and 4.4.5 of the Final 
Report than in the corresponding sections 4.3.4 and 4.3.31 of the 11 August version.   4. We find these changes 
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to be disturbing as, without any reasons being given, they appear to increase the levels of flexibility and 
subjectivity in making final choices. Additionally, they show stronger emphasis in the Final Report on the decision 
to use sub-divisions and by defining them with weaker boundaries..   5. These changes should have been 
mentioned and explained in section 4.2.1. and their absence results in the intent being open to different 
interpretations, including the possibility that the methodology has been driven more by the development need 
than an independent assessment. This has not assisted the task of commenting on the Final Report and we 
therefore ask for clarification. 6. We now comment below on the reasoning and recommendations in the Final 
Report concerning sub-areas RSA-7 (sections 6.4.15 to 6.4.16) and RSA-10 (sections 6.4.21 to 6.4.23), both 
adjacent to Little Chalfont.    
RSA-7 -   7. We oppose release of this site, or any part of it, from the Green Belt.  8. The site appears in three 
forms in the evidence documentation. First, it is part of General Area 22a, which was assessed in the GBA Stage 1 
and found to meet the NPPF Green Belt purposes strongly.  9. Secondly, the eastern part of the site, HELAA site 
CD0 135 'Land at Stony Lane', appears on its own in the map at Appendix 2 to the Issues and Options document. 
We understand that this is the area on which a developer wishes to build housing. In our view CD0 135 would 
meet the NPPF purposes very strongly, scoring 5/5 on Purpose 3 according to the criteria defined in your 
methodology. It has less than 5% built form (one small agricultural building), a strong unspoilt rural character, 
even topography and no internal woodland restricting views. Landscape quality is high (AONB). It is an open area 
not under urban influence and fits the definition of countryside. The eye is drawn naturally to the AONB 
woodland to the north and the open AONB areas to the east and west. As a site visit will show, the houses of 
Chessfield Park to the south are not prominent in the scene.   10. Finally the site appears as RSA-7, where CD0 
135 has been combined with Westwood Park.   11. The reasons now given in the final report (sections 6.4.15 and 
6.4.16) for the 'weakness' of RSA 7 are not, in our view, valid. The provision of playing fields in Green Belt on the 
edge of a settlement does not give a 'semi-urban feel' because it does not reduce the openness of the Green 
Belt. The National Policy Planning Framework (para. 89) allows open sports development as one of the 
appropriate forms of development in the Green Belt. Thus sports grounds do not diminish the importance of the 
Green Belt. Indeed, they reinforce the barrier between urban and rural areas. Recreational buildings of various 
kinds are permitted in Green Belt, and we are not told that this reduces its quality. As a site visit will show, in 
Westwood Park the visual focus is always on the surrounding woods and fields; the local housing is not a 
prominent feature of the scene.    12. If, in spite of our objections, RSA 7 were to be identified as eligible for 
release from the Green Belt, the outcome could be permission for building on the part of the site which meets 
the NPPF purposes strongly (CD0 135), only because it had been artificially combined with an allegedly 'weaker' 
area adjacent to it. We would regard such an outcome as contrived, deplorable, and inconsistent with the proper 
purpose of a Green Belt review.  Individual responses to your consultation will, we expect, have shown that a 
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large number  of Little Chalfont residents would agree.   13. There are many other good reasons for preventing 
development on both the Stony Lane site and Westwood Park: both are in the AONB, adjoin Ancient Woodland 
and the Chess Valley, carry important recreational walking routes, and would present sustainability problems if 
developed. See Annex A in our main response - written before we received the final version of the Report - 
where we have described these factors in more detail. We would add that the improvements which would be 
necessary to Stony Lane - a narrow and winding lane where passing is not possible in places - to accommodate 
more traffic would result in an urbanising effect through loss of the essential countryside/rural feel of this area. 
RSA 10  -   14.We oppose release of this site or any part of it from the Green Belt. The site includes 
General Area 35 (HELAA site CD0 082), which in the GBA Stage 1 assessment scores moderately well against the 
Green Belt Purposes, including 3/5 for Purpose 3. We think Area 35's score for Purpose 2 should have been 
higher than 1/5 because the present houses  along Lodge Lane and Long Walk are 'rows of dwellings in the Green 
Belt' with that special status. This fact is not noted in the Report, but it means that a move of regular housing out 
to Lodge Lane would be a very significant advance towards Chorleywood. Thus we do not accept the statement 
in 6.4.21 that Area 35 makes 'only a minor contribution to preventing coalescence of settlements'. Area 35 has 
greater coalescence interest than the report suggests, and should therefore be considered with a stronger 
presumption against release from the Green Belt.    15. The former golf course in the northern part of the site 
meets Purpose 3 particularly well. In our view, taken on its own it could earn a score of 4/5. It has well under 5% 
built form, well defined boundaries, is mainly open internally and forms a charming open scene on the margins of 
Little Chalfont, projecting tranquillity where it penetrates well into the village. Its loss would damage the amenity 
of the houses in Village Way, Loudhams Wood Lane, Burtons Lane, The Retreat and Oakington Avenue, and the 
tranquillity of the AONB wood on the eastern side of Lodge Lane, which contains a beautiful and much used 
footpath to Chenies. From Lodge Lane the golf club site appears very much part of the open countryside to the 
east, because the houses on its western edge are invisible behind trees.    16. General Area 35 appears in RSA-10 
merged with part of General Area 29, which has been broken up by division along Lodge Lane. The western part 
of General Area 29 has been identified as an option suitable for testing for housing, and extended along 
Roughwood Lane which is not an effective boundary, nor is it a road which could accommodate traffic from 
new housing.    17. In our view, the reasons given in sections 6.4.21 to 6.4.23 for the 'weakness' of RSA 10 are 
not valid. Paddocks, grazing land and the former golf course do not diminish rurality at all.  They are normal 
occurrences in the wider green belt in the UK, and do not reduce openness.  The residential developments and 
'ribbon developments' mentioned are established 'rows of dwellings in the Green Belt' which conform to normal 
planning practice. Extended development along Lodge Lane and Roughwood Lane would bring merger with 
Chalfont St Giles very close.   18. There are other good reasons for preventing development in RSA-10. Part of the 
area is in the AONB, and the rest closely visible from it - so that the beauty of the AONB would be diminished by 
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deterioration of the view outside. There would be sustainability problems, difficulties of transport access, and 
the bad effects of extra traffic on narrow roads in the vicinity such as Roughwood Lane, Lodge Lane and Church 
Grove. Improvements to local roads to accommodate this traffic would result in an urbanising effect on the area 
and the loss of countryside/rural feel. See Annex B in our main response - written before we received the final 
version of the Report - where we have described these factors in more detail.    Character of Little Chalfont   The 
Final Report does nothing to alter the prospect made clear in Appendices 2 and 5 to the Issues and Options 
document, and in maps 6.1a and 6.1b of the earlier Part 1 Green Belt Assessment report, that the options to be 
considered for growth would change the integrity and character of Little Chalfont greatly for the worse. Little 
Chalfont is a small settlement tightly surrounded by Green Belt. The impact of release of our adjacent Green Belt 
would be greater than the impact of similar change on bigger settlements with larger boundaries. The 
table in Section 1.3 of our response of 14 March shows that Little Chalfont has already taken 
more than its share of development. 

Rep2722 
Mr Richard 
Crosbie 

You cannot be serious. Mill Meadow. Build on flood plain destroying the football grid/ cricket pitch/ school 
playing fields/ children play area/ community ctr and more. ES. The sheer size of this development on green belt 
land  is staggering, it would loose a lot of jobs for locals. 43 This is another flood plain area on green belt within 
the colne valley pk and would also mean the loss of Gx golf club which has been there for nearly 100 yrs 

  

Rep2723 
Mr Thomas 
Burridge 

I strongly oppose developing on such a beautiful area of countryside. My family and I regularly enjoy walks in this 
part of Buckinghamshire. I consider it an area of natural beauty and as a keen bird-watcher I believe it to have 
rich levels of biodiversity. Families in the area would lose a precious place for children to exercise in and learn 
about British wildlife. I personally know people from far  and wide who travel to the area for walks because it is 
one of the most precious areas of countryside with a close proximity to London. 

  

Rep2724 
 Kevin Eames 

I am the current land owner and have been for over 30 years. The land is currently split in to two parts. 
Residential and commercial. I have my residential dwelling along with a commercial yard of which i have been 
running a Plant Hire Company from for the duration of the land ownership. The total land available under my 
control is 5 acres. Please see attached plan of the land outlined in red. I feel the land suits the development 
requirements within Chilterns Local plan due to the following - 1. Land is situated directly behind the Marstons 
Restaurant (Belote Inn) which is a new commercial licensed premises. 2. Access to commercial 3 phase power 
supply. 3. Access to established main drainage 4. Access to the land would be using the Established lay-by. 
5. Proposed land has sufficient road access, A41 dual carriage way is within two miles. 6. Land is situated within 
suggested area 7. Land is not within a flood plain. 7. No buildings within the land have historic value and are 
outside of the AONB. Current Land Restrictions - As to the attached plan, this shows an enforcement for outdoor 
parking. January 2016 all outdoor storage was declared and accepted due to longevity. This enforcement i have 
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been advised will be removed upon a Chiltern application process. This can be undertaken by myself if needed.  
Any further information needed at this point please do not hesitate to get in touch by either phone or email.  
Many Thanks for your attention  

Rep2725 
 Adrian Jones 

I am writing to express my rejection of the proposals outlined below.  We have a challenge: ‘progress’ will occur 
and greater numbers of people need to be accommodated. The underlying question is how this need can most 
sympathetically be satisfied.  The current proposals could materially change Little Chalfont’s character and hence 
affect an important piece of our heritage that must be passed down to future generations.  I can only think that 
there are other more appropriate areas that are able to accommodate ‘progress’ which do not destroy our 
inheritance.  Surely that must be our legacy?  Summarising the key areas that support my opinion:  Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. Much of the area around Little Chalfont is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 
extensively enjoyed by local people.  Moreover the area is easily commutable from London, so a valuable 
resource for an already crowded city. This would contribute to the Chilterns being possibly the most heavily 
visited landscape in the UK, with over 55 million leisure visits a year. If the area was developed, it would be 
irretrievably lost and many people’s quality of life deteriorate. HS2 is already likely to have a massive material 
effect on the area. I note that there is an obligation for public bodies to "have regard to the purpose of the 
AONB" Material change of character. Little Chalfont is a village. Little Chalfont is protected by Green Belt. It is 
distinct to the surrounding settlements, e.g. Chorleywood, Amersham, Chalfont St Peter, Chenies and Chalfont St 
Giles. For the main part, Little Chalfont still feels like a village, with a strong sense of community. The proposals 
would lose the sense of village and significantly destroy the area. Green Belt Rationale. The Green Belt was 
established to prevent urban sprawl. It was designed to preserve areas such as Little Chalfont.  It is counter-
intuitive that the Green Belt should be observed, until there is a ‘need’ not to. It is precisely this ‘need’ that the 
Green Belt was established to protect.  Notwithstanding that a Green Belt review undermines its very purpose, I 
was intrigued by the approach taken. Green Belt review methodology. I recently listened to a presentation in 
which the Green Belt review methodology was presented.  There appear to be quite discrete parcels of Green 
Belt, with clear and significant boundaries. Each of these Green Belt areas stood in their own right and supported 
the initial intention of the Green Belt.  However in the presentation these distinct Green Belt parcels were 
curiously subdivided. For instance one of the sub divided parcels under review is bounded by Roughwood Lane, a 
single track road and certainly not a significant boundary. It appeared that the methodology was chosen to fit a 
desired answer, rather than fit the question which should have supported an objective review (and that is if it is 
accepted that the Green Belt should contentiously no longer function as designed, such that a review was 
relevant). Overload local infrastructure. There are a number of pinch points locally which continue to become 
further overused. These examples are indicative of the pressures on quality of life:- •       White Lion Road (A404) 
is very busy in rush hour and even during the weekend’s. This thoroughfare leads to Chorleywood and the M25 
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and is a main route from Amersham and beyond. •       Village Parking is difficult. It is being made worse by 
continued development such as the recent planning permission for flats next to the shops in Chenies Parade 
which is incomprehensible. •       Education. When we moved in to the area my two children were able to attend 
our local school, Little Chalfont Primary School. My understanding is we would not now be in catchment. • Trains 
into London. The trains are becoming more and more crowded at Chalfont and Latimer station.  There is 
regularly standing room only even before 7am and closer into London commuters regularly cannot board the 
train. More local development will only increase pressure on the infrastructure. Excessive existing development.  
• ‘Donkey field’. The ‘lungs of the village’ have been recently lost to development of relatively high density 
dwellings. This piece of land once gave real character to that area of the village. •Turners Field is a significant 
recent development again of relatively high density properties. Time will tell what effect such significant 
developments have on the local character. Little Chalfont has taken an inequitable share of recent development: 
the 307 new properties in Little Chalfont from 2006 to 2014 equates to an unsustainable increase of 1/8 (12.4%). 
For reference, other local communities also expanded significantly, but at approximately 1/3 to 1/2 of Little 
Chalfont’s rate (Amersham 5.3%, Chalfont Saint Peter village 7.7%, Chesham 4%). Conclusion Quoting the 
Forward to Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7771&p=0  
“We need a plan to deliver sustainable, high quality, designed development that respects our valued and quality 
environments, not just our countryside but equally the character and setting for our towns and villages and our 
wealth of natural and heritage assets. We also need a plan that maximises development opportunities locally 
whilst maintaining the important function and purpose of the Green Belt”. For the above reasons I (a) reject the 
premise and approach to the review of the Green Belt and (b) passionately believe the considered proposals 
should be rejected because they would materially alter the local character, destroy an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty and take from subsequent generations something that morally we have no right to do. 

Rep2727 
Mr Jonathan 
Harbottle; 
Rep2635 
Mr Ray Hartley 

Question 1 - The balance has not been struck between meeting need and avoiding the issue, pushing housing 
into other Districts. Meeting need locally is important to allow children of existing families to grow and remain in 
the local area and to maintain the community. Housing built miles away in another District aimed at serving local 
Chiltern District settlements will result in out commuting and traffic congestion and is unsustainable. There is no 
balancing of this in considering options, so the evidence base should be revisited as it is presently unsound. 
Question 2 - Many of the sites that may be deemed suitable will not be delivered due to viability issues regarding 
the onerous affordable housing requirements and other practical problems. Owners often need significant 
incentives to release sites, especially when their their homes are involved. There are emotional attachments and 
practical issues with relocating and redeveloping. Much of the capacity of the HELAA relies upon land assembly 
and existing residential sites. All this adds to complications and will affect delivery. The requirement of 
Government Policy is to meet objectively assessed need. The Council has to show that all reasonable sites and 
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options are identified, unless the harm in doing so significantly outweighs the benefits of meeting the housing 
need. The Green Belt review carried out offers only a very crude analysis, leading to large swathes being found 
unacceptable for release. In reality, there are often smaller areas within these large swathes that still 
accommodate significant housing, that are rejected as part of the assessment of the wider area, but they are of a 
different character. Green Belt anomalies are very good sources of land for additional development that does not 
impact the wider countryside and Green Belt. Question 5 - Option G is supported which addresses Green Belt 
anomalies to deliver a useful contribution to housing supply across a number of sites. This minimises the need to 
release additional Green Belt land that may still be necessary but would not be as unobtrusive or as well related 
to the settlement as these anomalies. Question 6 - Land to rear of 6 and 8 High Bois Lane Chesham Bois - Site 
reference CD0101 is proposed to be excluded from the Green Belt. If as in this case fundamental changes to the 
GB are being carried out with significant changes to the proposals map, it is logical and practical to ensure that 
GB anomalies are resolved. The planning unit (a planning law concept) of 8 High Bois Lane extends to the whole 
of the property ownership boundary and the planning permissions shown on the plan attached, established by 
the permissions for development granted over the years (including all recent applications for extensive 
development), cover the house, gardens and managed woodland amenity area. There are play areas, seating 
areas, outside dining areas and kick about areas within this woodland corresponding to both 6 and 8 High Bois 
Lane within the woodland denoting the boundary. This forms a straight line and due to the cover of the trees, 
this extension would not affect in any way the openness of the GB in this location and therefore it would not be 
detrimental to it. Extensive new development has been permitted on both 6 and 8 High Bois Lane in the vicinity 
of (and on both sides of) the existing Green Belt boundary, which further undermines it’s suitability. Alternatively 
the GB boundary should at least follow the extent of the building footprints that have commenced development 
together with the immediate open areas up to the tree line and access drive which is a strong feature on the 
ground. The NPPF is clear that GB boundaries should follow readily recognisable features The anomalies that 
have been clearly pointed out by objectors in previous consultations can easily be incorporated into the 
amended proposals maps and the objectors have a reasonable expectation of having their boundaries altered to 
defensible lines. In many cases the boundaries currently fly through the middle of buildings and outbuildings that 
are clearly developed and couldn’t be more in conflict with the NPPF advice on drawing boundaries. Consistency 
and clarity of policies and their interpretation is a fundamental aim of plan making. The anomalies lead to 
problems of interpretation of policies affecting extensions and development in and out of the GB. In the case of 6 
& 8 High Bois Lane these two houses have potential for extensions to the main houses and outbuildings but given 
the GB boundary runs right through the centre of a garage, how are the policies to be applied here to this 
building? Those inside the settlement or in the GB? Question 7 - As the default requirement of Government 
Policy is to meet objectively assessed need, the Council has to show that all reasonable sites and options are 
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identified. This subject links back to the criticism of the Green Belt review and the crude analysis leading to large 
swathes being found unacceptable for release when smaller areas within these large swathes (that still 
accommodate significant housing) are also rejected unnecessarily as they are of a different character. One 
example of this is Eunice Park - for 50 to 80 homes with public realm improvements and recreational space and 
parkland. This is on a site that is surrounded by development on 3 sides and the fourth side is a mature woodland 
that separates the land from the wider countryside and in particular and wider parcel in the ARUP assessment. It 
is close to the rail station and Chesham town centre. Therefore with sites like this that give benefit and are 
separated from the Green Belt, the balance has not been struck between meeting need and seeking to avoid 
addressing the issue and pushing housing into other Districts. Meeting need locally is important to allow children 
of existing families to grow and remain in the local area to maintain the community. Housing built miles away in 
another District will result in out commuting and traffic congestion and is unsustainable. There is no balancing of 
this in considering options so the evidence base should be revisited as it is presently unsound. Appendix 1: Minor 
revision proposed to exclude full extent of the curtilage of numbers 6 & 8 High Bois Lane  from the Green Belt. 

Rep2728 
   
 
Latimer and Ley 
Hill Parish Council 

Question 1 - Referring to the ORS- Atkins Report ‘Identifying HMA5 and FEMA5...’ of March 2015 it seems odd 
that no account appears to have been taken of how markets work/interact with the adjoining communities 
within Heftfordshire. Many people living in Latimer commute via the Metropolitan Line from Chorleywood and 
Little Chalfont, also via the M25 318 within Hertfordshire and make use of Hertfordshire Schools and Medical 
facilities. Also many Latimer residents moved to the village from places like Harrow, Pinner, Northwood and 
Rickmansworth. As regards retail centres Latimer residents would be more likely to visit eg Watford than High 
Wycombe. Question 2 - No land within Latimer Parish has been included within the HELAA Appendix 5 which is 
considered locally to be a good thing. In our view the land covering the old Little Chalfont golf course would be 
more appropriate to industrial / business / residential use as there is already a small industrial site operating 
alongside the golf course. Question 4 - We would strongly urge retention of the existing Green Belt and AONB. 
We would suggest these protective measures should override development needs which of course is their 
original purpose. Infrastructure as a whole should be properly planned, costed and in place prior to any 
development being completed. Water supply in the Chilterns is entirely taken from the aquifer. The present level 
of abstraction is causing unacceptable environmental damage to our chalk streams ie they frequently dry up. 
Another source of water will be needed to supply an increased population and this has not been planned for. 
Many of our sewage works eg Chesham are already working at capacity. Broadband is inadequate in many 
locations. Roads, Schools and hospitals are also under stress. Question 5 - From the Chiltern list of Options at 
para 4.5 we would place e) at the top followed by a), b), c). We would generally be against Options d) and f) 
Question6 Any expansion in Chesham would first require: • Increased capacity at Chesham sewage works since 
current capacity is unable to cope with existing demand during storm conditions resulting in the river Chess being 
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polluted. • Alternative water supply; increased demand for water can currently only be supplied by increasing 
abstraction. The aquifer is already over abstracted resulting in a dry river in the town and low flows down 
stream. • Road improvements. The shortest route by road from Chesham to the M25 is unsuitable for HGV 
traffic. Question 7 - We are not able to argue with the ORS Atkins HEDNA Report and Findings however would 
make the obvious comment that there is no point in having ‘needs’ which are not capable of being delivered. We 
do not believe these needs amount to the exceptional circumstances required to make inroads into the Green 
Belt for example especially when this may also involve areas protected by the AONB. Question 11 - We believe 
Action 1 in the Draft Heritage Strategy places the emphasis on allowing development rather than on protecting 
the Heritage Assets which seems perverse. In our view there is too much in the strategy about pressures upon 
our heritage and the threats posed by development and not enough about protecting those assets from such 
development. Question 12 - It seems to us that the AONB qualifies as a Heritage Asset because it appears to 
come within the definition given in the National Planning Policy Framework “A building area or landscape 
identified as having a high degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions” We believe the 
definition of a Heritage Asset in the Heritage Strategy should specifically include the AONB. Section 5.3 covers 
the AONB but does not actually confirm that the AONB is a Heritage Asset. The Chiltern chalk streams are rare 
habitats on the world stage and yet there is nothing in the strategy to indicate these rivers are Heritage Assets 
and should be protected as such. Question 14 - We already have the AONB and Conservation Area – do we need 
more? Question 16 - We would urge authors of the Local Plan to take full note of the Settlement Infrastructure 
Capacity Study since it is quite clear that current infrastructure is inadequate in many respects even for existing 
demand. In our view no develop,emt is ‘sustainable’ unless infrastructure can be provided without damage to 
the environment and at economic cost. Question 17 - Regarding Appendix 5 – Areas of Search for Strategic 
Employment Options within the Green Belt – Little Chalfont – We have the following objections to the site shown 
either side of the A404 on the eastern edge of the village. (General Areas 14b and 28 in the Green Belt 
Assessment): 1. Only 9% of Green Belt land nationally is within an AONB. This site is within the Chilterns AONB 
demonstrating how important it is to retain its Green Belt status. 2. Lodge Lane and Stony Lane form a natural 
definitive boundary on the Eastern edge of Little Chalfont. These lanes also mark the boundary between Little 
Chalfont and Chenies and Latimer Parish Councils with their very different characters. 3. Lodge Lane and Stony 
Lane mark the interface between urban development and the rural landscape. 4. Latimer is a rural village I 
hamlet and it is essential to maintain the current separation from the urban area of Little Chalfont to preserve its 
special character. 5. Taking the area between Stony Lane and Bell Lane out of green belt would also remove it 
from agriculture use which would be detrimental to Latimer Park Farm. 6. Loss of this land could potentially 
make the remainder of the farm unviable. 7. The land forms part of the Chess valley AONB. The other side of 
Latimer Road is a flood plain. We all know what happens when flood plains are built on. There is already 
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persistent flooding along the road directly into Latimer village. 8. The A404 is heavily congested already with 
traffic frequently tailing back to Chenies and often as far as Little Chalfont from the M25 during the rush hour 
Any increase is undesirable. This is also exacerbated if there is an accident on the M40 and traffic is directed from 
Beaconsfield through Amersham to join the M25. 9. There are no exceptional circumstances to warrant removal 
of this land from the Green Belt. GBA scores for general areas 14b and 28 serving Green Belt purposes are high 
and neither part of the site is recommended for further consideration. There is no justification given for the 
selection of this site for testing in Appendix 5 of the Issues and Options document. Regarding area 28 in 
particular this scores 5/5 for Purpose 2 and on this basis alone should be removed from the map of options for 
testing. B. Regarding Map 6.la Areas for further consideration at Stage 2 and the land shown between Stony Lane 
and Bell Lane and extending north to the Latimer Road — We object to the extension of the original option for 
the following reasons: 1. The land is protected by the AONB 2. Much of the land is within the Chenies and 
Latimer Conservation Area 3. The proposal brings urban development to the doorstep of Latimer Village and 
within its full view contrary to Purpose 2 in the Green Belt Assessment — namely ‘To prevent neighbouring 
towns from merging’ Under Purpose 2 this part of parcel 22A scores a maximum 5/5 and specifically mentions 
the role of this land in separating Latimer Village from Little Chalfont. 4. The land is in agricultural and forestry 
production 5. The network of public footpaths crossing the land are a valuable community resource 6. There are 
no exceptional circumstances to warrant removal of this land from the Green Belt. Indeed we strongly question 
why this land has progressed to Stage 2 at all because it also scores a maximum 5/5 under Purpose 3 of the 
Green Belt Assessment — ‘Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ any General Area scoring 
strongly against the criteria for one or more NPPF purpose was judged to be meeting the purposes strongly 
overall and therefore deemed unsuitable for further consideration in Part 2”. Parcel 22A scores “Strongly” for 
purposes 2 and 3. Of the 100 parcels reviewed no other parcel achieves this “Strong” score under both these 
purposes. C. Regarding Green Belt Options in general we quote an extract from the NPPF Planning Practice 
Guidance Notes which supports our view that land should not be taken out of the Green Belt to supply land for 
unmet housing needs: “In decision taking, can unmet need for housing outweigh Green Belt Protection? Unmet 
housing need (including for traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to 
constitute “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt.” 

Rep2729 
 N Arthurs 

I am writing to appeal against the proposal to remove the Green Belt status of Ley Hill and Botley Road (area 15) 
due to the consequence of Asbestos dumping proposed for the old brick yards in Ley Hill. I have lived in Ley Hill 
for 18 years, and aghast to see the massive increase of traffic over these years (I live on the corner dealing with 
traffic noise pollution from Botley Road and Jasons Hill).  Ley Hill is an area of outstanding natural beauty and 
would be a travesty if it lost its Greenbelt status.  It imperative the Council reconsider the type of ‘waste’ that will 
be land filled in the old Bricks yard.  IF Household waste is chosen, Ley Hill would not loose it’s Greenbelt status 
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and is the obvious decision to make.  I was unable to find the ‘local plan2014-2016 response form’ on your site 
dealing with this serious matter.  Please forward my email and concerns to the appropriate department. 

Rep2730 
Mr Zubair Hussian 

I would like to make an objection in regards to the proposals outlining the use of the Nashleigh Hill and Vale 
fields (green belt areas of natural beauty) area for an industrial estate and further housing. The basis for my 
objections are based on the following critical issues: 1. This area is very popular for locals to use for walks and 
taking their dogs for a walk. The recreation area is used by children and adults and is the only area local to them 
to use. It provides an opportunity for children to play sports and keep out of trouble or engage in anti social 
behaviour. If these areas get taken away to build an industrial estate or more houses. The children will take to 
the streets to play their games and ball games which will be dangerous, considering the amount of traffic that 
already exists in local roads and this would increase signficantly with the proposal. The children will cause a 
disruption to local residents with balls going in gardens and noise levels outside houses. Local children are 
already always encouraged to use Nashleigh recreation and not play ball games and congregate in the streets. If 
the recreation grounds and fields opposite Vale Road get taken away then l envisage that adolescents would 
start to engage in anti-social behaviour as they will not have anything else to do or other opportunities very local 
to them. 2. With the current area used for physical acitivity it is good for the well being of locals both physically 
and mentally to have an area of outstanding beauty to use for walks and activities, including their pets. This is a 
particular attraction to Chesham and the Chilterns hill is the area of outstanding beauty. If this would be taken 
away l am sure there would be less physical activity in a time when it should be encouraged. It has constantly 
been reported that health and mental well being is very good around this green belt area and if this is destryed 
by buildings and industrial estates then this will most certainly have a devastating negative impact on local 
residents who regularly use this area. 3. The road infrastructure on Vale Road is not suitable for heavy traffic, 
there is already increased traffic on this road and with this propsal it would increase and be hugely disruptive for 
local residents, with noise, danger of accidents and residents not being able to enjoy whre they would live 
anymore. This would therefore have a devasting impact on the surrounding areas and make life miserable for 
local residents. the amount of traffic already along Vale Road is a lot and it should try to be reduced than have 
more buildings in the area to increase the issue. It is not safe for children nor pleasant for residents. 4. Building in 
this area will also destroy the local habitat of lots of plants, insects, butterflies and animals. Habitats which are 
more and more less likely to come by. 5. New buildings in the area could also potentially increase the risk of 
flooding in the Vale Road area. 6. May have a negative impact on house prices. Alternative proposals from myself 
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would be to have more development in the already built up areas where there is land available to build. For 
example Ashridge Road Chesham is already an industrial estate with space available for further development and 
a better wider road to support heavy traffic with less residentail houses road side. To have the town connected 
with Lowndes park is also a good proposal with water walks and to have an underpass to deal with traffic. I think 
this would make the town much more attractive, help control traffic. It will also be safer as the pedestrain 
crossings on a busy dual carriage way are not very safe and they are put in dangerous spots, near bends. I only 
found out just recently, along with neighbours and friends of the plans, which resulted in a short deadline to 
respond by. Thanks for your time and opportunity to comment. 

Rep2731 
   
 
Latimer and Ley 
Hill Parish Council 

Indications are that the local community do interact with the adjoining towns and counties for employment, 
leisure and retail purposes. The certainty about possible sites are difficult to assess at this stage. There is a strong 
objection to the removal of the Green Belt designation of the village. Particularly to the proposal regarding Lye 
Green Road down to the Hen and Chickens Public House. Even though it is not supported by the Countryside 
Green Belt Review. Safe guards should be put in place to prevent urban sprawl encroaching into villages. 
The margins are unclear and not in accordance with the previous GB4/5 discussions following the existing rear 
boundaries of the properties. The current proposal brings great uncertainty to a close knit village community. 
“The Green Belt can only be changed where exceptional circumstances dictate”  Before the Green Belt comes 
under review, the many Brownfield sites in the Chiltern area should be rigorously identified and exhausted. 
Resulting in a cosmetic face- lift in certain areas of Chesham and surrounding towns. Also empty sites that 
already have planning consents should be developed. Ley Hill and Botley are within our Parish, which benefit 
from having their own churches, church hall, village pubs and a village shop. A much needed bus service is used 
by locals to travel to Chesham, is currently under review. No Post Office in the village. No doctor’s surgery in the 
village. Ley Hill has a primary school which is at full capacity, and no room to expand. No safe route for children 
to walk to school from Jasons Hill. Latimer has a church and a church hall. Latimer sits In a conservation area. 
Where there are Roman remains of an historic settlement. The whole valley and it’s rare chalk stream is an 
important part of Chilterns AONB. Any development coming down the Chess valley would detract from the 
landscape, and put historic remains at risk. Ley Hill is complemented by common land, which needs to be 
protected and preserved. It is a crucial and important part of village life. Green areas/agricultural land and sports 
areas highlight our individuality as a village. There are a few sites that could be outlined for development within 
the village. These sites need to be discussed further with parishioners. These sites would make little impact on 
the community, and improve the aesthetic vista. Whilst removing the problem of toxic matter and debris. 
Infrastructure is obviously a major issue regarding any developments. There is already a current problem with 
sewerage escaping into the River Chess on a regular basis. 15,100  new dwellings forecast between 2014 and 
2036. That could mean 60,000 more people to introduce into the already failing infrastructure. The social impact 
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should be taken into account. Affordable housing between 18-28%. Restrictions should be applied to guarantee 
that the people they are built for actually have the opportunity to buy them first and foremost. Specialist older 
people housing 1100 new units. Will they be Council run or passed over to the private sector. What safe guards 
will be put in place for welfare and care issues. Will there be funding/grants available for roads/maintenance? 
Would developers be responsible for a percentage of the maintenance costs? Appropriate accommodation 
offered to lone residents to release family homes into the community. At present there is a lack of suitable 
accommodation for those who want to downsize but are reluctant to move into a one bed roomed flat with no 
outside space. The needs for gypsies. Travellers and Travelling Show People seem to be well covered in the 
options 6.2 a-g. Statistics show that the demand for sites has decreased in the past decade. So the options should 
cover many of the historic and future issues. Safe sites that are close to amenities, such as schools and services 
should be a priority, to integrate families into the community.   

Rep2732 
 Barbara Rowett 

Question 1: Housing development, especially affordable for keyworkers eg.teachers, offspring of existing 
residents and downsizing elderly relatives, needs to be local on small infill development sites.  Local provision 
should also be available for private sheltered and residential care home so that relatives can pop in locally 
without having to travel miles to visit.  Question 2: All Prestwood HELAA sites have been rejected at either Stage 
1 or Stage 2, except 0038 Florence Orchard, off Nairdwood Lane -  5-9 dwellings, back garden – still deemed to be 
suitable within 6-10 years.  This site, if the owners agree, could be feasible. However, many of the other 
Prestwood sites, because they rely on multiiple owners agreeing to sell off part of their back gardens to form the 
site, and also for one owner to allow access by selling their property, then I don’t think these sites are likely to be 
deliverable by 2036. At the moment additional small sites are not available. The large site shown as a possibility 
off Lodge Lane should not be used for housing.  Instead, the wooded part fronting on to Wycombe Road should 
be a designated community Local Green Space as it is already a young woodland and has been used as such by 
the community for over 30 years.   The additional part of the site coloured dark blue should be earmarked for a 
new combined infant/junior school. Question 3: Acknowledging that CDC recognises the importance of facilities 
to serve the local community by preventing loss of existing and encouraging the provision of new ones where an 
identified need has been ascertained, Prestwood has already been identified within the CDC Open Space & 
Recreational Strategy 2015-2018 – Appendix 4 – http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/openspace    as having a significant 
shortfall of open spaces, sports and leisure uses for the existing population.  If more houses are to be built in 
Prestwood up to 2036 then open spaces, sports and leisure uses need to be maximised and provided, both as a 
catch-up to existing housing and additional provision to match any future housing development in the village. If 
the site mentioned in Q.2 above can be earmarked for a combined infant/junior school then the Clare Road 
Junior School and Moat Lane Infant School sites could be utilised for starter homes, down-sizing homes for the 
elderly, affordable housing (not social housing) for key workers, with Clare Road site also providing more parking 
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accessed from Pepys Drive for the centre of the village, perhaps a few more courtyard-type shops backing onto 
the current shops.  The Moat Lane Infant School site could provide more community facilities via the main 
existing building and Little Hall, with starter homes on the site too. Alternatively, Moat Lane School site could be 
used to provide a larger GP Medical Centre to cope with the ever-increasing population up to 2036 with the 
existing Medical Centre in Chequers Lane given over to additional parking for the centre of the village? 
Question 7: As mentioned in previous answers, unmet local needs in Prestwood are starter homes for the young, 
down-sizing homes for the elderly, sheltered and care home accommodation and affordable housing for key 
workers.  We have enough social housing. Question 8:  Maybe by utilising small sites within the village envelope 
for the purposes of housing as indicated in answers to Q.3 and Q.7. Question 10: See previous answers to Q.1, 3 
and 7. Question 13: (a) Land between Wycombe Road including Pepper House and WannaAsh (?), backing on to 
houses in Lodge Lane, should be designated as a local Green Space area and not for 76 new homes on one big 
site – it is already a young woodland with TPO on it for 100 trees.   Plenty of evidence is available within 
contributors’ letters for CDC Planning Applns CH/2014/1242/OA and CH/2015/1901/OA to warrant this area 
being a Local Green Space. (b) The area at Prestwood Common owned by CDC should be protected from 
development and kept as a local Green Space for perpetuity as a community space.  I totally endorse the input to 
this public consultation submitted by PYCAG – Prestwood Youth & Community Action Group. Question 14: I 
support: •inclusion of local matters raised in the Great Missenden Parish Village Design Statement within the 
Prestwood sections  http://www.greatmissendenpc.co.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2012/10/GreatMissendenParishVillageDesignStatementFinal.pdf  Great Missenden Parish 
Village Design Statement - “Prestwood Guidelines for future needs: •4.2 Additional community facilities are 
needed to provide more bookable space for activities, especially for children and young people – either to extend 
the existing village hall or provide a purpose built community centre on Prestwood Common to replace the 
existing wooden structure of the Youth & Community Centre, including a new Parish Office.  Provision of 
Disability Discrimination Act compliant and cycle-friendly pathways to improve levels of access and use. •4.3 
Sprinters Leisure Centre should be encouraged to become more involved in village life and local clubs, with the 
provision of a swimming pool and affordable activities, especially for local children and young people. •4.4 
Continuing co-operation with the social housing provider – Paradigm Housing -  for ongoing redevelopment of 
existing house stocks to create a better environment •4.5 Enhancement and redesign of the centre of the village 
to help bring cohesion to the community and create a more attractive and safer area. “Prestwood, having grown 
from a few houses around the Common, is now a large village (possibly the largest in England) in the Chilterns 
AONB. It has not had the benefit of either a coherent development plan in recent times, or the natural evolution 
of a traditional village over the centuries. These guidelines are to ensure that the impact of any future large 
development is minimised: “6.8 Every available opportunity should be taken to improve the character and 

http://www.greatmissendenpc.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/GreatMissendenParishVillageDesignStatementFinal.pdf
http://www.greatmissendenpc.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/GreatMissendenParishVillageDesignStatementFinal.pdf
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quality of the village and in particular all proposals for development should be assessed against the need to 
rectify the existing lack of a coherent shape and focus to the village. Those that fail to satisfy this or the following 
criteria should be rejected. “6.9 Development in the locality of Chequers Parade and the Village Hall (the de facto 
village centre) should reflect the need for improved community facilities and to foster community cohesion” 
•Redesign of Prestwood Village Centre, submitted by Prestwood Revitalisation Group (GMPRG) 
http://prestwoodva.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Brief-Final-draft-Ben-HB-Assocs-Jan-.pdf  •Re-design 
of social housing ie. Hazell Road flats, Prestwood, concept plans for which were submitted to Paradigm Housing 
over two years ago. •Building a new combined infant/junior school on the land marked dark blue within CDC’s 
nominated Prestwood site - see answers to Q3. •Identified local matters in Community Vision for HP16 
http://www.gmprg.org.uk/cv4hp16.html Community Vision for HP16 “Prestwood has a good variety of shops, 
businesses and services. These include infant & junior schools, medical facilities, a farm shop, dairy, garden 
centre, and a weekly farmers’ market. The village hall, churches, Prestwood Common, and schools all facilitate 
the many voluntary groups, clubs, and societies; together they provide a wide range of social, educational, 
cultural, leisure and sporting activities.   The problem is there is no room for growth.  Existing community use 
buildings, such as pubs, should continue as community use and not be reclassified as residential.  The village 
shopping area has little opportunity to grow, only via redevelopment. “The village has a diverse population of 
nearly 8,000 with the highest proportion of children and young people in the Chiltern district. Many residents 
travel elsewhere for their work, shopping, education, social and leisure activities. This daily exodus, coupled with 
the significant rise in the population with the building of Wrights Lane in the 1960s and the Lodge Lane estate in 
the 70s, means that Prestwood struggles to impart a distinct identity. This large increase in population has not 
been matched by an equivalent degree of investment in infrastructure and improvements in community 
facilities. •Improved methods of getting between Prestwood and Great Missenden such as better cycle-ways and 
a shuttle bus, to improve sustainability and reduce parking problems.  eg. Stephen Walford, BCC Senior Manager, 
Place: Policy, Planning, Economy & Infrastructure.  His letter of 8 October 2013 to CDC at  
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5379&p=0  Included in the Duty to Co-operate report & 
Infrastructure Delivery Schedule – August 2014, especially with regard to Rights of Way – c) Great Missenden and 
Prestwood.   p91-93.  This is an aspiration which should also be included in the emerging Local Plan. Question 17:   
CDC needs to take into account the feedback that Bucks County Council have received from its public 
consultation that finished on 29/1/16 on a county-wide review of Local Transport Plan with regard to the lack of 
an adequate public bus service in Prestwood to High Wycombe and to Great Missenden Railway station and a 
lack of bus service linking local Prestwood people with Stoke Mandeville or Amersham Hospitals.  Prestwood only 
has the No.48 bus service at very sporadic intervals. CDC needs to actively support local groups attempting to 
address identified needs from local consultations, such as Market Town Health checks, and local knowledge. In 

http://prestwoodva.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Brief-Final-draft-Ben-HB-Assocs-Jan-.pdf
http://www.gmprg.org.uk/cv4hp16.html%20Community%20Vision%20for%20HP16
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5379&p=0
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order to gain funding from outside sources such as the National Lottery, it is imperative that the CDC Planning 
Department proactively helps and supports such projects.  

