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1 INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

1.1 These representations have been prepared by Carter Jonas LLP on behalf of the Epilepsy Society 

(‘ES’) in response to the Chiltern District Council and South Buckinghamshire District Council 

(‘CDC’ and ‘SDC’ or ‘the Councils’) Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation. The representations 

relate to the ES’s landholdings at the Chalfont Centre, Chalfont St Peter.  

1.2 We have set out in this document, the responses to the questions asked by the Councils in their 

consultation form.  The Appendices expand our arguments and provide evidence, as requested.  

As part of the consultation response, ES have produced a vision document, which sets out the 

context for their responses and provides more detail on the options put to the planning officers of 

the Councils.  This document is attached and forms part of the representations. 

The Draft Local Plan and the Inclusion of ES Land 

1.3 ES supports in principle the decision of the Councils to progress a new Local Plan. There is 

clearly a significant need for housing in the Districts as housing delivery has historically been 

supressed against recently assessed need.  

1.4 ES has engaged with the preparation of the Local Plan throughout its production, providing 

representations to earlier iterations of the Plan and engaging, where it was proper  to do so, with 

CDC Officers and Members to help with emerging evidence.  

1.5 We support many aspects of the Local Plan including the identification of development potential of 

ES’s landholdings at the Chalfont Centre, the decision to release a small part of the estate from 

the Green Belt (Policy BP SP7) and the inclusion of that area as a site for residential 

development.  We believe that this is entirely appropriate given that the site identified already 

contains a significant number of residential, care, office, research, medical and disused buildings 

and that small parcels of the estate adjacent to the included site have been recently sold by ES 

and developed in a manner approved by the Parish Council and the local community. 

1.6 We recognise that there is always difficult decisions to be made when land is released from the 

Green Belt, but would point out that: 

 The land included in Policy BP SP7 is not Green Belt as it is traditionally portrayed.  It contains 

many buildings, a significant number of which are disused and in various states of disrepair, and 

areas that are used by ES or its commercial lessees as badly maintained car parking or industrial 

type open areas. 

 The cost of maintaining the estate is a significant burden on the charity and, in the medium term, 

is not an appropriate or justifiable use of funds raised to help people with epilepsy.  Without the 
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inclusion of this land in the Local Plan, there is a very real possibility that ES would have to sell 

the entire estate, which, with the exception of closely defined rights of way, would then in all 

probability be closed to the many local residents who use our private estate for dog walking. 

Objections to the Local Plan 

1.7 While supporting the Local Plan in principle, we believe that there are deficiencies with the Plan 

that relate to its fundamental soundness and its legal compliance  

1.8 The key deficiencies of the Local Plan cover both matters of legal compliance and of soundness.  

These are addressed in more detail in our answers to the Councils' question and the Appendices, 

but can be summarised as follows: 

 A failure of the plan to meet housing need locally. This includes an underestimation of the housing 

need over the length of the plan, a failure to positively work with Slough Borough Council over 

unmet need, and the lack of proper consideration of opportunities within the Districts before 

allocating a significant number of units to the neighbouring Aylesbury Vale District Council 

('AVDC'). It is clearly significant that out of a requirement for the next 20 years of (at least) 15,260 

only 5,200 are specifically identified as site allocations within the Districts with a further 1,791 

through HELAA sites. 

Relevant to:  Not legally compliant - sustainability appraisal 
   Duty to Co-operate not met 

 The inclusion of the site in South East Chalfont St Peter (Policy BP SP8) adjacent to the Paccar 

Scout Camp is unsound.  The development of this site has substantial and very valid opposition 

from local people, local MPs and those representing constituencies whose young people use the 

camp, scout groups and other organisations who rely on the safety provided at the camp and, of 

course, the Paccar Scout Camp themselves.  ES has been working closely with the Paccar Scout 

Camp and are completely in agreement that the significant negative social and economic impact, 

including on the safety of the young people using the camp, clearly and demonstrably outweighs 

any benefits realised from the delivery of 200 dwellings in conflict with national policy. This is 

particularly pertinent when both ES and the Paccar Scout Camp have proposed that the 200 units 

would be much better included in a modest increase in the size of the land included for Green Belt 

release and residential development at the ES site.   

Relevant to:  Not sound - not justified nor consistent with national policy 

 The failure to adequately and accurately assess the potential of the comprehensive development 

opportunity at the Epilepsy Society site in Chalfont St Peter or to engage in meaningful dialogue 

with ES about the opportunities that the site could provide.  

Relevant to:  Not legally compliant - sustainability appraisal 
   Not sound - not positively prepared nor effective 
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 The failure to consider the potential expansion of the research facilities at the ES site and 

consider national policy on life sciences in this regard, most recently set out in the Government's 

Life Sciences Sector Deal 2.  The site is at the centre of the Life Science's "Golden Triangle" and 

expansion of research and related activities at the site would attract investment into the Districts 

and create local employment.  

Relevant to: Not sound - not positively prepared nor consistent with national policy 

 The failure to consider the potential expansion of the health facilities at the ES site and consider 

national policy on health in this regard, in particular the pressing need to assist the NHS with its 

challenges.  The site already provides a unique, efficient and patient-centred facility run in 

conjunction with UCLH which provides a diagnostic environment for people with epilepsy 

combining a number of tests and consultant sessions in one location.  The expansion of the 

operation and the inclusion of related UCLH activities at the site would help the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the NHS and create local employment. 

Relevant to: Not sound - not positively prepared nor consistent with national policy 

The Epilepsy Society Proposals 

1.9 ES set out clear proposals for land at the Chalfont Centre throughout the production of the 

emerging Local Plan. These proposals are driven by the charity’s wider vision for creating a 

functional cure for epilepsy over the next 20-25 years.  

1.10 The ability of ES to achieve this important goal, which potentially could impact millions of people 

globally who have epilepsy, requires a step-change in how ES approaches research and its other 

operations.  While existing fundraising plays a vital role in maintaining the charity on a day to day 

basis, it cannot continue to fund the upkeep of an expensive estate and isn't capable of 

generating sufficient funds to effect the change needed in levels of investment in their ground-

breaking research.  The Charity Commission requires Trustees to make the best use of assets for 

the benefit of their beneficiaries and it is clear that continuing to hold an expensive-to-maintain 

estate does not meet that obligation, while investing substantial sums in research will make a 

significant difference to the lives of many of the people with epilepsy. 

1.11 ES has worked with the Councils to confirm the deliverability of the development proposals within 

Policy BP SP7. However, the potential of the site goes far beyond this.  

1.12 The deliverability issues of the land south east of Chalfont St Peter is set out in 1.8 above.  As 

part of their submissions to the Local Plan process, ES identified additional land comprising 

existing built-form as well as adjoining land capable of creating a new, defensible Green Belt 

boundary, that would be unlock sufficient development potential to accommodate all the dwellings 

currently proposed for the Policy BP SP8 land. 

1.13 However, ES's ambitions and the needs of both the Districts and the local community would 

benefit from going a little further than this by realising the potential of a larger area of the estate.  
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This would produce the resources ES needs to meet its charitable goals, create a vibrant centre 

with village infrastructure incorporated alongside a world-class research, medical and care facility, 

local facilities, significant areas of green space and address the housing supply deficiencies within 

the emerging Local Plan.  

1.14 The provision of neighbourhood facilities within the site will build upon the strong links the 

Epilepsy Society has with local people.  ES has already engaged with the Local Authority, the 

Parish Council and local residents and has stressed that, should approval be given, they intend to 

develop a master plan together with these groups, taking into account their requirements and their 

views. ES would also ensure that the long-term provision of services and community elements of 

the development will be protected by covenants or other legal and practical arrangements.  

Benefits for the village and local community that could be delivered as part of the development 

include:  

 The integration of large open areas and leisure space for public use, enhancing existing paths for 

use by walkers whether with dogs or without; 

 A green corridor along Chesham Lane to protect amenity and create a green link for the frontage 

of the site;  

 A creche and pre/after school club with extended hours that will suit people working locally 

including those on the site as well as local people commuting to London.  

 The extension and improvement of ES’s research centre and integrated medical care for people 

with epilepsy, to enhance the village’s international reputation in this area.  

 A new bus service linking Chalfont St Peter and local communities with rail stations and each 

other;  

 Defensible boundaries along the northern and eastern edges of the site to create permanence to 

the Green Belt and protect the integrity of the AONB; 

 Houses to buy for people with a local connection at affordable prices; 

 Enhanced care provision for people with epilepsy;  

 Homes for the research professionals working in the Research Institute and for visiting academics 

and other key worker accommodation, particularly health workers employed in the integrated 

medical facilities;  

 A new community health centre, if required, adjacent to and linked to the integrated medical 

facilities 

 A new primary school, if needed as a result of increased demand; and 

 Improvement to local road networks to accommodate the people living in the additional homes. 

1.15 The accompanying Vision Document explains these benefits in greater detail and should be read 

in conjunction with these representations. 
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2 PART A – PERSONAL DETAILS 

For Epilepsy Society 

Name: Clare Pelham 

Address: The Chalfont Centre, Chesham Lane 

Town: Chalfont St Peter, Bucks 

Postcode: SL9 0RJ 

Tel: 01494 601 300 

Email: clare.pelham@epilepsysociety.org.uk 

Organisation: Epilepsy Society 

 

For Carter Jonas 

Name: David Churchill 

Address: One Chapel Place, Marylebone 

Town: London 

Postcode: W1G 0BG 

Tel: 07866 794560 

Email: David.Churchill@carterjonas.co.uk 

Organisation: Carter Jonas, on behalf of Epilepsy Society 

 

mailto:David.Churchill@carterjonas.co.uk
mailto:David.Churchill@carterjonas.co.uk
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3 PART B - LEGAL COMPLIANCE 

Do you consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant? 
3.1 No.  

Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is/is not legally 
compliant, including references to relevant legislation, policies and/or 
regulations. 

3.2 The Plan and the associated Sustainability Report produced by the Councils fail to meet the key 

legal tests set out in the Sustainability Appraisal ('SA') process. The Plan also fails to meet the 

legal requirements relating to the Duty to Cooperate, which is covered by a separate question and 

our response in set out in section 5 of these representations. 

3.3 The legal obligations for the SA are set out in English law by the Environmental Assessment of 

Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 which put into statute the Environmental Report (“ER”) 

requirements of the European Union Directive 2001/42 (“the Directive”) . 

3.4 The legal requirements of the SA process are set out in Appendix C.  The Councils' Sustainability 

Report fails to comply with these legal requirements in the following areas: 

 Considering reasonable alternatives to housing numbers; 
 Considering reasonable alternatives to, and properly assessing spatial strategy options; and 
 Properly carrying out the SA site assessments; 

Reasonable Alternatives to Housing Numbers 

3.5 Section 5.2 of the SA Report states: 

“Alternatives to the housing number have not been calculated since the identified housing figure in 

the Local Plan corresponds with the national standard methodology.” 

3.6 However as detailed above, national policy states that the standard methodology “identifies 

minimum annual housing need figure. It does not produce a housing requirement figure” (PPG 2a-

003). Paragraph 2a-010 of the PPG then provides some examples of when it might it be 

appropriate to plan for a higher housing need figure than the standard method indicates.  

3.7 As is detailed above, there are exceptional circumstances, namely a third runway at Heathrow, 

which would lend itself to the Councils testing reasonable alternatives for a higher housing 

requirement. Furthermore, the almost unparalleled levels of unaffordability across the Districts 

means that significant benefits could be gained from increasing future supply well in excess of the 

baseline LHN. This is particularly pertinent given the ‘cap’ applied by the standard methodology 

actually reduces the LHN figure for the Plan down by over 25%, or 276 dpa.   
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3.8 While it is appreciated that the Local Plan area is the subject to a number of environmental 

constraints, there are clearly significant economic and social benefits that would result from higher 

housing (and employment) growth scenarios.  

3.9 The failure of the SA to test these scenarios is clear failure to test reasonable alternatives to the 

Local Plan and a breach of Article 5(1) of the SEA Directive.  

Assessment of Spatial Strategy Options  

3.10 The Councils considered only a limited number of spatial options, which partially explains the 

deficiency in testing a suitable housing requirement. However, there are still fundamental flaws in 

the range of options selected.  

3.11 First, none of the four options seeks to even test whether the LHN of the Districts can be 

accommodated within their own boundaries.  

3.12 Appendix F of the SA reports states:  

“Twelve spatial options were considered by the Councils in 2016, each of which was assessed for 

their likely sustainability impacts. It was considered that a combination of these options would be 

capable of delivering development in the Plan area which satisfies the local needs.” (para F.1.1.3)  

3.13 Table F.1.1 then details these 12 options, each representing a reasonable and practical method of 

meeting development need, with option 12 being the favoured combination of all the options.  

3.14 However, it is noted that none of these options proposed that housing needs be offloaded to 

AVDC. There is therefore no clear pathway to how this then formed a constant within all four of 

the spatial strategy options tested with the SA Report. There is no explanation why there is a 

need for AVDC to accommodate this unmet need.  This represents a failure under Annex I(h) of 

the Directive, which  requires an explanation for the reasonable alternatives selected.  

3.15 The Councils have taken the decision to offload a significant portion of its housing need without 

understanding what the environmental, social and economic impacts of accommodating a higher 

number of properties within its own boundaries. This matter is not one of land availability as ES is 

just one of a number of one parties who have put forward deliverable developments that would 

provide considerably more housing than currently envisioned. In the case of ES, there would also 

be other social, economic and environmental benefits as set out elsewhere in this document.  

3.16 Secondly, the scoring applied to the spatial options raises some concerns about accuracy and 

impartiality.  While we wouldn't support a ‘do nothing’ scenario, the blanket negative scoring is 

based on the assumption of appeal based developments that would produce a negative impact 

across all criteria, including environmental factors.  

3.17 This scoring approach has been adopted despite the Councils not having prior knowledge of the 

extent or makeup of any development that would come forward. In reality, we suggest that any 
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developments that would come forward would be contained within settlement boundaries and on 

brownfield sites. The expanse of Green Belt and AONB designations across the plan area would 

prevent large-scale greenfield developments coming forward with the low scoring against 

‘Housing’ and ‘Economy’ applied in the SA reflective of this. The robust policies of the NPPF 

would also protect the integrity of sensitive features such as landscape, biodiversity and cultural 

heritage.  

3.18 At worst, we would expect an ‘unknown’ scoring to be applied to most factors. In reality some 

would have a slightly higher score than the greater planned development scenarios.    

3.19 Thirdly, the assessment of ‘Housing’ and ‘Economy’ impacts of Scenario B, while limited, is still 

overstated. Arguably, the impact of all unmet housing need going to AVDC and only developing 

existing commitments would have a worse impact on these factors than Scenario A.  

3.20 In offloading such a significant amount of development need to an area which a majority of SBDC 

does not share a functional housing or economic market with would have little to no benefit to this 

area. This would be similar to Scenario A, however, there would be no Local Plan vacuum in 

which appeal developments would come forward. Given the acute affordability crisis facing the 

Councils, the impact would be acutely negative.  

3.21 This would be true, to a lesser extent, for the assessment of Scenarios C and D. In the absence of 

any comparable of a scenario that seeks to accommodate the LHN of the Districts, and/or a figure 

in excess of this, the positive and negative impacts cannot be considered.  

3.22 The deficiencies of the SA Spatial Options assessment reflects the flawed approach the Councils 

have taken to addressing the Local Plan. A closed mind approach was taken from an initial stage 

that AVDC would take a significant portion of unmet housing need, without any consideration of 

the impacts that either this would have, or what impacts would result from retaining this need.  

3.23 The treatment of unmet need being passed on to AVDC as a constant is unjustified. There has 

been a failure of the SA to test reasonable alternatives to this approach, with the SA never 

examining whether the full LHN, or a higher figure, could be accommodated within the Plan area. 

This is a clear breach of Article 5(1) of the SEA Directive.  

Comments on the Sustainability Appraisal Site Assessments  

3.24 Paragraph 5.4.1 of the SA steps through the logic path for selecting those sites to be assessed as 

part of the reasonable alternatives to strategic allocations.  

3.25 “During January 2016, a total of 41 Green Belt locations were appraised through the SA process; 

in 2017 this was narrowed down to 15 sites. As part of the most recent round of reasonable 

alternatives (2019), a total of 37 Green Belt locations were assessed to inform the Local Plan.” 
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3.26 The process for reviewing the sites is therefore not logical. The Councils reviewed 41 sites, 

narrowed them down to 15, increased them back up to 37 and then narrowed them down to 13 for 

inclusion in the Plan. 

3.27 There are two site assessments for Epilepsy Centre, the proposed allocation (Ref: 1.10A) and 

‘Area North East of Chalfont St Peter’ comprising some 139.65 hectares (Ref: 1.10).  This site 

does not match and extends beyond that proposed by ES as part of its vision for a village with 

research at its centre.  

3.28 Neither of the two proposals submitted by ES for sites larger than 1.10A but smaller than 1.10 

were considered or assessed at all. 

3.29 The assessment for 1.10 is particularly unusual in that the assessment proposes the same 

development parameters as that for 1.10A, a site some 117 hectares smaller than it. These 

include the number of dwellings proposed, which is 360 in both cases leading to widely differing 

densities. If the correct housing numbers had been considered in 1.10, it is possible that it would 

have been considered more favourably as it would have contributed to the housing need. 

3.30 As the ES proposals were not properly represented in the assessments, we can also conclude 

that scoring for the economy aspects (employment, national policy etc) is not correct and the local 

amenity aspects of the proposals were also not considered. 

3.31 Even taking the assessment at face value (i.e. at the development parameters proposed), the 

scoring is inconsistent and inaccurate. We take for both 1.10 and 1.10A, with a focus on the ‘post-

mitigation’ scoring: 

3.32 Appendix D sets out our analysis of all the scoring for each of the criteria in turn for the sites 1.10 

and 1.10A and supports our conclusions set out below.  

Conclusions on Site Assessment 

3.33 While we raise a number of discrepancies in the detail scoring of 1.10 (in the form assessed) and 

1.10A, we presume that they have not impacted the conclusion reached by the Councils that 

1.10A as a strategic site allocation.  However, the failure to score 1.10 properly means that the 

conclusion could have been that it should have been included in the Plan. 

3.34 Clearly, the fundamental flaw is the failure to recognise the full development potential of 1.10 (or 

the comparable options proposed by ES), namely the proposal for a world-leading epilepsy 

research centre with improved research, medical and care facilities. The result of this is an 

underscoring of the potential benefits the site would deliver, while retaining negative implications 

of development of a much larger site.  
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Are you proposing a modification to make the Local Plan legally 
compliant and/or to strengthen its compliance? 

3.35  Yes. 

Please set out your suggested modification(s) below: You will need to 
say why this modification(s) will make the Local Plan legally 
compliant/strengthen its legal compliance. 

3.36 Despite these fundamental shortcomings, it is appreciated that the SA process is an iterative one 

up to the point of adoption of the Plan. Given the modifications required to address matters of 

soundness, there is the opportunity to update the SA Report and address the failures of the SA 

process to-date.  