Rep2734 
Ms Marion Payne-
Bird 
Planning 
Consultant 

Question 5 - Suggest option H should be given more weight and developed to include development on 
brownfield sites in the green belt, eg "Review scope allowing infilling within villages, generally built up frontages 
and previously developed land in the Green Belt" Question 6 - We propose that Pickeridge Farm and the Dukes 
Valley Farm area  should be excluded from the Green Belt. Both provide useful opprtunities for housing 
development and do not contribute to the aims of the Green Belt.  They are shown on the accompanying plan, 
edged in red. Pickeridge Farm is previously developed land, well suited for housing and is immediatley available 
for development.  Dukes Valley is a linear, mixed area of development adjacent to the M40, with good access, 
which could be consolidated and tidied up with some more housing.  Question 15. Green Belt Policy 
Query second part of Green Belt policy: "whilst also considering any specific local circumstances relating to 
specific previously developed areas". It is unclear what specific local circumstances are and why there is the need 
for such a policy.  The words "previously developed land" would be better understood, than "previously 
developed area". 

 

Rep2735 
 Neil Hollister 

I write with reference to the possible development of Westwood Park, Little Chalfont into houses. 
I would like to object in the strongest possible terms. Along with a couple of hundred other children my son plays 
football for the Westwood Park team. Club football is a vital activity for children in terms of health and fitness 
and character development, and all other teams in the area are already oversubscribed. By taking the money, the 
council will be depriving these boys and future generations of these benefits. Furthermore all 3 of my children 
enjoy the wide open spaces for weekday and weekend exercise. Depriving children of a healthy lifestyle cannot 
be in the interests of the community, regardless of how much money the council might make in the short term. 

  

Rep2736 
 Kevin Dersley 

I’m writing with reference to the recent amendment to the planned development of Little Chalfont includes 
building houses on the whole of Westwood Park and would like to raise an objection to this. There already, in my 
view, insufficient recreational areas in the neighbourhood. If you visit Westwood park at the weekend (which we 
do as a family most weekends), it’s a busy, vibrant area for children playing sports, dog walkers and people just 
out and about getting fresh air and exercise. It would be a crying shame for this space to be reduced or even 
disappear altogether. 
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Rep2737 
 David 

Please do not consider building on Westwood Park for residential development. This is a key park in the area for 
kids’ activities. A huge number of kids play football there on Saturday for the local football club. It is also a lovely 
area for dog walkers who like the additional security of walking in open, green spaces rather than in the woods. 
The area is already heavily built up with houses and would only add to the congestion in the area. On-going 
developments on the site of the old school at Bell Lane and behind Chalfont Parade will already add significantly 
to local traffic, time should be given to see how the local area adjusts to those developments before embarking 
or further major building.  

  

Rep2738 
Mr Andrew 
Mepham 
Company Director 
Great Missenden 
Garage 

I run the business from the Wicks Garage site and trade as Great Missenden Garage. I became a tennant over 7 
years ago and signed up for a 15 year lease. On Friday the 4th of March it came to my attention that the 
garage site had been put forward for the HELLA consultation/ review. My Landlord and the Distict Council had 
failed to inform me of this, which I find astounding as this fundamentally affects my business now and in the 
future. As the tennant and business owner on this site I should have been informed, surely this is my democratic 
right and against consultation policy. As a successful business I employ five members of staff, which if this site is 
developed means a loss of employment to local people. Great Missenden Garage also purchases and engages 
with numerous local businesses, thus any change in use in this site will directly impact other local businesses. 
At Great Missenden Garage our business ethos has been to serve the local community, offering an exceptional 
quality service which is good value for money. We have a large local customer base of over 3900 people and 
nearly 6000 vehicles. We are confident that we are a business which is a community asset, and meets the needs 
of local people and beyond. I would like to add that our annual turnover is more than £400,000 per annum which 
filters back in to the local and naitonal economy. Finally if this site continues to be included in this HELAA 
Consultation it becomes extremely difficult to business plan and to grow. Remaining in this Consulation blights 
our business and devalues it as well. This then has a detrimental effect on the service we offer to the community 
and our economic security. 

 

Rep2741 
 S Holland 

I was saddened to hear that the above land, without consultation, has been agreed to be viable for further infill 
housing in the area.  This would cause the last piece of industrial/commercial (aside from shop type properties) 
to be lost from Missenden along with the services currently provided in the village.  We have used Great 
Missenden Garage which operates on the site since it opened and have also used the cycle repair business.   
Should the site become housing, I cannot see where such businesses could relocate in the village as there are no 
further such sites.  Such valuable services would then be lost to the village; what an awful waste! I would urge 
you to reconsider this decision. 
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Rep2742 
Mrs Krzys Lipinski 
Planning 
Consultant 
KRL Planning Ltd 

Question 1: No objections to the concept of “Best Fit”. However, this approach will need continuous monitoring 
to ensure that there is no undue delay in preparing the New Local Plan, due to potential conflicts between 
neighbouring authorities housing needs.There is a housing crises which has to be met. There should be no delay 
in establishing the housing needs for the two Districts and working in a pro –active manner to meeting that need 
through the Local Plan. Question 2: Land at Keepers Lane Hyde Heath identified in the HEELA as site CD0105 is 
available and deliverable by 2036 and will provide much needed assisted living for our aging population. It is 
considered that the council has taken the correct approach to take the site forward for further evaluation 
notwithstanding that it would have been rejected at the first stage of the HEELA assessment. Question 3: No 
additional comment. Question 4: Agree in principle with the proposed approach.  Support the need to review the 
Green belt to meet the development needs of the two Districts. There is no longer sufficient space within existing 
settlement boundaries to meet all of the Districts housing and employment needs. Question 5: The councils 
acknowledge that in order to meet their housing and employment needs there must be a realistic review of the 
Green Belt as well as maximising opportunities within existing settlements, but the reality is that there is limited 
capacity within existing settlements to meet those needs. Therefore the councils will have to look at a 
combination of options including the release of green belt sites on the edges of the main settlements, such as 
Amersham and smaller settlements such as Hyde Heath. Options A and B will be undertaken as a matter of 
course but these options will deliver very few opportunities and it is what the councils have been doing 
historically but it is no longer a sustainable approach. Options C, E, I and J are the more likely to deliver the 
housing and employment needs the districts require and are supported in principle. Option I is supported 
because it acknowledges additional development around smaller settlements, which will help spread the 
development requirements over more settlements. This in turn will help the smaller settlements to become 
more sustainable thereby preserving and enhancing existing services and employment opportunities. It will also 
increase opportunities for local residents to stay in the smaller settlements. Option D places too much reliance 
on other neighbouring authorities to meet the needs of Chiltern and South Bucks. Chiltern and South Bucks 
should aim to meet their own needs and not rely on the duty to co-operate. Neighbouring authorities especially 
neighbouring Green Belt authorities are trying to deal with the same problems as Chiltern and South Bucks, 
therefore they cannot be relied upon to meet the needs of Chiltern and South Bucks. Question 6: Response: See 
question 5 Question 7: Agree that most of the neighbouring Authorities will not have capacity to meet the unmet 
needs of Chiltern and South Bucks. Aylesbury Vale may have some capacity but historically they have been 
unable to deliver the existing housing allocated to that District, therefore they cannot be relied upon to meet the 
additional needs for Chiltern and South Bucks. Chiltern and South Bucks must plan to meet their own housing 
needs within their own administrative areas. Question 8: Under the current system for the provision of 
affordable housing, the delivery of affordable housing is strongly linked to the viability of market housing 
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schemes. The introduction of low thresholds in order to capture affordable housing on small sites is a 
disincentive to bring smaller sites forward, which historically has been a major source of new housing in both 
Chiltern and South Bucks districts. In order to try and meet the affordable housing needs for the Local Plan area 
the councils will have to maximise the potential delivery of market housing schemes especially on larger sites. In 
order to do this, the councils will need to look at Green Belt releases where the potential for larger scale 
developments are greatest. Question 10: Continuing Care Retirement Communities is specialist form of housing 
for the elderly which can provide specialist elderly accommodation to meet general and affordable needs.  
Retirement villages can be a valuable source of housing for the elderly which should be encouraged. Apart from 
providing accommodation for the elderly, these communities can provide other benefits such as employment 
opportunities for those working in or servicing the communities. It also increases housing options for the elderly 
which can encourage the elderly to move out of existing family houses, which tends to be older and underutilised 
housing stock, thereby increasing the availability of family housing for both affordable and general housing 
needs. Land at Copperkins Lane (CD 0106) is equally suited to providing general market housing or specialist 
elderly accommodation. Question 16: If Chiltern and South Bucks choose to introduce CIL care should be taken to 
ensure that CIL levels are not set at such high levels that CIL prevents development coming forward.  If 
development does not come forward then CIL receipts will not be sufficient to provide infrastructure provision. 

Rep2743 
Miss Amanda 
Smith 

I fully endorse the Response submitted by Little Kingshill Village Society (LKVS). I strongly support Paragraphs 2 - 
4 in the LKVS consultation response. I would like to add the following: That the area in Little Kingshill of 
agricultural fields, woodland, wild areas and Priestfield Arboretum bounded by Windsor Lane, Hare Lane, Stony 
Lane and Meadow Cottages remains in generally washed over Green Belt and is protected from development. 
This area provides an excellent and varied habitat for flora and fauna, in particular, cuckoos in the spring 
(breeding) and flocks of redwing and fieldfare in the winter months (overwintering). All these birds have Red List 
status ie. they are globally threatened and have suffered a severe decline in population. The same area also 
provides villagers and visitors with space for exercise, dog walking and even safe access to Great Missenden and 
the Misbourne School (no continuous footpath along Windsor Lane to Great Missenden). Meadow Cottages 
Green, Little Kingshill should be green belt  protected from development. The green is a very important facility 
for the children of Meadow Cottages and their friends. Weather permitting, it is used daily by the children for 
play and socialising. It provides a safe outdoor environment for children of all ages. The Village Society has 
recently improved this small area for the benefit of the children - logs on boundary, new bench and tree planting. 

  

Rep2749 
Mrs Vanessa 
Papavgeris 

I wish to nominate Nashleigh Recreation Field, Berkhampstead Field and the three fields beyond along Vale Road 
in Chesham as Local Green Space. They are well-used and loved by children, families and dog-walkers (and the 
people travelling miles to toboggan there), being the only open green space at that end of the town.  They were 
designated a Local Wildlife Site with good reason – supporting evidence for this may be found on Chesham Town 
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Council’s own website: http://www.chesham.gov.uk/Open_Spaces/Berkhampstead_Field.aspx. I trust you will 
take this into consideration and not turn this very popular public area and beautiful space into an industrial site. 

Rep2750 
Mr Time North 
Tim North & 
Associates Ltd on 
behalf of Trustees 
of Market 
Reading Field 

I enclose for your attention a completed Issues and Options Response form, along with a copy of representations 
prepared by this company, including Site Location Plan Drawing No. 16 MRF SL1 Scale 1:5000 @ A3 and 
Masterplan Drawing No. 16 MRF SPI Scale 1:5000 @A2 prepared by dparchitects, along with Transport 
Sustathabifity and Access Feasibility Study prepared by PFA Consulting Plc as they relate to the above mentioned 
Regulation 18 consultation exercise. These representations are raised on behalf of The Trustees of Market 
Reading Field and concern a parcel of land of the same name, situated off Eagle Close, Quill Hall Lane, 
Amersham, Buckingham HP6 6LL, contiguous with the north eastern outskirts of Amersham amounting to 8.79 
ha (22.15 acres). The site forms part of a built area extension option set out in your own Issues and Options 
document, and comprises part of the area referred to in the Lepus Consulting Sustathability Appraisal as 
“Auzershani I Area Search”. This letter and accompanying documents have been hand delivered to your Council 
on Monday 14th March 2016 in advance of the 5pm deadline for which an acknowledgement has been received. 
I should be grateful if you could acknowledge safe receipt of the same. [Two further booklets (Transport 
sustainability & access feasibility study and full representation) have been provided - please refer back to original 
hard copy of the representation] 

 

Rep2751 
Mr David Fuller 

Response form left blank   

Rep2752 
Mr & Mrs Cheryl 
and Des Wedlake 

Response form left blank   

Rep2753 
Mr John McNeille; 
Rep2905 
 Dawn McNeille 

I would like to raise my objections  to the  plans by Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council to 
develop the area from Quill Hall Lane to the railwayline for  housing development. This is an area  of outstanding 
natural beauty which is enjoyed by many  local residents and vistors alike. Housing Development in this location  
will lead to the loss of both Green Belt as well as a the erosion of lovely piece of countryside which I consider  to 
be one of the most scenic in the Amersham district. Building houses on this site will also lead to a loss of   
biodiversity and habitat for wildlife. Buidling more homes will also lead to more trafic queues and delays. The 
loss of Green Belt is also likely to have a negative effect on rural businesses and will reduce tourism in the area. I 
also believe that the loss of this open space to housing will reduce  tranquility and will lead to the loss of an open 
landscape. There will also be a loss of heritage. I also understand there are plans to build  houses on Westwood 
Park. This will be a huge loss to the community  where recreational spaces for  football and tennis are already 
very limited. There are more than 300 Children and adults that play football in Westwood Park and if this park is 
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built open there will be nowhere else for them to go. I hope that my objections to both the Quill Hall Lane 
Development and the plans for the buiding on Westwood Park will be taken into consideration and that 
alternative arrangements for housing can be made. 

Rep2754 
Mrs Gillian Ray 

Proposed inclusion of area for development adjacent to Quill Hall Lane(Parcel 22b),Amersham. I oppose the 
inclusion of this area in the development plan specifically on the grounds of its presence as a natural boundary at 
the eastern edge of Amersham which has allowed the town at this point to retain its rural nature (with 2 farms), 
and prevented the footprint of the town from sliding into urban sprawl. The reasons for the historic limits to 
building  on this edge of the town are clear:Quill Hall Lane sits at the edge of the escarpment which overlooks the 
Chess Valley.I assume that the preservation of the integrity of the beautiful Chess Valley (with its Chess Valley 
Walk)is a key CDC objective; building at the top of the escarpment would inevitably undermine that 
objective.The fact that the Met Line runs in a cutting as it passes along the reinforces the point about the 
escarpment’s importance. In addition, the presence of two Rights of Way (which are well-used) running from 
QHL and Stubbs Wood directly into the Chess Valley recognises this area as the start of open countryside on the 
eastern edge of Amersham on the Hill. I was involved with others many years ago in getting one of these ROW 
established and I believe that our area of Outstanding Natural Beauty should be accessible from the Town on 
foot. There are other strong reasons that make this parcel of land unsuitable for development, particularly 
limited access via QHL which is constricted at its northern and southern end;Raans Road is now a car park making 
it single track and at the other end of QHL the road is actually single lane at one point, and more extensively into 
Chestnut Lane is made single lane by parked cars.  

  

Rep2756 
Mr Peter Lord 

I may not be technically qualified to comment on this planning application, as I am not a near neighbour.  But 
looking at the map of the proposed development, few people are! My interest in this is admittedly selfish, but 
hopefully more relevantly in the general interest of potentially a great many people within easy tube access of 
the area. I have been slowly recovering from an Atrial Fibrillation (AF) hospitalisation a few years ago.  It has not 
been particularly pleasant, as you can never really 'trust' your heart to exert itself fully.  Under my doctor's 
advice, I have been regularly going for walks at weekends.  She has encouraged me to push myself a bit, so since 
August 2015, I have included hills in these walks, with no ill effect.  A chance visit to the canal shop at 
Rickmansworth introduced me to the Chess Valley Walk leaflet, and nearly every weekend since I have walked a 
segment of this scenic route. This has been marvellous for my health and spirits, and is the highlight of my week.   
The best section for me is a mile or two either side of Latimer House / Place.  This is about the nearest AONB to 
me, and, although it takes about an hour to get there by tube, it is where I most frequently walk.  (I am easily 
recognisable - often wearing a long colourful scarf - and say hallo to all.) The benefits of this relatively 
undeveloped valley are obvious, to me anyway.  With fresh air, great views, no planes, and minimal traffic, it is 
the British countryside at its best.  It is difficult to explain the way I am generally uplifted by these weekly 
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experiences; I can only suggest you try it if you get a chance.  In all my years I have yet to see a more beautiful 
valley, and I have been to the Lake District and all over Europe.  It is a hidden gem, and an oasis of stunning 
landscape at its best, through all the seasons. I understand that with the population expanding, we need more 
houses, but I would ask you to re-consider your plans for this site.  I am no planner, but it would seem better for 
all to just expand one of the local towns if necessary, rather than effectively creating a new one that would ruin 
this beautiful valley.  I am very grateful to have had a few months exploring the paths and views of this site, and 
am keenly hoping I may be able to continue to do so. 

Rep2757 
Mr Bjorn Hall 
The Hall 
Partnership on 
behalf of Mr 
David Baker 

Site nomination – Land at Chalfont Road, Seer Green.  
 

Rep2758 
Mr John Bell 

My response relates soley to the proposals/options for the parish of Wexham. 1. It is very clear that the options 
are directly contrary to the following green belt politices set out in the NPPF. The large built up area in this case 
is, of course, Slough. The options, if realised, would represent a major incoursion of that town into a area which 
still maintains a rural character and would merge the settlements of George Green and Middle Green into the 
built up area of Slough. Middle Green in perticular has a distinctly rural character which is sharply and clearly 
seperated from Slough by the canal - precisely the type of clear greenbelt boundary which is encouraged by 
policy. 2. Everything east of Middle Green Lane is within the Colne Valley Regional Park, two of the objectives of 
the regional park being:- To maintain and enhance the landscape, historic environemtn and waterscape of the 
park in terms of their scenic and conservation value and their overall amenity. To safeguard the countryside of 
the Park from inapproprite development, where deelopment is permissable It (the park) will encourage the 
highest possible standards of design. It could hardly be clearer that the options are in direct conflict with the 
objectives of the regional park. 3. There is also a transport issue- the exisitng roads are utterly unsuitable for the 
traffic which should be generated in these options were to be realised. So major works will be needed.  

  

Rep2760 
Mr & Mrs 
Stephen and 
Adele Martin 

We write to air our huge concern and objection to the development plans to the area in which we live. We are 
quite sure the proposed development will compromise the amenities of the area, will cause huge pressure on 
our local resources and will destroy the unique beauty of the area as well as destroy the habitat of the abundant 
wildlife living in the area designated as an area of 'Outstanding Natural Beauty' which has been protected from 
plans such as these and is one of the reasons w chose to live in this area. (how can plans such as these be 
permitted in an area designated as an area of "outstanding Natural Beauty" where presently it is nigh on 
impossible to even erect a garage?) we can summarise some of our objections as follows - An area of 
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'Outstanding Natural Beauty' will be blighted. If this development is allowed what's to stop the rest of the valley 
being developed too? - Abundant flora and fauna will be destroyed and the birds and animals will loose their 
natural habitat. some of which are probably protected species. - The roads in and around Little Chalfont and in 
the quiet and beautiful surrounding areas, which are busy enough as it is, will become unbearably busy. - Public 
transport, particularly to and from London, will become seriously overstreched when it is already overcrowded at 
peak times. Parking at the station will become impossible. - The massive influx of new residents will hugely 
impact on the present amenities which will be under pressure to grow and develop to accommodate the 
increasing population which in turn will further impact on and destroy the area. 

Rep2761 
 John Watkins 

I wish to make the following points in relation to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation 
(Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options. First the methodology adopted to assess the ‘strength’ of 
existing Green Belt is fundamentally flawed. The Part 1 Green Belt Assessment utilises parcels of land which have 
durable boundaries as defined in the National Planning Policy Framework. For the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment, 
the areas of land have been fragmented into smaller parcels of land which do not have durable boundaries. 
These parcels of land are smaller than those adopted for the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment but larger than the 
sites arising from the Call for Sites. The basis of this action appears to be subjective and illogical and s contradicts 
the National Planning Policy Framework requirement for long term durable boundaries. Flawed methodology 
cannot be used as a basis for declassifying Green Belt and that housing and economic development should not be 
permitted on Green Belt.  In relation to the consultation and the proposals for Little Chalfont:- No mention is 
made on the suitability of Stoney Lane, Lodge Lane (and its railway bridge), Roughwood Lane and Cokes Lane for 
the increased traffic movements that would arise if developments were permitted. If stage one and stage two 
developments are permitted then there will be continuous built up development from Chenies, though Little 
Chalfont all the way through to Chalfont St Giles. Little Chalfont already has had nearly 300 homes built or under 
construction in the past 2 years at Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade.  The consultation is incomplete and 
therefore inadequate  as no evidence or proposals are presented on the following:- •           The adequacy of 
existing medical and dental facilities for a rise in population, nor any consideration for siting and construction of 
additional schools. •           In addition to the points made above about rural lanes, no mention is made of the 
increased traffic effects on the A404 and B 4442.  •           The adequacy of the existing rail service and/ or the 
level of improvements needed. (Most seats available on morning peak hour Metropolitan line trains are occupied 
as the train leaves Chalfont & Latimer station.)  •           The adequacy of existing and need for additional parking 
in the village of Little Chalfont. Existing parking facilities are inadequate for the existing retail outlets.   As well as 
the omissions mentioned above in the medical/dental and education areas, I find no mention of the amount and 
siting of additional retail units.   Surely any document that is entitled “Local Plan” and attempts to cover a twenty 
year time frame must include all these considerations and also make clear how such investments are to be 
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funded? I would suggest therefore that the document and the other documents referenced therein (specifically 
The Chiltern and South Bucks Infrastructure Capacity Study: Report of Settlement Findings Baseline Assessment 
(January 2016)) are not fit for purpose.  Returning to the matter of the Green Belt and the associated subject of 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (ANOB). Your consultation is engineered in reverse in that you manufacture 
unsubstantiated economic and housing data to justify the release of Green Belt Land using a flawed methodology 
referred to above.  You will not need reminding that the purpose of the Green Belt is to:-   •           Check the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; •           Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; •           
Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; •           Preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns; and •           Assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 
land.  As District Councils and elected Councillors you have responsibilities vested in you to enforce the the 
purposes of the Green Belt but you are now proposing that the first three of the above objectives are to be 
breached. This is unacceptable. Three of the areas in Little Chalfont selected in stage one of your proposals (the 
sites to the East and West of Stoney Lane) lie within the ANOB as do both parcel numbers 22a and 29 in stage 
two.  You will be aware that The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 says the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty's purpose is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty. In my view those words do 
not permit large scale housing or industrial development. Again this constitutes another failing in your 
responsibilities as elected Councillors to the community. 

Rep2762 
Mr Mark 
Sheppard 

Question 8: The green belt was created for a good reason and in the recoqnition that the land is a finite resource. 
Places that have been identified as areas of Outstanding Beauty are the jewels that should be preserved for 
future generations. The health and mental well-being derived from these areas are well established. Once these 
areas are lost they will never be regained. We have not reached the stage where these areas should be used to 
address a housing shortage. As a local council you are entrusted to make decisions for the benefits of resisdents 
and for the next generation. These plans are reckless, ill thought out and will destroy our heritage. 
Question 17: We have seen the impact of the housing in Bell Lane and wait to see the effect of the housing 
behind Cheines Parade. The infrastructure is already under stress at the present level. Not only will the increased 
housing add to this but the proposed industrial sites (of which there is no national shortage I am aware of) will be 
added to with the increased heavy goods vehicle. Presently the roads down Bell and Stoney Lane and the 
Chesham road are in very poor state as they have been for the past 5 years. 

  

Rep2765 
Mrs Sue Nash 

I am writing in response to the joint council's proposal to fulfill its obligation to provide future homes by utilising 
green belt land in South Bucks. The cynical side of me wonders if the time I have spent considering this is of any 
value.  I am not a "petition" kind of person but I feel very strongly about this proposal.  I have lived in Little 
Chalfont for most of my life, born in Amersham Hospital, schooled at Chenies, Little Chalfont Primary and Dr. 
Challoner's.  I have married and settled here and my four children have been schooled in the same primary and 
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secondary schools that I attended.  I have many treasured memories of the village of Little Chalfont over half a 
century and have seen many changes.  I consider that the growth of the "village" to date has already changed it 
considerably and certainly in the last few years there has been a significant detrimental impact in terms of 
density of traffic, delays on the roads, access to school places, pressure on services i.e. GP surgeries.  From my 
point of view I believe we are at the brink of a make or break situation.  Our elected Council state that they are 
now considering the "right level of development" and the "right balanced outcomes".  The areas of Amersham 
and Little Chalfont are just about holding their own! The population increase over the last few years has had a 
significant impact on the quality of life of its residents.  The final straw comes when it is suggested that we 
extend our villages by developing on green belt land.  This is not a case of, not in my back yard or I have had it so 
good for so long why us!  I appreciate that there is a national strategy to uphold and the need for housing is 
increasing and has to be addressed.  However, I cannot support this current thinking.  The green belt policy in the 
UK has been highly effective in halting sprawling urbanisation and improving the life for both rural and urban 
populations.  Is nothing sacred?  We do have a responsibility to preserve and cherish our countryside indeed we 
have a responsibility to future generations, what legacy will we leave our children?  The quality of life is surely a 
combination of factors, the quality of mine is definitely people at the top, family and friends and church, our local 
community and the wonderful countryside that surrounds us.  I for one walk through Chessfield Park and into 
Westwood Park through West woods and down to the River Chess and beyond nearly every day. I enjoy the 
peace and beauty, I enjoy the heron, the swans, the wildlife and flowers through all seasons.  This land is a 
treasure that we have inherited from previous generations who have kept it safe for us to enjoy.  Let's now keep 
it safe for our children and grandchildren.  Come on elected Councillors, listen to the electorate, re-consider this 
proposal, go back to the table there MUST be another way forward.  Our lovely village will no longer be called 
Little Chalfont but maybe the London Borough of the Chalfonts or perhaps Greater Chalfont.  PLEASE LISTEN. 

Rep2766 
Mr Robin 
Summerell 

Firstly, on the basis that the consultation period has been very short, I would like to endorse the comments that 
have been put forward by Sense4CSP in response to the proposals. I have had first hand experience of them 
dealing with the various issues that have been pushed at CSP over the previous decade and more. CSP was 
allocated a disproportionately large amount of dwellings in the previous Core Strategy that was disbanded, and it 
would seem that this number should be taken into account in this next plan. We have had the debacle of Holy 
Cross, where the village wasn't against the concept of more dwellings, but just looked at the whole picture in a 
more sustainable and long term way, including in particular the education of our children, and the medical 
factilites needed for everyone in a communtiy of 16,000 or so. We already have a secondary school that is the 
largest in Bucks. We have Primary schools with waiting lists and CSP Academy with no playing fields of their own 
- how they achieve such excellent standards in sport is a testament to the Head and the teachers. The proposal 
to allocate Mill Meadow for building is, quite frankly, absolutely ridiculous. It is on a flood plain, are importantant 
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recreational areas, have well used allotments, and provide much needed playing fields for the local school and 
clubs. With regard to general sustainability, there are huge issues already with parking in the village, which the 
Parish Council are struggling to sort out even with the help of consultants. There are well known issues regarding 
our antiquated drainage system which will only struggle even more if no upgrades are done to it. Transport lionks 
are completely depended upon the car, even if it is to get to Gerrards Cross railway station. There are next to no 
bus services left. The need to protect the green belt is of utmost concern, not just locally but throughout the 
country. It is part of what makes our country such a wonderful place to live, and to eat away at it rather than look 
at more innovative alternatives would really be a damning indictment on those in decision-making positions. 
I am also concerned of potential conflicts of interest, both with CDC owning various plots of land such as Mill 
Meadow, and also that our Parish Council leadership is heavily dominated by CDC Councillors, including the 
leader of the council. There must be independent checks in place to ensure fair representation for our village 
I attach a passage from Bill Bryson's latest book, The Road The Little Piddling, which I think illustrates well why 
the Green belt is so important to our make-up [screen shot of book extract included with  original rep]  

Rep2767 
 Ben Jones 

I have just returned from walking the fields and woods adjoining Lodge Lane in Little Chalfont and am shocked 
and appalled to discover much of the area is being considered for housing and/ or industrial estates. I was 
brought up in Little Chalfont and return frequently during clement weather to enjoy the public footpath running 
across from Westwood Park to Stoney Lane and then onwards to Chenies Manor. I would like to register my total 
opposition to the inclusion of this beautiful tract of green space in future building projects. Please save these 
fields for future generations of children to enjoy, just as I did. 

  

Rep2769 
 Sarah Goodgame 

I have been a resident at the above address since 2008 and have lived in the Chalfont area for 30 years. We 
bought our current house on Long Walk because of the lovely fields opposite. We have always enjoyed living in 
this area and one of the main reasons being due to the  Green Belt open space that surrounds us. I wish to 
strongly object to the erosion of Green Belt in Little Chalfont. I feel we have already been over developed with 
the Bell Lane and Donkey Field housing. It is already so hard to park in the village or at the station and to add to 
this seems inconsiderate to the local residents. It appears we have taken 12.4% of new housing over the last 10 
years compared to local areas having taken between 2% and 4%.  The infrastructure in Little Chalfont would not 
cope with the proposed housing development. The schools are full, with local children already not being 
allocated places at their local school. The Medical Centre is overstretched. Trains are also full during busy times 
of day. The A404 is very congested. These problems are in existence even before families move in to the new 
houses on Donkey Field. In addition, I am very concerned about the loss of habitat to the birds, bats, deer, 
badgers etc. I would also like to object to how the consultants Arup have divided the Green Belt in to sub 
sections and I am very concerned by the methodology they have used. I do understand the need for more 
housing, however, our village has taken more than its fair share of housing and to destroy the Green Belt would 
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have a disastrous effect on our village.  

Rep2770 
Mrs Ann Alderson 

My main objection to the proposals is the relaease of Green Belt land for hosuing and employment development. 
Green Belt land was designated for a specific purpose for good reasons: this land should remain as designated 
and not released under any circumstances. Green Belt land around London was established in 1955 with the aim 
of preventing urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open, the essential characterstics being its openness 
and its permanence. Local authorities are expected to plan positively to enhance the beneficial use fo the Green 
Belt, such as looking for opportunities to provide access; to provide opportunities for outdoor sport and 
recreation; to retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity. Declassifying Green Belt land is 
inconsistant with these aims and the responsibilities of the local Council. Once Green Belt land has been 
declassified, it will be fone for ever.  Similarly, much of the land under consideration is Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) AONB's were instigated in 1949 with the Natonal Parks and Access to the Countryside 
Act, and have the same status as National Parks. AONB are areas of land designated for conservation due to their 
significant landscape value and should be conserved and enhanced, not destroyed. AONB land should therefore 
remain as designated.  I fully appreciate the need for more housing, but this should not be at the expense of land 
that is designated as Green Belt and/or AONB. The Green Belt land and AONB in the Chiltern District Council area 
is a vital part of the acharacyer of the villages and their communities, and a great asset to them, and should not 
be destroyed. It is also a natural habitat for a variety of wildlife and biodiversity. It is essential that these areas 
are preserved to protect our natural environment and provide open space around urabn developments and 
conurbations. In addition to the benefit to local communities, the Chilterns, particually around Amersham and 
Little Chalfont at the end of the Metropolitan line, provide a 'lung' for London. Other comments I would like to 
make:  HS2 will have a negative impact on thebeaity and peace of the topen areas in the Chilterns so it is even 
more important to preserve and enhance all the exisitng Green Belt land.  Little Chalfont should not be 
considered as a 'Main Settlement for Growth' as signifnicant new developments could not be accommdated and 
integrated, and would completely change the character of the village and the community. Little Chalfont is a 
relatively small village in which, since 2006, the number of properties has increased by 12.4%. Other local 
communities: Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter have only increased by 4% - 7.7%. The areas of Green 
Belt proposed for declassification around Little Chalfont are disproprtionate in realtion to those around the 
neighbouring villages.  The infrastructure in Little Chalfont is already at full capacity without further growth: 
parking in the village and at the station is already difficult, the trains in rush hour are packed, local primary 
schools are full, doctors surgeries are over stretched, and the roads, many of which are narrow lanes, are 
dangerously busy.  If all the land proposed in stage 1 and Stage 2 is released from Green Belt and AONB 
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designation Amersham, Little Chalfont, Chalfont St Giles, and Chorleywood could potentially be joined together: 
this against the National Planning Policy Framework which states that villages should be discreate and seperated 
by green land.  In stage 2 the orignial Green Belt sections have been sub-divided for 'convenience' to meet 
development needs. These sub-sections do not meet the requirement that Green Belt land is defined by 
‘durable’ boundaries: major road, rivers, rail lines or other clear boundaries. The Green Belt section should be 
considered as a whole. Section 4.16 states that some of the Green Belt land that is under consideration for 
release might never be developed due to other constraints: in which case why consider declassifying it? 
In conclusion, for the above reasons I object strongly to the declassification of any Green Belt land in this area, or 
indeed elsewhere, and to Little Chalfont being considered as a ‘main settlement for growth’. 

Rep2771 
Mrs Amy Smith-
Rewse 

I wish to object to the possible Green Belt Strategic Options at Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont , 
Beaconsfield, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Burnham within the Green Belt listed in the Local Plan Initial 
Consultation document (appendix 2) Comments to specific questions:   Spatial Strategy Options - Question 5 It 
seems that Option J should be the first priority option in its own right as a priority as clearly development close 
to train stations must be preferred over all other development. Option A could be pursued as second priority but 
any open space relocated must be consistent with the green belt and must be replaced at least like for like and 
employment land converted should be unused employment land. Any increase in building density must be 
appropriate for its immediate local surroundings.  Option D should be the third priority option as clearly the 
principal settlements are more capable of sustaining development. Option E should be the fourth favoured 
option.  Option H should be the fifth prioritised option but building must be in keeping with the character of the 
built area and any infilling and/or redevelopment should not affect the character of the existing built frontages. 
Further any infilling must not affect the openness of the green belt site or detract from its green belt function.  
Option I should be the sixth priority option, as long as extensions simply “round off” the relevant village and are 
sustainable.   Option B could be considered seventh in priority but surely will not provide any significant new 
housing stock. The remaining options are not wholly acceptable.   Specific sites - Question 6 Raylands Farm  
Such development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to the principles of such a designation. 
The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas. To build 
would erode the barrier. The area is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any 
significance.  The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor. This site has clear access issues from 
Bull Lane. Any additional traffic using these routes, which are narrow, without pavements and already poorly 
maintained and in the close proximity of a number of schools, would add additional burden to the routes and 
increase safety risk to children attending local schools. Affordable Housing  - question 8 All affordable housing 
developments must be sustainable.  Affordable housing should be located in areas closest to rail and tube 
stations, adequate bus services and areas of maximum employment.  The majority of the sites in Chalfont St 
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Peter are inherently unsustainable and as such unsuitable for affordable housing.  Some limited key worker 
housing could be provided in certain areas but this will not go far towards meeting the perceived general need.  
Developments for affordable housing should be concentrated in those settlements with the facilities and 
infrastructure to support them eg Little Chalfont, Amersham, Chesham. Larger sustainable urban extensions 
provide viable propositions for affordable housing.  It is likely to be the case that significant quantities of 
affordable housing on non green belt sustainable urban extensions as part of the Duty to Co-Operate is capable 
of delivering sufficient quantities of affordable housing other than options currently available to CDC.  It does not 
appear viable to provide sufficient affordable housing in the Chiltern District without full exploitation of the Duty 
to Co-Operate.  Areas such as Slough, Uxbridge, High Wycombe, Amersham, Watford  and Chesham are 
inherently more appropriate and sustainable locations for provision of affordable housing and high density sites.  
Travellers - Quation 9 Chalfont St Peter / Gerrards Cross has already a greater per capita proportion of sites for 
Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People than any other defined area within the district.  I would not 
support any increase in provision in Chalfont St Peter or Gerrards Cross.  Such sites should be more evenly 
distributed throughout the district.  Other points - Question 17 It appears that these plans are vague and with 
little real or easliy understood information and justification for residents. Further consulation time is essential, 
along with far more involvment and discussion with those potentially impacted. The roll out of the potential 
plans and consulation has been very poor to date. It also appears that there may be considerable conflict of 
interest in the process of redesignating and developing green belt areas which is wholly unacceptable. 

Rep2772 
Mr Ian Garland 

Question 6: Yes, although I doubt whether it will ever be read by councillors: The idea that Ley Hill, Jasons Hill 
and Orchard Leigh should be removed from the Green Belt is frankly ridiculous. Bordering on farm land, they are 
hardly most appropriate locations to consider for removal and it would appear to be contrary to the stated 
objectives of green belt policy. To do so would be an irrational decision by councillors. One would then have to 
wonder why have a Green Belt policy at all. 

  

Rep2774 
Mrs Elberta 
Peregrine 

Question 8. I live in the village of Latimer, in the Chess Valley, and in the heart of what I feel to be one of the 
most beautiful parts of the Chilterns. I know nothing about how the councils can meet their affordable housing 
needs, however what I do know is that to take these substanial plots out of the Green Belt, would be devastating 
to the wildlife and needs to be declassified this part of the Chess Valley as an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. Personally I am most interested in the beauty of this rolling landscape and the birds that live here, 
permanently or for a part of the year. These include tufted ducks, pochard, little grebe, herons and egrets, 
Canada and Brent greese, several members of the worbler family (blackcap, reed warbler, Cetti's worbler, 
chiffchaff…), several members of the int family, three types of wood pecker, chaffinch, bullfinch, greenfinch, 
siskin and tellowhammer, house matins, swifts and subibins, nut hatch, tree creapers, jays, red kites… I could go 
on. The delicate balance of any biodiversity will obviously be threatened by a sinigicant increase in the traffic, in 
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the pollution- knowing that one of the only water cress forms is just upstream from the proposed development. 
An AONB is there for a purpose: to protect and sonserve precious natural heritage. I feel very strongly that to 
take this land and use it for a housing (and industrial) development area instead, would be to destroy some of 
our lovliest countryside for future generations.  Question 17. I wish the councils to take the following points into 
account when preparing the joint Local Plan. My first point is the destruction of a part of the natural beauty and 
natural heritage of the Chess Valley, currently part of the Chiltern Area of Outstanding Beauty, with its centuries 
of beach and oaks, footpaths, cycle paths, and above all its hiether to protected fauna and flora (see answer to 
question 8 here in above). My second point concerns my worries about the increased traffic resulting from these 
developments. Latimer already suffers from cars and small lorries speeding throughout it in order to make a 
short cut to Hemel Hempstead via Flouden. This traffic is extremely dangerous for the villegers, as the vehicles do 
not slow down sufficiently, and nothing has been done to ensure that they do slow down. Any increase would be 
disasterous. The cross-roads at the bottom of Stony Lane are a regular and notorious place for accidents. Stony 
Lane, in view of the steepness of the road, is insufficiently drained and as a result the bottom is regulaly covered 
in gradvel to the extent that we cannot even see the white line to stop. It seems a very risky operation to have 
housing or even industrial development using this very steep and narrow lane. Not to mention the narrow lanes 
all around a whole review of the local road infratructure and the protection fo the population would be 
necessary. I really, strongly feel that this small part of the Chess Valley would not be the right area to build up.  

Rep2775 
 Claire Page 

I wish to express concern regarding the above public consultation for the housing and employment development 
in Chesham. I'm concerned that the infrastructure in Chesham can not support such developments.  The existing 
traffic demands on Chesham roads exceed their capacity.  This leads to increase fumes and impacts on the air 
pollution levels.  The proposed reduction of green land areas would increase this environmental impact. The loss 
of green areas where people can enjoy the chilterns (without having to get in their cars!) will be significant.  The 
areas of proposed redevelopment are frequently used by families, dog walkers etc.  Children playing in the 
Nashleigh fields are often from less affluent areas of Chesham and this provides them with access to open spaces 
with associated health benefits. The document refers that it was not appropriate to collaborate with 
Hertfordshire, this may be a lost opportunity as sites such as Bovingdon air field may make more appropriate 
redevelopment areas than existing green belt area. The plan for addition housing indicates that less than 50% will 
be affordable housing.  This will not therefore enable increased benefit to local people.  Numerous local families 
have to leave the area for cheaper housing in Aylesbury.  The proposed level of build will just enable further 
relocation of those seeking housing from London area. The document sets out plans to increase employment 
investment via the development of warehouses etc.  Is there a proven demand for such facilities.  I note number 
of units to let in areas around Chesham such as Asheridge Road.  What a loss it would be for a site to be 
developed to then remain unoccupied. Thank you for the opportunity to provide our view. 
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Rep2777 
Dr Mark Pegg 

As long standing residents of Little Chalfont, we are writing to make our views known on the Emerging Chiltern 
and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) as they affect Little Chalfont. We expect unanimous opposition amongst 
local residents to the proposals for the land around Little Chalfont since no one who moves to Little Chalfont for 
the purpose of enjoying village life and buys a house with that expectation in mind wants to find that the very 
place they moved to is to become part of a town.  This is undoubtedly what we will have if these proposals are 
adopted.  We moved here precisely because it is a village set in green Buckinghamshire countryside.  The notion 
that we would want to see our green belt paved over to become another London suburb is horrifying.  Our 
objections to the proposals for Little Chalfont are: * The character of our village will be lost forever if the 
proposed housing and commercial estates are built and Little Chalfont will become a town;   * The green belt is 
there for a reason to preserve our open spaces and nothing that caused it to be created has changed – there are 
so many brownfield and derelict sites in London inside the M25 and the South East generally that are ideal for 
development;   * We should not carelessly urbanise one of the UK’s scarcest resources – an area of outstanding 
natural beauty. The habitats for many rare British wildlife species will be under threat. Varieties of deer, newts, 
owls, snakes and insects will be eradicated, losing a vital natural resource studied by local students and highly 
prized by the community. Even if the habitats themselves are not built on, there will be sufficient intrusion to 
effectively dislocate or destroy the habitation of a significant number of animals;  * The infrastructure is not 
adequate now – we have to stand on the trains into town, the main A404 is already gridlocked in the rush hours, 
polluted with emissions and congested 24/7. Local roads are already used as "rat runs" and crossing roads is 
becoming even more dangerous. There is only one cycle path and, as many roads are without footpaths, it is 
already impossible to walk or cycle safely along busy roads - it is disapponting that car drivers can drive to 
Chorleywood and Chalfont St Giles at 40 mph but there is no continuous footbath or cycle way to reach many 
parts of our own community in Little Chalfont without walking on the road and risking our lives; * We cannot 
park at the local shops or library on most days of the week; * Our schools are already full and there is no 
explanation of further provision in the plan;  * Doctors, dentists and other medical facilities are already 
oversubscribed, without swelling the number of residents further; * Our open spaces and playing fields are 
already well below national quality standards and inadequate for the needs of our children and young people to 
play sports throughout the year; * We are not against development altogether but have done our bit already 
with infill housing developments recently with hundreds of new homes in the centre of Little Chalfont. The plans 
for Little Chalfont are so excessive they may be seen by some as rather cynical: that we are being softened up 
with the worst case so that we will gasp a huge sigh of relief when what is agreed is less.  But there is a wider 
core and more important principle at stake here.  If we allow any development on the green belt now all 
protection will have gone, because a precedent for future development will have been established.  We can 
witness how agricultural land in the green belt is deliberately neglected and sub-divided to help make the 
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developer's case that it is derelict and no longer attractive and surplus to requirements.  The 9 hole golf course in 
Little Chalfont is closed and the land neglected to make the case for development rather than provide a 
continuing community asset for health,fitness and quality of life. Developers will inevitably be back in the future 
using this precedent to argue for further relaxation and ensure that slowly but surely all of the planning goals will 
be achieved: the death penalty for the green belt will be achieved by a thousand cuts. This proposed plan is 
wrong in principle.  We should save village life, save our green belt, save an area of outstanding natural beauty 
and reject any further development in Little Chalfont. 

Rep2779 
 John Martin 

i wish to raise my objection to our area of chesham ie Nashleigh hill recreation site being used for anything other 
than its present use. this site is the only area of this type for children and famiies to use. 

  

Rep2780 
 Charlie Mace 

I am very sad to hear that you are planning to build on the field near my house, I do not think that it is a good 
idea, because there is so much wildlife here. I have seen many deer in the field, and some visit my back garden, 
the trees around this field are home to many owls and birds, ground woodpeckers visit my garden often. 
I am also quite worried about all of the noise that this might generate, I wake up to go to school at half past six, 
and need a good night sleep. Also I have a younger sister, who gets up at the same time.We have already 
experienced building work on Burtons Lane, and this created lots of noise, and was the cause of much traffic. I 
would hate for this to happen on my road. Finally, I have a pet rabbit, who could suffer from loud noises, I they 
would make her scared, and may result in her passing away. I would not like this to happen, as I really like her. 

  

Rep2781 
 Eloise 
Hemsworth 

I object to Chiltem District Council’s plans to build on the green belt in and surrounding Little Chalfont. This is 
because schools in the area are already very full, building more houses will cause them to overflow. As a result 
the classes will have to expand and this will have a negative effect on the education of all the students in the 
classes affected. It will also pollute the area because there will be more cars, which will cause more traffic. 
Having been to L.C.RS., I know how busy parking and the roads are. This development will only make the issue 
worse. The places you are planning to build on is beautiful land and full of wonderful nature. These are very 
important to the community. The planned development site next to Westwood park is opposite my house and 
will really affect the privacy of the people living on my road (Chessfield Park). I also love to walk along the path 
through this planned site with my little brother and sister. I think it would be a shame if this land was turned 
into houses. Not only is it affecting the field, it will also affect the park, a place of wonder and enjoyment for 
many children, including myself, living in Little Chalfont. These changes will have a huge impact on Little 
Chalfont’s nature and community. I hope you reconsider your plans for development as I would not like the small 
and quiet village that I grew up in to become a large, sprawling town. 
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Rep2785 
 Isabella Mace 

I am afraid to hear that you are building in a field in Loudhams Wood Lane! It is a shame because I have seen a 
herd of DEER in the field and also in are back garden to! We are scared that you are going to ruin the wiled life 
when you build houses in the beautiful field. P.S.Pleas look at my drawing attached! [drawing of a hand drawn 
deer attached] 

  

Rep2786 
 Naomi Wallis 

As a resident of Little Chalfont, I value the role that small, planned careful development can bring. Forgive my 
ignorance, but it takes great amount of policy (and sometimes money from big business) for Green Belt Land to 
be released, I'm surprised this is happening at all.  It is deeply concerning that this land has been ear marked for 
to expand residentially and employment/industrial sites here, especially when part of it is an area of outstanding 
natural beauty, on the Latimer Road on the way to Chesham.  The impact on employment/industrial sites are 
additional traffic flow through an already congested road at certain times of the day could potentially be 
dangerous for the near by primary school accessed by Church Grove, opposite Stony Lane and would contribute 
to increased air pollution around the site with this increase of traffic. This means more traffic calming measures, 
road widening of Stony Lane as it is a rural road with passing places. There is already a speeding problem in the 
village as is. What will the Highways team do to calm traffic and ensure that those living on the edge of the 
village and throughout aren't disturbed, speed limits are observed congestion is kept to a minimum, and air 
pollution monitored? This is cross council issue involving Planning, Highways and Pollution/Environmental 
Health.  The two proposed sites either side of the A404, one potentially residential and one 
industrial/employment could potentially destroy the picturesque views driving west and east into Little Chalfont 
village on the A404 along with as impacting on wild life and local flora and fauna and should be kept as is as 
Green Belt. The other sites highlighted near Stony Lane and others within the village, Finch Lane et al will also 
destroy the leafy look and feel to certain areas of the village, destroy wild life and again contribute to increased 
traffic flow and air pollution in the village, plus put a strain on local amenities and existing infrastructure.  
Where does the council propose to build more schools if further residential properties are built? The  two 
primary schools in the village are already full, one being well over subscribed?  What about healthcare? It is 
already difficult enough to see a doctor when you need one at Little Chalfont surgery. Will there be another GP 
practice/Dental practice as the amount of residential properties that could be built will place strain on 
rudimentary health care and education. With the increase in residential population, this leaves us open to public 
services being over subscribed.  We choose to live here as this area supports a healthier life and a better lifestyle 
as a family. We enjoy walking, bike riding and running down Bell Lane into the woods left and right into West 
Wood, down to Chenies, and can have a family walk out to the garden Centre and back enjoying the views and 
making the most of the countryside - green belt. I don't particularly want to walk through a housing/industrial 
estate to get through the Cow Field on Stony Lane on a Sunday family walk.  However, most importantly I stress 
again these are green belt sites. The green belt sites need to be protected to maintain this area as a semi 
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rural/rural village for the protection and conservation of our flora and fauna. Surely there must be sites of 
Specific Scientific Interests? How will you protect the River Chess and any building that may happen on the 
Latimer Road? Are there really no brownfield sites that could be suitable as alternatives?  Have businesses 
approached the council in order to start this planning consultation? Please advise how I can apply for Freedom of 
Information  request for this. Are there any real alternatives to avoid carving up an AONB and mature open 
green, healthy land? As a villager I strongly oppose this plan to use green belt land and feel it must be preserved 
for conservation purposes.  

Rep2787 
 Lesley Tofts 

except for former golf course on lodge lane, all the identified areas of land are within the chiltern said area of 
outstanding natural beauty, an important national asset much appreciated by local residents and visitors to the 
area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national planning policy. 

  

Rep2788 
Mr Ian Gordon, 
Rep2789 
Mrs Jennie 
Gordon 

Area 47b. Does not fit naturally into the existing built up area. Access would be either from Bull Lane or the A40, 
neither of which options would be desirable.  Bull Lane is narrow and has horizontal and vertical curvature.  It is 
already very overstressed at peak timand has two schools nearby.  It has been the subject of considerable 
consultations with County Highways concerning safety. Alternatively, an exit onto the A40 would be most 
undesirable. Much of the land is part of a fully working farm of which there are only two left in the Parish. Area 
57b. There is no natural boundary on the eastern edge. The eastern part of this crosses made up land at Stable 
Farm, and passes onto land on which there used to be cress beds the remnants of which are still clearly visible 
near Oakend Mill and Isle of Wight Farm.  The land is alluvial and is of much better quality than the surrounding  
banks.  There is a a very high water table in places. Adjacent to the railway there is a water pumping station. 

  

Rep2790 
Miss Charlotte 
Brewer 

QUESTION 4 - CSP has already been forced to accept 600 new dwellings from CDC. These include Audley Homes 
at the Epilepsy Centre, Newland Park and the old Holy Cross Convent. In view of this CDC needs to re-adjust its 
new figures & proposals for CSP. The green belt, areas of natural beauty and protecting bio diversity should be 
paramount when choosing where to construct new dwellings. Towns such as Aylesbury and Chesham are more 
"geared up" and in tune for such high numbered housing proposals. They have far superior travel links, better 
roads, substantial parking,  more schools, doctor surgeries and current excisting brown belt land to build on. 
There is also more employment opportunities in these locations. QUESTION 5 and 6 - South Bucks, Wycombe & 
Aylesbury Vale, Dacorum and Three Rivers are much more appropiate for new developments and unlike CSP are 
not mainly on green belt land or areas of natural beauty. Chalfont St Peter is the biggest village in the country 
and has been subject to three recent large developments. Any further developments in Chalfont St Peter will end 
up in urban sprawl and neighbouring villages/towns will merge into one. CDC must prioritise using brownfield 
sites before ruining areas of natural beauty and green belt land. QUESTION 9 - CSP already has sufficient traveller 
sites, any more proposed by CDC must be fairly distributed throughout the district and county. QUESTION 16 - 
No more major development plans should be approved in CSP until the existing drainage system, roads and 
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utilities are drastically improved. To encourage further housing and population would only cause more strain on 
the already inadequate infastructure. Schools, doctors and the local hospital would also require updating and 
expanding to cope with the demand. QUESTION 17 - CSP, sadly is been slowly eaten into, it would seem, with 
housing and population growth/demand. The HS2 rail link threat also appears to be a real one which will lead to 
further destruction of the green belt, traffic mayhem, pollution, loss of natural bio diversity and general 
inconvenience. CDC need to seriously consider their proposals on CSP or the consequences will be unforgiveable 
for current and future generations. 

Rep2791 
 Ashleigh 
Redmayne 

Please register this email as my objection to the planned alternation to the green belt restriction in Little 
Chalfont. As a fairly new resident to the area (having only officially move here 3 years ago) It would greatly 
sadden me to have moved to an area that would face heavy construction and the destruction of local 
surroundings. I paid a premium to move to this area to enjoy the benefits of 'village life' in a small community 
surrounded by greenery as well as the convenience of proximity to the m25, major airports and central London. 
I also object to the proposed plans to consider Westwood Park and the field behind Chessfield Park as one parcel 
of land and to try to demonstrate that it has not performed 'well' as Green Belt and should be declassified, 
thereby permitting development. As a full time step mother to a young child I can attest to the frequent use of 
the facilities at Westwood park on a weekly if not daily basis, both as a training ground for my step son's weekly 
football practice as well as a local and safe area for myself to keep fit. During the summer we also frequently use 
the playing park and tennis courts. Not to mention my step sons enthusiasm at watching the cricketers during 
the summer months. I employ you to protect the Green Belt and safeguard the character of Little Chalfont. 

  

Rep2792 
 John, Joan and 
Lesley-Anne 
Simpson 

We were surprised and disappointed to see the scale of possible development in Little Chalfont outlined in the 
Local Plan. We have lived in Little Chalfont for over 50 years and in that time there has been gradual 
development which, whilst enlarging the village, has maintained its rural charm. If all of the proposed 
developments come into effect the size of the village would be almost doubled, in effect converting us to a small 
town. The open country (green belt) between here and Chorleywood would significantly reduce. How long 
before further development along the A404 eliminates that gap? Recent developments in Bell Lane and the 
Donkey Field indicate that Little Chalfont has made a significant contribution to housing needs. We consider that 
further development particularly where it infringes on the green belt should not take place. The development 
already made has put increasing pressure on the infrastructure. It now takes longer to get an appointment to see 
a doctor whilst parking in the village (despite the welcome deal to park for up to an hour in Snells Wood car park) 
is very often impossible. Even more astounding is the possibility that the land between Bell Lane, Stony Lane and 
Latimer Road could lose its Green Belt status. This is clearly an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and it would 
be a travesty if West Wood were to be cut down. The roads surrounding it are completely unsuitable to sustain 
any possible development. We consider that Little Chalfont has undergone sufficient development in recent 
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years, and that in the future any more modest proposals should include solutions to infrastructure problems. 

Rep2794 
 Elliot Smith 

I oppose the above proposed development. The section of Green Belt provides a clear definition between the 
settlements of Gerrards Cross and Fulmer. It is significant in its prevention of continuing urban sprawl into the 
countryside and the then merging of the two settlements. It provides definition between not only Gerrards Cross 
and Fulmer but also Stoke Poges and Wexham. If the development continues unchecked then we will be living in 
a totally huge built up area and the character and history of those individual settlements will disappear - in short 
an extension of West London! It is significant in the protection of that, providing woodland and fields which help 
in providing a rural feel despite being next to the M40 motorway. This piece of land was not identified by your 
consultants Arups, why therefore are you not considering their recommended options? What is the point of 
engaging consultants if their recommendations are not taken on board, after all surely they are the people who 
have specialist expertise? 

  

Rep2795 
Mrs Isobel Green 

My Husband & I are strongly opposed to the proposal to release certain areas from the Green Belt around the 
village of Little Chalfont. The purpose of the green belt was to stop urban sprawl, to preserve open spaces, for 
the benefit of London and the surrounding countryside and to maintain a healthy quality of life for the 
inhabitants. The situations in which it can be altered are specific, and it is only to be used in exceptional 
circumstances! Fulfilling government housing quotas is not exceptional circumstances. Once you take this route, 
you begin the decimation of the green belt, with each generation. It is an easy grab solution for officials who do 
not attempt to find suitable alternatives. The green belt serves a very important use as a cleanser for the 
pollution of the city, which grows daily, and as a sanctuary for wild life, from deer to the smallest ant, all of which 
have a vital link in the chain of nature in keeping a healthy countryside and city.  Without the green belt London 
would be so overrun with pollution the NHS would be overburdened with patients, and crime would rise. The 
forestry areas around the village are inordinately small and disjointed but to remove any more would decimate 
the benefits such greenery provides, not only to nature but to humanity. There are already large areas of open 
land under farming, which at least preserves the open nature of the belt. Replacing it with buildings will totally 
destroy the environment, not to mention the loss of the crops currently being produced in a country that relies 
more and more on importing cheap chemically produced food, thus increasing the carbon footprint of our once 
great country. The habitat of the area has already been vastly decimated by new housing, and the clearing of the 
Railway line trees and bushes, and the felling of mature trees on private grounds. The area is in an “Area of 
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Outstanding Natural Beauty” and should be maintained as such. We should not be looking to destroy what we 
enjoy today, and save it for our children to enjoy. The commute to London is already affected, in that trains have 
few spaces available when reaching Chalfont & Latimer. Already it is becoming a training course for ninja 
warriors to obtain a seat, this at only the 2nd stop on the line, those at the 3rd stop need to visit the gym 
regularly if they are to merely catch the train. This on a journey of approximately one hour is not quality of life, 
but more to be expected of a village in a third world country. Increased housing would make the commute 
intolerable if not impossible. The railways have been continually reducing the trains over the past 20 years, in 
order to accommodate increased commuting from other areas closer to the city, so it is unlikely they will 
increase them to accommodate the extra commuters, as there is just not the space to take extra trains, not 
without vastly increasing the size of the stations in the city – a project that has not seen the light of day during 
the last 40 years, and I see no reason it will be changed in the immediate future. The schools and shops are 
already struggling under pressure caused by the recent development of houses on the old timber mill land, an 
increase in housing of the proportion proposed would be unsupportable, not to mention the pressure on 
essential services like electricity, gas, water, sewerage, waste removal.  The roads are already crumbling, and it is 
decades before they are repaired if at all, under the weight of heavy trucks, mostly just passing through on the 
A404 which cuts the village in half. Parking is already of huge concern to the village, having already been forced 
to pay for schemes to enable us to park outside our properties due to commuter and school drivers who wish to 
avoid paying to park in designated pay parking areas. The increased volume of traffic would add to the parking 
problems and cause more stress, damage to vehicles, and as the need to monitor the situation and employ more 
traffic wardens ensues, costs for administration would inevitably rise and the parking scheme price would 
increase. The senior citizens of the community would be less safe than currently, due to the increased volume of 
traffic and this would affect their quality of life, not to mention the safety of our children by the increase of crime 
an increase in population inevitably brings. Little Chalfont has had sufficient additional housing and should be 
removed from plans for arears of potential growth. 

Rep2796 
 A Smith 

Opposition Comments to the proposal for development for Green Belt Parcel 69 - This piece of land is preventing 
the large built up area of Gerrards Cross encroaching onto the villages of Fulmer and Stoke Poges. It is also 
providing a green leafy area prior to the M40 motorway which runs throughout.  Important is consideration for 
traffic fumes, air pollution and noise from the M40. What would the health risks be by putting new homes closer 
to the M40 and the known pollution and reduction in air quality?  The Thames Valley is already recognised as 
having significant air pollution which causes problems for people with health conditions such as Asthma. 
Although the area is on the edge of a built up area it has a clear rural feel, with mature woodland, fields and 
wildlife which give the feel of being in the countryside despite its close proximity to Gerrards Cross. It will also be 
highly unlikely that this development would offer really affordable housing for young people born in the area. 
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The developers would have to put in the bare minimum required for affordable/social housing but apart from 
that it would be more housing which continues to price out young people as well. Therefore I am opposed to this 
proposal. 

Rep2797 
Mr Stuart Jaggard 

There are 5 proposal for testing development proposals in this Local Plan which directly adjoin Little Chalfont - on 
either or both Green Belt or AONB land. The green belt was provided to protect settlements to maintain them as 
separate entities and to provide green lungs between communities. If these Local Plan proposals are tested and 
found to be suitable it would be a sad reversal of these worthy aims. Regarding the 2 employment sites: 
1. To the East of Little Chalfont on both sides of the A404 this would endanger the historic setting of Chenies, but 
also signifcantly increase traffic on an already busy feeder road to the M25 J 18. 2. To the West of the village and 
SE of the GE Healthcare site this would also feed traffic on and off the A404 and congest the already busy road 
through the village.  Such central sites for employment use are not appropriate whereas better served 'out of 
town' sites would be far less disruptive. With regard to the 3 residential sites: a. On the West side of the village 
between 2. above and Cokes Lane this appears to unacceptably destroy the historic property Beel House and its 
grounds.  b. East of Nightingales Lane and North of Long Walk and embracing the old Golf Course this massive 
site would completely alter the character of Little Chalfont if developed.  c. To the North of Chessfield Park off 
Stony Lane this 'creep' of development would result in the loss of a buffer between the village and the Chess 
Valley. Of the 3 residential sites to be tested c. above would be the least damaging, but my submission is that 
NONE of these 5 sites should be persued. The fundamental problem is the issue of infrastructure and services - 
which are stretched with the existing population.  Little Chalfont is already a village of 2 halves with a very busy 
and dangerous A404 (Amersham and beyond to M25 link) splitting the village. Passing beneath the Met/Chiltern 
railway bridge in the village adds serious safety and congestion issues. To increase the load on this road which 
cannot be economically improved or widened would be a disaster. Schools are also very full - their catchment 
areas are under pressure and other facilities such as medical services, utilities and drainage would need 
significant upgrades to accomodate any increased population or workforce. I understand the need to find more 
room for housing and employment development but this should NOT in my view be at the expense of existing 
communities which are stretched by the demand of existing numbers, but on selected locations nationwide - 
including Bucks - where NEW towns and villages can be planned fully with due provision for health, education, 
roads/public transport and community needs. I am NOT against sensible infill development and did not object 
aganist the recent schemes in Little Chalfont adding several hundred units combined in Bell Lane and the Donkey 
Field. However that has been a lot for the village to absorb, and enough is enough. 
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settlements.   
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Rep2798 
 Debbie Gent 

I am deeply concerned for the future of our village with proposals to potentially declassify green belt land and 
AONB.  Greenbelt land has been earmarked as such for a very good reason, and that is for the protection of the 
nature and character of the area and to prevent sprawl and overcrowding.  It is earmarked specifically as such to 
prevent it being used for housing and business accommodation for the benefit of us and future generations.  We 
need to fight hard to protect this status - it was never meant to be used as a back up resource for additional 
housing and development!  Once it's gone it is gone for good! Our local AONB, especially including the Chess 
Valley and Chess Valley Walk is a national resource, which is well used and appreciated and attracts many locals 
and visitors to the area for recreational relaxation and enjoyment.  The fields, woods, and parkland potentially 
earmarked for declassification are also much enjoyed and utilized by locals and visitors, including the thriving 
local football teams; beavers, cubs and scout groups; dog walkers, runners and ramblers.  There is no alternative 
nearby playing field for local children to let off steam. The village of Little Chalfont has recently seen several large 
housing developments at Bell Lane and 'the Donkey Field',  and given that we have already provided 12.4% of 
additional housing in the district between 2004 and 2014 (much more than any other local area) we should not 
be pressured into releasing green belt land for even more development be it residential or business.  Our village 
is already under pressure from the A404 running through the middle siphoning out-of-town traffic through the 
centre, often with disregard for speed and congestion.  Our local shops, schools, doctors and other infrastructure 
is already struggling to cope with current levels of residential accommodation.  Little Chalfont Primary School is 
already way oversubscribed and has no room to expand.  There are already major problems in the village with 
parking and congestion that will become insurmountable given more development of any nature. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   

Rep2799 
 F Sawkill 

I would like you to register my opposition to the proposed development of existing green belt in and around 
Little Chalfont for housing and business development.  I would also like to object to the applications for a change 
in status of designated green belt areas, essentially preparing for even further development in the future. The 
area around Little Chalfont is enclosed by green belt land, the principle of green belt land being that it should not 
be used for any other development. I believe that once this line has been crossed then Little Chalfont will be 
consumed in a Rickmansworth/  Chorleywood/ Amersham/ Chalfont St Giles conurbation. As some of the 
proposals concerning development around Little Chalfont are on areas designated Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty the impact to the local countryside would be huge. The areas support varied fauna and flora which could 
not be sustained should development go ahead. The red kite is afforded the highest degree of legal protection 
under the Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, removing its natural habitat must be avoided. In 
addition, the village resources including doctors/schools/the railway station/roads and parking could not cope 
with additional burdens from such extensive proposed development. As Little Chalfont has the A404 running 
through its centre, increased traffic and the associated pollution will be felt by the majority of residents. I believe 
this to be an important consideration given that other development sites may offer less impact on local residents 
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as the settlements do not have a main road running through their centre. These proposals would negatively 
impact our well-being and that of our children. Finally it is to be noted that Little Chalfont has in fact taken its fair 
share of development recently with the developments at Bell Lane and "the donkey field" behind Chenies Parade 
establishing approximately 300 new homes. 

Rep2801 
 Brian Bourne; 
Rep2802 
 C Bourne 

I have viewed the plans and read the development proposals.  I am writing in response to the possible 
developments planned for Little Chalfont. Recent developments are already putting a strain on infrastructure. 
The only main road is through the centre of the village and predominately a residential area. This already suffers 
from several bottlenecks and traffic congestion, with the associated  pollution consequences. The local Primary 
and Secondary schools, I understand, already struggle with capacity issues, and will not be able to cope with 
increased numbers. This obviously also applies to our local doctor surgeries and dentists.  Last year the waste 
water could barely cope, so that would only get worse. Car parking in Little Chalfont is a major problem. The local 
shops and train station do not have enough parking, and development would cause problems, as there is 
nowhere for parking to be extended. Green Belt and AONB - Little Chalfont has already had significantly higher 
percentage development than surrounding towns and villages. Therefore   should not be considered for more 
development.  Little Chalfont is not suitable for an employment / industrial development, as it will be on Green 
Belt and AONB. The Green Belt appears to have been manipulated in a way to take pieces of land now, and that 
will allow more to be taken in the future. This Green Belt is also in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty,and 
should definitely be protected as was the original intent.  It should also be protected to stop 'urban sprawl' and 
its associated problems. There are already plenty of employment/industrial developments within a short 
commute ,many with a high percentage of unoccupied premises ( Watford,  Hemel Hempstead,  High Wycombe).  
Any developments that are essential, should be built on Brown belt and not Green Belt land.  Is there really a 
need for Little Chalfont to move towards this type of environment. We cannot change all villages into large towns 
and lose our countryside.  Little Chalfont is a popular countryside destination for visitors to get away from cities 
and towns. There have to be areas like Little Chalfont to enable people to enjoy the fresh air and countryside life.  
-  More businesses equal more people, equals more homes, equals more jobs needed (businesses).. its a vicious 
circle. I'am very concerned about the impact, and consider the Plan is unacceptable. Little Chalfont should not be 
identified as a Main settlement for growth, and can not accommodate significant new developments. 

  

Rep2803 
Mrs Carole 
Powell; Rep2981 
Mr Kevin 

I have great concerns about the housing needs of South Bucks and Chiltern being considered under umbrella. I 
appreciate the settlement boundaries of the built up areas of Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross align, but at 
least half of the South Bucks district, including the larger settlements of Iver and Iver Heath, are in closer 
proximity to Slough which has a very different functional housing market.  It is vital that the unmet need for 
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Kendridge; 
Rep2938 
Mrs Eunice Ergin 
 

Chiltern and South Bucks is not treated as a single figure and development duly dispersed across the two 
districts. It is logical that the a larger proportion of new housing development should be allocated in the South 
Bucks district, as Iver has a sustainable infrastructure, which includes good bus links and a train station. It also 
offers extensive employment opportunities in the neighbouring districts of Slough, Windsor and Maidenhead. 
Question 1 - The housing need assessment seems to be made on general assumptions with no logic or 
justification given for the discrepancy between housing numbers in neighbouring areas. Why is the uplift in 
Chiltern so much greater in terms of a percentage increase than other districts? It should be reduced to 0.74% in 
line with other areas. CDC approved planning permission for over 600 new dwellings in Chalfont St Peter under 
the Core Strategy arrangements. It is clear that this figure has not been deducted from identified dwelling 
numbers for CSP in the HEDNA.  This is totally unreasonable.  An inaccurate calculation for the occupancy of 
dwellings has been used (according to the Department of Communities and Local Government National 
Statistics) i.e. it should be 2.23 and not 1.88. This equates to a housing need of 509. Approved planning 
permission already provides for over 600 dwellings, therefore no additional housing allocation should be sited in 
Chalfont St Peter. Question 2 - There are anomalies in CDC’s reasoning behind sites being rejected for housing 
development due to their current employment land status. Site CD90, the Grant and Stone site, was rejected for 
this reason, yet the HELAA makes no reference to this condition when considering the Epileptic Society site as a 
whole, which includes Rowans Nursery and Model Farm.  These sites are in the green belt and should retain their 
employment land status. Question 4 - Objectives that protect the green belt and the AONB should be upheld.  
A more efficient approach towards using existing built up areas outside the green belt should be adopted. Brown 
field sites in areas with good transport links and a more sustainable infrastructure should be developed across 
the district as a first option, such as Amersham, Chesham and Little Chalfont. A limited extension should be made 
to areas such as Great Missenden, Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles as there are clear opportunities for 
development in these areas and the former has a rail link. Question 5 - The options stated are badly drafted, 
ambiguous and contain too many elements to be answered efficiently. However I wish to make comment on 
those I see as a priority. Option J This option should be given the highest priority as development near train 
stations must take preference, particularly for affordable housing.  Option A Compatibility with the green belt 
function must be ensured when relocating open space. If open space is relocated, ease of accessibility for the 
community must not be less favourable. Option D This should be a priority as these settlements are more 
sustainable. Option E Settlements over a wider area will cause less impact. Several of the named areas have rail 
links which correlate with Option J. Question 6 - Comments on sites within Chalfont St Peter If it is deemed that 
some development has to take place within Chalfont St Peter, then it should be on sites that retain the character 
and overall shape of the village. There should not be any areas that protrude beyond the rounded boundary of 
the already built up area.  1 The Epilepsy Society Site (in its entirety) CD 0035, CD191, CD192, CD0129, CD130  
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The site known as the Epilepsy Society site fulfils the five purposes of the green belt and forms a vital buffer 
between the settlements of Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill. Any erosion of this natural barrier 
would go against the fundamental principles of the green belt and result in urban sprawl, with the merging of 
neighbouring villages. Any development on this site would destroy valuable countryside within the Colne Valley 
Park and areas of special character which include listed buildings. CDC has identified this area as a heritage site, 
classifying its ‘evidential’, ‘historical’ and ‘communal’ value as ‘high’ in the Buckinghamshire County Council 
Historic Towns Assessment (BCCHTA).  It is clear that the green belt methodology review scores for this area are 
arbitrary and in light of this evidence should be much higher than stated. It is imperative that these figures are 
reconsidered. The developed area within the green belt to the south of Tate Road and Micholls Avenue contains 
two high quality residential developments for the elderly, a medical research facility for epilepsy and residential 
accommodation for adults with the condition. It is my view that the developed area of the site should retain its 
C2 planning status within the green belt and further medical, care, or assisted living facilities should be built on 
the site using the existing foot print. The site to the north of the built up area contains important open views 
towards the Colne Valley Park and the area has been identified by CDC as high quality agricultural land rated at 
3A. It is also a mineral safeguarded area and any development on this site will sterilise this important natural 
recourse. There is no justification for removing this valuable parcel of land from the green belt. It is an important 
countryside area and should be given special protection. The site also accommodates nine football pitches and 
changing facilities, which are used extensively at weekends by 24 football teams. This is a valued public amenity 
providing an essential recreational facility for the community. There are many well established and well used 
footpaths crossing the site, along with ancient woodlands, which would be irreparably damaged if this area were 
to be developed. The site accommodates several local businesses including an equine clinic, a construction 
company, Chiltern Glass, a garden centre, a forestry company and an automobile repair business, among others. 
These along with the epilepsy society itself provide valued employment in the area. It seems illogical that CDC is 
proposing to remove the employment opportunity on the epilepsy site when they have rejected applications to 
reclassify other existing employment sites in CSP, such as the Grant and Stone and Wilcox Garage sites. I question 
the ambiguity in CDC’s reasoning. Three sides of the epilepsy site are serviced by narrow and dangerous country 
lanes, single track in some places, which have no pedestrian footpaths. Busses do not serve this area and there is 
no station within walking distance.  Part of the site is also within the HS2 safeguarded area. All the above points 
mean development on the Epileptic society site is both unsustainable and undeliverable. It is abundantly clear 
that the data in the Sustainability Appraisal Document in relation to Epilepsy Society site is wrong (page 146). 
Data in the table mistakenly associates GC1 with CSP3. A planning inspectorate enquiry in 2005 found the 
Epileptic Society site to be unsustainable for development. Nothing has changed! 2. Mill Meadow This site is in 
the centre of the village and provides a host of well used public amenities including a community centre, 
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children’s recreation ground, a scout hut, Parish Council offices, a football stadium, a tennis club, allotments, a 
memorial garden, a nature reserve and a large grassed area marked out as football pitches in the winter and a 
cricket pitch in the summer. The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy is adjacent to the site and uses the open field 
for sport and games lessons. The school does not have a field of its own and would be unable to fulfil its 
obligation to provide a physical education curriculum if the site were developed.   There are no suitable 
alternative sites in CSP to relocate the facilities mentioned. The river Misbourne runs through the Mill Meadow 
site and has flooded in the recent past. The whole area is on a flood plain and is at serious risk of flood. 
3. Raylands Farm - The area fulfils the five purposes of the green belt and should therefore remain as a 
designated green belt area. Access via Bull lane is already restricted and the roads on three sides of the site are 
extremely narrow which include single track sections. There is a fundamental error in the documentation. 
Raylands Farm is identified as being in Gerrards Cross, when in fact two thirds of it is in Chalfont St Peter. 
4. The area identified for industrial development adjacent to the A413 - It appears that the area identified far 
outweighs CDC’s requirement to provide land for industrial use within the whole of the Chilterns and South 
Bucks. I question CDC’s reasoning for including such a large area of land in Chalfont St Peter in The Plan. The site 
is within the Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and 
environmental priorities. The site hosts valued and much used community facilities, which include a cricket and 
golf club and there are no alternative areas with CSP where these facilities could relocate.  The entire site is in a 
flood plain and the land fulfils the important green belt function of separating the built-up areas of Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross, Denham and Chalfont St Peter.  The A413 provides a natural barrier for development and the 
open aspect provides a highly valued green corridor leading to Chalfont St Peter. If this were destroyed it would 
inevitably lead to the merging of distinct areas of existing development. There are numerous office 
developments within Chalfont St Peter that are unused. There is clearly no demand for more. There are far more 
suitable sites for industrial development within the district and the site should be removed from The Plan. 5 - 
Winkers nightclub site and the scout camp field The Winkers site is likely to be developed under the current 
planning process following a recent JR determination; the current green belt restrictions should remain. The 
identified field adjacent to the scout camp is regularly used by the scouting organisation, particularly in the 
summer months and young people from a wide geographical radius regularly camp on the field. To lose this 
resource would restrict the number of young people who can access this international organisation’s facility. 
Question 7 - Calculations for the unmet need seem illogical and arbitrary, as stated in my answer to question 1 
and does not take into account the 600 plus dwellings due to be built in Chalfont St Peter under existing planning 
permission. This is unreasonable. Question 8 - Affordable housing must be located in areas with a sustainable 
infrastructure, close to rail, tube and/or efficient bus routes, and where possible, should be located in areas 
offering gainful employment. Chalfont St Peter offers none of the above. A limited number of affordable 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

670 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

dwellings could be built on the Epileptic Society site within the build up area to meet the needs of the care 
facilities. Question 9 - Future sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople should be dispersed more 
evenly throughout the district. There are already sites within Chalfont St Peter, which have recently been 
extended by CDC. Question 10 - There are two new high quality developments for the elderly on the built on area 
of the Epileptic Society site in Chalfont St Peter, however, these are far from ‘affordable’, with a two bedroom 
apartment on the Audley Homes site costing £650,000, plus a high yearly maintenance charge. I believe the 
Epileptic Society site is an ideal location to place much needed affordable independent living accommodation for 
the elderly. This could be in the form of a small complex of privately owned or rentable dwellings built on the 
existing footprint. Specialist care facilities for the elderly or disabled could also be accommodated on the site and 
facilities such as transport and recreational amenities could be shared. At a Chiltern and South Bucks 
stakeholders meeting, Graham Winwright stated that there is no call for warden controlled accommodation for 
the elderly. I wholeheartedly disagree with this. Question 11 and 12 - The importance of the Epileptic Society 
heritage site has been completely ignored by CDC in the Local Plan. No regard has been given to the BCCHTA 
which identifies the site as ‘high’ in three of the four assessed categories and ‘medium’ in the fourth. There are 
four listed buildings on the site and it is of national historical significance, being a centre of excellence for 
research and care of people with epilepsy for well over 100 years. The loss of this heritage site and community 
amenity would be significantly detrimental to Chalfont St Peter and south England. CDC should be protecting 
heritage sites and not destroying them. The NPPF also recognises the importance of protecting such sites. 
Question 13 - Green belt status should be retained for all the proposed sites in Chalfont St Peter, including the 
Epilepsy Society site in its entirety. However should part of it be removed, it is vital that the area adjoining the 
Porthaven development and that currently used as football pitches remains as green space. The footpaths and 
the space around the Audley development, including the lake, must be designated as green space if it is removed 
from the green belt. Mill Meadow and the area adjacent to the scout camp are also vital green space areas. 
Question 14 - The Epilepsy Society site should be considered as a conservation area as stated in the BCCHTA. 
Question 16 - The Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study must be revised to take account of the 600 plus 
homes already due be built in Chalfont St Peter. CDC’s unbelievable decision to remove the educational land 
status from the Holy Cross site means there is no room for expansion or relocation of educational facilities within 
the village. The inadequate sewerage system in Chalfont St Peter, acknowledged by Thames Water, must be 
taken into consideration when completing an infrastructure assessment of the village.  The roads around many of 
the proposed sites within Chalfont St Peter are extremely narrow. The size of the roads, not just their network 
must be considered. The information regarding roads and congestion in Chalfont St Peter is inaccurate and must 
be reassessed using a detailed study of the area. Question 17 - •The proposals within the Local Plan are far-
reaching and of significant importance to the whole district in terms of impact. Although the consultation period 
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meets legal requirements, it is unreasonable to expect the public to read and respond to such complicated 
documents in such a short time frame.  •Future consultation periods should be longer. •Dialogue between major 
stake holders (including SENSE4CSP) should be ongoing throughout each stage of the Local Plan process. •The 
green belt should be protected at all costs. •The Local Plan should ensure housing is sensibly dispersed 
throughout the district with a greater proportion in areas with a sustainable infrastructure, good bus and rail 
links.  •CDC should declare any conflict of interest in terms of land ownership and possible financial gain as a 
result of selling land parcels for development. •Figures on page 146 of the Pre-Mitigation Assessment matrix are 
clearly wrong and do not relate to the area CSP area 3 as stated. •The information on sustainable transport and 
road congregation in and around Chalfont St Peter are totally inaccurate and must be revised. •CDC and SB have 
a duty to co-operate with neighbouring districts. There are areas in Buckinghamshire where large scale  
development is much more suitable and sustainable. The duty to cooperate must be upheld.  