3.37 In doing this, the Councils should test within an updated SA, Spatial Strategy options for a 

housing requirement in excess of the baseline LHN, accommodating the full LHN within its 

administrative boundaries, as well as the four current options.  

3.38 It is clear that the Councils had at this early stage a ‘closed-mind’ approach to plan preparation. 

As we have stated, the SEA process is an iterative one right up to the point of adoption of a Local 

Plan. Case law (Cogent Land LLP v Rochford District Council [2012] EWHC 2542 (Admin)) has 

confirmed the ability of the Councils to revisit the SA, even at this stage of Plan-making. The 

Councils should reassess its Spatial Options and come to an informed decision of whether the 

benefits of addressing the worst affordability in the country outweighs any negative impacts.  

3.39 As part of the possible sites that could help deliver these Spatial Strategy options, the Councils 

should test the proposals that have been promoted by ES: 

 The draft site allocation (SP BP7); 

 A larger site accommodating the 200 dwellings that cannot be delivered by SP BP8; and 

 A Research Centre with medical and care facilities capable of meeting the charitable goals of ES 

and delivering a sustainable extension to Chalfont St Peter.  
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4 PART B – SOUNDNESS 

Do you believe this plan meets the tests of Soundness? 
4.1 No. 

Please give details of why you consider this Local Plan is/is not sound, 
include references to relevant legislation, policies and/or regulations. 

4.2 There is considerable crossover between the arguments that the Plan is not legally compliant and 

those that support that it is not sound.  The points made in Section 3 above should be taken into 

account when considering our response to this question. 

4.3 The Councils have taken forward a housing requirement figure that cannot be considered to be 

positively prepared, as required by paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The Councils took the decision to 

offload a significant proportion of unmet housing need to AVDC without testing the environmental, 

social and economic impacts of accommodating these needs within their own boundaries.   

4.4 Government policy is to significantly boost the supply of housing and deliver 300,000 dwellings 

per annum nationally.  Taking this and the levels of unaffordability facing both CDC and SBDC 

into account, it would be appropriate for the Local Plan to set a housing requirement higher than 

the baseline figure generated by the standard methodology.  

4.5 Furthermore, paragraph 35 of the NPPF states that as a minimum, Local Plans should meet the 

area’s objectively assessed need that is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that 

unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is 

consistent with achieving sustainable development. The Councils appeared to have not taken into 

account the requests of Slough Borough Council, which has evidenced an inability to meet its own 

LHN, and have ignored the evidence supporting the accommodation of this unmet need by the 

Councils.  

4.6 We believe that the basis of the LHN calculation is flawed, failing to follow the methodology of the 

PPG and encouraging a “race to the bottom” approach to Local Plan preparation by ignoring the 

unique circumstances in the Districts that dictate a positive approach to be taken.  While the 

difference in the result between what the calculation of LHN should have produced and the 

numbers used by the Councils is relatively small, the fact that the methodology used is not correct 

sheds doubt on the overall correctness of housing need numbers which is impacted more 

dramatically by failing to take account of other factors. 

4.7 The inclusion of the site in South East Chalfont St Peter (Policy BP SP8) adjacent to the Paccar 

Scout Camp is unsound. The Paccar Scout Camp will make a separate submission to the 

consultation and ES completely agree that there would be a significant negative social and 

economic impact on the camp as a result of the development.  In addition, there must be serious 
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doubts about the safety of the young people using the camp if the development of the site went 

ahead. These clearly and demonstrably outweigh any benefits realised from the delivery of 200 

dwellings which could easily be accommodated by a modest expansion of the ES site allocation.   

4.8 The failure to adequately and accurately assess other sites and the other possibilities for 

development in sites already identified makes the process unsound. We believe that the planning 

officers had closed minds to alternatives that were different from the sites they had settled on at 

the start of the local plan process.  In particular, they did not properly consider the potential of the 

comprehensive development opportunity at the Epilepsy Society site in Chalfont St Peter nor 

engage in meaningful dialogue with ES about the opportunities that the site could provide. 

4.9 There are at least two aspects of national policy that they didn't take into account in the limited 

assessment that they did carry out of the ES proposals. The national policy on life sciences and 

the position of the Districts in the centre of the life sciences' "Golden Triangle" was not considered 

either in the development of the spatial strategy, or in assessing ES's proposals which are aligned 

with the national policy. In addition, the pressures on the NHS and the responsibility on Councils 

and organisations such as ES to help the NHS meet its challenges where possible were ignored 

in the Plan. The ES proposal would have assisted in the efficiency and effectiveness of UCLH to 

meet the high demand for services for people with epilepsy and other neurological and associated 

conditions. 

4.10 Both the research and medical expansion set out in 4.9 and included in the ES proposal would 

lead to additional employment at the site helping the economic development of the Districts. We 

believe that this positive impact has not been properly considered in preparation of the Plan. 

Local Housing Need 

4.11 Appendix A sets out our concerns about the housing methodology used by the Councils. In 

September 2017, the Government began a consultation on ‘Planning for the right homes in the 

right places’. As part of this, proposals were made for a standardised methodology to assess 

housing need. It is from these September 2017 figures that the Council has derived its 763 

dwelling per annum need figure.  

4.12 However, as set out Appendix A this number is flawed, the LHN figure relevant for the Plan should 

be 768 dpa, or 13,056 dwellings spread over a Plan period of 2019-2036. However, there is scope 

for this to increase to 15,360 to cover a 20 year plan period (2019-2039). The Councils should 

also be investigating the potential to significantly increase local housing need in order to support 

the growth of a third runway at Heathrow, as encouraged by Planning Practice Guidance (Ref: 2a-

010).  

4.13 Accordingly, the Council should be required to amend the Plan-period to 2019-2036 as a 

minimum. Should a longer plan period be envisioned, such as 20 years, then the end date of the 

Plan should be extended to 2039.  
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Deliverability of Other Site Allocations  

4.14 While we believe there has been an unjustly cautious approach to housing growth in the plan 

area, the Councils have identified 13 strategic site allocations for the delivery of approximately 

5,200 homes. Each site currently lies within the Green Belt and the Plan proposes to amend 

existing boundaries in order to unlock their development potential.  

4.15 However, the Councils have chosen a number of site allocations contrary to national policy or, at 

best, failed to reasonably evidence how they comply with national policy.  

4.16 While we support the identification of development potential at the Chalfont Centre, ES has 

promoted the potential for wider development options that can deliver substantial benefits, rarely 

available to the planning system. Despite these opportunities, the Councils have instead identified 

development sites that are either not justified, not effective or not consistent with national policy.  

Policy BP SP8 – Chalfont St Peter – South East 

4.17 The Plan proposes for release of approximately 11.5ha of greenfield land from the Green Belt in 

South East Chalfont St Peter (Policy BP SP8) adjacent to the Paccar Scout Camp in order to 

accommodate approximately 200 homes.  

4.18 The inclusion of the site in the Plan cannot be considered sound. The deliverability of the site has 

significant issues. ES have been working closely with the Paccar Scout Camp and are completely 

in agreement that there will be significant negative social and economic impact, including on the 

safety of the young people using the camp.  This impact clearly and demonstrably outweighs any 

benefits realised from the delivery of 200 dwellings which conflicts with national policy.   

4.19 This is particularly pertinent when both ES and the Paccar Scout Camp have proposed that the 

200 units would be much better included in a modest increase in the size of the land included for 

Green Belt release and residential development at the ES site.  

4.20 Following the identification of this site by the Councils, an impact report has been commissioned 

which clearly concludes that the delivery of any residential development at this location would 

undermine the existing operation of the Paccar Scout Camp. 

4.21 Furthermore, it is evident the Councils appreciate the consequences resulting from this proposed 

allocation as it sought to identify an alternative site for the Paccar Scout Camp. This is reflected 

by the approaches made by Council Officers to ES to ascertain whether the camp could be 

accommodated within the wider Chalfont Centre grounds and the suggestion to the Paccar Scout 

Camp that they could sell their site, to which they understandably replied that it is the camp that is 

important, not realising money from its sale. 
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4.22 Both ES and the Scout Association agree that, despite the desire to continue seeking 

opportunities to work collaboratively, it would not be appropriate or feasible for the two operations 

to occur on adjoining parcels.  

4.23 The Paccar Scout Camp facility is of great significance to Chalfont St Peter, and to the region, as 

well as to Greater London, providing in some cases the sole opportunity for young people to 

experience a rural environment which contrasts with the built-up areas in which they live.  

4.24 The significance of the site has been reflected in the responses from those who will be directly 

impacted by the loss of this facility. There is very valid opposition from local people, local MPs and 

those representing constituencies whose young people use the camp, scout groups and other 

organisations who rely on the safe environment provided at the camp and, of course, the Paccar 

Scout Camp themselves.   

4.25 The impact of the allocation will undermine the vitality and viability of the facilities at the camp and 

this has not been reflected in any assessment undertaken by the Councils. It also creates very 

real safety issues for the young people who use the camp and there is evidence that people who 

prey on young people try to locate to housing estates close to such facilities and/or will use the 

adjacent position to target children who currently enjoy the site in a peaceful and safe 

environment. The Councils need to balance this consideration against the positive and negative 

impacts of the proposed residential development and then to consider whether there is a need to 

allocate these dwellings at this site.  

4.26 We consider the significant negative social and economic impact this would have at not only a 

local, but regional level (appreciating the use of the site by Scout Associations, Guides and other 

groups across the south east), would outweigh any benefits realised from the delivery of 200 

dwellings. This becomes even clearer, given the ability of the ES site to be expanded to 

accommodate these 200 dwellings, which was not properly considered by officers when preparing 

the Plan. 

Other Proposed Allocations 

4.27 The Council needs to ensure that there is a robust justification for each proposed allocation, 

including certainty over their deliverability.  

4.28 While an Exceptional Circumstances paper has been produced to evidence the need for 

amending Green Belt boundaries, there appears to be no such evidence relating to the two 

proposed allocations within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  

4.29 Paragraph 172 of the NPPF states that great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing 

landscape and scenic beauty in Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest 

status of protection in relation to these issues. The scale and extent of development within these 

designated areas should be limited and planning permission should be refused for major 
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developments other than in exceptional circumstances, and where it can be demonstrated that the 

development is in the public interest. Consideration of such applications should include an 

assessment of: 

a. The need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations, and the impact of 

permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local economy; 

b. The cost of, and scope for, developing outside the designated area, or meeting the need for it in 

some other way; and 

c. Any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities, and the 

extent to which that could be moderated. 

4.30 We do not oppose the principle of development within suitable locations within the AONB. 

However, the Council should ensure that the above assessment is undertaken before allocations 

are proposed within the AONB. This is particularly true where there are deliverable alternative 

sites that could accommodate such development needs.  

Consideration of National Policy 

4.31 The Government has a strategy for the life sciences sector to encourage investment in it and the 

expansion of the sector within the UK. This has been set out in range of announcements and 

documents. The most recent is the Life Sciences Sector Deal 2. This sets out a focus on building 

on strengths of research and healthcare to create and grow new industries within the sector in the 

UK. This deepens the Government’s partnership with industry, universities and charities and aims 

to transform the prevention, diagnosis and treatment of chronic diseases by 2030 

4.32 The research centre option proposed by ES in their submission to the Local Plan, an outline of 

which is included in the attached vision document, is clearly aligned with this national Government 

policy. It is particularly relevant as the site is at the centre of the Life Sciences' "Golden Triangle" 

(Cambridge, Oxford and London) and so is perfectly placed to participate in expansion of 

research and related activities at the site which would meet national objectives and attract 

investment into the Districts 

4.33 The NHS is clearly at the forefront of national policy and, in particular, the pressing need of all 

related organisations to assist the NHS with its challenges.   

4.34 The ES site already provides a unique, efficient and patient-centred facility run in conjunction with 

UCLH which offers a tertiary service providing a range of diagnostic tests for people with epilepsy 

in one location. The expansion of the operation and the inclusion of related UCLH activities at the 

site would help the efficiency and effectiveness of the NHS and create local employment 

4.35 Both the expansion of research facilities and medical services at the ES site would create good 

quality employment opportunities for the Districts. 
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4.36 The Councils have omitted to consider the impact of the research and NHS expansions proposed 

at the ES site in their Local Plan process and as a consequence have not properly considered 

national policy or employment opportunities in the process. 

Are you proposing any modifications to strengthen the Plan's ability 
meet this test of soundness? 

4.37 Yes. 

Please specify how you would modify this policy to improve its 
alignment to this test of soundness. 

4.38 The Councils will be required to reassess their housing requirement, moving away from the “race 

to the bottom” approach to housing delivery and seek to react positively in order to address 

chronic affordability and support future economic growth in the Districts.  

4.39 As a minimum, the LHN figure relevant for the Plan is 768 dpa, or 13,056 dwellings spread over a 

Plan period of 2019-2036, though there is scope for this to increase to 15,360 to cover a 20 year 

plan period (2019-2039). However, the Councils should also be investigating the potential to 

significantly increase local housing need in order to support the growth of a third runway at 

Heathrow, as well as address the chronic and worsening unaffordability in the Districts. The 

Councils will need to, as a minimum, demonstrate why these circumstances are not being tested 

in accordance with the PPG.  

4.40 Policy SP BP8 should be removed from the Plan on the basis it is unsound and presents an 

increased risk to the young people who use the Paccar Scout Camp. The significant negative 

impacts that would result from the closure of the camp clearly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits of the proposed housing. The proposals cannot be consider justified, effective (as they 

would conflict with local policies protecting community assets), or consistent with national policy. 

A mild expansion of the proposed allocation at the Chalfont Centre would be capable of 

accommodating the unmet 200 dwellings resulting from the removal of SP BP8.  

4.41 As a minimum, Policy SP BP7 should be amended to accommodate the 200 dwellings currently 

allocated for SP BP8. However, the world-leading Research Centre option would deliver 

significant benefits beyond just housing delivery. The accompanying Vision Document 

demonstrates the significant benefits this wider proposals would deliver, not only in its necessity 

to achieve the charitable goals of ES but also in creating a sustainable future for Chalfont St Peter 

and CDC.  

4.42 This policy should be amended to reflect the wider proposal detailed in the accompanying Vision 

Document, accommodating the anticipated increase in housing requirement need to create a 

sustainable future within the Plan area, while delivering benefits beyond what is usually attainable 

through traditional plan-making.   
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5 PART B – DUTY TO COOPERATE 

Do you consider the Local Plan to have met the requirements of the Duty 
to Co-operate in accordance with section 110 of Localism Act 2011 and 
section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004? 

5.1 No. 

Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan has met/not met 
the requirements of the Duty to Co-operate. 

5.2 Paragraphs 24 to 27 of the NPPF confirm the Duty to Co-operate (DtC) is a basic procedural 

requirement of plan making. In particular, paragraph 26 says that this joint working should 

determine where additional infrastructure is necessary and whether development needs that 

cannot be met wholly within the particular plan area could be met elsewhere.  

5.3 While there is clear evidence that the Councils have had discussions with AVDC, they are 

required to evidence effective and on-going joint working through the production of statements of 

common ground with all relevant parties affected by cross boundary strategic issues. As a 

minimum, as well as AVDC, we would expect to see these produced with: 

 Wycombe District Council Council; 
 Buckinghamshire County Council; 
 Slough Borough Council; 
 Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead; 
 Three Rivers District Council; 
 Dacorum Borough Council; 
 London Borough of Hillingdon; 
 The Greater London Authority; and 
 The Buckinghamshire and Thames Valley Local Enterprise Partnership. 

5.4 While presumably the Councils will be working on these statements, it would have been good 

practice if they had been produced ahead of production of the draft Local Plan as they would have 

informed the process. 

Housing Market Areas   

5.5 The NPPF has removed reference to meeting objectively assessed needs within a Housing 

Market Area (HMA). However, the DtC covers strategic matters such as housing, which means 

that the dynamics of a HMA remains an important consideration when discussing how housing 

might need to be delivered across local authority boundaries.  

5.6 Since the publication of the Issues and Options consultation, the Councils have indicated a 

significant gap between their anticipated supply for the Local Plan and their objectively assessed 
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need. It was highlighted that the local authorities are significantly constrained by Green Belt and 

the Chiltern AONB, restricting their ability to find sufficient development sites to meet the 

objectively assessed need (OAN) detailed within the Housing and Economic Needs Assessment 

(HEDNA) at the time. 

5.7 To fill this ‘gap’, and in the spirit of the DtC, the Councils requested that AVDC investigate options 

for accommodating an extra 7,500 dwellings in addition to its own OAN and circa 6,000 dwellings 

requested from Wycombe District Council. The rationale for this was AVDC was located 

predominantly beyond the Green Belt and AONB, therefore less constrained to accommodating 

significant development.  

5.8 The HEDNA concluded that the Councils had functional housing market links with other 

Buckinghamshire authorities, setting a logical basis for unmet need for the authorities to be met 

by AVDC. However, the HEDNA also recognised that the data supported a first preference HMA 

shared with London, then Berkshire (including Slough), with a third being Buckinghamshire. In 

short, the Councils manufactured a ‘best fit’ HMA of the Buckinghamshire authorities in order 

accommodate the Joint Plan and justify AVDC accommodate a large portion of unmet need.  

5.9 It was agreed by all parties at the Examination of the AVDC Local Plan that the 60% of South 

Bucks District that lies to the south of the M40 is not in the same Housing Market as the rest of 

Buckinghamshire when assessed on a “functional” basis. This means that when judged upon a 

“best fit” to Local Authority boundaries basis, the whole of South Bucks is in a different Housing 

Market Area to the rest of Buckinghamshire. This was the recommendation of the 2015 HMA and 

FEMA report (ORS and Atkins) commissioned by the Buckinghamshire Councils which put South 

Bucks in the Slough/Reading Housing Market Area. 

5.10 This only changed in June 2016, following the decision by South Bucks and Chiltern to prepare a 

joint Local Plan. It was on this basis that the report by ORS Atkins entitled “HMAs and FEMAs in 

Buckinghamshire: Updating the evidence” recommended the use of the “plan making” areas for 

determining the “best fit” HMA.  This has no functional basis and is only supported for the 

convenience of SBDC and CDC being able to pass on unmet need to AVDC.  

5.11 In July 2017 following a Green Belt review, the Buckinghamshire authorities signed a 

Memorandum of Understanding agreeing that, if housing and employment needs could not be 

fully met in CBC and SBDC, the AVDC Local Plan could meet up to 5,725 homes and contribute 

an element of economic growth. This level has been included in the finalised AVDC Local Plan, 

which has been undergoing its Examination since its submission to the Secretary of State in 

February 2018. AVDC is currently preparing Main Modifications which are understood to retain 

the accommodating of significant development needs from CDC and SBDC.  
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Slough Borough Council  

5.12 Slough Borough Council (SBC) began production on a new Local Plan in January 2016, and went 

through a number of processes to identify options to meet its need.  These are set out in 

Appendix B. 

5.13 Through this work SBC has confirmed that it is unable to identify sufficient deliverable sites to 

meet its development needs in a sustainable way. Accordingly, SBC has investigated options for 

providing housing within the CDC/SBDC Districts, including the commission of a Wider Growth 

Study involving CDC and SBDC. The outcome from the study is of critical importance for the 

distribution of development in the sub-region and will be crucial for understanding how SBC can 

meet its housing needs in the immediate. 