Rep2807 
 Stephen Luther 

I write to register my objection to the proposals to release green belt land for housing. The green belt was 
created many years ago to protect our countryside and to provide a barrier to urban creep. Whilst I understand 
our need to create more housing, we should first consider the use of brown field sites rather than green belt 
land. I also understand that some of the green belt under threat has been designated as an area pf outstanding 
natuarl beauty. We should not allow such areas to be developed and lost forever. In addition, more local housing 
will place an unreasonable pressure on local amenities and services, including schools, doctors and dentist 
surgeries and hospitals, as well as increasing the level of traffic in the area.  

  

Rep2808 
 Joan Watkins 

I wish to make the following comments on the proposals for development in and around Little Chalfont: 
Little Chalfont's infrastructure is already stretched in terms of road maintenance, congestion, parking, schools, 
healthcare, medical services, social care, public transport and policing. There is no money to provide enhanced 
sport and leisure and youth facilities. All services are already operating at the minimum level possible and  the 
effects of the constant cost cutting are showing and getting worse by the day. Increasing the population on the 
scale proposed will have a significant negative impact on all of these services and facilities. What will the 
practical and social consequences of this be? I have lived and worked in urban areas with social problems and 
cannot overstate the importance of having a supportive social infrastructure as well as putting roofs over 
peoples' heads.  It is not just about providing sufficient housing. Unless all the services and facilities needed by a 
diverse population are in place there will be an inevitable increase in social problems which will ultimately impact 
the Council's budget.  As a taxpayer I get fed up of hearing about 'lessons learned' when Councils and 
Governments are responding to problems arising from their decisions  - problems that were entirely predictable 
if the consequences of those decisions had been fully explored.. The scale of the proposal suggests a 
disproportionate amount of growth for Little Chalfont given that we have already achieved a higher percentage 
than neighbouring communities. Any proposal for growth should be distributed fairly and proportionately 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

672 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

amongst the affected communities. The housing provided must reflect the profile of the population it is to serve. 
We are constantly being reminded of the problems caused by the aging population. Will there be sufficient, 
appropriate, attractive, affordable accommodation for all these older people? Green belt and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty should be protected and the consequences of not doing so considered. For example, 
visitors to the area contribute to the economy in many ways. Changing the nature of the area into yet another 
badly organised urban sprawl that no-one wants to visit would therefore have an economic impact. 

Rep2809 
 Stella Andrews 

My husband and I have recently moved to Snells Wood Court, Cokes Lane, Little Chalfont and are extremely 
concerned at the Local Plan Stages 1 and 2 regarding the future of the existing Green Belt. This is a vast intrusion 
into the local Green Belt, and we strongly object on the following grounds: Once released, the housing and 
industrial sprawl will have eaten into the rural scene and local Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, particularly 
the beautiful Chess Valley, and the built up area, whether housing or commercial, will extend from Chorleywood 
to beyond Amersham, and weaken the likelihood of protecting what is left of the Green Belt in the future.  Little 
Chalfont already has a large proportion of commerce and recently built residential development within its 
boundaries, and the planned future encroachment of the Green Belt will detract from the local rural scene that 
remains,  which we prize and wish to protect. The proposed loss of further Green Belt land will change the whole 
character and aspect of the village, with even more traffic on the A404 which passes through the centre, parking 
problems, all the necessary infrastructure,  the loss of pretty country lanes, woodland  and existing views over 
the Chiltern landscape.  We trust that you will take the above into consideration as our Green Belt should be 
protected and prized for future generations.  Once snatched away, it will be gone. 

  

Rep2810 
Mrs Janet Nicklin 

As a resident of Little Chalfont for over 30 years I have watched as the village  has grown as has been necessary 
to cope with the requirement for more housing. It is only right that all areas share the responsibility for building 
across the South East. The recent building of 253 homes in Bell Lane has been absorbed into the village and as 
such should be considered as Little Chalfont's contribution to this. There are also 45 properties being built off 
Burtons Lane and flats on the White lion Road near St Nicholas Close bringing the New Builds to well over 300. 
These extra properties have stretched the local amenities to their limit, schools, Dr's and parking has become 
extremely difficult. The 404 runs through the village and the extra traffic has had a huge impact on day to day life 
in the village as it is, with many more cars using the local facilities and roads. The areas of Green belt were put 
there for a purpose. There need to be ' Very Special Circumstances' for looking at building on it. I can not see that 
these have been met. Therefore Little Chalfont should not  be part of the possible list of main settlements in the 
Council's Core Strategy. 
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Rep2811 
 Martin Gent 

I am writing to protest against the plan to test certain areas around Little Chalfont as options for release from 
Green Belt. I have several reasons for my objections as follows: 1) The need to build new houses should not 
justify the release of Green Belt land. These areas were assigned Green Belt status for good reason and should 
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not be seen as a source of new land on which to build. 2) Little Chalfont has already taken more than it's fair 
share of new housing with estates in Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade. Together these 2 sites have 
accommodated the building of almost 300 new homes already. 3) The local infrastructure around Little Chalfont 
was never designed for such a large community and it would not cope with further building on this scale. New 
building would bring further pressure on our already overcrowded schools. My 9 year old who attends Little 
Chalfont Primary School already has 35 children in his class, and there is no space within the school grounds to 
build further classes. Other facilities such as healthcare and parking at the local shops would also be severely 
affected. Parking in particular is already pushed to its limits. 4) Much of the Green Belt land under threat around 
Little Chalfont is within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. This is a local asset which we should preserve, 
not destroy. 5) I am particularly concerned about the proposal to test West Wood Park as a suitable area for 
building. This park represents the only large public playing field within the village. It is a well used resource with 
football teams playing there at weekends and would be a huge loss to the local community if it was to be turned 
over for building on. 
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Rep2812 
 Alison 
Barnestson 

I am writing to raise some serious issues concerning your draft proposals to release Green Belt land in the Little 
Chalfont area for residential and industrial development. As I understand it the Green Belt was established to 
prevent creeping residential sprawl, particularly around large cities such as London and later around other cities. 
London’s Green Belt was designed to function as a collective whole, so whether it meets its objectives cannot 
sensibly be assessed  by arbitrarily carving the land up into tiny parcels and evaluating them piecemeal, and I 
would argue, highly subjectively, on whether individual pieces meet the Green Belt objectives! Each parcel of 
land released from the Green Belt does cumulative damage to protecting this precious asset, in direct proportion 
to the size of the Green Belt land released and built upon. We should protect our Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. I and most of my family are keen walkers, so we are highly conscious of the value placed on this lovely 
rural environment, within easy reach of the city, for country lovers and ramblers. Whilst we note that your plan 
still shows the footpaths in place, the attractiveness of what are currently beautiful country walks would be 
greatly diminished if they were in future passing through or alongside housing or industrial estates! The 
proposed new development would do considerable harm to our appeal to tourists from home and abroad. I note 
that the areas you have earmarked for potential development include several wooded areas.  Destroying our 
woodlands will also destroy the beauty of the area and damage the environment.  The AONB was designated for 
protection for good reasons, which should be respected. Infrastructure - Schools: As a mother of two children 
who both went to primary and secondary schools in Little Chalfont, I am aware that the schools in this village are 
both oversubscribed.  With all the new development that has occurred in the village in the last 10 years, I doubt 
if my children would get into their former school were they of primary age and applying now, living down 
Burtons Lane over a mile from the school.  They later attended Dr Challoners High School. Now that the 
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government has restricted expansion of grammar schools, how will you ensure adequate provision of academic 
secondary schooling if you massively increase the local population through new development? I would like to see 
your strategic plans for provision of new primary and grammar school places to serve this catchment area. That 
plan would have to include an effective recruitment strategy and budget for new teachers, who generally cannot 
afford to live in this area, so are extremely difficult to recruit. Parking - Little Chalfont has woefully little parking 
and is already experiencing congestion and dangerous road parking as a result of this under-provision. The 
station carpark is not large enough to provide for any further residents who need to commute to London. The 
parking by the shops is ridiculously inadequate for existing residents. Did your expert consultants count the 
number of cars typically backing up on the main road (the A404) in each direction, as drivers queue to get into 
the parking for the Little Chalfont shopping parade? This already causes considerable traffic congestion and 
frustration both for the local shoppers and the motorists caught in the resulting blockage. Last time I observed 
this farce, there were at least 10 cars stuck in the queue each side!  An apparently derelict area just beyond the 
shops would have been perfect to turn into extra village parking, but I notice that it has recently been sold for 
new housing.  What a short-sighted decision!  New residential development creates an ever more desperate 
need for more parking facilities convenient to the village amenities.  Where is your plan for new parking please? 
As a resident of Burtons Lane, I am delighted to see the implementation of double yellow lines to prevent 
dangerous parking in places with poor visibility.  We would raise an even bigger cheer if you provided safe 
alternative parking options in the village. Other essential amenities and services. In recent years Little Chalfont’s 
population has increased out of proportion to other communities in the Chiltern District.  We feel we have taken 
far more than our share of recent housing development, with the result that all our local amenities and 
infrastructure are overstretched. This includes the Little Chalfont Surgery on White Lion Road.  It used to be 
possible to get a doctor’s appointment within a day or two.  Now they are typically booking over a week ahead 
and often longer if you want to see a specific doctor. In summary, I find the rationale for choosing any of the 
designated sites for development to be extremely weak, totally unscientific and purely subjective.  They have not 
been put forward in the context of an overall strategic plan, which would have to address all the associated 
infrastructural needs in the area for the local community. Until these latter urgent needs are addressed, the 
plans for new residential development should focus on areas with sufficient space for the necessary new 
infrastructure, or with existing infrastructure not yet at capacity. 
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Rep2813 
 Jennifer Grubb 

I am writing to express my objections to the proposed development on Green Belt Land local to my home. I 
understand that development is proposed on the land comprising Nasheigh Recreation field, the adjacent 
Berkhampstead Field and other nearby fields and open spaces.  I understand development is also proposed to 
land at the back of Brushwood School site and beyond towards Lye Green. I object for the following reasons: 
1.  Development on this land will have a devastating affect on the use of the open Green Space, currently used 
consistently at all times of day and year by families, dog walkers, ramblers, nature lovers, tabogganers, kite 
flyers, hikers, picnickers.  It is the only available recreation area and Open Green Space at the North End of town, 
and as such,  we cant afford to lose it.  2.  Berkhampstead Field is a chalk grassland habitat, and a designated 
local wildlife site. 3.  Currently the local schools are at bursting point, to the extreme that existing local children 
have been unable to be allocated a space at their local school.  Further residential housing will impact on this 
even further. 4.  Traffic is busy and often heavy and at a standstill down from the A41 into Chesham and along 
the Vale - this will only be exasperated by further development, especially if housing is built - 1000 houses means 
at least 1000 more cars, and potentiallly up to double that amount. 5.  The infrastructure locally is already under 
pressure, further development will increase the burden on roads, sewage. We already have frequent flooding 
along the Vale and often along Lye Green Road. Please note my objections and include them in the consultation, 
which I understand closes on Monday at 5pm.  

  

Rep2814 
Ms Michele Fuller 

General Points re CSP (Chalfont St Peter) The South Bucks and Chiltern District Councils new local plan is looking 
to provide nearly two thousand dwellings across the whole area. The land that has been identified for 
development within Chalfont St Peter itself, including 600 already agreed, would more than meet the 
requirments for the whole Chiltern District. It would pretty well double the size of the village and is 
disproportionetly excessive to require this of one village. The previous core strategy, due to run until 2026, 
granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings in CSP. This total should be included within the numbers 
sought for the new local plan. These developments which include Audley Homes, nearing completion Newland 
Park and Holy Cross sites provide the largest percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a 
whole, without further sites being included. The areas proposed for development include all the land within the 
villages used for recreational and community activity. There would be no open land left, with the exception of 
Gold Hill Common and Austen wood. Both of these are of limited use being bounded by roads and in the case of 
Gold Hill Common, partly steeply sloping. Such a proposal runs entirely contrary to the government's Healthy 
Town Plan. To propose to increase such numbers of houses in CSP where there is already a serious drainage 
issue, with raw sewage backing up in the centre of the village, is seriously irresponsible. In addition, as of now, 
schools are struggling to accomdate the exisiting population. The decision to change the land use of Holy Cross 
from eductional to housing use exacerbating the problem. Health services are similarly streched. Mill Meadow -  
This land is the centre for a wide range of community and recreational activity. The community centre, in daily 
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use, as well as the Parish Council office, local scout centre and garden club are situated here. It also accomdates 
the village football and tennis clubs, pitches for football, cricket other team games as well as track for athletics 
and allotments. The C of E Academy uses this land for physical education and sports on a daily basis, not having 
playing fields within its own grounds. The land which adjoins the river links with public paths that follow it back 
toward its source. This land is a much used recreational area for which there is no alternatives within the village 
centre. A key reason for it not having been built on previously is that it is on a flood plain and so at risk of 
flooding. In additional part of it was used for landfill. Epilepsy Society Site (ES Site) - The development of the ES 
Site, with exception of a small area to the south with an existing footprint of development would be to tear up all 
the 5 stated purposes of including land within the green belt. Such development would remove the buffer of 
open land between CSP, Chalfont St Giles, Newlands Park and Horn Hill. This land is also within the Colne Valley 
Park as should therefore be protected as part of that park. Development of this land on its own could double to 
size of the village. Given the limited provision of bus services and its distances from rail links it would be car 
dependent in an area bounded by narrow dangerous lanes. Winkers - While development of the exisiting 
footprint of Winkers Night Club might be considered development of the rest of the land should not be, as it is 
part of the Colne Valley Park. In addition some of the land is in use throughout the year by Paccar scouts and as 
such is a key recreational asset.  Industrial Development to the East of A413 - Again, this land falls within the 
Colne Valley Park. It also forms a key buffer to separate CSP from Gerrards Cross, Tatling End and Denham. 
Running as it does along the Misbourne river It is in a flood plain. The need for further industrial development in 
this area seems questionable given that some existing sites in CSP have been left empty for years. 

Rep2815 
 Wayne Stretch 

I have recently been made aware of the proposals to develop areas surrounding Little Chalfont. I am frankly 
shocked and dismayed that they have even been allowed to come to the table for discussion. I have never 
written a letter of complaint before now. The fact that I am doing so should be an indicator of level of feeling 
that I have against these proposals. My concerns are as follows: The areas of proposed development for both 
housing and employment involve destroying large areas of Green Belt land including Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty - and it is truly beautiful countryside.   This is the current view of the landscape from Church 
Grove [photograph] The current proposals will lead to an eyesore and totally change its character from  an area 
of outstanding beauty to an area of outstanding ugliness like this! [mocked up image of industrial unit 
superimposed on previous photograph] There will be no level of landscaping or development that will disguise 
this fact. By any stretch of the imagination this cannot be right. The scale of the proposed development is quite 
shocking. The industrial estate proposal is by, anybody’s measure, large and will overwhelm the character of the 
area. I have no doubt that employment opportunities are welcome but I cannot believe that the only way that 
this can be fulfilled is to totally blight the area surrounding Little Chalfont. It will TOTALLY change the character of 
the village. Surely the development of an industrial estate can be achieved by developing existing brownfield 
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sites. Little Chalfont has already taken its fair share of new housing with estates in Bell Lane and behind Chienes 
Parade. These developments have already increased pressure on the infrastructure in Little Chalfont. Parking in 
the village shopping area is particularly difficult. Additional housing and industrial estates will only make this 
worse. Green belt areas are created to protect an area. The reasons why the protection was instigated in the first 
place have not changed.  Therefore, there can be no clear valid reasons why this protection should be lifted. I 
strongly urge that Little Chalfont is removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Councils 
Core Strategy. 

Rep2816 
Mr Des Bray 
District & Parish 
Councillor for 
Chalfont St Giles 

As a Parish Councillor my response is that of the Chalfont St Giles Parish Council. 
I fully concur with all of the responses given in that statement. 
 

  

Rep2817 
 Tymon, Alison, 
Kathrine and 
Charlotte 
Broadhead 

We are writing to express our concerns regarding the Council’s proposed development plan. We live in Little 
Chalfont. As the name suggests, it is a small village and this is key to the success of the community and the 
enjoyment of the environs by its inhabitants.  However we have already seen challenges to this with the 
development of the Donkey field on our lane and no investment in infrastructure and the local community.  
Indeed our eldest daughter was not able to gain a place at the local Little Chalfont primary school because it 
filled up with pupils living within 0.5 miles of the school (we live exactly 1 mile away). We strongly oppose the 
proposed testing of local areas for residential or employment development for the following reasons:  
1 Green Belt should not be seen as a land bank.  It exists for a good reason, namely as a constraint to building. 
Once gone it will be gone forever.  This is a very big decision point and judgment which will impact not only 
today’s population but the generations which follow.  2 We should not destroy Areas of Outstanding Beauty.  
Britain is a small island and these areas are fundamental to the character, not only of our community, but also of 
the country as a whole.  3  The current Donkey Field development with over 40 new dwellings and the recent Bell 
Lane development (over 250 new homes) means that Little Chalfont has already taken its fair share of new 
housing. 4 The infrastructure in the village is not geared for further new development.  I commute to London and 
the trains are full when they leave Little Chalfont. School places are inaccessible and parking is a mess. There is 
also pressure on the local doctor’s surgery to get appointments in a reasonable timescale.  In summary, we 
strongly urge the Council to withdraw the proposed testing for development of green belt areas in the Little 
Chalfont area.  This green belt and area of outstanding beauty should be preserved both in the short term and 
also for our children and future generations as it is fundamental to the local community and the country as a 
whole. 
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Rep2818 
 Tim 

I am writing to you today to voice my concerns regarding your proposals to develop much of the area around 
Little Chalfont, for both residential and industrial use. It is of particular conern that the area's you refer to are 
greenbelt. The reason for designating this area as greeenbelt is to protect our countryside which has already 
been badly eroded and prevent this type of development, as such I strongly object to these proposals. As no 
doubt you are aware, Little Chalfont has only recently had a large area of residential development, on Bell Lane 
and behind Chenies parade, as such has contributed to local development targets and further proposal are 
excessive. This is already having a negative effect on the local infrastructure, for example excessive traffic and 
lack of parking. Not only are your proposals unnecessary and will have a significantly negative impact on the local 
population but you ingnore the essential prinicals of the greenbelt.  

  

Rep2819 
 Adele and 
Stephen Martin 

We write to air our huge concern and objection to the development plans to the area in which we live. We are 
quite sure the proposed development will compromise the amenities of the area, will cause huge pressure on 
our local resources and will destroy the unique beauty of the area as well as destroy the habitat of the abundant 
wildlife living in this area of 'Outstanding Natural Beauty', which has always been protected from plans such as 
these and is one of the very reasons we chose to live in this area. (How can plans such as these be permitted in 
an area designated as an area of 'Outstanding Natural Beauty' where presently it is nigh on impossible to even 
erect a garage?). We can summarise some of our objections as follows; - An area of 'Outstanding Natural Beauty' 
will be blighted. If this development is allowed what's to stop the rest of the valley being developed too? 
- Abundant birds and animals will loose their natural habitat. - The roads in Little Chalfont and in the quiet and 
beautiful surrounding areas, which are busy enough as it is, will become unbearably busy. - Public transport 
particularly to London and back will become seriously overstretched when it is already overcrowded at peak 
times. Parking at the station will become impossible. - The massive influx of new residents would hugely impact 
on the present amenities which will be under pressure to grow and develop to accommodate the increasing 
population which in turn will further impact and destroy the area.  

  

Rep2821 
 Jon Bickley 

It has come to my attention that there is a proposal to build an industrial estate on Nashleigh Hill. This would be 
a tragedy for the local community. It is used by families for recreation in the children’s playground, the football 
pitch for dog walking, and walking. I live at [Address] and see the hill in constant use by all members of the 
community and it’s loss would impact the community significantly. There is also the issue of traffic. At the 
moment traffic is an issue in this area with periods of gridlock between Vale Road and the centre of Chesham. 
Building an industrial estate on Nashleigh Hill will make this impossible for residents and children going to school. 
I would suggest that the industrial estate will not function properly because of the poor serving infrastructure. 
Perhaps most importantly the issue of flooding needs to be addressed. A brief look at the history of this area will 
tell you that it has been subject to flooding on many occasions in the past and the removal of trees from the hill 
will exacerbate this. The damage done to local properties by the resultant flooding would become an 
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embarrassment and a problem for the local council. I look forward to the opportunity to meet with you and 
discuss these issues further. 

Rep2822 
Dr Les Davies 

Q1 The original Wilton Park area may be released from green belt but the playing fields and other green areas 
must be retained. The other areas around Wilton Park should not be released because Beaconsfield has already 
taken more than its fair share of development e.g all the multiple occupancy dwellings in the center of the town, 
on the grounds that these developments were sustainable when it is clear that they are not. The sewers, parking, 
school provision and NHS surgeries cannot support more housing. Similarly the stretch of green belt from the 
jct.2 to the A40 and that along the A40 to the west should not be released. Workers that would work in light 
industrial units cannot afford to live in Beaconsfield and proving these employment opportunities would add to 
the traffic cogestion in the area.  Q2 No, the 350 homes planned for Beaconsfield (Wilton Park) is already more 
than enough.  See Q1. Q3 No, Beaconsfield's green spaces and former spacious gardens have already been 
squeezed by over development. Q4 To protect the town from further over development, and conserve its 
character..The existing policies that help protect the town from intensification and cramming should be retained. 
Q5 The areas of special character should be protected from intensification.  Beaconsfield has already taken more 
than its share of new build.  Light industrial units and warehouses are not needed in Beaconsfield, see Q1 
response Q6 See response to Q1 and 2 Q7 I would challenge the applied level of housing need.  The population of 
Beaconsfield is relatively stable and there is no demonstrable need for homes of the size and price that 
developers build, which are heavily influenced by the price of land.  Affordable houses for key workers are 
necessary but the price of building land means there is currently no real prospect of them being provided.  Little 
account appears to have been taken of people who wish to remain in their own homes, with perhaps some 
support.  Q8  I am a strong supporter of an integrated community which requires a mixture of housing, including 
affordable housing for key workers but it is not clear how proving for a contribution from developers for 
affordable housing elsewhere supports this objective.  Q9 No more pitches in our area because we are already 
meeting the need.   Q10 Unless there is clear evidence of the need for elderly acommodation at sensible prices in 
Beaconsfield provision should not be made for this.  See also response to Q7.  Q11 The protection of heritage is 
important if Beaconsfield's character is to be conserved.  The town should be protected from further over 
development especially in the Areas of Special Character as designated in the Townscape Character Study 2015.   
Q12 The Areas of Special Character as designated in the Townscape Character Study 2015 should be extended to 
other parts of the town because there is evidence that developers are targetting parts of the town next to these 
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areas e.g. Penn Road.   Q13 The playing fields and other green space at Wilton park should be designated as Local 
Green Space.   Q14 Beaconsfield should be protected from overdevelopment in its conservation and areas of 
special character, those areas next to them and from further erosion of woodlands in the town e.g. 
Burgesswood.  Q15 The town should be protected against over development intensification to protect its 
character.  Replacement buildings should be limited to existing plus x% of existing which should include any 
basement  Q16 The current infrastructure struggles to meet the existing and developments already approved, 
see Q1.. Unlike previous government policy that was based on the infra structure would follow developments, 
the plan should be "no or inadequate infra structure, no development. "Simple! Q17 Beaconsfield has been 
subject to enormous pressure from intensive development and existing policies on conservation and protection 
of special areas should be retained and strengthened.  Any additional housing allowed for in the Plan must be 
justified based on the town's demonstrated needs not on targets defined at a District Council level. 

Rep2823 
 Jennifer Wildman 

I strongly object to any building being built on Westwood Park in Little Chalfont. This is an integral part of the 
community - offering a lovely and vital space for recreational activities, dog walking, etc. There are so few places 
to come together and enjoy the outdoors. The children need this space to stay healthy (the nation is currently 
struggling with obesity in children). We do not need more houses, we need community space that enables 
healthy lifestyles.  

  

Rep2824 
 C Wade 

My objection to industrial use for the recreation site is that there are a lot of people who use this open space for 
recreational purposes.  If this was taken away there is nowhere else for the children to use.  Also the school 
crossing is situated here.  Plus the area is already congested with daily traffic and an industrial site would 
increase this.  There are derelict cleared sites in Asheridge Road which are for industrial use and they have not 
been built on in years so it would make more sense to utilise those sites before taking away a children's play 
area. 

  

Rep2825 
Mr Saleem 
Griffiths 

I am a resident of brockhurst road, i have been for 36 years, this area has been used by my self as a child, my 
children and i wish it for there children, i do not wish to open my door to see a beautiful area of green belt 
destroyed for a monstrosity, we all as a community, are sticking together, so in our life times and our children's, 
it stays as it is, WE ALL OBJECT 

  

Rep2826 
 Lee, Sharon, Ava 
and Ronnie 
Rogerson 

It has been brought to my attention that there is a proposal to build houses on Westwood Park, Little Chalfont. 
This would be a disaster for the local community and hence me and my family all strongly object to any proposal 
for housing to be built on the park. The Park is the only decent sized recreational area for football, cricket, tennis 
and summer time family fun. My son along with over 200 boys and girls of all ages have been playing football 
there every weekend for years with Westwood Park FC which is a real community club. 
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Rep2827 
 Susan Russell 

I object to the proposal to build on Green Belt Land. The beauty of this area is appreciated by the local residents 
and walking groups that come out to visit the countryside by train. The local infrastructure can’t cope with any 
more house building. Cars trying to park at Little Chalfont shops often stretch into the A 404 blocking through 
traffic. Little Chalfont has recently provided a lot more new housing and should not be required to provide any 
more. 

  

Rep2828 
 Andy 

I've recently heard about some proposals to develop Westwood park where many boys play football every week 
and many families and dogs enjoy the outdoors. I'd like to formally register  my objections to this please. 
All the best 

  

Rep2829 
 Uschi Baumann 

I would like to raise a formal objection to the development of housing on WestWood Park which is used today 
extensively for the community and recreational activity of many children, young adults and many other 
residents. Every town needs an area that the local community can use for recreational and sports activity. 
Westwood Park today enjoys a very active use, particularly over weekends where football clubs train and have 
matches, cricket clubs train and have matches and many other activities. Appreciating that there is a need to 
build further housing, there is a limit to turning parks that are extensively used by the community into concrete. 
Please be considerate of the needs to the current residents when reviewing the application.  

  

Rep2830 
 Philip Collins 

I wish to object to the planned development of green belt land and recreational facilities for new housing. For 
many years I have tried to teach my children the value of looking after our environment and ensuring it is 
preserved for future generations. I have pointed at our green belt land with pride and admiration of our 
forefathers who had the foresight and consideration to preserve a unique asset of this small island.  It is now 
with sadness and shame that I am part of the generation that feels it is acceptable to destroy something so 
important. We must ensure the sanctity of green belt land. The proposal to build on Westwood Park is staggering 
beyond belief. To increase the population of the area but to take away the only recreational facility shows a 
complete disregard for the wellbeing and health of the people. Do we really have such disrespect for our children 
and future generations. Do not make this mistake, it is not something that can be put right in the future. Once it's 
gone, it's gone. We must think beyond the here and now and fight to keep what little beauty there is in this 
increasingly dull land. 

  

Rep2831 
 Emma Templeton 

I would like to lodge my objection to proposed development on the ground known as Westwood Park. This area 
is home to a fantastic recreational facility for the surrounding community and enables children of all ages to get 
involved in sports and exercise in an open space. This area is also home to a large local football club catering for 
children of all backgrounds of all ages from under 5's upwards. I would like my objection against this proposal 
logged.  
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Rep2833 
Mrs Marjorie 
Roberts 
Retired Medical 
Librarian 

Re Local Plan Consultation Little Chalfont.  1. I feel that any potential for housing in the village, which will 
encroach on green belt land, will be detrimental to the area.  2. Little Chalfont has already built a new housing 
estate of 253 houses at Bell Lane and another group of 45 homes off Bell Lane and another group of 45 homes 
off Burtons Lane and there's a bloack of flats under construction on White Lion Road, plus two other 
development sites.  3. Additional building cannot be sustained without causes extreme pressure on local schools, 
doctors surgeries etc.  4. Traffic is a main through route on the A404 adding to local traffic, parking in the village 
is already difficult. I feel that Little Chalfont should be excluded from further development. 5. Land at the rear of 
Maplefield Lane belongs to private owners and is part of their gardens! 

  

Rep2834 
 Emma Clifford 

I would like to formally make a strong objection to the proposed development in Little Chalfont that would allow 
the whole of Westwood Park to become extra housing. Over the last 7 years both my sons have played at 
Westwood Park football club every Saturday and it is an incredibly important part of their and indeed all of our 
lives. We have spent many happy hours there and the football club is an essential part of the local community, 
set up and still run by local dads who wanted their sons to play football for a local team. It is very successful and 
a great example of a community pulling together to create something wonderful. I cannot believe you could 
possibly consider letting this wonderful green space be lost. Please can you add my objection to the list of 
objectors of which I'm certain there will be many. 

  

Rep2835 
 Gavin Myers 

As a little Chalfont resident, I object to the Westwood park planning application. There are no other recreational 
fields available for this area and it would affect the community hugely. I think that area is a draw for people to 
move to this area, you find disgruntled residents moving away and the village spirit wane. Local commerce will 
then be affected.  

 

Rep2836 
 Amelia Beddoe 

I have strong objections to the proposed housing on Westwood Park. My children play football every Saturday 
morning with Westwood Park football team and have done for 7 years now. It is hugely important to keep these 
green open spaces for the next generations to enjoy and to ensure that all the village and surrounding villages 
have recreational facilities. I am a huge advocate of sport for all and football is one of the few sports which does 
not involve huge sums of of money to be involved. Not everyone can afford expensive gyms and even tennis.   
Westwood Park football team is a brilliant example of community sport at grass roots level. It is run by parents 
for their children at little cost. It keeps the children healthy and active, along with widening social circles.  The 
club crosses over the boundaries of private/state school and rich/poor as families come together to get fit, have 
fun and make friends. I believe passionately that to that take away would be detrimental to society. 

  

Rep2837 
Miss Maisie 
Arpino 

Go home and build somewhere else. I love my park so much! Don’t build in our village where our park is because 
we: play football walk our dogs, we love our park 
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Rep2838 
Master Loiue 
Arpino 

Response contains a picture from [Name] (age 4).  I have drawn houses built on our park (greenbelt) and put 
crosses through them because we don’t want that,  the smoke coming out the top of the house shows that this 
will hurt our park 

 Thank you for your picture and 
comments and we will take these 
in accout. 

Rep2839 
 Vicky Thorpe 

I understand that there is a need for development in all areas surrounding London.  However as a local resident 
for 44 years my concerns are as follows: 1. impact on local facilities.  My main concern would be Westwood park.  
This area is in constant use by local children playing football, tennis etc.  If you go to the park on a Saturday 
morning it is clear how many children and adults use this local facility.  For my part, I have 3 sons who all train in 
the park on a Saturday morning and play in matches on a Sunday morning.  I am shocked to learn that such a well 
used space by children is to be considered to be built on for housing. 2. infrastructure - over recent years the 
underground tube system at Little Chalfont has become increasingly busy.  I travel at 8am and would never 
expect to get a seat however if more people are using the underground it will be a challenge to even get on the 
tube!  I have read no plans to increase the frequency of tubes to meet the demand.  Similarly the impact of more 
houses on local amenities such as schools and GP/dentist. 

  

Rep2840 
 Ian Taylor 

I am writing to formally note my objection to the proposed development of parts of Little Chalfont to provide 
additional housing. The size of this development is absolutely ridiculous and would severely impact on the 
village, cause excessive strain to the current infrastructure, education and transport /communication links that 
the village has. I also note that you intend to develop the only recreational park in the village which benefits no 
one at all. I find it incredible that these plans have been passed fit to be given consideration by the public. Please 
reconsider this proposal as it will destroy the village as we know it and the resultant increased population would 
bring about a strain to current and new residents to the area.  

  

Rep2841 
 Helen Horwood 

I am writing to oppose the proposed building on Green Belt land surrounding Little Chalfont, which is an area of 
outstanding beauty.  As a village we have already 'caved' to government pressure and built on The Old Saw Mill 
in Bell Lane, The Donkey Field in Burtons Lane , 2 sets of flats at the Chalfont end of the White Lion Rd and more 
flats to be built by the parade of shops. The infrastructure of the village cannot support the increase in 
population, with the doctors surgery already struggling. The school is already oversubscribed and larger classes 
cannot be supported. Parking has become a logistical nightmare and on many occasions traffic is backed up on 
the main road while people wait for spaces. Traffic has already increased with the numbers of people commuting 
and there is a steady to heavy flow. As an area of outstanding beauty, this is an important factor which attracts 
visitors to the area and is a reason why residents have chosen to live in the village. With the increased rate of 
building we are in danger of becoming a town with few of the countryside qualities that are so important to us. 
The impact on the local wildlife also needs to be taken into consideration, as with the vast amount of building 
many animals will be displaced and the impact on the water table should also be taken into account, with 
flooding on the increase. We need to protect areas of outstanding beauty and also the identity of our village.  

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

684 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Green Belt land should not be encroached upon and we need to protect and maintain these areas. 

Rep2842 
Mr Steven Groves 

I am writing to you to strongly object to this proposed plan. The idea to remove a playing field whilst we have a  
obesity culture in our country is appalling. Where will our children get the exercise they need if there are no 
playing fields? With sport being extremely important to our national identity, where will our children go to play 
sport outside? What would happen during the rainy months when the water will not naturally disperse? Will we 
suffer like the people in Cumbria? What would happen to the woodlands and the local habitat? What would this 
plan do to our local environment with the increase in air pollution? The local road network would struggle to 
cope with the increase in traffic flow. How would this benefit the local community financially? Considering this is 
a area of commuters? Are we using the industrial areas in Chesham effectively. Or could we plan to improve 
these before we ruin our landscape, could we look to improve the town centre to encourage local people to 
spend their hard earned money in the town? I think this proposed plan is terrible and other ideas need to be 
explored before this is approved. 

  

Rep2843 
 L Tarn 

It is with deep sadness that I  learn of the proposed industrial development on Nashleigh Hill Fields. I was a little 
supprised as neither myself, or anyone I have spoken to, has received notification about this proposal. A letter I 
received through the door from a neighbour states that we only have until Monday the 14th to register our 
objections. I wonder if we were actually going to be informed about  this by Chiltern District Council at all? The 
Park is used by children and adults alike for recreation. It is a site where groups meet and children play football. If 
this is taken away from us, the nearest green open space is in Lowndes park. Our homes will loose their value 
which at the moment are highly sought after by those wishing to move to Chesham for the open spaces. No one 
wants to look out over an industrail site with all the noise and devastation it will create. In addition,Nashleigh hill 
is not able to sustain the extra traffic which an industrial site will generate. The Industrial site in Ashridge road 
was not able to maintain productivity and other businesses which have been set up in Chesham have also not 
been able to continue, so I wonder about the thought that has gone into this proposal. Once we loose the Green 
belt, it is gone for both ourselves and our children. I would appreciate a response to this email, and the courtesy 
of further information relating to this proposal given that as a resident of Vale road, it will affect myself and my 
neighbours considerably. Could you also inform me as to when there will be a public meeting so that I and my 
neighbours can attend. 

  

Rep2844 
Mr Amirali G 
Karim 

Response form left blank   

Rep2845 
 David McKay 

I am mailing to raise my objections and strong concerns about a proposed development in Westwood Park and 
the adjoining fields. This is valuable green belt land and a hugely important recreational space for communities 
from the surrounding areas. My son is a member of the Westwood Park Football club and belonging to the team 
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and being able to practise and play there on Saturday and Sundays has literally changed his life. He has gained 
skills, confidence, friends and has had the opportunity to play and exercise outdoors in a time where more and 
more children are spending time indoors, watching television, playing on devices and accruing multiple health 
problems - precisely because of the lack of youth sports and opportunities to exercise outside. Very often after 
football, he will continue to play in the park and on the mugga with his friends. We walk our dog in the park a 
few times a week and the walk from Westwood Park to Chenies is not only very beautiful and restorative, it also 
provides us with exercise outdoors which helps keep me fit and healthy. Another concern is the level of traffic in 
the area - developing these sites will not only deprive our communities ( Little Chalfont, Amersham, Chenies, 
Chorleywood and beyond) of valuable outdoor space and opportunity for sport and recreation, it  will have a 
huge environmental impact - both on the green belt and creating additional congestion on the road and resulting 
pollutants. We will do everything in our power to stop the development of the land and trust you will reconsider, 
taking into account the impact on the community of the area, and in particular the children of this part of 
Buckinghamshire.   

Rep2846 
 Sandeep Kumar; 
Rep2850 
 Manisha Ahlawat 

I have just come to know that there is a some planned proposal to build a recreational facility in wood side junior 
park in Little chalfont. I would like to protest because this will take away child football team, he is very emotional 
and very much into football and it will be almost impossible to  digest this news for him. I request to cancel such 
a plan and lets kids enjoy the football. 

  

Rep2847 
 C W Bellamy 

It is not clear whether the possibility of doubling the size of Little Chalfont is the idea of the P.P.T. or the 
government but it is in my view ridiculous. Every part of the proposal is unwelcome and unnecessary. I have lived 
here for 39 years, bringing up my family and enjoying the facilities, the outlook and the beautiful countryside. 
The Green Belt has made a substantial contribution to all that and should be left for our children to enjoy as well. 
If government policy is to change everything in order to build 2 or 3 or 4 housing estates, most likely without the 
extra schools and shops which would be needed, here is one voter who will be looking elsewhere come election 
time.  