5.14 Despite these requests from SBC to test options for meeting its LHN outside of its administrative 

boundaries, SBDC and CDC have refused to work proactively and in fact have acted hostilely 

towards SBC when it has attempted to test these options itself.   

Assessment of the Duty to Cooperate 

5.15 The Councils highlighted at an early stage in the production of the Local Plan an intent to 

pressurise AVDC into accepting a significant portion of unmet housing need from SBDC and 

CDC. While there remain serious doubts as to the ability of AVDC to deliver such a significant 

housing target, it is possible that the Examining Inspector will find this approach sound.  

5.16 Should AVDC adopt a Local Plan that accommodates the unmet need of CDC and SBDC, this will 

have negative impacts for the markets in the south of the County. Exporting unmet housing needs 

from South Bucks to Aylesbury is not considered to be reasonable or sustainable when there is 

not a functional or geographical link between the two.  

5.17 The result of this will be a significant shortfall in delivery of housing, both affordable and market 

within a housing market area. CDC and SBDC rank as the 6th and 7th least affordable local 

authorities when comparing median household income to median workplace-based earnings, and 

number one and two of all local authorities outside of central London.  

5.18 Residents currently experience house prices over 18 times that of their household incomes. This 

has increased from ratios of over 10 (SBDC) and 12 (CDC) times in 2009, and 8 (SBDC) and 10 

(CDC) times in 2000.  

5.19 In addition to this, there is the evidenced inability of SBC to be able to meet its LHN with its own 

boundaries, an area that is agreed to share a HMA with the majority of SBDC. Whilst SBC’s own 

affordability ratios are lower (9.4) than SBDC and CDC, this figure has nearly trebled since the 

turn of the century.  
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5.20 Together, this will result in a HMA that is significantly and demonstrably failing to provide for future 

demand. The result of this will be ever increasing house prices in an area of the least affordability 

in the Country, at the time of a national housing crisis. At its currently trajectory, median house 

prices in CBC will be over 28 times median household incomes by the end of the Plan period.  

5.21 The approach taken by the Councils has to be to ignore the requirements of SBC in order to 

progress a strategy that fits a political convenience of offloading housing delivery rather than 

doing what is best for the long term needs of the districts and sub-region.  

5.22 SBC has sought to work proactively with SBDC and CDC to find solutions to meeting future 

housing needs. In December 2017 SBC raised concerns about the methodology employed by the 

Councils for selecting sites for development in the Green Belt; and previous representations by 

SBC to the Issues and Options consultation had not been considered. Concerns were also raised 

about the approach to DtC and these concerns continue to this day.  

5.23 The extent of the DtC between the Councils has been for CDC and SBDC to object to the 

publication of SBC’s Northern Expansion evidence base and threatened them with a legal 

injunction.  

5.24 The Growth Study cannot be considered an example of cooperative working for the purposes of 

this Local Plan given it has not informed its production and does not form part of its evidence 

base.  

5.25 Accordingly, we believe the Councils have failed to discharge their DtC. The Councils should 

engage with SBC to consider how the unmet needs of Slough can be met within the Joint Local 

Plan area. 
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6 PART D – ATTENDANCE AT THE EIP 

If your representation is proposing a modification(s), do you consider is 
necessary to participate at the examination in public? 

6.1 Yes. 

If you wish to participate at the examination in public, please outline why 
you consider this to be necessary (please be as precise and succinct as 
possible. 

6.2 In these representations we have raised significant concerns about the integrity, legal compliance, 

and soundness of the Plan. ES is a major land holder within the Districts and has presented key 

proposals to help alleviate this lack of legal compliance and soundness. ES is uniquely able to 

deliver on proposals that will enhance the employment and standing of the local area, while 

meeting national policy initiatives and improve the provision of housing within the Districts.  As 

such we are seeking representation at all sessions of the Examination. 
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7 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

7.1 The Vision Document included with and forming part of these representations provides context for 

the representations made in this document. It is based upon the submission ES made to the 

planning department of the Councils in December 2018 to feed into the Local Plan preparation. It 

is intended to provide a clear picture of the challenges facing ES, its goals for the future and the 

vision for achieving these goals through the best use of its assets. 

7.2 The document sets out the plans for the small part of the estate included in the draft Local Plan as 

well as two options creating a sustainable extension to Chalfont St Peter, the master plan for 

which would be produced with considerable involvement of the Parish Council and local residents 

as well as CDC. 
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APPENDIX A - HOUSING NEED METHODOLOGY 

A1. In September 2017, the Department for Communities and Local Government – now the Ministry 

for Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) – began a consultation on ‘Planning 

for the right homes in the right places’. As part of this document, proposals were made for a 

standardised methodology to assess housing need. Following the publication of the revised NPPF 

in July 2018, it has been confirmed that the standard methodology should comprise the relevant 

calculation for assessing ‘local need’, which will form the starting point for Councils setting their 

housing requirement in Local Plans. It is from these September 2017 figures that the Council has 

derived its 763 dwelling per annum need figure.  

A2. Updating the standard methodology calculation for Chiltern and South Bucks, applying a 2019 

base date and the latest affordability ratios, this results in a need figure of 768 dpa. This is broken 

down below: 

Step 1: 

Households in CDC 2019 – 38,537  

Households in CDC 2019 – 40,943 

Households in SBDC 2019 – 28,773 

Households in SBDC 2029 – 31,852 

This is a total of 2,406 new households in CDC and 3,079 new households in SBDC over a 10 

year period.  

Step 2: 

The authorities’ workplace-based affordability ratio are 18.57 for CDC and 18.36 for SBDC. 

The adjustment factor is calculated as ((18.59-4)/4) x 0.25 = 0.910625 and ((18.36-4)/4) x 0.25 = 

0.8975. 

Minimum annual local housing need figure = (1 + adjustment factor) x projected household growth 

= 1.910625 x 240.6 = 459.964 and 1.8975 x 307.9 = 584.24025.  

For the entire plan area, this would result in a LHN of 1,043.937 (1,044dpa rounded up).    

Step 3:  

Where the relevant strategic policies for housing were adopted more than 5 years ago (at the 

point of making the calculation), the local housing need figure is capped at 40% above whichever 

is the higher of: 

a) the projected household growth for the area over the 10 year period identified in step 1 i.e. 548.5 
dpa; or 
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b) the average annual housing requirement figure set out in the most recently adopted strategic 
policies. 

For both CDC and SBDC, we can apply the 40% cap to annual average household growth figure, 

this equates to a combined 768 dpa when rounded. Accordingly, the cap is applied and the final 

starting point for the Council’s housing need figure is 768 dpa. 

A3. Paragraph 010 of the Planning Practice Guidance further states:  

“Where additional growth above historic trends is likely to or is planned to occur over the plan 

period, an appropriate uplift may be considered. This will be an uplift to identify housing need 

specifically and should be undertaken prior to and separate from considering how much of this 

need can be accommodated in a housing requirement figure. Circumstances where this may be 

appropriate include, but are not limited to:  

 Where growth strategies are in place, particularly where those growth strategies identify 
that additional housing above historic trends is needed to support growth or funding is in 
place to promote and facilitate growth (e.g. Housing Deals);  

 Where strategic infrastructure improvements are planned that would support new homes; 
and  

 Where an authority has agreed to take on unmet need, calculated using the standard 
method, from neighbouring authorities, as set out in a statement of common ground.”  

A4. The Districts benefit from strong employment hubs, fast existing links into London, as well as 

immediate access to the strategic road network. The Councils should also explore how they can 

benefit from significant infrastructure investment in their proximity, such as Crossrail, which will run 

along the southern boundary of South Bucks District Council, with a number of its residents 

anticipated to benefit from its delivery.  

A5. More importantly, the Councils have also failed to sufficiently assess the impact of Heathrow’s 

third runway on economic growth in the area and how additional housing delivery may be required 

in order to support this growth.  

A6. Plans for a third runway at Heathrow Airport have been long in the making. In June 2018, the 

Government Cabinet approved plans following agreement by Government’s Economic Sub-

Committee. In January 2018, Heathrow Airport produced its first Airport Expansion Consultation 

Document. This set out the options that it is considering to build the new north west runway. In 

June 2019, masterplans for the works were published and a consultation undertaken. This 

proposes the new runway to be opened in 2026, with a new terminal T5X opened in 2030, and 

continued expansions up to 2050. A Development Consent Order for the runway and supporting 

works will now be in production, with its submission and determination not anticipated until 2020.  

A7. The third runway is anticipated to delivery up to £30bn in economic benefits and create 33,200 

new jobs in the South East area alone. In total, there is expected £147.2bn of economic benefits 

and the creation of 179,800 new jobs across the UK resulting from the expansion of the airport. 
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With South Bucks and Chiltern Councils optimally located to benefit from this growth, it would be 

appropriate for the Councils to deliver additional housing that can support this.   

A8. The Plan covers the period 2016-2036. The Local Housing Need figure of 15,260 appears to have 

been reached through the application of an annual figure of 763 applied across this 20 year period. 

However, under the application of the standard methodology, this approach is not sound.  

A9. The PPG states that the first step in calculating need using the standard methodology utilises ONS 

household projections, taking an average of this growth over a consecutive ten year period, with 

the first year being the current year. Paragraph 2a-012 of the PPG then details how strategic 

policies are to look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption, and that this annual need 

figure can be applied to this whole period.  

A10. Paragraph 2a-008 states that local housing need calculated using the standard method may be 

relied upon for a period of 2 years from the time that a plan is submitted to the Planning 

Inspectorate for examination. Paragraph 2a-011 is clear that the affordability adjustment is applied 

to take account of past under-delivery. The standard method identifies the minimum uplift that will 

be required and therefore it is not a requirement to specifically address under-delivery separately. 

A11. As a minimum, the LHN figure relevant for the Plan is 768 dpa, or 13,056 dwellings spread over a 

Plan period of 2019-2036. However, there is scope for this to increase to 15,360 to cover a 20 

year plan period (2019-2039). The Councils should also be investigating the potential to 

significantly increase local housing need in order to support the growth of a third runway at 

Heathrow.  

A12. Accordingly, the Council should be required to amend the Plan-period to 2019-2036 as a 

minimum. Should a longer plan period be envisioned, such as 20 years, then the end date of the 

Plan should be extended to 2039.  
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APPENDIX B - SLOUGH BOROUGH COUNCIL 

B1. Slough Borough Council (SBC) began production on a new Local Plan in January 2016, 

undertaking a ‘Call for Sites’ exercise. In January 2017, SBC produced an Issues and Options 

document for consultation. This document detailed a range of options in seeking to meet the 

development needs of the Borough, including significant expansion and regeneration of urban 

areas (ranging from the town centre, through to estate renewal and even suburban 

intensification), and Green Belt releases.   

B2. However, the Plan identifies that even should all these options be utilised, the Borough would still 

be unable to meet its OAN. Accordingly, Option J1 proposed an expansion of Slough to the north, 

within the control of SBDC, capable of accommodating up to 10,000 dwellings. An extract of this 

option demonstrating the entire area, which includes Langley Garden Suburb, is included at 

Appendix 2 to this note. SBDC staunchly rejected this option, claiming that SBC had failed to 

consult with them prior to publishing the document.   

B3. In addition to its strategic suitability, SBC justified a northern extension of Slough through its own 

HEDNA evidence, which itself concluded that SBC fell within a HMA that incorporated SBC, 

Windsor & Maidenhead, and South Bucks. The 2012 NPPF set a requirement for OAN to be met 

across HMAs. The 2019 NPPF has changed the focus, removing references to HMAs and 

replacing OAN with Local Housing Need, set by the standard methodology within Planning 

Practice Guidance. However, the standard methodology makes little change to the future 

development needs of SBC, SBDC or CBC. There is still anticipated to be a significant portion of 

development need that SBC will be unable to meet. The Duty to Cooperate still requires local 

planning authorities to cooperate with each other on strategic matters that cross administrative 

boundaries. It would remain logical that should the Local Housing Need of Slough be unable to be 

met within its own boundaries, then the neighbouring authorities which share similar housing 

market characteristics to it should seek to evaluate options to accommodate that unmet need. 

Paragraph 60 of the new NPPF states “any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas 

should be taken into account in establishing the amount of housing to be planned for”, whilst 

paragraph 26 states “joint working should help to determine where additional infrastructure is 

necessary, and whether development needs that cannot be met wholly within a particular plan 

area could be met”.  

B4. In September 2017, SBC published a report on the Slough Northern Extension, investigating a 

vision, guiding principles and an appraisal of development opportunities across the study area. 

This outline the potential for approximately 7,500 dwellings to be delivered, alongside supporting 

infrastructure and connected by a dedicated Bus Rapid Transit system. 212 

B5. Following the publication of the report, SBDC and CBC raised significant protest to its contents 

and threatened legal action against SBC. A compromise was struck whereby a covering note 
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would be added to the report, signed by Cabinet Members for Sustainable Development of SBDC 

and CBC, stating that whilst collaborative work is ongoing, the Councils do not support proposals 

for a northern expansion of Slough.  

B6. In February 2018, 24 strategic development sites and broad locations were identified by SBC to 

form part of the emerging Spatial Strategy. These sites comprise the ‘easy win’ sites where the 

principle of development is already established or easily approved, each is considered capable of 

delivering in excess of 100 dwellings.  

B7. SBC has confirm the need to undertake a Green Belt Assessment in order to inform the potential 

for any future development sites within the Green Belt in the administrative boundary of Slough. 

Whilst the Council does not seek to prejudge the outcome of the assessment, it does caution 

against the likelihood of it being a major source of new housing land.  

B8. In order to help to resolve the cross boundary issue of unmet needs in Slough, SBC obtained 

Government funding for a Joint Growth Study along with Windsor & Maidenhead, SBDC and 

CBC. The first part of the work is to establish the geography for a wider area growth study which 

can be agreed by the authorities for sound for plan-making purposes. Once the study area has 

been agreed, the second phase of the work is to develop and test various scenarios for meeting 

development needs at a strategic level. All appropriate options will then be tested in order to 

produce a preferred solution. 

B9. The outcome from the Wider Growth Study will therefore be of critical importance for the 

distribution of development in the sub-region and will be crucial for understanding how SBC can 

meet its housing needs in the immediate future.  

B10. It is clear that the matter of cooperation and engagement with SBC will be a significant matter for 

the Examination. The officer report to the recent Slough Planning Committee (3 July) and 

associated papers demonstrate that there are significant ongoing issues to be addressed.  
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APPENDIX C - SUSTAINABILITY LEGAL PROCESS REQUIREMENTS 

C1. The legal obligations for the SA are set out in English law by the Environmental Assessment of 

Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 which put into statute the Environmental Report (“ER”) 

requirements of the European Union Directive 2001/42 (“the Directive”) . 

C2. Section 19 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires a local planning authority 

to carry out a sustainability appraisal of each of the proposals in a Local Plan during its 

preparation. More generally, section 39 of the Act requires that the authority preparing a Local 

Plan must do so “with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable 

development”. 

C3. At the heart of the Directive is the requirement for certain kinds of plans (of which this Plan is one) 

to be subject to “environmental assessment”: 

C4. “the preparation of an environmental report, the carrying out of consultations, the taking into 

account of the environmental report and the results of the consultations in decision-making and 

the provision of information on the decision in accordance with Articles 4 to 9.” 

C5. The Environmental Report (“ER”) is defined in Article 2(c) as:  

C6. “the part of the plan or programme documentation containing the information required in Article 5 

and Annex I.” 

C7. In England the SA of a draft plan performs the function of the ER for the purposes of the Directive 

and the 2004 Regulations. The information required to be in an ER/SA is set out in Article 5 and 

Annex I includes:  

C8. Article 5(1) – Identification, description and evaluation of the likely significant environmental 

effects both of the proposed plan policies and of the “reasonable alternatives”; 

C9. Annex I(h) – “An outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with”; 

C10. Article 6(2) – The draft plan and ER/SA must be subject to public consultation at a time when 

there is an “early and effective opportunity” for the public to express their view;  

C11. Article 8 – The ER/SA and the responses to the public consultation “shall be taken into account 

during the preparation of the plan or programme”. 

C12. The SA process is an iterative one, up to the point of adoption of the Local Plan. Whilst we identify 

flaws with the SA undertaken to-date, the opportunity remains for the Councils to rectify these 

deficiencies, as long as this supplemental work is approached with an open mind. 

C13. The SA Report accompanying the Regulation 19 consultation Local Plan represents the requisite 

ER for the purposes of Article 2 of the Directive. It is formed of two volumes that are to be read in 
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conjunction with one another. For the purposes of this section, we refer to these documents as 

Volume 1 and Volume 2 of the ‘SA Reports’. 
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APPENDIX D - ASSESSMENT OF THE SCORING OF SITES 1.10 AND 
1.10A 

D1. This appendix sets out the issues with the scoring and assessment of sites 1.10 and 1.10A 

carried out in the Green Belt Assessments which form part of the appendices to the SA (pages 

B95 to B113 

D2. Taking the assessment at face value (i.e. at the development parameters proposed), the scoring 

is inconsistent and inaccurate. We take each of the criteria in turn for both 1.10 and 1.10A, with a 

focus on the ‘post-mitigation’ scoring: 

Housing 

D3. We support both sites scoring as a major positive (+++) impact against housing objectives. 

However, clearly the proposal put forward by ES for a comprehensive Research Centre Village 

that can deliver approximately 750 dwellings would have scored comparably more favourably than 

the current assessment.  

Economy 

D4. The sites score as minor negative (-) even following mitigation, the rationale for this is an 

inadequacy to access primary and secondary school provision. However, for either site there 

would suitable financial contributions for the expansion of local facilities, this is supported by the 

Council’s own Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

D5. Should the assessment have reflected the "Village with research at its centre" proposal put 

forward by ES, it would have reflected the possible provision of an onsite primary school if one is 

needed (local intelligence suggests that this might not be the case). Contributions would be made 

for secondary education provision with the opportunity for providing a new bus route which could 

include linking the site to local schools.     

D6. Furthermore, the site is currently an employer to over 400 staff. Both proposals 1.10 and 1.10A 

would help securing the retention of this facility within Chalfont St Peter, contributing to the 

protection of a key employment site within Chalfont St Peter and actually provide additional 

employment opportunities.  

D7. Were the research centre reflected within 1.10, the proposals would undoubtedly provide a major 

positive impact the economic objectives of the Plan. The ambition of ES is to expand its world 

renowned research centre would create high quality jobs and potentially attract top researchers to 

Chalfont St Peter. This would have a truly national and international impact, providing a landmark 

facility and leaving a legacy of economic benefit at the site.  
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Cultural Heritage 

D8. Both sites have an identical scoring of ‘—' prior to mitigation and ‘O’ score following suitable 

mitigation. 