  

Rep2849 
Mr Ari Alibhai 

I understand that our land off Finch Lane  (as shown on the attached Land Registry plan, outlined in red) has 
been identified as an option for release from the green belt in the "Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
Incorporating Issues and Options" document issued by the District Councils of Chiltern and South Bucks ("the 
Councils"). In my view: i. There is an unquestionable need for housing within the local area and I understand that 
the government requires that appropriate sites are now brought forward. I also note that the Councils are 
committed to appropriately contribute to the stated national planning objectives by identifying appropriate 
areas for development; ii. (IN REPLY TO QUESTION 6) Our land would be suitable for appropriate development, 
and its unique location represents one of the most suitable sites in Little Chalfont in terms of deliverability, 
sustainability, impact on neighbours, and affect on the local scene. This is because: (a) the total land area is 
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approximately 9 acres, with direct access along the entire western boundary to Finch Lane, which is an adopted 
road; (b) connection to utilities, infrastructure and local amenities would be straight-forward via Finch Lane;  
(c) approximately 6 acres of the land is an entirely un-used field which is largely redundant for our four-person 
family's uses. We try to mow and maintain the field but do not farm or keep animals and have recurrent 
problems with nuisance dumping and littering on the side of the field bordering Finch Lane;  (d) the field was 
previously developed in part, and still houses an unsightly network of derelict brick and galvanised iron pig stys 
which could be dealt with as part of any development. These pig stys and outbuildings can be seen on the 
attached Land Registry plan on the south-eastern side of the field;  (e) the field is not overlooked by any houses 
other than our own, and is adjacent to a farming field to the south, meaning that any development would have 
minimal visibility from our neighbour's plots;  (f) the natural privacy and beautiful view from the field across the 
valley below would make an attractive setting for an appropriately-scaled and quality residential development;  
(g) the land is within easy walking distance of local shops, the White Lion Pub at the end of Finch Lane, Chalfont 
and Latimer station and other amenities, making it a suitable location for sustainable development;  (h) Due to it 
only hosting a handful of houses, Finch Lane itself is a very quiet road, with a car passing around once an hour at 
most, meaning that there is clear capacity for more vehicular traffic;  (i) any permitted development would be 
deliverable, as there are no restrictive covenants or other constraints on the property title which would prevent 
development; and  (j) although currently in the green belt, the land does not perform a strong green belt 
function. The surrounding areas are already largely developed and so development of the land would represent 
in-fill rather than urban sprawl. The green space between Amersham and Little Chalfont would be protected. 
Also the land is largely hidden from public view due to the surrounding hedges and not accessible to the public, 
who can use the three public footpaths crossing the open land to the south, east and west for recreational 
purposes. iii) The field is far more suited to quality, residential development than the employment development 
currently proposed. Presumably employment development has been suggested because of the field's proximity 
to GE's site. However GE's site is accessible from White Lion Road and our land currently is accessible only via 
Finch Lane. Finch Lane is a narrow country lane without passing places and not suitable for regular HGVs or other 
large vehicular traffic. In addition, Finch Lane is one of the most beautiful roads in the village, with an important 
heritage building and public footpaths that attract great numbers of walkers, horse riders and other recreational 
visitors every year. Any non-residential development is likely to have a highly detrimental effect on the local 
scene. It would be a rather peverse waste of the beautiful views and peaceful scene down Finch Lane to allow a 
busy, noisy employment development, even if only light industry is contemplated. iv) We have received 
communications from developers interested in promoting our land for development and  have consulted with 
them in order to fully understand the likely impact and what may be achievable. Countryside Properties, the 
developer of the Donkey Field in Little Chalfont, was one of the parties we spoke with, as they know the village 
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well and have a sucessful development record in the area. Their view was that the land is suitable for  
development and that its choice would be a practical one in Little Chalfont, given that options are limited. It is 
certainly rare to find redundant land, with direct access to roads and utilities, which the landowners are willing to 
develop, and which also benefits from such easy access to public amenities. They commented that a residential 
development was likely to be most feasible and sustainable in light of the current access via Finch Lane. If 
another vehicular access could be found, perhaps by broadening the overgrown lane to the south, leading to 
London Road, then they suggested that might allow for a different or denser development. However that is 
beyond my comment or control. v) As a general comment, I would like to add that my family and I adore Little 
Chalfont and the wider South Bucks region and my wife and I want to stay in our home until we retire.  Therefore 
we would not wish to produce a development which in any way derogated from the overall attractiveness of 
Finch Lane and its surrounds. This is quite frankly a wonderful place to live. However in my view a 
sympathetically-designed and appropriately-scaled residential development in the field would fit in with the 
character of the area and cause no real harm to the surrounds. Naturally neighbours will be nervous about what 
any development might look like, should the land be brought forward. However we would seek to maintain our 
good relations with them and to take all constructive views into account. In addition, since the only house which 
would look directly out onto any such development would be our own, it is in our interest to ensure that 
anything which is built is complementary, in keeping with its surroundings, and respects our valued and quality 
environment. Many thanks for taking these comments into account. 

Rep2852 
Mr Euan Rob 

I am not in favour of the development of Little Chalfont described in the plan. In particular, I disagree with the 
use of existing green belt land and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty for any development, whether 
residential housing, or work-related development.  The Green Belt should remain, as was originally intended, a 
protected area. The area around Little Chalfont is a precious resource which is enjoyed not just by local residents, 
but by many visitors from London. The proximity to the capital and the ease of access to London residents makes 
it more rather than less important to preserve the natural beauty of this area. It is a unique asset. There is a 
major traffic issue in Little Chalfont already. Significant traffic queues through the village are an everyday event, 
exacerbated by a chronic lack of parking. The additional housing described in the plan would make the traffic 
situation in the village intolerable. There is also already a shortage of local amenties including school places and 
healthcare centres. The plan does not take account of the need for more such amenities, which are already 
under severe pressure. 

  

Rep2853 
Mrs Susan 
Woodcock 

General response: Chalfont St Peter has already contributed substantially to new housing development recently.  
There does not seem to be any significant plans to improve local infrastructure to support and service the needs 
of the  increased population. Any release or reclassification of Green Belt land will inevitably lead to surburban 
spawl. In addition the area will be blighted for a number of years by the impact of the HS2 construction and 
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workers compound, movement of machinery and spoil.  There needs to be recognition that we do need to have 
better co-operation and communication with Hertfordshire. Q6 Epilepsy Centre: The ES site if you include the 
land up to Brawlings Lane, is bounded on three sides by dangerous and narrow country lanes, often with no 
space for two cars to pass and certainly with no street lighting or pavements for pedestrians, including children 
to walk to school buses and the like.   It would obviously be very difficult to upgrade these roads, if not 
impossible, and clearly from a sustainability point of view this site is inherently unsustainable. The NSE site is 
clearly car-dependent and fails all sustainability testing. 

Rep2854 
Mr Andrew 
Homewood 

Question 8: Referring to the release of green belt - I believe that Chiltern District Council should protect existing 
Green Belt. Question 17: Additional comments - I strongly believe that Chiltern District Council should resist the 
proposal and take the necessary steps to protect the existing AONB (Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty) Also I 
ask the council to protect the existing Conservation areas. I am concerned that should the proposals be approved 
how this will impact on the existing infrastructure of healthcare, education, traffic, transport and schools.  We 
already have in Chenies a severely deterioating road which the Coucil is not prepared to repair and should these 
proposals be approved this will make the situation worse. 

  

Rep2855 
Mr Mark Henry 

I chose to live in Little Chalfont to bring my children up in a village set in beautiful countryside, with good schools, 
walkable amenities and recreation, effective public transport, free from overcrowding … to name just a few 
reasons. These reasons and more are threatened by the proposal to build on the Green Belt in and around Little 
Chalfont, which would turn the village into a semi-industrial, sprawling town – a completely different place that 
the Green Belt should protect it from ever becoming. The Green Belt is a national asset and should be preserved 
for future generations. It serves its intended purposes well, and is an asset for the nation and for the local 
people, not something to be eroded or damaged because of short term pressures for additional housing. Once 
lost, it can never be regained. We therefore have a duty to protect it, and the Council should therefore resist any 
attempt to see it released. Whilst I appreciate the pressures placed on the Council because of Government 
targets to create new homes and businesses, I believe the Council should be doing all in its power to seek to 
reverse the present policy, which I believe will otherwise serve to erode continually the quality of life of all in the 
District. We should be encouraging the development of more brown-field sites within London, and investing in 
other cities to make them more attractive as places to live and work. The Council should exhaust every option 
which utilises brown-field sites. The methodology for the Green Belt assessment, dividing areas into parcels, is 
flawed, and will encourage the continued erosion and ultimate loss of the Green Belt. Little Chalfont has already 
taken more than its share of recent development, and further pressure on the village would be disproportionate 
and unfair, destroying the character of the village. The Parish Council has calculated that the dwellings’ 
percentage growth in that period is over 12%, significantly more than Amersham, Chesham or Chalfont St Peter. 
As a smaller community we may seem an easy target for more development, but our less developed 
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infrastructure means that in fact this affects us more adversely. The village’s infrastructure is unable to cope with 
further large scale development, either residential or commercial. Little Chalfont is characterised by minor roads, 
railway bridges that curtail traffic and road widening, and limited local services. Local roads are narrow, often 
country lanes, and already face severe congestion. The A404 in and out of the village is frequently a bottleneck in 
both directions (toward Amersham and in Chorleywood toward the M25). Access roads to possible new 
developments such as Burtons lane and Lodge Lane are totally unsuitable to carry significant additional traffic. 
Parking in the village is already impossible at certain times of the day with cars frequently parked illegally and 
congestion on the A404 from cars waiting for parking in the village shops – this situation would only get worse. 
The local transport infrastructure cannot cope with significant additional population. School places at all levels 
are already in extremely short supply in the local area, which begs the question of how new places would be 
financed, and the negative impact on local people whose children may well have to travel further, to less suitable 
schools. The already over-busy roads are also not at all desirable in an area where there are numerous school 
children. Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and Ancient Woodlands are enjoyed by residents, sustain 
wildlife and contribute to the clean air we currently enjoy. The Chilterns has over 55 million leisure visits a year 
by people escaping from areas that are built-up and from the pollution this brings. Our green spaces and 
woodlands are extremely valuable, cannot be replaced and must be preserved and protected for future 
generations.I strongly object to Little Chalfont being identified as a main settlement for growth when it has 
empty commercial units and is currently unable to provide, adequate parking at the shops and station, places for 
children at their first choice of school and commuters are unable to find seats on the trains. 

Rep2857 
 RCK Robinson 

I am writing with regard to the Chiltern and South Bucks consultation on the Local Plan for Little Chalfont. This is 
a general response under question 17. I am outraged at your proposed theft of Green Belt land and sincerely 
hope that the process you have undertaken to arrive at those areas earmarked for development would not stand 
up to legal scrutiny. I would describe your approach as “creeping urbanisation”. Further, I would describe the 
method of dividing Green Belt land into smaller parcels as utterly scandalous and quite contrary to the original 
purpose of the Green Belt designation. I have been privileged to live in Little Chalfont for 23 years and fully 
appreciate the special character of the village and the surrounding villages nestling in a recognised Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. A lot of that beauty is afforded by the very Green Belt land surrounding those 
villages that is now under threat. I fully support the submissions of the LC Parish Council and the LC Community 
Association and don’t propose to reiterate all of the points which they have diligently pointed out to you. 
In my view, not one square inch of Green Belt land should be considered for development purposes until every 
brown field site has been exhausted. That includes all brown field sites in the surrounding districts and even 
elsewhere in the county. I’m sure sites exist and could be identified to provide a contribution to the housing 
goals without spoiling the whole area for evermore. However, in terms of major developments, small villages are 

The councils consider that options 

in the Green Belt need to be 

considered in addition to the 

opportunities that are available on 

brownfield sites.  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

690 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

not suitable, otherwise they would lose their character and the overall character of the Chilterns would be lost 
too. Furthermore, it would be a complete travesty of planning guidelines if the Green Belt in Little Chalfont (or 
any Home County) is lost to make way for housing when London not only has a vast amount of brown field sites 
but also a large number of empty homes, often owned by speculators. London also has a huge capacity for urban 
high-rise housing, which villages and towns do not. Generally speaking, most people who work in London, 
especially young people, do not choose to live in the Home Counties and suffer commuting misery because of the 
beauty of the countryside. It is because of the lack of affordable housing in London. A lack caused by a long-lived 
bubble which successive governments have failed to tackle effectively. Building in the Chilterns is not a good 
substitute for providing homes where they are really needed and wanted. In contrast, Londoners value having 
beautiful, recreational, areas like the Chilterns, within a short distance of where they live and work but they, 
along with all the millions of other visitors, will not have the opportunity to express their opinion on this plan 
which will despoil the countryside with business parks and modern housing estates (and dare I say, high speed 
railway lines). A plan, which if implemented, would be irreversible. On the topic of commuting towards London 
during peak times, there is very little surplus capacity on the Met line and I would argue none at all on the 
Chiltern line. Unless you consider that each rush hour train should be packed with standing passengers as soon as 
the trains reach/leave Chalfont & Latimer leaving passengers further down the line with no chance of boarding. 
Be in no doubt this happens already. The residents of Little Chalfont are not unsympathetic to the need for 
additional housing within the country. However, as one of them, I do demand that our District Council responds 
to pressure from central government in an intelligent and robust way. I simply cannot believe that we have such 
a crisis in housing that, taking the country as a whole, all other options have been exhausted before being 
prepared to build on Green Belt. The same applies to the county, the district and the village. This is a very bad 
plan that should never have gone as far as the consultation stage. I do not think the cost of preparing such a 
flawed plan is a good use of my council tax. I trust I have adequately conveyed my strength of feeling on this 
matter and that you will take that into consideration, alongside all of the specific responses supplied by the 
Parish Council and Community Association. Further, that you will now reconsider this proposal and devise 
something that is more in keeping with the delightful nature of this special district which is enjoyed by residents 
and visitors alike. 

Rep2858 
 Frank Thrope 

I am writing to express my views regarding the consultation on the testing of green belt land in the Little Chalfont 
area. I have been a resident in Little Chalfont for 8 years with my wife and 8-year-old daughter. We moved here 
largely due to the village environment that Little Chalfont offers families and the support of a small community. 
We have greatly benefitted from the nature and atmosphere of the area including the unique benefits of living in 
a village community. The plans I have seen from the District Council appear to threaten this unique area on a 
number of fronts: 1. First it seems the proposed developments would virtually turn Little Chalfont into a suburb 
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of Amersham. This cannot be in the interests of the local identity and community spirit. The protection of 
communities that provide local support to their residents would seem absolutely critical to me as the urban 
sprawl increasingly destroys the spirit of people helping each other. 2. The proposed plan seems very 
unsophisticated in its conception to me. The planned sites appear to just ‘fill in the gaps’ in the village to turn it 
into a much larger settlement without regard to what it may be destroying or alternative ways of providing the 
housing required. 3. The nature of Little Chalfont was never intended to support the infrastructure required to 
maintain a much larger population. Typically, the draft consultation will concentrate on the detailed nature of 
the housing developments, but there is very little information on the budget required to be spent on the 
infrastructure and services to support this scale of development.  4. Buckinghamshire is a renowned county for 
its strong sense of localism and I strongly feel that this type of plan dis-regards that heritage. Just because there 
are some open spaces within the boundaries of our village should not mean we are so vulnerable to this kind of 
blanket development. 5. I would be interested to know if all alternative solutions have been explored before 
even considering de-classifying green belt land, such as the use of brown field sites, dis-used commercial 
buildings etc. I would strongly object to the basis of this consultation and the potential damage it will do the local 
community of Little Chalfont. 

Rep2860 
Mr Gary Jenkins 

I do not agree that there should be any release of Green Belt or land marked as an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty within the Chiltern District and surrounding Little Chalfont in particular. Much of the land around Little 
Chalfont  is classified as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and is enjoyed not just by local residents but by 
countless many visitors to the area. It is the duty of the council to ensue that this land is not destroyed but 
preserved for present and future generations.  Green Belt land was created to prevent the unrestricted 
development of large built up area's and to prevent encroachment of the countryside. The council should respect 
the original aim of green belt land and should seek to preserve it as such. It should not be built on just because it 
is owned by greedy developers who go on to charge exthortionate amounts for housing. Little Chalfont is 
surrounded by ancient woodlands which act as a natural corridor for  wildlife, and should be preserved. The 
infastructure in Little Chalfont is already under great strain. There is currently a lot of pressure on Doctors 
facilties and school places, traffic is excessive and there is a limited amount of parking. There has already been a 
lot of new development in Bell Lane and on the old Donkey Field which has exacerbated this problem, and 
further development cannot be accomodated.  Lastly I think we have to ask ourselves what it is to be British. Past 
generations made sacrifices to ensure that we would benefit from and enjoy areas of Green Belt. It is very selfish 
of us to deny future generations the pleasure of being able to enjoy a green and pleasant land. That would be 
very un British. 

  

Rep2861 
 Phillip Thomas 

I am contacting you to express my opposition to the extent of the development in your plan in the region of 
Chalfont St Peter. This area currently has insufficient schooling capacity to accommodate any substantial increase 
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Siddons in population.  Two local schools (the Academy (primary) and the Community College (secondary) are already far 
over their planned capacity. The centre of the village has sewage problems already and this would be 
exacerbated by additional building. Substantial building on green-belt land destroys the purpose for which the 
green-belt was originally designated. But, most of all, I protest about the suggestion that the Mill Meadow area 
in the centre of Chalfont St Peter should be built over. This area is currently extensively used for community 
purposes. It houses: An ambulance station, The Community Centre - a facility heavily used for social amenities, 
the childrens’ play area, the primary-school’s playing fields, the football ground and many allotments. It also has 
a wooded area which greatly enhances the appearance of the area. 

Rep2862 
Mr Ian Furlonger 

The proposal to earmark Mill Meadow for building development is inappropriate and would be a severe loss to 
the area. Apart from the fact that the area is prone to flooding and the sewerage system could not cope, the loss 
of school playing fields and areas for families to walk/cycle would have a detrimental effect on children growing 
up in the area. Families currently enjoy the semi-rural nature of the area and this has been preserved despite the 
nearby motorway network, railways and Greater London itself. This is an achievement which should serve as a 
model for other areas, not something to be squandered. The plans to build on Mill Meadow promote the 
amalgamation of Gerrards Cross / Chalfont St Peter and even Chalfont St Giles into a single oversized ungainly 
sprawl along the valley, reminiscent of another High Wycombe in size and setting. It is vital to reconsider the 
proposals for Mill Meadow and retain this open space. 

  

Rep2863 
Miss Janis Murray 

I have read the various documents relating to the proposals for certain areas of our Village to be put forward for 
planning and development over the next 20 years for residential and commercial buildings. The Holy Trinity site 
has been under discussion for many years now and although certain excavations seem to be underway now it 
remains unclear what the final agreed plans for this site are. Housing? A new school? A reseidential home? 
Playng fields or Leisure facilities. Now we are to be faced with further potential decades of uncertainty  while 
these new proposed areas are put forward, objected to, revised, appealed etc - how long before anything is 
actually agreed?! Mill Meadow can be seen from our windows and it is clear how important that area is to the 
village - as a sports field for the school and the local youngsters football clubs, encompassing the community 
centre, the cricket pavilion and the tennis courts, as well as a well used walk to the village, to St Giles and for the 
many dog walker - it would be a great loss to the Village. However, it is agreed that we need more affordable 
new housing if the  village is to remain a lively and growing community, One of the sites for possible 
development is along the A413 but this is for commercial/business premises - why can't this area be used for 
housing developments?  As far as I know there are premises along that road that are still unoccupied after years 
of advertising boards being displayed, and do we really need more commercial, office and business premises? It 
would help these discussions and decisions if some concrete decisions could be made on plans that have been in 
planning for years already. 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

693 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

Rep2865 
 Audrey Dunks 

This land is designated as green belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and 
national planning policy. The local infrastructure of roads, parking schools water and waste management would 
suffer.  

  

Rep2867 
 Marta Ardemagni 

I am very concerned that the South Bucks District Council have proposed a 30 year housing development plan 
which may have an impact on our Rugby Club, Beaconsfield RFC. The parents, children, fans and the club all 
strongly believe that it is in the interest of Beaconsfield Rugby Club and the town itself that the land either side 
of Windsor End used by the Club stays within the green belt and continues to provide a sporting facility for local 
adults and children. My son Ascanio (7)  and his brother Leonardo absolutely love it.  They have fun, get fit, learn 
the team ethos, discipline and respect.  They have never once in those years said they didn’t want to go.  To put 
this at risk by moving their playing fields out of green belt is unthinkable, and would a crime against both their 
and future generations; and an irreversible crime at that.  In an age of growing concern about obesity due to lack 
of exercise, a growing reliance on electronics for entertainment (and the isolation that that can bring) and a 
fragmentation of society, a rugby club, where camaraderie, fun, togetherness and getting muddy can help stymie 
these issues.  People make friends for life, become good at something non-academic, learn discipline and self-
restraint, and learn the joy of volunteering (be it in the bar, in the tuck shop, in the kitchen, coaching or the 
multitude of other roles conducted by people at the club for no recompense). This proposed plan for change of 
the green belt cannot be allowed to happen – its impact will reverberate through future generations, and the 
area will be a much poorer place without a strong, vibrant community rugby club. My family and I respectfully 
urge you to reject this proposal, and to think instead about the legacy that you will leave for future generations 
of Buckinghamshire residents.  Sport and recreation has always been important for society; your rejection of this 
plan will ensure that it remains so for our children’s children and beyond. 

  

Rep2869 
 Daniel Dexter 

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

Rep2870 
Mrs Sally Hatton 

Chalfont St Peter( CSP ), in the Core Strategy which was to have covered the development in the village until 
2026 and which  has now been cancelled, had already been granted planning permission by Chiltern District 
council for 600 dwellings and so had already taken significantly more than it's fair allocation of development 
proposed for the Chiltern District as a whole. I feel the proposals in the new Local Plan are not justified as so 
many houses have already be allocated  to CSP and this should be taken into consideration when making further 
decisions on planning permissions. It is hard to answer the consultation as it is difficult to reach any conclusion 
regarding the priority of sites allocated in the  CDC new Local Plan when there is no demonstration of what 
houses are needed. Even more confusing is that the proposed sites in Chalfont St Peter on the HELAA report are 
on green belt land which has, in your Green Belt Assessment  been rejected for building on. The purpose of the 
Green Belt is to: 1. to prevent neighbouring towns/ villages from merging into one another 2. to check the 
unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas 3.to safeguard the countryside from villages encroaching on one 
another 4. to preserve the character or particular villages with historic values 5.to assist in urban regeneration by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. These purposes of maintaining land in the Green Belt 
are stated in the National Planning Policy Framework. The Green Belt allows, for the population in the urban 
areas: 1.Access to the open countryside 2.Opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation  3.Improvement in 
wellbeing by retaining attractive  landscapes near to where people live  4.Improvement of damaged and derelict 
land around towns and villages 5.The securing of nature conservation areas 6.Retention of land for agricultural 
and forestry uses  These points lead on to why development should be concentrated into the centre rather than 
the fringes of towns and brownfield sites should be developed first where access to amenities and transport links 
may be available. Chalfont St Peter has no train station and limited bus services . The schools are oversubscribed 
and I did not see any provision for building new schools to accommodate children from the existing planned 
developments from the Core Strategy never mind these new developments. There are also known longstanding 
problems with the drainage system in CSP where the village centre floods after heavy rain so it seems unlikely 
that the drainage system could accommodate the extra demand from these planned developments. Bearing 
these points in mind  and relating to the various sites mentioned in the CDC New Local Plan.: MILL MEADOW 
1. This area is in a flood plain and has flooded many times in recent years 2.It houses many local ammenities: 
Community Centre, Football Club, Football and cricket pitches and athlethic grounds for CSP Academy being their 
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only outside area for physical activities, Children's recreation park, Tennis courts, Scout headquarters, Parish 
Council Offices 3. These following areas have been developed over the years for the village population to enjoy in 
the vicinity of the river Misbourne namely  Nature reserve, Jubilee Garden, Lady Gibb Millenium Wood. These 
allow access from the village centre, across Mill Meadow and beside the river through to Chalfont St Giles. 
4. Includes the site for the village allotments THE NATIONAL CENTRE FOR EPILEPSY SITE This land provides an 
important area to separate  the villages of CSP, Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill. it is an area of open countryside 
towards the Colne Valley Park and is important land for agriculture, forestry and outdoor recreation. It has many 
public footpaths crossing the countryside and is used extensively by the local population. The proposed site for 
development is an area surrounded by narrow dangerous country lanes which makes it even more unsuitable for 
development.  It has no regular bus service and is too far away to walk to train stations at Little Chalfont and 
Gerrards Cross so all journeys require a car. The roads are anyway too narrow to walk on safely. The area cannot 
surely be considered sustainable. The immense  size of the whole development is totally out of proportion for 
the size of the village  as it could potentially  double the number of dwellings in CSP. Two new care  homes have 
been built on the Epilepsy site recently and there are other small areas that could be developed in keeping with  
the site as there are some unused buildings that will fall into disrepair in time and these areas should be 
developed before any areas of Green  Belt between the Epilespy site and Newlands park get considered for 
development. In the area being  mentioned there are 9 football pitches with a pavilion and other facilities used 
by over 20 football teams, an area providing obvious vital local amenities. As mentioned before this area of 
Green Belt land has already been dismissed as a area suitable for development. AREA EAST of A413 SITED as 
AREA for INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT This is a really important area of Green Belt as it separates the built up 
areas of CSP from Gerrards Cross, Tatling End and Denham demonstrating the whole point of the Green Belt. This 
area is in the Colne Valley Park and has been identified as being an area of  environmental and  biodiversity 
importance and therefore should not be built on. This area is in a flood plain and the land around the A413 is a 
natural open space which once built on would be developed futher and destroy the natural beauty of the area 
and of course the wildlife. In addition  the open space giving a feeling of wellbeing to the residents travelling 
through it towards their homes in CSP and the rest of villages and towns on the A413 from Tatling End and 
beyond. It was the presence of these open spaces that led to my family living in CSP, my husband secured 
employment in west London and on driving out of London looking for a suitable area to live we turned off the 
A40 onto the A 413 at Tatling End and saw the first  green open space after leaving London and decided this was 
the place to live. How sad if in future other people did not have the opportunity to have the same experience.  
An important consideration in my mind as to why this area of green belt should not be built upon. There is no 
explanation demonstrated as to the need for more industrial development in the area of CSP and the A413 as 
there  are many empty office and other units already in CSP along the edge of the village on the A413 bypass and 
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Chalfont Park. I have not seen any evidence to suggest we need more offices and indutrial units in the village and 
to build on the Green Belt for no proven purpose seems unacceptable. AREA AROUND WINKERS NIGHTCLUB 
I had understood this area had already had planning permission refused by the District Council so I am confused 
as to why this is included in the New Local Plan.  RYLANDS FARM This area of farmland in the Green Belt juts out 
of the natural boundary of CSP away from the village and if built on may lead to further encroachment into the 
Green Belt away from the village towards Beaconsfield again destroying the purpose of the Green Belt. It is vital 
we protect our Green Belt land from sprawl and develop areas for housing within the village boundaries  using 
imagination and vitally also making provision for schooling, medical centres and transport links etc. Housing 
alone without appropriate infratrucure is not wise planning for sustainability. 

Rep2871 
 F Mainwaring 

I strongly disagree with the housing development, as the football and recreation is a big part of the community. 
My son attends the local Westwood park football and would be a big loss to the children and the wonderful work 
the coaching do ,that's is done for the local community. Children and teenagers need recreation and sporting 
clubs. Don't over build on land that is needed for the future of the children.  

  

Rep2872 
 Deborah Ross 
and David McKay 

I am mailing to raise my objections and strong concerns about a proposed development in Westwood Park and 
the adjoining fields.  This is valuable green belt land and a hugely important recreational space for communities 
from the surrounding areas. My son is a member of the Westwood Park Football club and belonging to the team 
and being able to practise and play there on Saturday and Sundays has literally changed his life. He has gained 
skills, confidence, friends and has had the opportunity to play and exercise outdoors in a time where more and 
more children are spending time indoors, watching television, playing on devices and accruing multiple health 
problems - precisely because of the lack of youth sports and opportunities to exercise outside. Very often after 
football, he will continue to play in the park and on the mugga with his friends.  We walk our dog in the park a 
few times a week and the walk from Westwood Park to Chenies is not only very beautiful and restorative, it also 
provides us with exercise outdoors which helps keep me fit and healthy.  Another concern is the level of traffic in 
the area - developing these sites will not only deprive our communities ( Little Chalfont, Amersham, Chenies, 
Chorleywood and beyond) of valuable outdoor space and opportunity for sport and recreation, it  will have a 
huge environmental impact - both on the green belt and creating additional congestion on the road and resulting 
pollutants.  We will do everything in our power to stop the development of the land and trust you will 
reconsider, taking into account the impact on the community of the area, and in particular the children of this 
part of Buckinghamshire.   
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Rep2873 
 Jon Templeton 

 I'm writing in relation to what I understand is a proposal for a housing development on Westwood Park, Little 
Chalfont. I don't know the correct channels to raise  an objection, but i am a local resident and frequent user of 
the park - I think it would be exceptionally bad news for the immediate and wider community to develop such a 
well used and popular area of open land. Open land such as this is in rare supply and is irretrievable once built 
upon. 

  

Rep2874 
 Ben Rees 

I'm emailing to register my disapproval of the proposed plans to build new homes on the Westwood Park public 
recreational ground in Little Chalfont. As regular users of the park and with our son being a member of the 
thriving local football club that is based there, I'm appalled that this proposal is even being considered. This 
would clearly spell the end of Westwood Park FC, not to mention the only decent public open space around the 
area which in my opinion would be completely unacceptable. The last thing we need around this already 
congested area is more homes. The roads are already packed (and constantly being dug up) as are the local 
schools, one of which is my sons primary school which only two years ago was forced to double its intake, much 
to the detriment of his academic progress. A ridiculous proposal and one I hope is eventually declined on 
common sense grounds. Can I please ask that my email is added to the relevant case file. 

  

Rep2875 
 Nicola Grant 

I believe you are looking at the proposed development of Little Chalfont and a proposal to build housing on 
Westwood Park. Westwood Park is a wonderful place for families to come and enjoy the outdoors.  It houses the 
extremely popular Westwood Park FC and a busy playground for smaller children.  Taking this facility away would 
have an absolutely devastating effect on the area - this is not just a park but the heart of many children's growing 
up experience in the area.  It promotes healthy living and fitness too. 
Please reconsider your proposal. 

  

Rep2876 
 Claire, Paul, Elliot 
and Nathan 
Sweeney 

We would like to object to any development of Westwood Park in Little Chalfont. It is a vital recreation area, dog 
walking ground and home to thriving sports teams keeping hundreds of local children and teenagers busy and fit. 
Please do not consider building on it.  

  

Rep2877 
 Ian 

I am treasurer and U13 age group manager for Westwood Park Football Club. I have been advised that a recent 
addition to the local plan now includes recommendations for houses to be built on Westwood Park. I must object 
in the strongest possible terms if this is the case. Our football club, which is for boys and girls from the age of 4 to 
18, is based in the park, where we train and play matches at weekends. We have grown from scratch in only 7-8 
years to over 325 players, playing well over 100 matches a season. All age groups also use the park for training on 
Saturday mornings and summer evenings; I estimate that Westwood Park is the only public playing field in Little 
Chalfont; if the facility is taken away Little Chalfont will have nowhere for our youngsters to play sport, whether 
it be tennis, cricket or football at a time when we are bombarded by government on the benefits of a healthy 
lifestyle for our children. This plan makes absolutely no sense whatsoever and must not be allowed to proceed. 
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Rep2878 
Mr J Torr 

To whom it may concern, Regarding the planned development of Westwood Park, I would like to voice my 
objection to any planned building work on this site. This park is used by a huge number of people for recreational 
use as well as an important sporting venue for our children. 

  

Rep2879 
 Natasha Davis 

I would like to object to the pre posed building on Westwood park grounds. As a family we use this space for 
walks, football and cricket. Too many recreation grounds are being destroyed leaving the people and children 
without safe outdoor spaces to enjoy, educate and keep healthy in.  It's outrageous that you could even think of 
giving permission for planning on this land. 

  

Rep2885 
Mr & Mrs J Long 

 WITH REFERENCE TO THE PROPOSED LIFTING OF THE GREEN BELT STATUS TO THE VARIOUS SITES IN AND 
AROUND THE VILLAGE OF LITTLE CHALFONT, IT IS UNTHINKABLE THAT SUCH AREAS COULD POSSIBLY BE 
CONSIDERED FOR DEVELOPMENT. THE VILLAGE IS ALREADY STRUGLING WITH THE INFRASTRUCTURE, NOT ONLY 
OF THE SCHOOL PLACES AND MEDICAL SERVICES, BUT ALSO WITH THE TRAFFIC FLOW AND PARKING. TO LIFT THE 
STATUS OF THESE GREEN BELT AREAS WOULD BE IRREVERSIBLE AND DETAMENTAL TO THE QUALITY OF LIFE TO 
THOSE ALREADY LIVING IN THE AREA. THESE LOCAL AREAS SHOULD NOT BE DEVELOPED UPON, BUT 
MAINTAINED FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS TO ENJOY AND APPRECIATE.  

  

Rep2886 
 Gary C Payne 

Apparently despite the stagnant state of present industrial brownfield sites in and around Chesham 
you people still have to find a much loved childrens playground to ruin at Nashleigh Hill ? I would 
suspect it is just easy money to sell a green field plot for development, the loss of anything usefull and 
making the town a nice place to live does not come into the equation. I formally object . 
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Rep2887 
 I.C. Smith 

I am a resident of Little Kingshill. I fully support the response of the Little Kingshill Village Society.   

Rep2888 
Mr David 
Meacock 

In summary, I am against the unwanted additional housing and travellers' sites proposed for Chiltern, and in 
particular Chalfont St Peter, and consider both to be disproportionate. The local infrastructure is already 
struggling to meet local demand, and so simply won't take these additional people without detriment to the 
existing dwellings occupiers. I am also against any infringement of the current Greenbelt, which not only provides 
separation between settlements but is also the 'lungs of the local environment'. If Chalfont St Peter must have all 
these unwanted additional dwellings, then the Layters Green Lane/Mumfords Lane route between Grove Lane 
and the A40 should be upgraded to at least a two way B road to give immediate access onto the A40/M40 and 
thereby relieve already congested narrow unclassified roads such as Bull Lane (which serves two schools) and 
other unclassified narrow roads leading onto the A413 bypass (as people seek to join the A40/M40/M25 via 
Denham roundabout). I find it incredulous that Councillors who for many years have stood and been elected on a 
"We will protect the Greenbelt" platform appear to be able to abandon such a long-held position so readily. To 
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even propose this Greenbelt vandalism shows that their so-called defence of the local realm has as much spine 
as a filleted fish, and appears to have only been a meaningless and vaccuous statement in pursuance of their 
personal interest to get elected, rather than being an opinion held with of any sort of worthy strong conviction. 
I support the response from SENSE4CSP the local action group which has been monitoring Planning issues 
affecting Chalfont St Peter for about 12 years and has from time to time enagaged professional opinion, which I 
quote in attached sheets as they have encouraged locals to do. I share SENSE's concern that CDC and its officers 
have a clear conflict of interest as a number of the sites proposed for removal from the greenbelt are owned by 
CDC. How is this being objectively assessed? How is the clear conflict of interest being dealt with? Any land 
removal from the green belt would clearly result in a windfall profit for CDC from the ensuing development. 
Please publicise clearly and transparently how this issue is being dealt with? There is legislation covering how 
planning permission should be determined in such cases of conflict, so please confirm this legislation will be 
complied with, and how it will be complied with. To deny the CE Academy its games facilities by building on Mill 
Meadow flies in the face of the Council's objectives encouraging participation in sport for healthy living and Sport 
England's guidance towards the same. If we are going to build over schools' playing fields, where will the UK 
sports stars of the future develop their talent? Given such a high amount of CDC's activity is implementing 
Central Government statutory requirements, I fail to seee the point in wasting time and money creating Council 
Objectives if they are going to be so blatantly disregarded. I am concerned at the unwieldy nature of this 
consultation, particularly as it requires technical replies for which most of the population - even if they have the 
time to wade through such a huge consultation document - will lack the required technical expertise. It should 
have been broken down into smaller parts and carried out over a far longer timescale. I quote the SENSE 
RESPONSE: [Refer to Rep1630 for Sense4CSP response as referenced] 

Rep2889 
Miss Sophie Platts 

I don't want more houses because all the shops will be busy and the more people, the more harder it will [be] to 
park the cars and I love the cow field and I don't think it will be nice with houses all over it and I wont [sic] be 
able to walk through the lovely woods. 

  

Rep2890 
Mrs Simon 
Howton 
Secretary 
Amersham Action 
Group 

[Orginial transcript available in orginial rep file - Rep2890. Unabled to be copied over] 
Following document:  We have considered the Initial Consultation Documents for the present Local Plan and are 
concerned to note comments within the HELAA Document: Page 78 – Site CDO 160 has nominations by the 
Developer : These are incorrect as 1269 sq m of Class A1 Retail floorspace is proposed to be lost, and not as they 
state. They admit to seeking Class A3 restaurant floorspace ; and not the flexible Class A1/A3 use which  they 
have applied for under Ref CH/2015/2243/FA. The Comments column is also incorrect, as 67- 75 Sycamore Road 
has a Principal Shopping Frontage to Sycamore Road with the Public Car Park behind. Therefore there are severe 
constraints to losing this Retail use. The closure of Iceland has caused a fundamental reduction in footfall in the 
town and feedback is strong that the town desperately needs a new Food  Store .The site was referred to as an 
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Opportunity Proposal Site in the 2104 DDPD for an increase in Retail floor space (ie in excess of 1269 sq m) for a 
supermarket; and demand for this was verified in the Peter Brett Report  of March 2013 commissioned by 
Chiltern District Council. We have already written to the Planning Dept on this in our letter of  8th January 2016; 
and wish to reiterate that the question of vitality and viability is foremost on this site, which was just the same as 
when the Ex Woolworths was proposed for a non retail use. It is vital that the Local Plan Consultation has regard 
to the quality and attraction of our town centres which as can be seen from  the present approach from 
developers who have no local interest is of the utmost priority, and is a most relevant matter under Question 17 
of the Plan Consultation. If flexible A1/A3 consent is approved, it would be very easy  to drop the A1 element and 
let to A3 users who would not attract the daytime footfall needed in the way that a food store of proper size 
does. We will support the community and the Council to oppose a development that would  permanently 
damage the vitality and viability of our main shopping in Sycamore Road. Although the 2015 General 
Development Order allows for some small permitted changes of use, there is the key reservation on page 30 – 
C.2 (ii) which applies, as 67/75 is most obviously the best and arguably only suitable location for a food store, 
which is crucial to the sustainability of Amersham on the Hill shopping area. We appreciate that this challenge 
may not be resolved swiftly, however we are confident that there is a large amount of key support available to 
the Council if matters have to be referred to the Planning Inspectorate. In particular, National Policy Planning 
Framework is very clear in Ensuring The Vitality Of Town Centres – please refer to all of the points for local 
planning authorities to promote in No. 23 of the NPPF, as you have local support and expectation here. We are 
copying this to the planning officer , Mr B Robinson and to Cllr D Phillips, as this is a matter for immediate 
consideration well ahead of the suggested Local Plan Consultation timetable. 