D9. We agree that despite the presence of Grade II listed buildings within the site, these can be 

suitably mitigated in accordance with emerging policy within either development. In the case of 

1.10, were a larger development proposed in accordance with the ES Research Centre Village, 

this scoring would be appropriate. However, given the assessment assumes the delivery of only 

360 dwellings, at a density of 2.5 dph, it is highly likely the setting of these listed buildings could 

be improved. A reconsolidated ES estate, which forms part of the proposed allocation and would 

be for the larger site as well, could remove existing buildings that do not contribute to the setting 

of these assets and relocate in less sensitive locations. Accordingly, we would propose the 

scoring for 1.10 to result in a moderate positive (++) score as it has the potential to ‘Improve one 

or more key elements/features/ characteristics of a receptor with recognised quality, such as a 

specific district or county designation’. 

Landscape 

D10. The SA states that 1.10 would result in a major negative impact, downgrading to a moderate 

negative impact following mitigation. Again, this fails to account for the extreme low density that 

would be achieved across a site of this size.  

D11. Even were the assessment to be reflective of the Research Centre Village proposals put forward 

by ES, sufficient mitigation has been demonstrated as possible to create negligible impact on the 

AONB, and create permanent edges to the settlement to limit any perceived coalescence with 

Chalfont St Giles.   

D12. In either of the above scenarios, there would be no more than minor adverse impacts to different 

landscape receptors. Accordingly, the assessment should reflect a score of minor negative (-) for 

1.10.  

Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

D13. Whilst we support the assessment in concluding that suitable mitigation would not cause a 

negative impact to biodiversity and geodiversity, we feel that this does not recognise the potential 

benefits achievable for all development options at Epilepsy Centre. 

D14. Table B.12.1 states that Policy DM NP4 would be expected to mitigate any negative impacts on 

important habitats and species. What it doesn’t appreciate, is Policy DM NP4 actually requires 

developments to provide “a net gain in biodiversity”.  

D15. In particular, it should be recognised that the vast majority of 1.10 outside of the Epilepsy Centre 

comprises managed agricultural land, the biodiversity quality of which is low. In accordance with 
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Policy DM NP4, net gains can be achieved for all development options, with the current version of 

1.10 (i.e. 4360 dwellings at a density of 2.5 dph) has the potential to achieve significant areas of 

space to encourage biodiversity and geodiversity improvements. Accordingly, the SA should 

amend the scoring for 1.10A to minor positive (+) and for 1.10 to moderate positive (++).  

Climate Change Mitigation and Adaption 

D16. We would support a consistent approach across development sites in relation to climate change 

mitigation, the impacts of which cannot be completely mitigated.  

Natural Resources 

D17. The assessment gives a score of moderate negative (--) to 1.10A due to the proposed loss of 

BMV agricultural land. However, the site comprises previously developed land as part of the 

existing Epilepsy Society estate. Any areas that are not currently previously developed also form 

part of the estate grounds, have done for the entirety of its 125 year operation, and will continue to 

do so in a ‘do nothing’ scenario.  

D18. Accordingly, the SA scoring should be amended to show a score of negligible (O) for 1.10A both 

before and after mitigation.  

Pollution & Waste  

D19. We support a consistent approach across all strategic development for these criteria.  

D20. In the context of 1.10 and 1.10A, given the scale of development is consistent, we again support a 

consistent scoring. However, should the SA have reflected the development potential of 1.10 in 

line with the Research Centre Village put forward by ES, then the opportunities for innovation a 

development of these site provides should also be reflected. 

Transport 

D21. Similar to the above, the SA should be amended to reflect the full development potential of 1.10 

as envisioned by ES. This would provide opportunities for transport interventions, such as a new 

bus route and stops linking the site to Gerrards Cross station and key settlements in the 

surrounding area. This mitigation would result in the site achieving a positive rating against the 

assessment criteria.  
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Introduction

The Epilepsy Society has been part of the 
village of Chalfont St Peter for more than 
125 years.  The community have been good 
neighbours to us and we have always valued 
their support. 

They have welcomed people with epilepsy 
into every aspect of village life – into their 
shops, their churches, their homes and their 
hearts.  They have given a lead in times when 
many were far less accepting of people 
with disabilities.  In times when stigma and 
discrimination against people with epilepsy 
were commonplace, they were the pioneers of 
an inclusive approach that valued every person 
as an individual and celebrated all that they 
could do.

People throughout the local area have been 
our volunteers, our staff and our fundraisers, 
as well as our neighbours.  The community 
have been proud of our achievements as 
we forged partnerships with UCLH and 
UCL; and became a nationally-recognised 
centre of excellence for pioneering diagnosis 
and treatment of epilepsy; and later, as our 
research grew and went from strength-to-
strength, a world-leading centre for epilepsy 
research.  We have been proud of their support 
and delighted in the fact that “The Chalfont 
Centre” is now a globally-recognised name for 
excellence in research.

The document explains our goal to expand 
and deepen our research with the aim of 
making epilepsy irrelevant by 2042.  That is the 
ambition of our charity. With the support of the 
local community and local councils we want to 
change the lives of hundreds of thousands of 
people in this country alone.

This document is a consultation response 
to the local plan, but also sets out how 
by working together we can realise our 
amazing ambition and at the same time 
help the Councils deliver the housing and 
neighbourhood facilities required to meet 
demand and government targets. 

That would be both an historic and visionary 
decision. The proposal in the local plan would 
not meet this vision, but we have outlined 
a better proposal, (the “Scouts option”), 
which would still bring benefits to people 
with epilepsy and to the people of Chalfont 
St Peter. But it would fall short of the sea 
change needed to make a dramatic difference 
for people with epilepsy. For that to become 
reality, the choice of ”a village with research at 
its centre” is needed.

Background

This document has been produced as part of the Epilepsy Society’s submission to the 
consultation on the draft Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire Local Plan 2036.  The 
main response to the consultation, prepared on our behalf by Carter Jonas, addresses 
the questions asked by the Councils in their consultation response form.  This document 
puts the responses in context and sets out the issues facing the Society, and its vision 
to improve the lives of people with epilepsy throughout the UK. It also looks at how the 
development options presented to the planning department of the Councils as part of the 
Local Plan process can help us achieve our goals and provide both the Councils and local 
community with solutions to issues arising from the Local Plan.
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The draft Local Plan and the Green Belt

We are pleased that the Councils have included the redevelopment of a small part of the 
Society’s estate in the draft Local Plan.  The Councils have recognised and evidenced the need 
to undertake Green Belt releases in order to help meet its objectively assessed need for housing.  
This is because insufficient other deliverable and developable sites exist to provide the amount 
of development required to formulate a sound Local Plan.

The Society’s response to the consultation on the draft Local Plan demonstrates that the 
allocation of the site within it and the related release from the Green Belt are sound and an 
appropriate policy to help meet housing need. However, the response also sets out that we 
believe that overall the Local Plan is not sound for three reasons:

1. We believe that the proposed development on land adjacent to the Paccar Scout Camp is 
not appropriate, a view held by scout groups, other users of the camp, the Paccar Scout 
Camp themselves, local MPs and MPs from constituencies where young people who use 
the camp live and many local councillors and residents.  These views are supported by an 
impact report commissioned by the Paccar Scout Camp and which will form part of their 
response to the consultation and which we fully endorse.  

2. The Local Plan does not deliver sufficient housing for the Councils’ areas.  This is both 
because we believe the housing need is higher than stated in the Local Plan and because 
nearly one third of the housing need has been allocated in Aylesbury Vale, outside the 
Councils’ areas.  It is unclear that Aylesbury Vale can deliver this level of housing in 
addition to their own requirements. 

3. The Councils did not consider alternatives to the allocations identified in the Local Plan.  
In particular, the Society made a comprehensive submission into the process, which was 
not properly considered nor discussed with the Society at any stage. 

While we are objecting to the Local Plan we are also suggesting solutions, which are set out in 
the choices section of this document. 

The National Planning Policy Framework requires the Council to demonstrate ‘exceptional 
circumstances’ in order to justify amendments to its Green Belt boundaries in the emerging 
Local Plan.  We believe that this document sets out why there are such exceptional 
circumstances to release a larger part of the Society’s land to deliver the vision for a world-
leading research village to deliver a step change in the lives of people with epilepsy throughout 
the UK. By creating a masterplan with the local Councils and the community, it would also 
deliver an array of additional facilities for local people and an increase in employment for the 
area.

The National Planning Policy Framework requires the Council to demonstrate ‘exceptional 
circumstances’ in order to justify amendments to its Green Belt boundaries in the emerging 
Local Plan.

6



Proposed wider development (2nd option)

Paccar Scout Camp

Epilepsy Society land

More than 240,000 
new homes are needed 
in England every year
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More than 50 million people globally are 
affected by epilepsy, making it one of the most 
serious neurological conditions worldwide.

In the UK there are more than 600,000 people 
with epilepsy and for a third of these, their 
seizures do not respond to current treatment 
options. This means they live with the daily 
threat of seizures which impact on education, 
employment, mental health and the ability to 
support a family. Significantly, anyone with 
uncontrolled seizures is not allowed to drive.

Tragically, in some cases, the condition can 
lead to Sudden Unexpected Death in Epilepsy. 
Too often this affects young people with epilepsy, 
just as they are about to start their adult life.

The Epilepsy Society is striving, through 
cutting edge research, to understand 
the causes of epilepsy and to find better 

treatments and ultimately a functional cure. 

Our world-leading scientists are using the 
very latest neuro-imaging techniques, whole 
genome sequencing and artificial intelligence 
to push forward the boundaries of research 
and ensure faster diagnosis and more  
personalised medicine for each individual. 

We are desperate to understand the 
mechanisms that lead to sudden death 
in epilepsy and to ensure that risks are 
minimised for anyone who is vulnerable.

The charity is home to almost 100 residents 
with severe epilepsy who need 24-hour 
specialist care. But we also support the 
600,000 people throughout the country 
through our information and dedicated 
Helpline and in other ways.