Rep2891 
 Richard J Wilson 

Having grown up in Little Chalfont, attended school there and in Amersham and now visiting family and enjoying 
local amenities I wish to comment on the view of Chiltern District Council that Little Chalfont be classified as a 
"main settlement of growth" and that the adjacent Green Belt should be considered for re-classification and 
release for housing and potential employment development. My objection to the view that these areas of Green 
Belt land should be considered for release for housing or employment development is for the following reasons:-  
1. Land was specifically granted Green Belt Status to prevent urban sprawl and to ensure conservation of rural 
areas. It was not intended as a reserve of land for housing or any other purpose and should not be considered as 
such. 2. To remove land from its Green Belt status to permit house building or any other use would be 
contravention of local and national planning policy.  3. The land considered for housing and employment 
development between Bell Lane and Stoney Lane and to the east of Stoney Lane forms part of the Chiltern Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). AONB have the same status of protection as the country's National Parks 
and should not be considered as settlement areas for housing and employment development.  4. Although not 
now living in Little Chalfont I regualy visit the area with my family and we enjoy being able to walk and relax in 
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such a beautiful and unspoilt section of the countryside. I consider the area between Bell Lane and Stoney Lane 
and to the east of Stoney Lane as probably the most picturesque section of the Chess Valley and this forms an 
important part of the Chiltern AONB. Any development on this land would seriously degrade the quality of the 
whole of the Chess Valley and reduce its national importance as an area where people can come from all over 
the country to enjoy the outstanding Chiltern Countryside and the rare chalk river environment.  5. Any housing 
and/or employment development would be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of the Chess 
Valley and the village of Little Chalfont.  6. A study by Arup Group considered that areas of Green Belt land 
around Little Chalfont, including all the land between Bell Lane and Stoney Lane, were considered to be 
"degraded Green Belt land". Although there does not appear to be an official definition of degraded Green Belt 
land, I would request those involved in preparing the Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan visit these areas to see 
for themselves that by any definition the Green Belt land around Little Chalfont, especially that forming part of 
the Chiltern  AONB, is truly outstanding and is used by people from throughout the UK for recreational purposes. 
It is certainly not degraded Green Belt Land.  7. Any new housing estates or buisness developments would 
severely overload the local infrastructure and change the whole character of Little Chalfont and the surrounding 
area. I trust that you will consider these concerns when reviewing the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan or any 
other similar document.  

Rep2894 
Mrs Monica 
Bartlett 

I do not support building on Green Belt. In perticular I am very concered about suggestions that Little Chalfont 
should have its boundaries extended. I do not believe the infrastructure can cope with any more major 
developments. For example, at 5.20pm on Thursday 4 February 2016 I left a house in Doggetts Wood Lane and it 
took me fully 20 minutes to get home. According to AA route planner, it is a distance of 1.1 mile and should only 
take three minutes. I believe the roads are even busier when Dr Challoner's High School finishes and all the 
school traffic is on the road. The A413 could be widened to allow more traffic from the A40 to move to more 
suitable areas which would not require building on Green Belt or AONB. I therefore believe that Little Chalfont 
should not be included in the Chiltern and South Bucks Plan as a main settlement for growth. 

  

Rep2895 
Dr & Mrs J A 
Templeton 

We wish to object to the proposal to designate Blackwell Stubbs and adjoining fields in Chesham Bois as land for 
future housing development, for the following reasons. 1. This land is in the Green Belt, which should not be 
violated. 2. All but a small part is in the Chilterns AONB, which is protected from development. 3. Blackwell 
Stubbs is an area of ancient woodland, in the care of the Woodland Trust. The plans for HS2 have been amended 
to preserve areas of ancient woodland in the Chilterns, not to make them available for housing. 4. Chesham Bois 
is a designated Conservation Area, with all that this implies. 5. There is no stipulation of the ratio of affordable to 
prestige housing, or of the need to include homes suitable for the disabled, the elderly and single-parent 
families. 6. Road access would be difficult, and congestion would increase on our already very busy roads. 7. Our 
water supply and sewerage system is already overloaded. 8. Our local schools would be unable to accommodate 
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the number of children likely to be resident in any such new development. There are already instances of local 
children having to accept primary school places in other towns or villages. 

Rep2896 
 Rob Thomson; 
Rep2897 
 Helen Thomson 

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

  

Rep2900 
Mr David White 

I have been a resident of the historic village of Chalfont St Peter for over 4yrs now. There seems to be an agenda 
within Chiltern District Council to continue to target this historic village with continued over development.  
As a village we have seen planning permissions approved for over 600 + houses since 2010, yet central 
government or CDC makes NO allowance for those numbers within the new develpoment plan. There has been 
NO investment in infastructure in the village in decades. Indeed, if anything there has been an serious decline. A 
major example is the loss of the Holly Cross school. Currently, we don’t have enough capacity within our schools, 
doctors, or NHS to cope with the ongoing propsed develpoments, let alone another raft of "developments" 
within the boundry of the village. WE have NO adaquate transport infastructure within the village, the bus 
service is "basic" to say the least, we don’t have a train station, the village roads are currently congested, and this 
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is all before the 600 approved houses for the village are completed and fully ocuppied. We have a major issue 
with mains services within the village, the sewage network is at capacity and the village suffers from flooding 
with moderate rain falls. As a resident of Chalfont Heights any proposed development on Winkers and the 
adjoining fields would have a massive impact on the ecology of that area. We, as a community, are very LUCKY to 
have a bat colony in the fields that needs protecting from landowners & developers alike. Bats are protected by 
LAW. Damaging or destroying a BAT ROOSTING place IS a crimial offence. In Britain, all Bat species and there 
roosts are legally protected, by both domestic and international legislation. Finally, I wish to lodge the STONGEST 
of OBJECTIONS to any proposed development within the HISTORIC Village of Chalfont St Peter. 

Rep2901 
 Micheal D Wort 

I have always worked from the basis that politicians and planners have pretty much made their decisions and 
what we can do is point out some of the issues that will need to be taken into account and the impact that will 
occur from decisions made by individuals who have little or no first-hand experience of the area that they are 
going to have such a profound impact on. I will confine my comments to the areas around Little Chalfont as I am 
not aware of the local situation in Amersham.  In summary my concerns are as follows: 1.       Why is an industrial 
area part of the plan? 2.       The nature of the employment being created 3.       The level of demand for industrial 
units created 4.       The nature of the accommodation that is required to service different types of industrial park 
5.       Is the housing planned primarily to service the industrial units being created? 6.       Vehicular access to the 
A404 from both North and South side 7.       Protection for pedestrians crossing the A404 to access the industrial 
areas 8.       Pressure on retail units in Little Chalfont Village 9.       Pressure on public services, sewerage and 
waste recycling 10.   Pressure on education services, primary and secondary and pre-school 11.   Pressure on 
Metropolitan Train services 12.   Pressure on car parking at Chalfont and Latimer and Chorleywood Stations 13.   
Overflow onto street parking around Chalfont and Latimer Station 14.   Destruction of an area of outstanding 
natural beauty in the Chess Valley 15.   Destruction of bridleways 16.   The changing nature of Little Chalfont  
Fundamentally, there are two key questions that need to be answered: What type of employment are these 
provisional plans are trying to attract? and: Are the residential areas primarily being planned to supply 
accommodation for the additional workers being attracted to the employment zone or is this to supply additional 
commuter-land accommodation? Out of those two questions comes a number of significant concerns regarding 
the impact of those two decisions. If the employment area is defined as mixed engineering , wholesaler and 
service depots, then the jobs created would be primarily low paid and therefore the accommodation required 
should be primarily low cost and affordable.  The key question in that case would be how many jobs will be 
created which will define the building density and the type of accommodation? In addition, if there are a 
significant number of jobs created, then supporting those employees in terms of providing access to sufficient 
food outlets for lunch etc, would create issues in Little Chalfont Village, which is already having issues with 
parking in the parade of retail units. If the jobs and the employees are separated by the A404, what are the 

The Local Plan will need to plan to 

meet employment needs over the 

Plan period to 2036. 
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transit points that are going to be constructed to ensure that the residents will be able to cross into the industrial 
area in safety on foot?  Equally, how many entrance points to the residential area will be created that will access 
the A404 directly.  Will this be a series of roundabouts or traffic lights? You must be aware of the delays cause by 
combination of traffic lights and access to GE Healthcare that can cause significant delays along White Lion Road.  
This can be exacerbated by the school run primarily at the Amersham end of  White Lion Road. From the second 
residential site to the South of the A404, there will be a single access point to the A404, which itself is becoming 
a significant traffic issue as  there is the offset crossing from Church Grove to Stony Lane which is at an area 
where the speed limit on the A404 goes from 30mph (which is not adhered to universally) to 50mph and traffic 
automatically speeds up arriving at the junction at closer to 50mph rather than 30mph which is a cause for 
concern at the current traffic densities and can only be exacerbated with more traffic trying to get on to the 
A404, particularly if a new access road leading on to Stony Lane to the North and onto what becomes Church 
Grove to the South of the A404 from the new residential areas is the main point of access to and from the new 
residential areas.  Having a greater amount of traffic joining the A404 and having additional access points created 
on both sides of the A404 will lead to the kind of backing up of slow moving traffic we already see in White Lion 
Road.  In addition there will be significant tailbacks due to congestion in Stony Lane and Church Grove. In terms 
of the additional traffic generated and additional service jobs that are created by industrial parks, I am advised 
that such a general industrial unit will create an additional 1.5 jobs for every permanent  job created in the 
industrial unit mostly through servicing the requirements of the businesses in the new units.  All of this additional 
service traffic will have to use the A404, but it is difficult to quantify to what level that will be until the industrial 
site is full. I have contacted the commercial estate agents who have informed me that there is more than enough 
general accommodation for small engineering companies and wholesale and retail units in the area. Unless the 
units were offered at a significant discount to other more mature units in the area, they have suggested that 
occupation may well be a problem which may give rise to dilapidation and dereliction in a short period of time if 
critical mass of tenants has not been generated.   Presumably the plans already include new primary education 
units and retail units sufficient for the planned population in each of the areas so that the generation of 
additional journeys to and from off-site essential facilities is kept to the minimum?  However, access to 
secondary education will require the provision of additional school transport as the planned residential areas are 
moving away from the secondary schools in Amersham and Chesham.  All this additional transport, both public 
and “school run” will be funnelled onto the A404. Currently, transport to schools in Amersham and Chesham can 
use the existing Metropolitan line railway.  However the planned siting is at some distance from the Chalfont and 
Latimer station so that the temptation would be to do a school run or have a school bus to service the new 
residential areas, both leading to additional congestion on the A404.  If the employment area is going be high 
tech or a science park for example, then the dynamics change considerably.  In comparison, the jobs will be 
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higher quality at higher wages which will demand a different kind of housing stock in order to satisfy the 
requirements of a high tech/science park. The density would be lower and the percentage of affordable housing 
would/could be reduced.  However, with the aspirations of those with higher disposable salary will generate a 
private car(s) driven economy which, if the Latimer Sawmills development is anything to go by, the development 
is geared to one car families and it is very difficult to get around the estate when, for instance it is refuse 
collection day the refuse lorry is hard pushed to pass a car parked in the street.  If the accommodation is geared 
to providing higher value properties then multi car families will generate more traffic on the A404 from Stoney 
Lane and through the new access points on the North side of the A404  and from Church Grove to the South of 
the A404 as there is nowhere else that gives realistic access from the residential sites to the main arterial road.  
This type of accommodation will also attract commuters to London.  This has two issues. The distance to walk to 
Chalfont and Latimer Station will be seen as too great so there will either be additional traffic created to drop off 
and collect commuters or the station carparks at Chorleywood and Chalfont and Latimer will become 
oversubscribed, leading to the loss of an amenity for local residents who wish to travel into London outside of 
peak hours.  If they cannot get parking in the station carparks they will park on road which is already causing 
significant issues with poor parking and will only be exacerbated by increasing the number of new residents in 
the area.  Secondly, the trains are now reaching capacity and it is becoming unlikely for commuters to get a seat 
on the Metropolitan Line after Rickmansworth, meaning a standing journey of 45 minutes or more which is not 
really acceptable considering the fare that has to be paid and the above inflation increases that have been 
applied over the years If a high tech/science park is built, then the potential for creating a Chalfont Science Park 
Parkway station on the Metropolitan Line might be feasible may well be in walking distance from both of the 
new residential areas and have sufficient parking capacity that street parking in the surrounding area would not 
become more of an issue.  Having a Science Park would raise significantly the status of the area, but would not 
address the basic issues.  Indeed, it may exacerbate them in terms of additional traffic supporting companies in 
such a park. It is estimated that for every permanent job created in a Science Park, between 5 and 11 ancillary 
jobs are created supporting the park so the amount of traffic generated may well be out of proportion to the 
number of full time jobs in the park itself.  If you think of the more established Science Parks in Oxford or 
Cambridge, they are bordered by either dual carriageway or motorway. They do not have to be accesses by a 
single carriageway A road. And finally there are the aesthetics of what is being planned. There are number of 
bridleways that are going to disrupted or disappear in the planned developments.  It would appear that the 
development to the North of the A404 will extend through one side of the Chess Valley, which is a valuable 
recreation area and would transform an area of outstanding natural beauty into a housing estate and ruin the 
quintessential nature of Latimer Village. In addition, developments of this size will change the nature and 
community that we call Little Chalfont. The impact of in-fill in Amersham has been dramatic in the time I have 
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lived in the area.  It has been less evident in Little Chalfont, but the size and nature of what is planned is way 
more negative than removing large houses and building in-fill estates. All public services are under pressure and 
it is difficult to see how developments of this nature will alleviate that issue. 

Rep2903 
 Stuart Harris 

My Aunt and Uncle own Chessmount Nursery (my Grandfather before them). They are close to retirement and 
are considering options for the land (shown on the attached plan). They don't plan to move at the moment but 
want to make sure they have explored all options and values for the future. One possible use is residential 
development and the plot is surrounded on three sides by residential. We believe the plot is currently designated 
as Green Belt, could you let me know how we go about applying for the land to be removed from the Green Belt. 
I have ready through the latest Local Plan consultation and its meets the needs of the Local Plan for it to be 
removed as it is capable of being infill development and ties in with built area extensions to principal 
settlements, neither does it undermine the purpose of the Green belt. I look forward to hearing from you.  

 

Rep2910 
Mrs Helen Orme 

Question 1 HEDNA- it seems that Planning Permission is given for too many large, palatial houses when it 
seems plain that we need smaller more affordable homes in Gerrards Cross. More housing in GX does not mean 
more affordable homes, quite the opposite. What about all the planning permission granted but not yet built is 
this included Nationally? Question 2 HELAA - as mentioned above smaller homes on accepted/ allocated sites in 
GX therefore no need for Green Belt to be used. Question 3 - Not in Gerrards Cross Question 4 - In Gerrards Cross 
we need to have our own medical facility/GP surgery this is greatly lacking with a growing community. We need 
to keep our character and respect our conservation areas for the future. Our roads and general infrastructure is 
currently overused and needs upgrade. Question 5 - Both Options A & J are a good approach, we must keep our 
Established Residential Areas of Exceptional Character. Question 6 - yes the area marked as parcel 47b Bull Lane, 
this area was not in the ARUP or the HELAA call for sites list. Why has this been included? This is Green Belt and 
productive farmland, used by walkers and a haven for wildlife. Bull Lane is a long and winding rural road with no 
footpath any more traffic would overload this whole area, it is already heavily congested as it leads to 2 large 
schools, there is also flooding at the entrance to Layters Way regularly. Briefly regarding other parcels 57a&b this 
is unsuitable for employment purposes and in fact Chalfont Park has office space unused. This area is rural with 
trees. Parcel 69 has mature woodland and was not recommended by the ARUP. Parcel 65a this area keeps our 
gap between Tattling End, Denham and Chaltfont St Peter it seems to have limited use. Question 7 - Aylesbury 
Vale seem to have more scope for housing and employment. Question 8 - Granting of Planning Permission should 
be more focused towards building affordable houses. Question 9 - no comments second option seems better. 
Question 10 - independent living needs to be encouraged and supported by specialist housing and families 
supporting their own elderly. Question 11 - Here is Gerrards Cross we appreciate our surroundings the character, 
open green spaces, trees, listed buildings, ponds with wildlife and views and we wish to maintain this special 
places which we all love. Question 12 - trees are very important and many here are very mature Tree 
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Preservation is important. Questions 13, 14 & 15 just to maintain Our Green Spaces and special buildings, 
footpaths etc and keep our character. Question 16 - we need a doctor's surgery, roads upgrade, extra parking. 

Rep2911 
 Nick Thompson; 
Rep2913 
Mrs Elizabeth 
Thompson 

As requested I am responding to the consultation process in respect of the above and would like to make three 
points as foolows; 1. Green Belt - The suggested erosion of the green belt is damaging to this area as a pleasant 
place to live and work. The Grren Belt policy was established recognising the need to provide god natural 
demarcation between built up areas and preserve areas with high natural environmental benefits. These 
proposals would counter both these good intents and reduce the attractiveness of the area for residents. 
Alternative areas for development should be found which have significantly less disadvantage in this respect. 
2. Infrastructure - These significant new areas of development would make exceptional demands on the existing 
infrastructure and any planning policy adopted should make it clear that any development requires as an early 
priority the proper provision of schools, hospitals, doctor's surgeries, police and fire service resources together 
with the necessary road and sewage improvements. The one area of infrastructure that will be impossible to 
bring to the required level is the railway already suffering as a result of the extended service to Oxford. The 
requirement will necessitate a dualling of the track which will be impossible to achieve given the strictures of the 
Tesco tunnel, existing viaducts and cuttings etc, This is a major point as any development of any scale in this area 
will immediately prejudice the desirability of the area and its effectiveness in supporting the economy of the 
South East and London. 3. ERASC -  I am concerned that the policy protection we have enjoyed where we live 
[Address] with - the 'Established Residential Area of Special Character' (ERASC) - will now be dropped or at least 
watered down (see para 4.7 Options A & B).  "Making more efficient and effective use of land  within extg built-
up areas" is of course fine in principle, and will no doubt be seen as a preferred solution to Green Belt land 
release.  But "increasing building density and heights" combined with a review of ERASCs is likely to leave us fully 
exposed to further flats and other substantial redevelopment across this whole area.   

  

Rep2912 
Mrs Delia Joy 
Simmons 

Question 1: We need a mix of housing to reflect the requirements of both the increase in elderly residents and 
the younger generation who wish to remain living in the village, and will need access to affordable housing.   
Question 2: The site marked in Appendix 4 in CSG is not ‘built up’. Although HELAA recommends that sites for 
less than five dwellings should be excluded, I believe that such sites should be considered in a small village like 
Chalfont St Giles, and that if enough such sites could be found to meet a realistic target there would be no need 
for large scale developments within the village. HELAA excludes sites within functional flood plains, it is obvious 
that the sites near the River Misbourne should not be included in the plan. Question 3:  It is perfectly possible 
that there may be small plots in ‘built up areas’ in the village suitable for smaller development. See my answer to 
Question 2. Question 4: I agree with any approach which serves to protect the Green Belt and AONB. Question 5: 
I think that all the options listed should be considered.   I object to the concept of  'village extensions' which are 
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both out of proportion to the present housing population and sited in the Green Belt. Question 6: It is 
extraordinary that of all the locations in and around the village, the one suggested as a possible extension to 
Chalfont St Giles and shown in Appendix 4 has been suggested. This is probably one of the lowest-lying areas in 
the whole village, and is designated by the Environment Agency as flood plain. Any development on this site 
would cause great distress to occupants of housing liable to flooding in the future. Furthermore, the excess water 
would flow into the village centre as it did in 2014. The site is also designated as Green Belt and an AONB. The 
River Misbourne runs through the middle of this site. Such a location for development would be contrary to the 
key purposes of the green belt, which was established for the following reasons - and still remain appropriate: 
* To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. Building on this area would be 'urban sprawl' into the 
countryside. * To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another.  * To assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment.  * To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns. The centre of 
Chalfont St Giles is protected by a Conservation Area.  * To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the 
recycling of derelict and other urban land . The plot in Appendix 4 is nether derelict nor urban. This area is 
alongside the public footpath to Amersham much used by residents and visitors. Furthermore the proposed 
development of Furthermore the proposed development of Newlands Park will add a significant load to the 
infrastructure requirements of the village. Any development between the two communities will undermine one 
of the purposes of the Green Belt to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. Question 7: 
Expansion in Aylesbury Vale will reduce the load on other parts of Buckinghamshire. It would be valuable if there 
was a matching expansion of employment in Aylesbury Vale area to reduce traffic movement in the County. We 
need housing that is affordable for the elderly and the young; not luxury homes. Question 8: Where permission is 
given for housing development, emphasis should be placed on smaller more affordable homes, not large 
expensive properties that tend to be favoured by some developers. Question 9: As with Question 1, we need to 
be absolutely sure as to the requirement (if any) for additional sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling 
Showpeople. What research has been undertaken to determine if this is a growing community with specific 
accommodation requirements? Proper means of access and suitable infrastructure support would be necessary. I 
would suggest that expanding present lawful sites would be a preferred option. There are no obvious sites which 
meet the necessary criteria in Chalfont St Giles. Question 10: Specific affordable accommodation for the elderly is 
an absolute priority in Chalfont St Giles, where at present there is none currently available. The building of small 
sheltered accommodation would encourage the elderly of the village to remain within the community they know 
and love, thereby relieving housing for families - without the need for additional construction. Question 11: The 
heritage of Chalfont St Giles and Jordans is important for the residents and the many visitors to the area. Milton’s 
cottage, the Parish Church, Jordans Meeting House, Captain Cook’s Memorial and the Open Air Museum are 
among the key heritage sites which encourage visitorship to the village.  Visitors are encouraged to take 
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advantage of the local hostelries and shops thereby helping the local economy. The village centre is protected by 
a Conservation Area. Question 12: As far as I am aware, The Chiltern Way footpath and the village pond are 
currently unprotected.  I would recommend that the local meadows are protected. Stone Meadow and Silsden 
Meadow are together used every year (flooding permitting) both for the much appreciated, and well attended, 
Chalfont St Giles Village Country Show and the annual Fireworks Display. Question 13: The playing fields, the 
allotments, the fields either side of the Misbourne and the associated footpaths are all essential for the well-
being and coming together of the community. Question 14: As above: I would like to recommend the protection 
of the village duck pond, the River Misbourne, and the local meadows - Stone Meadow and Silsden Meadow 
which are an intrinsic part of the village and are used every year for the large Village Country Show and the 
Firework Display.  Question 15: I need to have this explained more clearly. Question 16: This is a vitally important 
and key issue. The agreed development at Newlands Park will have a substantial impact on the infrastructure 
requirements for both Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter - as will any development between the two 
communities. Chalfont St Giles is in no position to absorb any other major housing development without a 
proper, detailed investigation into the basic infrastructure services that would be needed.  This would include: 
schooling, medical services, transport (including through road networks), environmental issues, and water and 
sewage facilities.  Question 17: Any future development proposals must be matched with a much improved and 
reliable  public transport service, which would then encourage people not to use their cars.  This would result in a 
reduced number of vehicles, and less pollution. 

Rep2916 
Mr James 
Shipperley 

I am would like to register my oposition for the plans for development within Chalfont St Peter, please see below 
points: - Chalfont St Peter has already had new development and future plans for over 600 new dwellings.  These 
600 should be included in CSP's share of the new scheme proposals. - Our schools are already nearly at capacity, 
the high standard of education cannot be maintained with even more development. - Developments should be 
focused on areas with better transport services, train stations, bus services etc. - There is a drainage problem 
with raw sewerage in the village/high st.  Further developments will inevitably cause the sewerage system to 
collapse. Question 5: Removing Green Belt land for development defies the National Planning framework as to 
what it should be preserved for - preventing neighbouring towns merging, preserving the character of historic 
towns.  To remove Green Belt results in loss of much needed sports and outdoor recreation facilites for the 
community.  These are irriplaceable and should be protected! - The details of the consultation mention the need 
for further employment - We should use what we already have in a more effective way - focus on empty unused 
areas.  Also the need for employment sites is redundant if CSP cannot offer the transport links to accommodate 
workers. Question 6: Mill Meadow is extremely important to the community and should be removed from any 
development plans. - This area is a hub  of the community.  It is used by hundreds of residents and provides 
invaluable services.  Teddybears pre school and CSP Academy playing fields would be lost if development were to 
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go ahead - Two education facilities in one location.  This is not acceptable for future education & development of 
our children. - CSP Academy would lose its playing fields - This results in no outdoor space for our children.  
Absolutley the wrong thing to do to a community and would have a devastating effect on the schools ability to 
provide comprehensive education. - The public areas cannot be moved to another location and would be 
completely lost for good.  Woodlands, Nature reserve etc cannot be replaced. - Access to this area would only 
increase congestion coming into the village and high street.  - This site is a flood plain - a proven risk of flooding. 
- Mill Meadow is adjacent to my property so I would be extremely effected by any development. We would be 
overlooked by a development therefore removing any privacy to our property and creating security and safety 
issues. This proposal would be detrimental to all the residents of Fieldway land surveys also highlight that Mill 
Meadow is considered to be contaminated land as it was a historic landfill site used in 1950.   This site should not 
be included in further development plans and i personally would be appalled if the council allowed this to 
progress. 

Rep2921 
Mr Arunam 
Thaya-Paran 

I am writing in response to the proposed lifting of Green Belt land restrictions for further housing and 
development for industrial and employment purposes in the area of Little Chalfont. I believe the council has an 
obligation to manage the sprawl and merging of areas, through the presevation of natural areas and effective 
and efficience reuse of urban and inappropriately utilised land. There are many such areas already such as 
around Chesham, and hence expanding into current Green Belt designated land seems a dereliction of duty. 
The area is well recognised as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and as such provides a resource for all, and 
not just an opportunity for builders to maximise profit. With respect to Little Chalfont, I am a resident on Snells 
Lane which will be impacted through the proposed reclassification of land to business and light industrial usage. 
Traffic on While Lion Road, as a main through road is already very busy including traffic accessing the GE 
Healthcare site, which will only be made significantly worse through the proposed extension. It is already a major 
problem simple access and leaving the town at morning and evening peak time with traffic often backing up from 
before the station to past the GE site. In addition, there have already been two significant residential 
developments in Little Chalfont in recent years, yet without corresponding increases in school places (so lack of 
places is already problematic). Public transport has similarly not been upgraded and worse still, London 
Underground designated many trains as stopping trains since the introduction of new rolling stock which has 
increased crowding on services as well as slowing travel times to London (as all off-peak and some peak-time 
services are now slow). Other services are being similarly stretched such as doctor surgery capacity, and London 
Road recycling facility at weekends. 
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Rep2922 
Mr & Mrs Barry 
and Karen Holt 

Looking at the Chesham map particularly we are amazed at the size of the two areas being considered for 
development on greenfield sites. This appears to be unnatural growth at a far too rapid rate. Why are the 
residents of these areas to suffer a loss of amenity, quality of life and forceable absorbtion into the town of 
Chesham? Surely it is fairer, if there must be development, that it be shared around the District in smaller plots, 
preferably using brownfield sites. The same argument applies to the Chesham designated business area. 
Large areas encourage large developments which lead to huge characterless housing estates of over priced 
housing beyond the reach of normal local (especially younger) people. There also appears to be no clear view of 
the density of building within the designated areas. In regard to the possible development north of Botley Road 
from the Hen and Chickens, this would effectively remove the natural break between Chesham and the hamlet of 
Botley and Ley Hill. The same would apply to any development from Lye Green to Orchard Leigh. An example of 
the strain on local services is that Ley Hill Village School has no room for expansion and no parking facilities. 
Development on this side of the town would necessitate the building of a new school, and increase pressure on 
other already oversubscribed services e.g medical facilities. Botley and Ley Hill are distinct entities and should 
not be regarded as or forceably made into a suburb of Chesham. Amendation or relaxation of the green belt 
should not be an option - once part is changed or released it sets a precedent for further loss in the future. Of the 
options set out on pages 12-14 of the document Option A would be our preference. Option F is unacceptable as 
it will simply turn settlements (which may not be very large) into small towns without the services to support 
them and with the loss of valuable open space. 

  

Rep2924 
Mr Colin Harper 

Q1 Too broad an issue to cover here Q2 It seems that this question would best be addressed at the next stage 
Q3 There seem to be a few sites locally that have been unreasonably dismissed at the earlier planning stages that 
should be added back in. There are others in adjoining areas that also merit consideration, Q4 The following are 
detailed additions to meet specific local issues drawn from broad guidelines 1. Government and local policy has 
ensured that most office space in Farnham Common has now been converted to flats in a matter of months. For 
local balance this needs to be reversed, or more office/workshop space introduced. This could potentially be 
linked to eco-sustainability in sympathy with Burnham Beeches. Burnham Beeches will be under pressure with 
rapidly increased footfall, and revenue gaining activities here will also support this growth.  2. The Farnham Royal 
area has 13% more 60s-70s, 22% more 70-80's and 45% more older than the National Average (ONS mid 2014). 
Notwithstanding this Sheltered accomodation is being removed from the area. National Average targets are not 
appropriate in this region. 3. HGV issues apply as much for the A355 as they do for Iver, and this is adding 
additional pressure to roads circling the Beeches as cars avoid the bottlenecks. A major limitation to population 
growth in the area is the impact on feeder roads, and, indeed, on the Beeches itself of traffic wear, potential for 
accidents on roads that are little better than single track in areas, as well as pollution.  Q5 Option A followed by 
C,H and JQ9 This area offers little in the way of local work for travellers and exceptional opportunity given the 
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older than average population, for crime. Q6 I am strongly against the inclusion as a potential development site 
under the map of Farnham and Stoke Poges on page 43 of the land north of Farnham Royal on the east side of 
the A355. This area of Green belt is a prime example of what the Green Belt was designed to do, ie to protect the 
integrity of villages and prevent ribbon developmentt .This area forms a critical part of the green buffer between  
Farnham Common. in the north and Farnham Royal and Slough to the south. Farnham Park is an important sport 
and recreational facility which is much used. It plays an important part in providing sporting facilities and hence 
promoting the health not only of near locals but also the wider District community. There are few equivalent 
facilities in the neighbourhood. (smaller pitches at Langley and Burnham) This area also includes an area north of 
Farnham Park and south of Elm Close which was rejected for development in the HELAA under reference SB0037 
as being "Green Belt not previously developed" and forms a substantial part of the green buffer referred to. 
Although some of the land on the west side of the A355  north of the Old Green Man pub is built on, most is set 
back including that on the Old Beaconsfield Road which  is well screened by trees and verges so that there is a 
green break viewed from the A355. This has to be seen to be appreciated as it is not apparent looking at the plan 
on page 43.This is an important factor in making Farnham Common  a separate village. Also, some of this area is 
within 500 metres of Burnham Beeches and it  has been agreed that development within 500 M of Burnham 
Beeches should not be permitted to preserve the Beeches. Other Development Sites: One  area which could 
reasonably be developed is the area to the south east of M40  J2  near the MSA . This would have the advantage 
of good access to the A355 and motorway network and work be large enough to be commercially viable as a 
separate settlement.  It would have the advantage of not encroaching on  virgin countryside  due to proximity to 
the M40 and MSA. I would also support the Farnham Royal Parish Council's suggestion of developing the car park 
in Farnham Common provided that reasonable parking facilities were maintained. If Green Belt has to be 
sacrificed in our area then the development site just south of Stoke Poges may be a better site for development 
than any of the land north of Farnham Royal as there would still be a green buffer between Slough and Stoke 
Poges. Q7 I would query the level of unmet needs in the light of the fact that the Council has stated on its 
website that it can meet housing needs until 2026 without using Green Belt land. Also, the proposed plans are 
additional to normal "speculative" development which runs at about the rate of 12 dwellings per year in 
Farnham Common. Q8 I agree we need affordable homes to enable lower paid people to live in this 
area.However, this needs to go hand in hand with building local offices/workshops or much improved regular 
local public transport  Q9 This area offers little in the way of local work for travellers and exceptional opportunity 
given the older than average population, for crime. Q10 Old people need adequate accommodation and this is a 
growing need in particular with the well above average age of the local population. Sheltered accommodation is 
to be encouraged, as well as local meeting facilities. Q11 I favour the protection of our heritage. There are some 
good buildings on the A355 north of the old Green Man pub called Hemmingford which enjoy a good setting 
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which would be marred by development as I have mentioned to Q6 above. Q12 Not aware Q13 The 
Summerleaze gravel site north of Farnham Lane is fairly near being worked out and this when backfilled could 
provide a useful green area for recreation in due course. The area would not be suitable for development due to 
settlement problems with infilled land. Q14 Perhaps the obvious suggestion here is that Local Measures should 
be implemented to preserve the site at Burnham Beeches in view of its innate importance as well as extending 
this consideration to the roads and lands surrounding to build a centre of eco excellence. Q15 The suggestions 
are too broad to allow of comment in this context Q16 When considering further intensive development in the 
Farnhams, consideration must be given to the issue of air quality being adversely affected by additional traffic 
especially as there are two infant schools one on and the other close to that road. Also most of Farnham 
Common is within the safeguarding 500 metre zone from Burnham Beeches. Q17 Other sites in the County for 
development that should be considered are sites at Iver and Iver heath in close proximity to the M25 that would 
have the advantages of good access, rail links for commuters and some countryside which is less idyllic than 
other parts of South Bucks. 

Rep2925 
Miss Frances 
Butterworth 

Q1 Don't feek qualified qualified on sucj a broad question Q2 See next answer Q3 There seem to be a few sites 
locally that have been unreasonably dismissed at the earlier planning stages that should be added back in. There 
are others in adjoining areas that also merit consideration, Q4 The following are detailed additions to meet 
specific local issues drawn from broad guidelines a. Government and local policy has ensured that most office 
space in Farnham Common has now been converted to flats in a matter of months. For local balance this needs 
to be reversed, or more office/workshop space introduced (however this would require further parking 
facilities).This could potentially be linked to eco-sustainability in sympathy with Burnham Beeches. Burnham 
Beeches will be under pressure with rapidly increased footfall, and revenue gaining activities here will also 
support this growth.  b) The Farnham Royal area has 13% more 60s-70s, 22% more 70-80's and 45% more older 
than the National Average (ONS mid 2014). Supported Living is actually being removed from the area. National 
Average targets are not appropriate in this region. N.B. Sheltered Accomodation is a thing of the past in this area 
c). HGV issues apply as much for the A355 as they do for Iver, and this is adding additional pressure to roads 
circling the Beeches as cars try to avoid the bottlenecks. A major limitation to population growth in the area is 
the impact on feeder roads, and, indeed, on the Beeches itself of traffic wear, potential for accidents on roads 
that are little better than single track in areas, as well as pollution.  Q5 Option A followed by C and J Q6 I am very 
strongly against the inclusion of the land north of Farnham Royal on the east side of the A355 as a potential 
development site - Map of Farnham Common and Stoke Poges, page 443. This area of Green belt is a prime 
example of what the Green Belt was designed to do, ie to protect the integrity of villages and prevent ribbon 
development and urban sprawl.This area forms a critical part of the green buffer between  Farnham Common in 
the north and Farnham Royal and Slough to the south, helping to protect the integrity of village life and 

  



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

714 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

community albeit so close to Slough. Farnham Park is an important sport and recreational facility which is much 
used. It plays an important part in providing sporting and community facilities and hence promoting the health 
and community spirit not only of near locals but also the wider District community. There are few equivalent 
facilities in the neighbourhood. (smaller pitches at Langley and Burnham). This land is also I believe subject to a 
covenant which needs to be taken into consideration. This area also includes an area north of Farnham Park and 
south of Elm Close which was rejected for development in the HELAA under reference SB0037 as being "Green 
Belt not previously developed" and forms a substantial part of the green buffer referred to. Although some of the 
land on the west side of the A355 north of the Old Green Man pub is built on, most is set back including that on 
the Old Beaconsfield Road which is well screened by trees and verges so that there is a green break viewed from 
the A355. This has to be seen to be appreciated as it is not apparent looking at the plan on page 43.This is an 
important factor in making Farnham Common  a separate village.  Equally access on to the A355 would only add 
to the already heavy traffic coming on to the A355 from the North of Farnham Common. Also, some of this area 
is within 500 metres of Burnham Beeches and it  has been agreed that development within 500 M of Burnham 
Beeches should not be permitted to preserve the Beeches which I believe is an important scientific site, one of 
the biggest sites of its kind within Europe. Other Development Sites: One  area which could reasonably be 
developed is the area to the south east of M40  J2 south of the MSA. This has already been developed for lorries 
and motorists so a precedent has been set. It would have the advantage of good access to the A355 and 
motorway network and would be large enough to be commercially viable as a separate settlement and services 
such as water/sewage etc would be new instead of being integrated with those already under pressure in a 
village which has arguably already outgrown what was put in place orginially. It would have the advantage of not 
encroaching on virgin countryside due to proximity to the M40 and MSA. I would also support the Farnham Royal 
Parish Council's suggestion of developing the car park in Farnham Common provided that reasonable parking 
facilities were maintained. If Green Belt has to be sacrificed in our area then the development site just south of 
Stoke Poges may be a better site for development than any of the land north of Farnham Royal as there would 
still be a green buffer between Slough and Stoke Poges. Q7 I would query the level of unmet needs in the light of 
the fact that the Council has stated on its website that it can meet housing needs until 2026 without using Green 
Belt land. Also, the proposed plans are additional to normal "speculative" development which runs at about the 
rate of 12 dwellings per year in Farnham Common. Q8 I agree we need affordable homes to enable lower paid 
people to live in this area.However, this needs to go hand in hand with building local offices/workshops or much 
improved regular, local, affordable public transport Q9 This area offers little in the way of local work for 
travellers and exceptional opportunity, given the more fragile and susceptible older than average population, for 
crime. Q10 Old people need adequate accommodation together with access to support and affordable care and 
this is a growing need in particular with the well above average age of the local population. Sheltered 
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accommodation is to be encouraged not removed (see answer in question 4b) as well as local meeting facilities. 
Q11 I favour the protection of our heritage. There are some good buildings on the A355 north of the old Green 
Man pub called Hemmingford which enjoy a good setting which would be marred by development as mentioned 
to Q6 above. Q13 The Summerleaze gravel site north of Farnham Lane is fairly near being worked out and this 
when backfilled could provide a useful green area for recreation in due course. The area would not be suitable 
for development due to settlement problems with infilled land. Q14 Local Measures should be implemented to 
preserve the site at Burnham Beeches in view of its innate importance and the scientic work undertaken there as 
well as extending this consideration to the roads and lands surrounding it. Consideration needs to be given to the 
effect that increased housing would increase footfall which the area may not be able to sustain. Q16 Apart from 
the fact that any significant increase in the proposed number of dwellings will almost ccertainly push the current 
infrastructure (schools, drainage, sewage, emergency services doctors surgery etc) beyond breaking point and 
spoil the whole concept of "village", when considering further intensive development in the Farnhams, 
consideration must be given to the issue of air quality being adversely affected by additional traffic especially as 
there are two infant schools one on and the other close to that road. Also most of Farnham Common is within 
the safeguarding 500 metre zone from Burnham Beeches. Q17 Other sites in the County for development that 
should be considered are sites at Iver and Iver heath in close proximity to the M25 that would have the 
advantages of good access, rail links for commuters and some countryside which is less idyllic than other parts of 
South Bucks. 

Rep2926 
Mrs Susan 
Gallagher 

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

Rep2929 
Mrs Lucy 
Mountford 

In response to the proposed lifting of Green Belt land for further housing and development for industrial and 
employment purposes. We choose to pay the price of living here so that we and our children can be surrounded 
by beautiful countryside, have super local amenities and yet still be within communing distance of London.  
However with the development which has already taken place there is already no guarantee that our children 
will be offered a place in the the primary school. With more housing and the greater number of commuters, the 
trains will not cope, there will not be enough schools forcing people to drive further and disjointing the 
community even more. Parking in the village will be over loaded and the character will change. Little Chalfont has 
already had areas of significant development and the new proposed areas are totally out of proportion to the 
size of the village and all that it offers. 

  

Rep2930 
Mr Ramesh Mahi 

Oppose the building of houses / development in the Green Belt Parcel 69.  Green Belt areas / nature should be 
protected. 

  

Rep2934 
Mr Gerald Porter; 
Rep2935 
Mrs Catriona 
Porter 

I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown in the Chalfont St Peter and 
Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Option within the Green Belt listed 
in the Local Plan Initial Consultation Document.  i]  EFFECT ON CURRENT USE The proposal would cut across the 
lower part (4 holes) of the golf course at Gerrards Cross Golf Club AND the Chalfont St Peter Cricket Club, 
including the clubhouses for both organisations.  The Golf Club has been on this site for nearly 100 years but the 
proposal to build as shown on the map would make both clubs completely unviable.  It would further greatly 
reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of people of all ages the 
enjoyment of playing sport in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley. The existing use of the land is entirely 
appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt, whereas the proposal would harm the principles of 
such designation. ii]  EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT The area is in the Colne Valley Park and is identified as being 
a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.  The Misbourne River (where it 
flows through the Golf Club) has been identified as a habitat for rare water voles (a protected species) and the 
course is home to countless other species of birds and animals, thus creating a unique environment. In addition, 
the area east of the A413 is in a flood plain and unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance.  
Already, I believe that the Golf Club cannot get insurance cover against flood risk so I wonder why additional 
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businesses would wish to develop in an area with such risk. iii]  FUTURE DEVELOPMENT  The A413 is a natural 
barrier for development and significant building to the east of that line would erode that barrier.  The area, being 
within the Green Belt, provides an important function in separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, 
Gerrards Cross and Denham.  Overall, the area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to 
destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed 
areas. Whilst there may be limited opportunities for developing some of the ground to the south of the Chalfont 
Park development (beyond the Golf Course towards the railway bridge), the scale of development indicated on 
the map would destroy the delicate balance between environment and local growth. On the other hand, the area 
to the west of the A413 may present some opportunites for housing or employment development.  In particular, 
there are some pockets of land currently designated as Green Belt which are completely surrounded, with 
existing housing on 2 sides and roads (Lower Road and the A413) on the other 2 sides.  Such land would seem 
suitable for redesignation. 

Rep2936 
Mrs Sarah Naylor-
Smith 

I will first address the issue of the release of Green Belt land and, in particular the suggestion that areas within 
the existing protected areas may be segmented in order to test their viability as meeting the supposed criteria 
for Green Belt: - The methodology of parcelling off sections and deeming them to be “weak” must be called into 
question.  If land bounded by any roads (however minor) and housing (even low density housing) is to be 
released then, by definition, any adjacent plots of land (ie the other side of the road) will become “weak” too.  
Inevitably this will lead to developers creep and the loss of large swathes of Green Belt. - Green Belt is designed 
to create “breathing space” between communities.  The plot identified as “weak” in the Latimer Valley will, if 
lost, connect Little Chalfont to Latimer - The Plot identified as “weak” to the south of Little Chalfont will connect 
the village to Chalfont St Giles. - To segment an area off from the Latimer Valley for housing would ruin the 
whole valley which is an especially beautiful and tranquil location much appreciated not only by the local 
community but also visitors from afield.  It also has an especially valuable chalk stream.  It is designated an area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty for a reason. - The roads through the Latimer Valley would become significant 
thoroughfares and need to be widened.  Additional traffic would have major implications for the historic villages 
of Chenies and Latimer - If the land either side of the A404 is also developed with industrial units as proposed 
and taking into account the current development of the land to the West of Green Street (Chorleywood) the 
fields between would also become “weakened” by the methods proposed and Little Chalfont would inevitably be 
linked to Chorleywood.  The A404 is already heavily congested through Chorleywood to the M25 which must also 
be taken into consideration. - As proposed the A404 will become a ribbon development and with the existing 
industrial units to the West of Little Chalfont virtually merging the village with Amersham these proposals will 
mean the loss of any distinct integrity for Little Chalfont and in essence have created a “New Town” on this 
outlying section of Buckinghamshire. With regard to the need for additional housing and work place 
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development I recognise there is a need for such building but this should be done with a “measured approach” 
appropriate to the scale of the existing community and within its boundaries. - Affordable housing, where 
approved, should enable occupants to have easy access to facilities – too often (as in the Bell Lane development) 
they are placed too far from amenities and become reliant on cars which they may not be able to afford.  
- Significant areas of land have been identified on the outskirts of Little Chalfont which are far greater in size than 
the areas recently developed to create an additional 300 homes.  I dread to think how many properties could be 
created on these spaces.  Little Chalfont has already increased in size by 12.4% since 2006.  This is a significant 
proportion compared with the increase to other villages in the immediate vicinity.  - Already we have pressure 
on: o local schools (both middle and secondary), o shops (lack of parking),    o transport (lack of space and 
parking which is spilling out into local roads) o other amenities – the Village Hall was full to capacity on a number 
of evenings to discuss these issues and many were turned away from a lack of space.  o Little Chalfont also takes 
through traffic from other communities to and from the M25 and roads are often congested.   Any more 
development will only exacerbate the current problems.  Little Chalfont has taken its fair share and should be 
removed from the short list of Main Settlements for growth in the Core’s Strategy. 

Rep2937 
Mr Andrew 
Baxter 

Q8  Comments on the Green Belt Assessment: Any use of the Chiltern Green Belt is unacceptable. The housing 
need does not constitute the ‘very special circumstances’ required to take land out of the Green Belt – and 
indeed the Green Belt was instituted specifically to protect against the unchecked spread of housing. 
Question 17 Specific concerns on the proposed developments on the perimeter of Little Chalfont to the south 
and east: The inadequacy of the local infrastructure to support this number of houses, which will virtually double 
the size of Little Chalfont and consequent detrimental impact on: • Schools, both primary and secondary 
• Doctors, dentists and other health services • Traffic, increased emissions particularly from queuing traffic, 
reduced air quality, increased wear and tear on roads • Parking • Water and waste management – particularly 
the impact on the Chess river. Environmental harm through: • pollution of the air and water  • drying up of the 
river Chess through water extraction – the Misbourne has already been lost • loss of biodiversity and habitat for 
wildlife Also adverse impact on the surrounding area, loss of the rural nature of the land surrounding villages, the 
creep of development between settlements which will end in merging Little Chalfont and Chenies on one side of 
the A404 and significantly extend towards Chorleywood and Chalfont St Giles on the other 

  

Rep2940 
Mrs A E Robinson 

I wish to express my concern about the proposed Council plan regarding development in Little Chalfont as your 
Core Strategy document states ‘One of the key elements of the planning system is the opportunity it provides for 
communities to shape the places in which they live’. Some of the land identified is Green Belt land, which was 
created to be free from building either for housing or industry and is part of what makes this county a pleasant 
place in which to live. With all the recent discussions about keeping healthy, it is essential that there are places to 
walk and breathe fresh air. Building on that land will cut down the area to be used for pleasure and health and 
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once it has been agreed to build on Green Belt land, where will this stop? Such building cannot be reversed and 
the beauty of the countryside (which attracts locals and tourists) will be lost, along with habitats for wildlife. 
Once the land and the creatures are lost there will be no turning the clock back. One can easily envisage the next 
time central government calls for more housing space CDC will continue to make smaller parcels until the Green 
Belt is a mere strip. The countryside is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the Chilterns is one of the 
most heavily visited landscapes in the UK. Tourism creates jobs so cutting down this area could cause 
unemployment in the hospitality and tourism trades.  Our infrastructure will not be able to withstand a further 
increase in traffic. Roads are badly maintained at present so more traffic would obviously necessitate more road 
repairs.There are queues of cars and lorries along main roads already. How can householders and businesses 
successfully operate if it gets worse? There are many local roads which are used by drivers avoiding congestion 
but these roads are not wide enough or well maintained enough to withstand increased traffic.  There is little 
public road transport so how would more children get to school or people get to work. On the roads? Even more 
disruption. Rail travel into London would also suffer and at present it is difficult to get onto the trains (unless you 
want to stand all the way into London). With more commuters this would get much worse. Parking in Little 
Chalfont is about to change with more yellow lines planned on residential roads. The present number of car 
drivers have difficulty parking and station parking is usually full of  commuter cars. How can we cope with more 
cars when it is difficult to park with those we already have? At present, it is no fun to be ill if you live in the area 
as local doctors surgeries have no spare capacity and it is  already necessary to wait 2 weeks before getting an 
appointment. Where would new patients go and what would happen to the health of locals?  Hospitals in the 
area are already stretched with too many patients having to travel large distances for treatment. The local 
schools cause major traffic congestion and parking problems. Added to that is the lack of spaces for children. 
Where is the room for new school buildings? Other infrastructure will also suffer e.g. water, waste, sports, 
recreation, social care to name but a few. The facilities we have at present are barely sufficient for the 
population, let alone if we are thinking of increasing the numbers of households even more Little Chalfont has 
already had its fair share of house building, with a 12.4% increase between 2006 and 2014. This is 3 times more 
than Chesham and more than twice as many as Amersham and Chalfont St Peter. If we are not careful, the Bucks 
villages will soon be joined to each other to make one large town. As it is Chesham and Amersham are virtually 
joined and Little Chalfont is close to becoming added. Soon to be followed by Latimer and Chenies? Thus the 
need for Green Belt land to be maintained.  Little Chalfont should not be identified as a main settlement for 
growth. ‘Little’ is, I believe, how it should remain. I therefore urge the Council to rethink the plan to propose 
suitable developments commensurate with the village as a separate village and for the Chilterns area as a whole. 

Rep2982 
 John Hinkly 

I am strongly against the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan proposal to investigate the possibility of  releasing 
Green Belt land, particularly around Little Chalfont, for development, especially as there is no legal requirement 
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for it to be done.   Little Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of development relative to its size 
within the Chiltern District Council jurisdiction and any further large scale development would seriously impact 
on the quality of life for those already living there. Any development would go against Green Belt principles ‘in 
assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, check un-restricted urban sprawl and prevent the 
merger of conurbations’.  In their foreword to the document, Councillors Martin and Naylor say ‘We also need a 
plan that maximises development opportunities locally whilst maintaining the important function and purpose of 
the Green Belt’.   As they acknowledge the ‘function and purpose of the Green Belt’ why are the council 
investigating change when it goes against principles of the Green Belt?  No mention is made of the fact that the 
areas in question are all designated to be in the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (awarded in 1965 
to protect its special qualities) and therefore should be given continued protection.  This asset enjoyed, not only 
by residents of Little Chalfont and the wider Chiltern District but the many thousands of visitors who come to the 
area to enjoy the beauty it offers.  Accessible by London Underground, it is the closest environmentally protected 
area to London.  An asset that must not be un-necessarily squandered.  All of the land in question is given over to 
agriculture or forestry.  In the independent report ‘Economic Impact of HS2 on Chiltern District’ by Peter Brett 
Associates, commissioned by Chiltern District Council in 2014, says in paragraph 2.3.16 ‘Following the completion 
of the construction of HS2 restoration works will be carried out to allow 91.7 hectares to return to agricultural 
use. Therefore, 105.7 hectares of agricultural land and 15.9 hectares of forestry will be permanently taken out of 
production’.  As HS2 construction will shortly go ahead we should not further degrade the Chiltern ANOB with 
the loss of more agricultural and forestry land.  Walkers, both local and visitors to the area, will lose many rural 
footpaths to concrete if development is allowed in the Green Belt. The building of large housing estates on the 
sites would be detrimental to residents, by greatly increasing traffic volume, putting pressure on medical and 
other services and by the lack of capacity in local schools.  Residents are already travelling from Little Chalfont to 
Amersham to visit a doctor so, an increase in population would necessitate even more travelling with a 
subsequent increase in traffic.  Paragraph 6.3 of the document raises the issue of ‘building accommodation for 
the elderly within larger developments’.  None of these sites would be suitable for such accommodation as they 
are too far from the village centre amenities and would require transport for access thus, increasing the traffic 
flow.   The plan is flawed - it makes no reference to infrastructure problems any future development would have 
on local services.  Construction traffic and noise would heavily impinge on the tranquility of the area. The Plan in 
paragraph 4.7, Option J it raises the issue of ‘sustainable growth options in built up areas and/or Green Belt close 
to train stations’.  This option will increase traffic and cause parking problems as it is un-likely the station car 
parks will be able to cope with the extra capacity.  Little Chalfont already has a chronic parking problem both 
with shoppers using the village and commuters parking in the streets to avoid paying for parking at the station. 
Developments that have already been approved, some already under construction, will exacerbate the situation.  
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The proposed sites are not within easy walking distance of the village shops, medical practices, schools or station 
and would necessitate using cars.  The roads that give access to the proposed sites are inadequate to cope with 
increased traffic and would have to be upgraded.  One example is the junction of the A404 and Stoney Lane/ 
Lodge Lane  which would have to be re-modeled to cope with the the increase in traffic from the housing 
development and the industrial sites in Stoney Lane and the housing development in Lodge Lane.  Both Stoney 
Lane and Lodge Lane would have to be widened to cope with the increased traffic - losing their ‘country lane’ 
atmosphere.  This is already a busy junction, particularly in rush hour, as it is used for access to properties in 
Latimer and Latimer House Hotel.  The Council’s own website notes: In addition to the notable landform 
described above there are many elements which give the Chilterns landscape its distinctive and varied character.  
It goes on to say: A high degree of protection is given to the AONB by planning policy at all levels national, 
regional, county and local. The purpose is to conserve and enhance natural beauty which includes wildlife as well 
as landscape features.  This ‘high degree of protection’  would appear to be absent from the current proposals. 
Three main purposes of the Green Belt are to prevent urban sprawl,  stop neighbouring towns merging and 
protecting the countryside from encroachment.  The main purposes of ANOBs are to conserve and enhance the 
natural beauty of the landscape, meet the need for quiet enjoyment of the countryside and have regard for the 
interests of those who live and work there.  As the sites in question meet all these criteria they should remain 
undeveloped. The  area containing Snells Wood car park, the village hall and the community library should be 
removed from the Green Belt.  The site is already developed and its removal would be one less obstacle to the 
building of the new community centre. Green areas not in the Green Belt that should be preserved as open 
spaces in Little Chalfont are:  the village green, the corner of Finch Lane and White Lion Road, the area between 
Amersham Road and Amersham Way and the area between Elizabeth Avenue and Cavendish Close. 

Rep2983 
Mr Graham 
Naylor-Smith 

I do understand the need for more housing - I have three children who in the coming years will want to get onto 
the housing ladder. However, Little Chalfont has already had more than its fair share of new housing with nearly 
300 new homes in two major developments.  If pursued, the development plan will significantly change Little 
Chalfont forever, potentially doubling its size.  The suggestion that Little Chalfont should become a “main 
settlement for growth” does not make sense.  Little Chalfont is suffering already from issues surrounding traffic, 
parking eg at Little Chalfont shops, transport, education, health and utility supplies, so further development is 
going to make matters worse.  We have the A404 that runs through the centre of the village which is already 
carrying large volumes of traffic; further housing and employment development will add yet more.  We do not 
have enough school places – Little Chalfont Primary school is well oversubscribed and there are not enough 
senior school places available today.  And, as a commuter who travels to London from Chalfont & Latimer 
station, I witness each working day that the trains are full. Traffic associated with any development has to be 
taken into consideration.  Take, for example, the two proposed housing sites on the east of Little Chalfont.  One 
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is served by Stony Lane and the other by Lodge Lane.  Both are minor roads and both would not be cope with 
take the volume of traffic caused by these developments. The land that surrounds Little Chalfont is Green Belt 
land.  It is there for a purpose – to stop the spread of towns and villages and to constrain development and 
expansion.  The areas identified for both housing and employment development do not fit with this.  Take, for 
example, the proposed developments on the A404 towards Chenies.  These are outside the boundary of Little 
Chalfont.  Any employment development on either side of the A404 will fundamentally change the nature of the 
area. Under the Part 2 Green Belt Assessment, it would appear that a “random parcel” of land has been 
identified as a future possible area for housing.  This is the land bounded by Stony Lane, Bell Lane and Latimer 
Road.  It is not clear why this parcel of land has been identified as it is not a defined parcel in its own right as 
outlined in the Part 1 Green Belt Assessment.  Usually a development should be bounded by major roads and 
railway lines or features such as rivers; this plot does not meet any such criteria (the need for “flexibility” in the 
definition of boundaries seemingly could allow any parcel of land to be identified now and in the future so surely 
this ought to have been defined?).  Further, if allowed, Little Chalfont will merge with Latimer – something the 
Green Belt tries to prevent. The parcel bounded by Stony Lane, Bell Lane and Latimer Road is in the Chess Valley, 
an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  If proceeded with, it will irrevocably alter the valley, taking away its 
natural beauty.  Surely this Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty should be afforded the protection provided by 
The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 which says the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty's 
purpose is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty. Those words do not permit large scale housing or 
industrial development and so this parcel should not be considered at any stage for housing development. 
Indeed, all the proposed employment developments on the east of Little Chalfont, will also affect the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty – another reason that they should not be included within the development plan. 
For all of the reasons stated above, I strongly urge Chiltern District Council not to include the housing and 
employment developments discussed above within the development plan.  If development is needed at Little 
Chalfont, it should be kept within the existing boundaries of the village.  

Rep2985 
Mrs Lynne 
Downie; Rep2986 
Mr David Downie 

In response to questions 8 and 17 of the Consultation, I would like to make the following input: The local 
infrastructure - particularly roads and parking - are already problematic and will not cope with further demand 
from the plans contained within this consultation. The Green Belt Area brings signficant health and well-being 
benefit to the local community and should not be the site for housing nor employment development. In 
particular, the Area of Oustanding Natural Beauty, and the areas between Bell Lane and Stony Lane, and the area 
north of the A404 are invaluable local assets which are irreplaceable. Little Chalfont has already accommodated 
more housing. This area should be removed from the short list of sites under the Council's consideration. I 
strongly object to the proposed development plans. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   
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Rep2987 
Mr Ethan Hall 

In accordance with Regulation 18 and during the consultation period ending March 14th, I wish to submit a 
comment regarding the Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) in particular as it affects Little 
Chalfont. I object to the classification of Little Chalfont as a main settlement for growth. This is not viable and is 
emphatically against the expressed opinion and interests of the local population.  Of primary concern to me is 
that the infrastructure of the community is insufficient to permit further large scale development. School places, 
GP services, parking availability and traffic were all materially and adversely affected by previous developments 
at Bell Lane and Donkey Field. Roads around Little Chalfont, in particular through the areas now proposed for 
development, are rural in nature and are already congested, too narrow, frequently being used for parking and 
are generally unsuitable to support the greatly increased traffic associated with the proposed developments.  
Areas of local service, such as the shops near the village centre, are already largely overwhelmed and frequently 
inaccessible due to crowding and lack of parking. Train services are frequently over-crowded and unsafe at peak 
times; congestion on the A404 is severe. Of utmost concern is the pressure further development will have on the 
already poor availability of primary school places (Bell Lane/Oakington Avenue schools) and GP surgery services 
which are already very difficult to access. We feel that Little Chalfont has already accommodated a highly 
disproportionate level of the council's development capacity and further additions will seriously degrade the 
ability of the community to provide all basic services to its residents. The argument for release of sites from 
Green Belt designation is also faulty, and not supported by expert agencies such as the Environment Agency and 
Natural England.  In particular the boundaries of the sites shown are not durable and represent merging of 
parcels of land with no rationale. This is particularly the case in the parcels south of the A404 and east of Burton's 
Lane. The designation of these parcels of land is not evidence based or even explained. The AONB status of much 
of the land, and adjacent land, is not considered. Mitigation effects are generic and frequently inappropriate and 
the methodology is flawed. I urge the Council to consider the evidence and wishes of the community and to 
reconsider placing an unsustainable and disproportionate burden on this village. 

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.  

Rep2988 
Mr & Mrs John 
and Bekcy 
Whithear 

We live here because we both grew up here. My husband in the village and myself in Chalfont St Peter. We love 
the fact that we live in a village but still have all the amenities that we require, good shops, good schools, and 
transport links into London. It’s the reason we live here. We don’t want to live in a town we live here for the wide 
open spaces of countryside. If this development goes ahead all the amenities will be stretched more than they 
are now, and our surroundings will change considerably. The schooling intake is already an extremely tight 
catchment, and trying to park in the village centre is always a lottery and can take a number of attempts. We 
understand development is required but for a small village we seem to have an awful lot of development 
pinpointed for this area on this document. We have already built a large quantity of houses in Bell Lane and 
Burtons Lane. Surely there are other villages that development would be beneficial for, to encourage more 
people and businesses into that area. We are very lucky to have a number of train stations in the area which all 
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have a direct link into London.  The green belt should surely be protected as it has always been. Just one release 
of greenbelt designated land sets a precedent for every inch of the green space that we are so lucky to have 
around us. Little Chalfont as its name suggests is a little village, not sprawling. It is a wonderful place to live and 
maybe we are lucky to live here but surely we should not be penalised for being in a great village.  The amount of 
people who attended the meetings was phenomenal, this shows how proud we all are of where we live and how 
life changing these proposed developments could be. We face issues already on a daily basis with parking, traffic 
jams through the village, doctors’ appointments and school places. What will happen if these developments do 
happen? I do hope Little Chalfont does not become a London suburb. 

Rep2989 
Mr Euan Spence 

Q1 HEDNA comments: In general there are many assumptions regarding the housing needs and assessment are 
frequently flawed or expressed with little or no comparative justification. For example Figure 3: Full Objectively 
Assessed Need for Housing across Buckinghamshire 2013-33 An uplift of 752 households is applied to Chiltern 
with a reduction of 902 in neighbouring South Bucks. There is no logic to these vastly different numbers in 
adjoining districts and no explanation or justification is given. Indeed, for Buckinghamshire as a whole, the uplift 
is only 305 (0.74%) whilst that for Chiltern is 752 (16.5%). Variations of this magnitude are just not believable. 
There is no justification in applying this uplift and it should be reduced to 0.74% in line with the County average. 
Q4: Chiltern District Council has granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter 
(CSP) over the last three years in line with the previous core strategy, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland 
Park and the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy site. This previous planning activity should be 
recognised and adjusted for by equally reducing the new local plan numbers for CSP. Objectives which protect 
the green belt and the AONB should be the priority.  There is a duty to cooperate between districts and therefore 
development in neighbouring areas such as Aylesbury Vale District on land outside the green belt should be 
concentrated on.  This is deliverable and would be in keeping with National Planning Policy. Q5 and 6: There are 
numerous potential development sites and opportunities in the neighbouring authorities of South Bucks, 
Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale, Dacorum and Three Rivers, which are more appropriate and NOT on Green Belt 
land or AONB. CDC must argue for and consider developments that occur first in land which is not Green Belt or 
AONB. There has been extensive development in Chalfont St Peter (holy Cross, Newland Park) as opposed to 
other settlements over the past three years and Chalfont St Peter is already the biggest village in the country. 
Any further development in Chalfont St Peter, particularly on the outskirts will lead to urban sprawl and will seek 
to merge settlements with adjoining settlements. Thus reducing the effectiveness of the Green Belt function by 
further encroaching on the countryside and reducing the availability of the land for agricultural, forestry and 
recreational activities. CDC must make more efficient use of land in the existing built up areas (not the Green 
Belt) and possibly reallocate open space elsewhere in the District to the Green Belt for example Open space in 
Chalfont St Giles (Bowstridge Lane) could have limited development as long as equivalent parts of the Green Belt 
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are fully protected and maintained. Brownfield sites should be developed as a first option wherever possible. Any 
urban extensions of the main settlements in the District should be in our greater built up towns of Amersham 
and Chesham where greater elements of sustainability are present. Limited extension should be made to areas 
such as Great Missenden, Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles as there are clear opportunities in these villages for 
development. The policy should capture and combine all of the above, but look to spread the developments 
throughout and across the Districts. Specific comments on areas in Chalfont St Peter: Mill Meadow: CSP Area 1  
The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, 
playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices. There are no 
areas within the centre of the village where any of these facilities could be relocated. The Chalfont St Peter C of E 
Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently 
uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons. on a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country 
activities. The school would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for 
development. The area is also a much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady 
Gibb Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk alongside the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill 
Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles. These amenities are simply irreplaceable due to the length of time 
taken for them to develop and their very position. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of 
flooding.  CSP Area 2 in the Sustainability Appraisal document:  Development at this location will lead to loss of 
Green Belt. It will encroach on features such as, hedgerows and mixed farmland. There are a number of habitats 
present here including mature hedgerows, rough grassland etc all of which are essential characters that should 
remain as Green Belt and would be lost following any development. The area is clearly not sustainable for 
transport and other infrastructure deficit reasons. Where only car use would be feasible which would lead to 
increased congestion and pollution. Sewage and water supply large expansion here would lead to sewage issue 
further down the valley. A useful recreational social area is currently located on the site which is well frequented 
and provides much needed facilities for young people to socialise in. The Epilepsy Society site (“ES  Site”): CSP 
Area 3 in the Sustainability Appraisal document: SA_Jan_16_options_with_Appendix_A.pdf found at: 
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7791&p=0 Firstly it is important to point out that data in this 
report is Erroneous. This has been reported to the CDC planning office separately. The Pre-mitigation Assessment 
Matrix summary in Table 5.1 on document page 146 is wrong. It shows matrix content from other areas than 
those the table associates the data with. Data for GC1 is wrongly associated with CSP3 in this table. CSP area 3 is 
very large. Over half of the area is more than 400m from any bus stop. There are no better road routes to other 
areas ie it is the same as CSP area 2, where both areas have restricted access through small single lanes to the 
Mill End housing estate and both feed the same congestion on the A413. The assessment made for Transport for 
CSP area 3 has been assessed as a +, when clearly it should be a –. CSP Area 3 is currently a Major Developed Site 

http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7791&p=0


Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

726 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

(“MDS”) within the green belt and there are already two new care home developments currently in progress.  
It provides important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and 
changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams. Consider a line dividing the North and South of the 
area.  The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls Avenue has the current built up area (“ES South”) being 
one and the area to the north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s 
nursery  and Brawlings Farm.  (“ES North”). ES North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves 
special protection. ES South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. 
It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP. The ES Site fulfils, as a whole, all 
five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the 
settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. The ES Site contains important open views from 
Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related 
employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s 
Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. It is inherently unsustainable, a fact that was established through the 
NSE planning inspectorate appeal case in June 2005; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far 
to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations. Any development therefore 
requires increased car dependency. The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow, unlit and dangerous 
country lanes, without pavements, which make it even more unsuitable for development. The ES North site 
should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development. ES South should be retained as 
an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.  The sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly 
excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP. Several local businesses use the ES site 
apart from the agricultural use.  The ES Society is one of CSP’s largest employers. 
The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413:  The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is 
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The area is 
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling 
End, Gerrards Cross and Denham.The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would 
erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east. The area is in 
a flood plain. The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably 
lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas. It contains both the 
village Chalfont St Peter cricket club and the Golf Club. The cricket club provides facilities for sport for each of the 
local schools’ children to play cricket having upto 150 junior players and also regularly fields 3 adult teams in 
local leagues and friendly matches.  In addition, the facilities are used by schools and local businesses for cricket 
and by residents for social functions.  There is no alternative site for the club to be relocated within the village.  
Q8: Developments of flats should generally be avoided and any affordable housing, the need for which is 
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considerably overstated, should be built in town’s centres or within walking distance of a railway or tube station 
and never on the edge of villages or in the Green Belt.  Q9: Traveller’s sites should not be concentrated in 
Chalfont St Peter but dispersed more evenly throughout the District.  Q16: Chalfont St Peter has an inadequate 
drainage system.  No further significant development should take place in CSP without a major re-construction of 
the sewage system.  If the Newland Park development proceeds, road and utilities need to be urgently improved.  
Schooling remains a problem made worse by CDC’s highly questionable decision to allow the Holy Cross to close. 
Allocating educational land for housing increases the shortage of school places in Chalfont St Peter already 
incapable of sustaining planned developments. Proper provision for school places needs to be considered as 
there is no room for further expansion at the Community College and there are clear site restrictions at the 
Academy school.   Q17: The Green Belt is seriously under attack and seen as an easy target for development. This 
must be avoided at all costs to aid biodiversity, encourage wildlife, decrease pollution and reduce the effects of 
climate change for future generations. Major Developed Sites that are currently in the Green Belt should remain 
in the Green Belt and the Core Strategy policies adopted in relation to these areas should be maintained. It 
should be a condition of any redevelopment of Green Belt sites that current use and scale of the site is 
maintained. In particular the Epilepsy Society site in Chesham Lane where building on that site should be allied to 
care home and medical use only with no loss of Green Belt area. Importantly retaining playing fields and 
maintaining green open space on that site. Similarly any redevelopment of Newlands Park must bear in mind well 
defined sustainability issues.  Redundant buildings on developed Green Belt should be redeveloped appropriately 
in accordance with the previous policies on that site, and with no greater footprint than at present. It is crucial to 
maintain the character and openness of the entire development. The Local Plan should disperse housing sensibly 
throughout the District with affordable housing in appropriate places and housing required only to meet 
established local needs. The London (Metropolitan) Green Belt performs a crucial function, especially in Chalfont 
St Peter where CDC should protected the Green Belt further by specifically allocating policies to maintain and 
invest in it despite any pressure it may be under. Generally any developments should be focused on Brownfield 
sites and town centres as a result. 

Rep2990 
Mrs Jenny Walker 

My comments relate to the strategic employment and housing sites being considered in the Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan, specifically the sites under consideration for housing and employment to the north-east of 
Chesham shown on p.30 (appendix 2) and p.45 (appendix 5) of the document. Foremostly, (relating to Question 1 
of the consultation document), this land is designated as Green Belt and therefore should not be built on whilst 
Previously Developed Land options are available. Previous public consultations show that building on Green Belt 
Land is the least popular local option in order to provide more housing.  Zac Goldsmith (Conservative candidate 
for Mayor of London) has vowed that he will protect London’s Green Belt and that there is enough Brownfield 
land to deliver the housing London needs. We should have the same aspiration.  As he says, - Once the Green 

The councils consider that options 

in the Green Belt need to be 

considered in addition to the 

opportunities that are available on 

brownfield sites.  
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Belt is built on, you will never get it back. The area of Green Belt Land under consideration for release to the 
north-east of Chesham is substantial. Indeed, the strategic employment site is the largest such site under 
consideration in the whole of the Chiltern and South Bucks area (p.51 appendix 6). Whilst it is easier to deliver 
housing and employment land through fewer, larger sites, instead of many smaller ones (and submit to the 
pressure from big developers in so doing), the impact of such a large development in a single area of Chesham 
would have severe consequences: 1) Increased risk of flooding in Chesham town The area suggested for potential 
development absorbs rainfall on the surrounding hills, meaning less rainfall run-off into the lower level town. If 
built on, less rainfall will be absorbed. However, in the extremely wet recent period, even these fields have been 
flooded for long periods, questioning their suitability for housing. 2) Increased pressure on drainage, sewerage 
systems and water supply There is insufficient infrastructure within the district to cope with any additional 
sewerage, or demand on water supply, as the whole of the Chilterns is already over abstracted and water has to 
be imported into the area. New building will further limit the amount of water seeping through to the aquifer. 
This in turn dries up the Chess but increases the amount of water which the sewage works have to deal with. 
3) Increases in volume of traffic and pollution Public transport links to Chesham are poor. The rail/tube provision 
is weak. Chesham has no northward line. It is single track and has only a fraction of the carrying capacity of 
surrounding stations. There is little scope for improvement (other than the improved reliability and better trains, 
which has already taken place), but in the long term, it would not support a large increase in passenger demand. 
A development to the north-east of Chesham would likely be 1.5-2 miles from the train station, not within 
walking distance for most and too congested/dangerous to cycle, putting additional cars on the road to get to 
and from the station. Those in a new housing development would potentially be people relocating from London 
but who still work there and this would put increasing pressure on commuter numbers using Chesham station. 
Roads in and out of Chesham are already severely congested and air pollution levels (especially on 
Berkhampstead Road and Broad Street) are some of the worst in Bucks. Any large scale development would 
compound this. 4) Impact on highways The area of land to the north-east of Chesham, considered for possible 
development has poor and restricted vehicular access, notably along Lycrome Road. Any works necessary to 
widen the road here would involve compulsory purchase of homes as there are a number of cottages directly 
adjacent to the road as is the Black Cat Public House, directly opposite which dates back to 1828 and is at the 
heart of the Lye Green community. 5) Loss of identity of surrounding villages Development to the north-east of 
Chesham would result in the extension of the town and the villages of Lye Green, Ashley Green and Orchard 
Leigh would become incorporated within the area of Chesham. The Green Belt exists to prevent merging of 
neighbouring settlements and the development of this area of land would result in the special character and 
identity of these villages being lost. The General Area Site Assessment Plan specifically referring to area 13a 
states that, this land currently ‘plays a role in protecting the gap between Chesham and Lye Green... preventing 
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their coalescence.’ 6) Threat to abundant wildlife The development of the area referred to as 13a, north-east of 
Chesham, as proposed, would result in the loss of natural habitat for wildlife and high quality agricultural land. 
The area currently comprises Lycrome Wood, (an established area of woodland), arable fields and pastures with 
only 5% of it being currently built upon.  I have lived in Lycrome Road for nearly 4 years and have been keeping 
monthly records of the large numbers of different bird species observed there during this time. In short, I have 
recorded 55+ different species of birds seen from my house, the majority of which are present year round. This 
includes green and great spotted woodpeckers, grey wagtail, nuthatch, and tawny owls. Buzzards, red kites and 
tawny owls regularly nest in the vicinity of Lycrome Wood. I also see muntjac deer, squirrels, badgers, foxes, 
bank voles, bats, frogs, toads and many species of butterflies. I don’t think many people realise how rich this area 
is in wildlife. Also included in area 13a is the large pond next to Henry Mash Court. This pond provides a home for 
many mallards, moorhens, a heron, dragonflies, frogs, toads and newts. Perhaps the area could become 
designated as a Site of Special Scientific Interest. 7) Impact on listed buildings and countryside The Green Belt 
Assessment Part 1 – Parcel proforma referring to area 13a, scores it as 0/5 with regard to protecting land which 
provides a context for historic settlement. However this land is adjacent to a number of Grade 2 Listed Buildings, 
notably at Brockhurst Farm, Sloeland Farm and Pressmore Farm, none of which are mentioned in the 
assessment. So I think it should have achieved a higher score.  The Assessment also describes the land at 13a as 
having a ‘semi-urban character’. I feel this is a misrepresentation. Firstly, the countryside views are far reaching. 
From Lycrome Road, you can see as far as Bovingdon/Flaunden. All the surrounding wildlife, the tranquility, Doug 
Mash’s renowned Brockhurst herd of Limousin cattle grazing in the surrounding fields which are crisscrossed 
with public footpaths and constantly in use by walkers, gives the area the feel of being in the middle of the 
countryside. Considerations and possible alternatives If the development could be spread more equally around 
the district, rather than the north-east of Chesham bearing the full brunt in terms of development, the effects 
would be mitigated. Brownfield sites In the HELAA (appendix 3), there are a very large number of sites, many of 
which are Brownfield, which have been rejected as unsuitable because site ownership is uncertain or the owners’ 
intentions toward development currently unknown. These possible sites should be thoroughly researched before 
building on precious Green Belt land. Recent housing development in area 13a The area to the north-east of 
Chesham has recently seen the completion of a substantial development at the former College site on Lycrome 
Road, resulting in 50+ new homes but significantly increasing traffic and congestion in the area. (This 
development is still currently shown as a College in some documents which is misleading.) More suitable 
locations outside the Plan Area Consideration should be given to locating housing and employment sites closer to 
large settlements which already have the infrastructure (better roads, transport and services) to cope with 
development such as Maidenhead, Slough, Uxbridge and Wycombe. Plans for Dacorum District The Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan Reg 18, concludes that ‘there are no significant market relationships between  
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Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertfordshire’ (p.18 2.3d). I beg to differ on this point, particularly as the area to the 
north-east of Chesham proposed for employment and housing is so close to the Hertfordshire border, (a few 
minutes in the car). How can the housing and employment needs not be considered in tandem with what is 
happening in Dacorum District? (This view was supported in Chesham Council’s consultation in response to the 
Local Plan). For example, if Dacorum decided to develop the disused Bovingdon Airfield into a Business Park (as 
mentioned in the Chesham Society’s Vision), then there would be no need to develop the village of Ashley Green 
(on Bovingdon’s doorstep) into a strategic site for employment. Additionally, the Bovingdon Airfield site has a 
direct link to Hemel Train Station 3.5 miles away, about 8 minutes, (via the B4505) and thus direct access to 
London (Euston) and the North (unlike Chesham station!) Conclusion The National Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG) states that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances. 
Chesham should accommodate its share of additional housing but not on Green Belt and only where the 
necessary improvements in infrastructure can support it. 

Rep2991 
Mr Ewan Willmott 

I am particularly concerned by the proposals to turn the beautiful and peaceful countryside to the north and east 
of Chesam into developments for both housing and businesses. These areas provide perfect places for families 
with young children to walk and enjoy themselves and have the added attraction of being within walking 
distance of many homes. Were they to be transformed into built-up areas many families would find they no 
longer had such easy access to country walks. This would result in families using cars more often to reach the 
countryside with all the associated negative effects on the environment extra car use entails. The area by 
Nashleigh Hill is particularly well-used as a children's play area and is wonderful for sledging when it snows. The 
plans would have a repercussions for schools too. If extra housing were to be built in the area there would be a 
pressing need to build another primary school because Newtown school, the closest primary to the area 
identified, is already oversubscribed. Building on the greenbelt should be considered as an absolute last resort. 
The greenbelt was designated for the very purpose of protecting the UK's beautiful countryside. The reasoning 
was that if you continued to fractionaly grow built-up areas then there was potentially no limit to the expansion. 
The areas identified around Chesham have some of the most wonderful views over the town and to effectively 
take those away would remove some of the character of the town. Overall I think that the solution to the 
housing crisis in London is not to encroach onto the greenbelt outside the city but to maximise the use of all 
brownfield sites within the city. This needs to be given a chance to work before we even consider Chesham as a 
suitable alternative. 

  

Rep2992 
Ms Deborah 
Cahalane 

Question 8  - Green Belt. I do not believe in Green Belt areas in general being used for development - particularly 
for industrial use.  I am personally concerned about the Green Belt surrounding Little Chalfont being proposed 
for development.  The Green Belt enhances the area and adds to the general wellbeing of the community.   
Encroachment onto the Green Belt would have a detrimental effect on the whole community. I do believe that 
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whereever possible existing built up areas/brown field sites should be used to meet the government's need to 
meet housing requirements.  This may or may not be within the Chiltern areas. Is there really a need for 
industrial  development?  What type of development? Offices, retail? There are plenty of office and retail 
developments in nearby areas  some of which eg Uxbridge have had trouble letting office. Perhaps the 
government should take a more strategic view and look at suitable areas for development in general rather than 
setting quotos for housing within particular Districts. Building on Green Belt is the easy option to meet 
development "quotas".   It is always easier to build on new land than adapt existing. The government should be 
looking at it's existing built up areas and either refurbishing existing stock or looking at inventive town planning 
to redevelop existing areas.   DO NOT STEAL THE GREEN BELT - WE CAN NEVER RECLAIM IT. Question 10 - Elderly 
Accommodation. I would suggest that the Planning Authorities stop giving permission for individuals and 
developers from taking existing bungalows and knocking them down to be replaced with extremely large family 
houses.   This is happening in Elizabeth Avenue and surrounding roads. Question 16 – Infrastructure. The Planned 
works around Little Chalfont (expecially the industrial proposals) would require extensive works to the 
surrounding network of roads.    The Amersham Road leading up to Chorleywood would not be able to deal with 
the increased traffic.   There are already traffic jams leading both on and off the M25 motorway at key times of 
the day this would be made much worse by an industrial unit being placed at the end of Little Chalfont (near 
Stoney Lane).  In the other direction the increased traffic would cause problems in Elizabeth Avenue.   This road 
is already used as a highspeed rat run (to avoid Little Chalfont Village) and this would be made much worse by 
the introduction of industrial units.  Question 17 - General Comments. – See Rep1547. 

Rep2993 
Mr Trevor Brawn 

Question 1: I have concerns over the validity of the assessment. It is not clear how the future need can be so 
specific over a period of 20 years. It would be more appropriate to provide a range of housing units required with 
a spread between the minimum expected and maximum. There is a need to guide development towards the 
expected demographics and circumstances of local residents as they evolve, as well as providing for some 
additional residents moving in to the area because it is a popular, well designed and attractive area. 
Infrastructure has to be an integral part of development, using CIL payments where appropriate to help fund the 
improvements. Traffic through Chesham is extremely congested and whenever there are any roadworks that 
restrict through flow, the queues can build up for literally miles. Pollution levels for safe air quality are also 
regularly exceeded through Chesham. The Chesham Sewage Treatment works is also regularly unable to cope 
with the demand effectively resulting in inadequately treated sewage entering the River Chess, a protected chalk 
stream habitat. No doubt other groups will provide more evidence on these matters, but I would be able to 
provide more data if required.  Question 2: It is not possible to comment on the potential for delivery of the 
included sites, or whether additional sites might be required. It is presumed that more sites need to be identified 
than are actually needed as no doubt some will not be deliverable within the life of the Plan for various reasons.  
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I am opposed in principle to the ‘Green Belt’ being packaged into areas for its development potential. It is 
possible that any numbered area which do not receive any specific evidence to support their Green Belt status 
will then receive further consideration. I live closest to Area 11, just to the North of Chesham. This area includes 
a well used recreation ground, owned by Chesham Town Council, a Local Nature Reserve also owned by 
Chesham Town Council and managed as a wildflower meadow by Chesham & District Natural History Society 
which links to Francis Wood, which is an ancient woodland with species rich flora and fauna including bats, 
badgers, foxes, deer and native bluebells. The furthest extent of the area includes two more woods, Hockeridge 
and Pancake Woods. Hockeridge Wood has is the location of the longest study of the edible dormouse (Glis glis) 
anywhere in the world. Development in this area would be extremely damaging to wildlife in these areas that 
rely on the current corridors linking these important habitats. No doubt the same sort case can be made for all 
the other packaged areas that form the whole ‘Green Belt’ entity. It is more important now than ever that we 
preserve this while we still have a chance.  Question 3: I am not aware of any, but there are bound to be some. 
How is an individual expected to know if that is the case? Question 4: Do you agree with the approach to the 
Joint Local Plan Vision and Objectives and if not what changes or additions do you consider are needed? Please 
explain your reasoning for suggesting any alterations. The ‘Green Belt’ method of assessment assumes that some 
areas will not reach the criteria set for retention and may therefore be regarded as having development 
potential. It is important that these areas retain their existing measure of protection from development as was 
the original purpose. The open spaces that the ‘Green Belt’ provides are extremely important to the wellbeing of 
local residents and this must not be underestimated. They are also a tourist attraction and very popular with all 
sorts of walking groups, apart from local dog walkers and lovers of the countryside. It can be argued that the 
environmental value of some of the ‘Green Belt’ areas is not particularly high at present, but while it remains 
‘Green Belt’ it has the potential for improvement. Question 5: The sites identified within the urban areas are 
clearly appropriate for development and it is important to make the best use of this available land. However, the 
infrastructure requirements must be put in place before the development goes ahead to avoid a critical situation 
getting even worse. In order to meet the definition of ‘sustainable development’, the infrastructure has to be in 
place before the development. Clearly this does not apply in Chesham and improvements to some aspects of the 
infrastructure are desperately needed. Question 6:  • Option A:  I am in favour of increasing densities and 
building heights within the existing built up areas to provide more development opportunity.  I am also 
concerned about building on recreation grounds and open green space areas which provide an opportunity for 
outdoor sporting activities and encourage people outdoors which is good for their health and wellbeing. Moving 
these green spaces away from their community cannot be appropriate.  • Option B:  I support Option B • Options 
C, D and E: I support exploring all three options. • Option F:  I do not support Option F because of the potential 
impact on the  ‘Green Belt’.    • Option G:  I do not support changes to the ‘Green Belt’ and cannot imagine any 
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exceptional circumstances that could justify the harm that would be caused to the ‘Green Belt’ and the local 
communities. • Option H:  I do not support Option H. Green open space free from development is vitally 
important to people’s wellbeing whether walking in, or driving through these areas. • Option I:  I support Option I 
unless the expansion is in the Green Belt.  • Option J:  I support in-fill sustainable development, but not 
expansion into the Green Belt just because the alternatives are not providing the necessary number of units.  • 
Option K:  Employment space (not including retail space) and Industrial development should be provided close to 
the outskirts of existing settlements, but where vehicular access for the workforce will not cause harm to those 
already living in the vicinity of such development. • Option L: I support some of the options but not all so 
necessarily cannot support Option L. Question 7: The unmet need is not fully justified and the infrastructure is 
not in place in some areas to lead to ‘sustainable development’. Question 8: I support: a) increased density with 
good design which is possible with good planning b) creating attractive development of different sizes rather 
than maintaining the ‘has to fit in with the surrounding property type’ approach. c) mixed housing rather than 
one size fits all approach designed to meeting the identified needs d) a detailed assessment of what housing is 
required and where its best fits land availability e) a need for a higher proportion of ‘affordable’ housing units to 
ensure that lower paid workers still have an opportunity to live close to where they work. Remember Council 
houses!!!!!! We should be looking at building smaller unit properties with higher insulation and energy efficiency, 
including flats and apartments that are attractive to older residents. These developments must retain areas of 
green space to enable environmental management for biodiversity and to create linking corridors for wildlife.  
Question 9: Areas close to the boundary of the existing urban areas may be the most effective way of providing 
the number of sites that they should have. It may be the case that people assume they will not follow the 
appropriate procedures for living in the community and if they break the law, there is a need to take appropriate 
action as applies to other members of the community. I would support options a, b, c, d and e. Question 10: 
Development sites closest to the Town Centres or other shopping areas that can be accessed easily without 
climbing any hills are clearly appropriate in order to reduce the need for car usage.   Question 11: Heritage is 
extremely important as is evident by the extremely high number of visitors on the Heritage open days when 
people have the opportunity to visit local heritage sites and find out more about their historical context. Ancient 
roads and footpaths are also part of our heritage and deserve appropriate protection. Footpaths have a 
significant impact on people’s wellbeing and help to reduce stress from the pressures of modern day life. They 
also take people away from the urban environment into our precious ‘Green Belt’ areas. Question 12: Our local 
Walkers are Welcome group in Chesham has produced many designated walking routes on footpaths and 
through the Towns and Villages that are designed to incorporate heritage aspects to look out for on the walk. 
The Chiltern Society also produce walking routes that include references to the heritage of the area and no doubt 
Chesham Museum and other Museums will also provide numerous items of appropriate evidence. Question 13: 
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Local green space designation, including playing fields provide a really important local need for sporting and 
recreational use and must be retained for the community. Question 15: This question is way too detailed for me 
to answer in the time available to me. However it clearly states that in order for development to be sustainable, 
the appropriate infrastructure must be in place. This is clearly not the case in Chesham at present. There are 
issues with traffic through flow resulting in poor air quality levels from traffic. Flooding problems, surface water 
and ground water drainage issues and the treatment of foul sewage effluent which regularly breaches its 
discharge criteria into the River Chess, damaging its precious, and protected, chalk stream environment clearly 
demonstrate a need for infrastructure improvements. More emphasis should be placed on preserving, enhancing 
and creating wildlife corridors as without this wildlife becomes fragmented and unsustainable. Wooded areas 
also contribute to the landscape, wildlife and the wellbeing of local’s and visitors’ health. Question 16: The study 
should have highlight the need for improved infrastructure already. Sustainability demands that until the 
infrastructure is in place, no further development is possible in certain areas. Concerns over the fact that current 
infrastructure is not able to cope at present in the Chesham area have been tabled on numerous occasions.  It is 
important to use CIL as a way of funding improvements but there has to be a plan as to how the infrastructure 
can be improved and then implemented before the development takes place. This is how previous Governments 
have stated it should be and as we now have the ‘greenest government’ ever, I am sure they support the 
infrastructure first approach.  Question 17: It is extremely important to consider biodiversity as an integral part 
of Town Planning. Green corridors linking particularly valuable areas for flora and fauna must be identified, 
protected and enhanced within the development proposal. There are many species of wildflower and farmland 
birds whose numbers have been decimated over the last 50 years. I believe it is vitally important to stop this 
avoidable decline by setting much higher standards of environmental understanding and delivery truly 
sustainable development. It seems by consulting individuals and groups and providing opportunities for 
comment is actually counterproductive. No doubt many people’s comments will need to be ignored because 
they are not addressing aspects under the control of the district council but surely we need the help of planners 
that properly qualified and experienced in the area to draw up proposals for us to comment on. Only they and a 
relatively small number of local groups have the skills necessary to set the criteria for these local plans. The need 
to utilise all available unoccupied sites in the towns and villages must be the priority rather than encroaching into 
the ‘Green Belt’. It may have been a key planning criteria in the past to ensure that housing in-fill matched the 
general housing in that area but my view is that smaller units and in some cases, higher density is the only way 
we can ensure that the ‘Green Belt’ is kept intact. We must reverse the decline in biodiversity and habitats for 
wildlife which is just hanging on in some areas with the efforts of local volunteers who spend hours of their time 
managing designated sites. This unfortunately does nothing for the overall situation in the wider countryside and 
in our towns and villages, where it continues to decline at an alarming rate. I am very concerned that in dividing 
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the green belt into discreet areas, unless comments are received pointing out the value of each parcel of land it 
will be assumed that that is an appropriate target for development. 

Rep2994 
 Martin Tett 

Question 1. The concept of a Central Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic Market area is supported. 
However, it is debatable whether all of South Bucks District Council‘s area should fall within this given its strong 
links to the Slough housing market. If it had been possible, then a division of SBDC along the lines of the HEMA 
may have been preferable. It is noted that the draft HEDNA shows a housing need significantly greater than that 
shown in the previous Regional Spatial Strategy. It is recognized that these are not strictly comparable given 
different definitions, methodologies and time periods, however the scale of increase is remarkable. The decision 
to combine the Local Plans for both Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council areas is less 
desirable from a local residents’ perspective as it potentially makes the large Employment need for SBDC the 
joint responsibility of CDC. Given that SBDC’s employment need is 13 Ha whilst that of CDC is only 2 Ha this is a 
significant imbalance. Question 2. The draft HELAA is noted. However this is currently a document of limited 
value as Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the Issues and Options makes clear that ‘subsequent reviews’ will potentially 
include large areas of either existing open space land or existing greenfield Green Belt land. It is impossible at this 
stage to comment meaningfully on the HELAA given these significant caveats. Green Belt Assessment 1.6 states 
the Green Belt Assessment as one of the ‘key evidence base studies’ which are recommended as a minimum to 
be considered1. 3.2 b) states that Part 1 evidence of the Green Belt Assessment is ‘now published’. However, this 
‘evidence’ has been extremely hard to find and interpret. Without clear signposting to this evidence and further, 
without the accompanying Report (which was only published and put on line on the 10/3/2016), it has been 
virtually impossible for a member of the public to fully comprehend these documents, their context, significance 
and the recommendations and thus respond to them. Two working days to find, read and comprehend a very 
large Report and suite of documents is far too little time for true community involvement. There was no 
indication on the Chiltern District Council website that these documents had now been updated by the 
publication of the main Report. It is therefore questionable whether this conforms to the Council’s published 
‘Statement of Community Involvement’? Particularly does it meet the commitment that:  “Community 
involvement lies at the heart of the planning system”. Form1.7 invites comments on ‘any aspect of these’. From 
the perspective of an informed observer I would make the following comments on the Green Belt Assessment: 
The Issues and Options refers to an ‘Interim Report’ being available. The maps and scoring sheets that were 
available prior to the 10/3/2016 on the URL link do not constitute a Report or Interim Report. They are therefore 
inadequate for the community involvement policy referred to above. The concept of a Green Belt Assessment is 
supported particularly where this facilitates the ‘Duty to Co-operate’ with neighbouring authorities and provides 
evidence that the Green Belt has been properly, independently and objectively assessed against the objectives of 
the NPPF. This would conform to the Planning Inspector’s conclusions in the case of Rushcliffe Borough Council’s 

Independent  analysis of the 
housing market area functional 
linkages concludes that the “best 
fit” for Chiltern and South Bucks 
Local Plan area  is with the rest of 
Buckinghamshire. Best fit 
groupings do not change 
functional housing market 
relationships and they will 
continue to be considered through 
the plan making process. 
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Plan Examination. There is no standard methodology for a Green Belt Assessment. The base methodology used 
by Arup is acceptable. However, the manner in which it has been subsequently extended is questionable.  
The definition of land ‘parcels’ is fundamental to the assessment of their functionality as Green Belt. Most land 
parcels use clearly identifiable and defensible boundaries as proposed in the NPPF. It is noted that some parcels 
have been subsequently sub-divided e.g. parcel 22a) and 22b). Of much greater concern is the manner in which 
certain parcels have then in turn been fragmented in such a manner as to bring into question their value as 
Green Belt e.g. 22a) has been fragmented between Bell Lane and Stony Lane; also parcel 29 has been fragmented 
along Lodge Lane. There is no explanation within the Report as to: - The geographical concentration of the 
fragmented parcels. Why have the original parcels been fragmented in some areas but not in other similar areas, 
particularly where those parcels were found to be ‘strong’ or ‘medium’ in their discharge of Green Belt 
functionality as defined in the NPPF?  - Whose decision it was it fragment the parcels in this way in some areas 
but not others? - Why the ‘fragmentation’ did not followed defensible long term boundaries in line with the 
principles in Section 9 of the NPPF but has instead sought to use weak and ill-defined boundaries which are 
unlikely to last the life of the Plan? - What ‘evidence base’ exists for these decisions? Unless a clear evidence 
base can be shown for the decision to adopt this approach in some parcels and areas but not other similar areas 
then this risks bringing into question the reliability of the Assessment itself. In particular, the fragmentation of 
the parcels around Little Chalfont could be interpreted by some local residents as inconsistent, un-evidenced and 
apparently predetermining a specific outcome i.e. to identify Green Belt land for development rather than truly 
assessing its Green Belt functionality as appropriate in a Phase 1 Green Belt Assessment rather than a 
subsequent Review. Green Belt Review. It is understood that a Green Belt Review is likely to follow the Green 
Belt Assessment and that this will be undertaken by Chiltern District Council as part of the preparation of the 
‘Preferred Options’ for the Local Plan. It is understood that inability to meet all Objectively Assessed Housing 
Need is considered by Chiltern District Council as constituting ‘exceptional circumstances’ for the Green Belt 
Review. However, The National Planning Practice Guidance to accompany and give further detail about the 
policies in the NPPF is clear that unmet housing need in a particular area is unlikely to meet the “very special 
circumstances” test to justify Green Belt development.  It is therefore important that there is complete 
transparency in the criteria that will be applied to current Green Belt as part of this Phase 2 Review to determine 
whether sites should or should not remain in the Green Belt? Should any land be removed from the Green Belt as 
a result of the subsequent Green Belt Review but not allocated for housing in the proposed ‘Preferred Options’ 
there is concern that such land would be reclassified as ‘Safeguarded land’.  i.e. designed “ to meet longer-term 
development needs stretching well beyond the plan period” (Inspector’s Report on Examination of Rushcliffe 
Borough Council). Such designation would in practice give little long term protection given the strong likelihood 
of an early Plan revisions based upon updated migration figures from the ONS. What protection would be 
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afforded to land designated as ‘Safeguarded’ such that it will not be the ‘first call’ for additional allocation in any 
subsequent revision of the Plan? It could be construed that there is the concept of a ‘phased strategy’ of the 
release of land from the Green Belt around Little Chalfont uniquely, with some being released for this Plan and 
some moving to a virtual ‘Reserved sites’ (Safeguarded) status for subsequent revisions to the Plan (which may 
occur in only a few years’ time). Issues and Options Sites - With regard to the Green Belt land identified in the 
‘Issues and Options’ itself the following comments are made: It is almost impossible to identify the ‘evidence 
base’ for the sites proposed for either housing testing or employment search. The statement that the ‘evidence 
base has to be taken as a whole’ does not constitute an identifiable ‘evidence base’ which can be referenced and 
tested. There does not appear to be any identifiable link between the sites deemed performing less strongly as 
Green Belt in the Green Belt Assessment and the sites proposed in the Green Belt Review e.g. parcel 22b) 
performs strongly in the Assessment yet is proposed for ‘testing’ for release in the Issues and Options paper? 
The site bounded by Lodge Lane and Long Walk in Little Chalfont is large. Its release from the Green Belt would 
constitute a very large increase in the built up size of Little Chalfont. Given current density levels it is likely to 
substantially increase the population of the village and change irrevocable its character. Of great concern are 
three factors: 1. The Green Belt is about openness of land not its use. The fact that part of the land has been 
allowed to become derelict by a developer should not in itself constitute grounds for release. 2. The defensible 
long term boundary of the Metropolitan Railway line would be breached. The subsequent boundary at Long Walk 
is unlikely to be defensible to development pressures and therefore does not meet the criteria laid down in the 
NPPF sections 83 and 85. In the medium term the release of this land would lead to the release of all land down 
as far as the junction with Burtons Lane. 3. The site has restricted access with access and egress predominantly 
via Lodge lane with the single lane under the railway bridge inappropriate for large volumes of traffic in peak 
periods. The site to the west of Stony Lane: 1.This forms part of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB). It forms part of the Chess Valley and its development would be detrimental to the setting of the Chess 
Valley and the AONB.  2. It would also lead to further pressure in time to develop Westwood Park and intrude 
into Westwood Woods themselves. 3. Traffic access to Stony lane is limited and would require substantial 
widening of the road for a high density development. The two sites to be tested for employment use either side 
of the A404 1. The potential release of all or a substantial part of these sites is of great concern. The sites are 
visually dominant along the main A404 and form a key part of the visual and physical break between Little 
Chalfont and Chorleywood/Chenies village. This constitutes a key purpose of the Green Belt as per Section 9 of 
the NPPF. 2. The sites lie in the Chilterns AONB and constitute a key visual element of it. 3. The release of this 
land would not conform to the principles of the NPPF sections 83 and 85 in so far as they would effectively bridge 
a long term defensible boundary in Stony Lane/Lodge lane and almost inevitably lead to pressure from 
developers for the release of additional land further degrading the AONB and eroding the openness between 
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Little Chalfont and Chenies village. 4. Potential changes currently proposed to eth NPPF would mean that 
‘employment sites’ that remained undeveloped for a medium period of time could then be converted to 
‘residential use’. Given that residential values are significantly higher than employment land values there is every 
likelihood that land allocated in the Preferred Options would eventually become housing land and lead to further 
demands for replacement employment sites. This is particularly true of these sites given their attraction for 
residential use due to their location closeness to the M25. Question 3. None to my knowledge Question 4. It is 
not clear from the Issues and Options paper what the proposed (or existing) Vision and Objectives are? Key 
aspects should be to: • Protect and enhance the existing character of towns and villages, particularly those of a 
historic nature. • Reinforce the strategic nature of the Green Belt in the Chiltern area as part of the wider 
Metropolitan Green Belt as well as the Buckinghamshire Green Belt. • Maintain the Green Belt except in 
‘exceptional circumstances’. Unmet general housing need should not constitute ‘exceptional circumstances’ as 
this reduces the Green Belt to little more than a land bank for general housing development • Maintain, protect 
and enhance the Chilterns AONB. • Ensure any development is consistent with the principles of development 
within the AONB as laid down by the Chilterns Conservation Board. • Regenerate local employment land to 
reduce out commuting and increase sustainable travel opportunities. The reasoning for these suggestions is that 
the existing character of the area and its setting within both the Green Belt and Chiltern AONB make the 
preservation and enhancement key characteristics of the Vision for the area. In addition, in so far as it is 
compatible: • Seek to provide affordable housing targeted for existing local people. • Such housing should 
include specific provision for the elderly and those with Learning or physical disabilities. The reasoning for this is 
to provide a mix of housing types specifically for local people or their children so that they can remain in the 
area. For the elderly this should also include the opportunity to downsize thus releasing larger properties for 
younger families. Question 5. What definition is used for a ‘main settlement’? Little Chalfont should be removed 
from the list of ‘main settlements’ as it does not constitute a main settlement based on population. The inability 
to meet ‘Objectively Assessed Housing Need’ should not constitute ‘exceptional circumstances’ to review the 
Green Belt.  • This is not in line with Government policy as articulated by the Secretary of State for Communities 
and Local Government and other DCLG Ministers. • It is inconsistent with the Government’s election Manifesto 
2015: “We will protect the Green Belt. We have safeguarded national Green Belt protection and increased 
protection of important green spaces. We have abolished the Labour Government’s top-down Regional 
Strategies which sought to delete the Green Belt in and around 30 towns and cities and introduced a new Local 
Green Space planning designation which allows councils and neighbourhood plans to give added protection to 
valuable local green spaces”.  •It is inconsistent with the National Planning Policy Guidance (see above).  
•Finally, it defeats the purpose of the Green Belt as it transforms the Green Belt effectively into a ‘land bank’ for 
housing and other development needs. The Issue and Options refers to the proposal to ‘revise the settlement 



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

739 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

hierarchy’ but does not state what this would involve. It is therefore impossible for residents to comment upon 
this. Is this consistent with the Council’s SCI? The Spatial Strategy should seek to maximize use of land within 
existing urban areas (but outside the Green Belt) in so far as this is consistent with maintaining or enhancing the 
character of the areas. Good design will be of great importance and should be stressed within the Final proposed 
plan. Question 6. Yes. Please refer to answers to previous questions. Question 7. It is unclear to what extent the 
existing house approval and building trajectory will or will not meet the OAHN? Does any assessment include 
‘windfalls’? To what extent does the decision to jointly plan with SBDC lead to this conclusion? CDC should 
continue to resist any pressure from any surrounding authority to take any unmet housing need. This to 
particularly include resisting accepting any of London’s unmet need. Support for approaching Aylesbury Vale 
District Council (AVDC) under ‘Duty to Co-operate’ to seek options to meet unmet housing need. This should 
actively seek to discourage AVDC from pursuing a policy of developer led dispersed sites i.e. urban sprawl. 
Question 8. It would appear that the definition of ‘affordable housing’ used by the Council is inconsistent with 
that adopted by the Government in the current Housing and Planning Bill. This will need to be amended to 
include discounted ‘market housing’. It is unclear to what extent such discounted market housing will be 
accessible by those on housing benefit support? Has the Council considered use of its Reserves and borrowing to 
build its own social housing? Question 9. No comments. Question 10. It will be very important for CDC and SNDC 
to work closely with Buckinghamshire County Council to assess the full level of need for all types of 
accommodation for the elderly and those with Special Needs. Any land that is identified near to railway stations 
or town centres should be prioritized for such accommodation. Question 11. A key characteristic of Chiltern 
District is its historical and associated architectural heritage. The importance of these should be given special 
recognition in the Plan. There should be a requirement that such areas are identified and protected. Any 
development should be required to take any historic, cultural or archeological aspects into consideration and 
seek to protect and /or enhance them. Significant historical associations include Amersham Old Town with its 
Saxon heritage and the Tudor Martyrs. Also Chalfont St Giles with John Milton.  It is important that any 
development seeks to preserve the historical context of any site as well as any physical items on the site. 
Question 12. It is rumoured that there are Roman remains at or near Chenies village? The War Memorial in the 
Little Chalfont village on the Green may be considered a heritage asset. Question 13. Westwood Park- an 
important local public health resource with significant use by local adult and youth sports clubs. Land between 
Amersham Way and A404 including the wood between Amersham Way and Church Grove. This si an important 
local community asset well used by local people for over 40 years. Snells Wood between Dr Challoner Girls’ 
School and Cokes lane. This is an important local community asset. Wooded Land in Burton Lane which has been 
considered as ‘Common Land’ by the County Council’s Rights of Way Committee. This is in the Green Belt and 
provides local amenity space. Land north of Long Walk This is used by local residents and dog walkers. The Village 
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Green in Little Chalfont which provides the venue for both local recreation and local Village events. The Green at 
the junction of White Lion Road and Finch lane. This is owned by Little Chalfont parish Council and is a valued 
open space for walkers between Little Chalfont and Amersham as well as for local people. The ‘Nature Park’ in 
Little Chalfont adjacent to the entrance road to Dr Challoners Girls School. This is a valued asset for the 
community currently being extensively redeveloped by the Little Chalfont Community Association. The lawn area 
in front of GE Healthcare opposite the shops in Little Chalfont Village. This is a popular and well used community 
facility. Question 14. All Towns and Villages within CDC and SBDC should be encouraged to prepare Local 
Neighbourhood Plans. Question 15. Of concern is the proposal under ‘Green Belt Policies’ which goes further 
than the NPPF in stating that ‘Development in the Green Belt will be determined in accordance with paragraphs 
79 to 82 of the NPPF whilst also considering any special local circumstances relating to specific previously 
developed areas’. The meaning and context for this are unclear? Question 16. Little or no information is provided 
on this topic so comments are somewhat difficult. Provision of adequate infrastructure to accompany any further 
development will be of critical importance. Key aspects of infrastructure include: Rail capacity at Chalfont and 
Latimer Station to accommodate not just any increase in local population but increases along both the Chiltern 
Line and Metropolitan Line. • The Chiltern Line to Aylesbury Parkway will experience substantial population 
increases with the currently consented housing in AVDC. In addition, AVDC currently expects new housing at a 
level of between 50,000 to 55,000 over its Plan period. Much of this is likely to be in or around Aylesbury or 
around other Chiltern Line stations.  • The Metropolitan Line will be required to accommodate growth not only in 
Little Chalfont but also in Chesham, Amersham and surrounding towns and villages where new residents will 
drive to Chalfont and Latimer station, park and catch the train from there. The growth of Newlands Park and the 
potential housing on the National Epilepsy Centre site are notable potential generators of users for Chalfont and 
Latimer station. Capacity in peak periods is constrained by the length of the platform and the availability of car 
parking, particularly following the recent parking review by the Parish Council and Buckinghamshire County 
Council which will severely restrict on street parking near the station. Road capacity on the A404 through Little 
Chalfont. The ability of local secondary roads to accommodate the scale of development. This is particularly 
relevant for Lodge lane and its access via the single lane under the Metropolitan line railway bridge, Stony lane 
and its restricted width and Finch lane which again is a single lane to proposed Green Belt housing and 
employment ‘testing/ search’ sites. Schooling for the new population particularly Secondary school capacity. 
It should be clearly stated in the Plan how essential infrastructure will be funded in order to confirm its 
deliverability. Is it proposed to introduce a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Schedule? How will the schedule 
be set to provide sufficient funding for both Affordable Housing and education and physical infrastructure? 
Experience elsewhere indicates that CIL is an inadequate mechanism for generating sufficient funding for 
essential infrastructure particularly if the developers plead their viability is compromised. Is it likely that Local 
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Growth Fund bids would be available and prioritized for housing development infrastructure in CDC and SBDC? 
Question 17. The Local plan should take into account the impact of proposed changes in the Housing and 
Planning Bill e.g. these could change the definition of Affordable Housing and aspects of the Green Belt along 
with imposing new obligations upon the Councils. The lack of sufficient time (two working days) for the general 
public to discover, read, interpret and analyse the full Green Belt Assessment Report may be considered by a 
Planning Inspector to be inconsistent with the Council’s own Statement of Community Involvement and may lead 
to the Plan being found unsound. The lack of clarity on the choice of areas of parcels for sub-division and 
fragmentation within the Green Belt Assessment may lead to challenges that the plan process is inconsistent and 
unevidenced and may therefore be found unsound. The lack of a clear and defined ‘evidence base’ for the areas 
for ‘search’ and ‘testing’ within the ‘Issues and Options’ may result in challenges at public Inspection that lead to 
the Plan being found ‘unsound’. The potential change of administration in London may result in pressure from a 
new Mayor of London for Buckinghamshire to accommodate more of London’s unmet housing need. The rapid 
growth in the UK’s population is likely to lead to the need for an early ‘refresh’ of the plan, possibly within two 
years. 

Rep2995 
 Emilios 
Lemoniatis 

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

The Local Plan will need to identify 

sustainable development options 

to meet needs taking into account 

the scale of development and 

implications for individual 

settlements.   



Classification: OFFICIAL 
 

742 
 
Classification: OFFICIAL 

capacity, especially around the Underground station. Our community facilities, village hall and library, small 
green spaces would all be under threat and over burdened and therefore the quality of the resources available to 
families and the large elderly population would deteriorate. The waste management already under pressure 
would also struggle to cope with the increase of refuge. Our recreation and sports facilities are also bending 
under the weight for demand and an increase in population will only add to this burden and restrict provision for 
children, families and adults to access to facilities that support a healthy active lifestyle. Given the increases in 
Obesity and mental health issues of our nations children and young people it is essential that we fight to retain 
and improve such facilities with a view of encouraging healthy habits for life long prevention of illness and drain 
on healthcare resources. Removing Green belt land and developing on our green spaces, goes against the 
recommendations from government for planning for a healthier, more active and outdoor lifestyle to combat 
stress and prevent physical and mental ill health. Threat of the entitlement of access to Green Belt protected 
countryside and AONB: The Chiltern’s have 72% of the total AONB and being close to London over 55 million 
people enjoy this essential and precious resource. It is imperative that we should continue to protect this 
essential resource and therefore all Green belt areas in Little Chalfont should be removed from being under 
threat for development. To lose open Green Belt land, we lose more than just a view, a space to run or play, an 
easy escape from the city or valuable farmland. We lose land that has its own and plays its own role in England’s 
heritage. Green Belt land is important for our wider environment, providing us with the trees and the 
undeveloped land, which reduce the effect of the heat generated by big cities. Instead of reducing this green 
space, we should be using it to its best effect. As part of our global plan of addressing global warming, we should 
be doing more to protect and use this land effectively. We should be planting more trees planted on this land 
and growing more food in the areas. Hence providing more local produce, which will help the environment again, 
by reducing food miles. The openness of Green Belt land needs to be cherished and protected permanently. That 
way, Green Belts will protect our countryside and help regenerate our cities. The law supports this: 
The five purposes of Green belt outlined in the 1954 act should be upheld. The National Parks and Access to the 
Countryside Act of 1949 defined the purpose of the AONB as “to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the 
countryside”. And the Countryside and Rights of Way Act of 2000 placed duty on public bodies ‘to have regard to 
the purpose of the AONB. I especially strongly oppose the release of green belt land in and around Little Chalfont 
especially areas 29 and 22, and question the assessment approach by the CDC. These Green belt areas have 
suspiciously been sectioned into parcels 22A and 22B, a methodology, which appears to ease the progression of 
development of these protected areas. I seriously question the methodologies of the council’s evidence 
document in moving forward with this proposal, and would like to know from Chiltern District Council how and 
when the consultation on the Green Belt Review will be undertaken? The Chilterns have come under massive 
environmental destruction due to the HS2’s planned drive through the countryside and therefore the CDC needs 
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to be mindful of overall destruction of our countryside and the proposed sprawl of London encroaching into 
Green Belt protected land. This is not just for us in Little Chalfont but for all UK citizens and the future rights of 
our children to being able to access Green spaces and clean air away from the city of London and large towns. 

Rep2996 
 Osain Lemoniatis 

1. It will brake the animals homes. [Arrow pointing to picture of a bear saying "don't do it"] 2. It will be a lots of 
money. 3. More Pollution [Arrow pointing to building surrounded by smoke] 4. We need More doctors, dentist.  
5. No building on long walk, Burtons lane, loge lane (adres) Hullavington Burtons Lane HP8 4BA Oshi Lemoniatis 
6. it will be called Big chalfont.  7. if we didn't have any more hero buildings old people wouldn't want to live here 
[Diagrams can be found on the orginal rep file] 

  

Rep2997 
 Sophia 
Lemoniatis 

1. It will be too crowded. 2. People can’t take their dog for a walk or people can't go for a walk on a nice day. 
3. Little chalfont won't be little any mor and it wont be country side. I do not agree with declassifying green belt 
land around little chalfont. We like Little Chalfont how it is. there will not be enough schools or parking [pictures 
of a car and a building next to statement] There will be so much pollution [picture of a factory next to statement] 
People would not like this to happen People like this village as it is with no mor houses or anything els. [picture of 
a face next to statement] [Diagrams available to view on the orignial rep file] 

  

Rep2999 
Ms Alessandra 
Phoenix 

I am writing to object about the over development of Little Chalfont, as it is an area of outstanding natural 
beauty and Green Belt which was constructed to specifically constrain over development, and not as a bank of 
reserve building land. It should therefore be protected for future generations. We have lived in Little Chalfont for 
15 years, having moved out of London to enjoy the many assets of living in the country and fully trusted it would 
be fully protected as Little Chalfont: a) readily complies with Green Belt status and definitions, and subsequently 
would not come under attack by developers  b) was surrounded by areas of outstanding natural beauty.  
Impact of development -  If the development goes ahead, Green Belt or not, the very infrastructure of our village 
will be seriously compromised, as the amenities are unsustainable to support a larger population. Over the years 
we have noticed the traffic, parking, trains, schools and doctors surgery are all overly subscribed/congested and 
are under increasing pressure. The trains going into London are already an issue, which in peak hours are very 
difficult to even find a seat. In addition, unlike other nearby villages, Little Chalfont has the A404 going through 
the heart of it, producing non local traffic and heavy lorry’s causing a lot of pollution and potential danger 
particularly to for the vulnerable such as the young and elderly. It is therefore essential that Little Chalfont 
should be excluded as a “settlement for development”. The infrastructure is not in place to absorb it, and would 
take a huge additional development to create it. The setting and special character of a historic town like Little 
Chalfont and its surrounding area needs to be preserved. Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty - The National 
Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949 defined the purpose of the AONB as ‘to conserve and enhance 
the natural beauty’. The open countryside that surrounds Little Chalfont is essential for the preservation of our 
natural surroundings, making it a beautiful place to live and enjoy. The Countryside and Rights of Way Act of 
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2000 placed a duty on public bodies to ‘have regard to the purpose of the AONB’. If these proposed 
developments proceed surely they are contravening the law or at the very least the spirit of it? Green Belt - It is 
essential to remember that the Green Belt was specifically introduced to assist in safeguarding the countryside 
from encroachment, stop the spread of urban sprawl, prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another and 
preserve the special character of small villages, specifically like Little Chalfont. In 1954 when the green belt was 
introduced the UK population was 51m, compared to the 2016 population now 15 million higher., namely 65.5 
million As a consequence Little Chalfont needs to be protected more than ever to preserve these open spaces for 
the benefit of everyone who lives and visits this area and for future generations. Existing development - Little 
Chalfont has already faced excessive expansion compared to other areas of Bucks, with the development in Bell 
Lane and 253 new homes, as well as the 45 new homes in the Donkey field, which as its name states used to be a 
green field. There is also additional housing forecast next to the VW garage and Jane Duncan Architects. Little 
Chalfont simply cannot keep absorbing an increasing population.  In addition I cannot logically understand why 
little Chalfont has also been identified as area of employment development when the price of square footage in 
little Chalfont is so high with the new 5/6 bed houses in the old donkey field selling at £1,995,00.00, 2 beds flats 
selling for £750,000.00 with a square footage price of over £600! It simply just not make commercial sense to 
develop such expensive land in comparison to other settlements in the UK as commercial centres.  Instead surely 
in accordance with the main objectives of the Green belt, rban regeneration should be encouraged by recycling 
derelict, brownfield and other urban land. Sense of community - It is important that we preserve the beauty of 
our surroundings and this precious areas of outstanding natural beauty, which we all so enjoy. David Cameron 
talked about “the big society”, in order to contain government spending, and developing a local sense of 
community. I am happy to confirm that this sense of community genuinely does exist in Little Chalfont, as has 
been demonstrated on many occasions (on both a micro and macro level) for example when many local Little 
Chalfont inhabitants: • Actively “saved” and to this day operate our local library, very successfully providing 
many different services even acting as local cinema for us all, and providing pc facilities for those in need 
• Continue to invest financially and their time to protecting to maintain our local nature park which is an “almost 
unspoilt survivor of natural woodland that once covered much of England”.  
http://naturepark.littlechalfont.org.uk/ about-the-park.html   • Support the local village days and host 
outstanding schools and sports clubs. http://westwoodparkfootballclub.co.uk and chenies-cricket.org. However if 
the planned developments do go ahead, this sense of community is likely to disappear and end up costing the 
government more in social services support and only the property developers benefitting. Conclusion  -  In 
accordance with the Council’s own figures since 2006 and 2014, Little Chalfont has increased the number of new 
properties by 12.4%, yet the percentage growth in neighbouring communities i.e. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4%, 
and Chalfont St Peter 7.7%.  Little Chalfont has experienced more than its fair share of expansion, and now it is 
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time our village is removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the council’s core strategy, or it 
will have to be renamed “Big Chalfont”. I urge you strongly to consider all the above points. 

Rep3000 
Mr & Mrs 
Rosalinde and 
Andrew Dowlen 

As a resident of Great Missenden I would welcome well planned, designed and sited housing proposals (built 
according to village design statement principles and respecting Great Missenden’s essential conservation area, 
which should retain its current boundaries). On this basis, there are a number of brownfield sites in the village 
that can be sensitively developed without changing the character of the community, thus making a contribution 
to the 2036 housing “needs” target of 7,300 new dwellings across the District. These include the “Tesco” land to 
the rear of the historic High St, the Chalk Leys site and sites on Station Approach. I feel strongly that there should 
be no encroachment into the Green Belt land surrounding our village. Options E and J, if implemented, would 
destroy green-field sites in the AONB around Great Missenden and fundamentally change the nature of the 
village forever, inevitably adding to the severe traffic congestion already blighting the village centre and raising 
important questions about the impact of such development on local services, including schools (already 
operating at capacity). It is therefore highly surprising that the Council should put forward the options of 
“extensions” to Great Missenden i.e into the AONB Green Belt around the village. I urge the Council to remove 
Great Missenden from Options E and J and to work towards identifying suitable brownfield sites within the 
village boundaries. However, I also strongly feel that housing development should not be at the expense of key 
local businesses and am concerned that, for example, the Great Missenden Garage site is earmarked for possible 
housing. 

  

 