Who we are

Our Medical Director Professor 
Ley Sander, is ranked as the 
world’s leading expert in 
epilepsy*. He says, 
 
“The unique partnership we 
have at Chalfont with UCL and 
UCLH is leading the world in 
genomics research to find 
successful treatments for 
epilepsy ”  

* Expertscape: Worldwide medical 
expert ranking website

In this brochure we outline the allocation in the draft plan and two additional proposals, 
both with the potential to be life enhancing for the local community, for young people in 
the wider community, and for people whose lives are affected by epilepsy. But first, a little 
more about our charity.
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600,000 people have 
epilepsy in the UK  
and the lives of 1 in 3 of  
them are blighted by  
uncontrolled seizures
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Our estate

The maintenance of such a large estate is  
a significant burden for the charity; and we 
are struggling with it.  Our published accounts 
show that while turnover is healthy at  
£17 million, the expenditure needed to run  
our services is at the same level, if not higher.  

Our average reserves have been modest and 
equated to around five months’ costs. So 
not only is it a struggle to break even, but the 
safety net for the charity is very small. 

Our financial situation means that our beautiful 
estate – which was a generous gift to the 
charity more than a century ago – is now a 
liability and a strain on resources. While land 
once offered the means to a better lifestyle for 
people with epilepsy, it is now our responsibility 
to make that legacy support people living in 
21st century.

Rightly, we are required by the Charity 
Commission to make the best use of our 
assets for the benefit of the people we 
support. It is a great concern for us that we are 
sitting on land that is largely unused, while the 
cost of maintaining that land and the disused 
buildings on it is diverting money from vital 
research and services for people with epilepsy. 

This does not sit comfortably with the charity, 
particularly when our supporters bravely jump 

out of aeroplanes, abseil down buildings and 
shave their heads to support our cause.

It does not sit comfortably every day when we 
see patients who come to our medical centre 
in search of hope for their epilepsy, for better 
treatment and better seizure control.  Telling 
someone that the potential for life-changing 
research is limited by our need to maintain 
disused buildings is just not an option. 

We cannot work and live with a costly legacy 
that includes dilapidated houses and unkempt 
land when the same land could be providing 
so much more for people with epilepsy and the 
community.

Doing nothing is not an option  
for us.

The Epilepsy Society’s estate is large and runs to 300 acres. The vast majority of the site is 
farmland which produces a very modest financial return.  The main site consists of around  
50 buildings of varying ages and states of repair.  Many of the older buildings are not fit 
for purpose, are unsightly and are expensive to maintain.
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Audley Chalfont Dene retirement village, on 
land previously owned by Epilepsy Society.

Much of our Green 
Belt estate is not 
beautiful.
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The Local Plan Allocation 
The draft local plan produced by the Councils has identified a small area of the Epilepsy 
Society site for release from the Green Belt and development of 360 new dwellings.  It would 
also include some redevelopment of existing residential care homes, research and medical 
buildings and offices.  We are pleased that the Councils have recognised the site’s potential, 
although feel it is modest given the opportunities for people with epilepsy, the charity, the 
Councils and the local community that a larger development would provide.

The Epilepsy Society total estate runs to 300 acres.  However, the main part of the estate is 
much smaller at around 41 acres and comprises about 50 buildings and land, which is either 
grounds around the buildings or unattractive areas that are used for light industrial purposes.  
The buildings have a range of uses including residential, care, office, research and medical as 
well as a number that are disused and have been closed up.  Adjacent to our site are two care 
developments, Woodland Manor Care Home and an 82 unit Audley development of homes 
for older people, as well as a site being developed by Audley for a 55 unit extension to their 
facility.  These developments are on land originally owned by the Epilepsy Society and clearly 
demonstrate how we can deliver good quality schemes efficiently and effectively.

The Woodland Manor and Audley developments take up approximately 9.3 hectares of this 
estate.  It is proposed to consolidate many of the remaining estate buildings, allowing for 
conversion and infill of redundant blocks, as well as limited infilling between retained units. This 
would leave opportunity for the development of approximately 6.1 hectares of land across the 
eastern half of the site. This would seek a balanced density, respecting the existing estate and 
rural edge context, while seeking an efficient use of previous Green Belt land.

As a result of the Woodland Manor and Audley schemes mentioned above, the care provision 
on the site envisaged by the Green Belt options review is either already built or currently being 
developed.  This not only shows that we can deliver good quality schemes on our estate that 
are sympathetic to local needs and concerns, but also means that the part of the proposed 
allocation from the Green Belt review is already committed or completed development 
comprises:  

• a 64 bed care home; and
• 140 older persons’ care in apartments and houses.

The Epilepsy Society has undertaken a capacity study to provide advice about the potential 
development that could be delivered within the remaining proposed allocation. This has 
identified development additional to the care provision set out above of:

• Consolidated estate, retaining the core functioning buildings of the existing operation;
• Approximately 130 homes through conversion and infill opportunity (area coloured red on 

plan);
• Approximately 230 dwellings as part of redevelopment of residual estate within the 

allocation; and
• Approximately 3 hectares of amenity green space including retention of public rights  

of way.
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Why we know we can deliver
We have already demonstrated the delivery of this allocation in the Technical Delivery Report 
which formed part of our Local Plan Submission brochure.  The site can accommodate a 
development of the size allocated which contributes to the growth needs in Chiltern & South 
Bucks.  It has the critical mass to support the provision of infrastructure and the ability to 
provide a suitable pattern of development.

The detailed masterplan for this proposal would have particular consideration for the 
relationship of new development with the listed buildings of the retained estate. 

The density applied to the area of development, on top of the open space already there would 
allow for a sensitively-designed, complementary development that retains a  
village feel.
This proposal has the advantage of enabling the planting of better hedges and trees on the 
eastern and northern boundaries of the site which will provide stronger Green Belt boundaries. 

Why this is a sound inclusion in the local plan
We support many aspects of the draft Local Plan including the identification of the potential to 
develop our site.  Although, we believe larger development options better meet the Councils’ 
and the community’s needs, the inclusion of this small part of the estate in the local plan 
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is welcomed.  We believe that this is entirely appropriate given the site already contains 
properties and land referred to above and that the parcels of land sold off already have been 
developed in a way that meets with the approval of the local community .

We recognise that there are always difficult decisions to be made when land is released from 
the Green Belt, but 

• the land included in the draft plan is not traditional Green Belt.  As already noted, it contains 
a significant number of disused buildings in various states of disrepair and areas of 
underused scrappy scrubland.

• the cost of maintaining the current estate is a significant burden on the charity and, in 
the medium term, is not an appropriate use of money raised to help people with epilepsy. 
Without the inclusion of this land in the Local Plan, there is a very real possibility that 
the Society would have to sell the entire estate.  This could then result in the majority of 
the estate being closed to the many local people who use it for dog walking and other 
recreational purposes.

Timeline
The Society is already working on a masterplan and a more detailed planning option for this 
area of the site and would expect the planning application to follow at an early stage once 
release from the Green Belt is confirmed.

The planning would include our commitment to sensible provision of affordable housing 
targeted towards local people who, due to unaffordability in Chiltern district, are struggling to 
get onto the housing ladder. The Society would expect to develop the entire site in phases with 
the consideration towards our existing residents that is at the heart of what we do. We would 
anticipate 180 units being delivered by the end of 2021 and the remaining 180 in the following 
year.

This proposal will deliver

64-bed
Care home

140 
Retirement living 
units

What we are already delivering

Additional homes 
to meet the 
Councils’ targets

3 
hectares of  
green space
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Choices

We recognise that a fine balance is needed 
between protecting the existing urban and 
rural environments locally, and meeting the 
needs of current and future generations who 
are unable to live and work in the areas where 
they grew up.

We feel that the draft Local Plan is not sound 
for a range of reasons, but in particular:

• Policy SP BP8 relating to land adjacent 
to the Paccar Scout Camp is not sound 
because of the potential impact on the 
young people who use the camp; and 

• The plan overall does not deliver the 
housing required within Chiltern and South 
Bucks as it depends upon the deliverability 
of both other identified sites and a 
substantial number of units in Aylesbury 
Vale, the agreement for which is uncertain.

We therefore set out two choices for your 
consideration.  These are suggested changes 
to the Local Plan which would assist in making 
it sound.  Both options involve developing 
more of the Society’s land, although still 
leaving the majority undeveloped and in 
the Green Belt. Their deliverability is clear, 
especially given the Society’s track record 
in delivery of developments that have the 
approval of the local community, on the three 
pieces of land developed so far.

For the first option we have worked with 
the Scouts to present a proposal that is 

well-supported by strong arguments (see 
the attached letter from the Scouts’ County 
Commissioner).  As set out in that letter, the 
Epilepsy Society and The Scout Association 
believe that the development proposed for 
land adjacent to the Paccar Scout Camp 
should be relocated to take up a part of the 
Epilepsy Society site.  This will enable the 
Scouts to flourish in their current location 
providing life-enhancing outdoor activities for 
young people and enable the Epilepsy Society 
to raise limited funds for essential research 
into and treatment of epilepsy.

The second option is more visionary and 
centres around a Chalfont Research Institute.  
This would provide new and much needed 
facilities for the village alongside a world-class 
Research & Development facility, together 
with a significant proportion of the housing 
Councils need to deliver over the next Local 
Plan period. 

Each of these choices is outlined in further 
detail in this brochure.  Both would allow the 
charity to invest in research to find a functional 
cure for epilepsy.  But, only the second option 
would provide the funds to transform the 
lives of hundreds of thousands of people with 
epilepsy.

The Epilepsy Society has supported Chiltern District Council in its production of the 
Joint Local Plan with South Buckinghamshire District Council, engaging throughout its 
development.
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The Scouts Option
We believe that the common interests and goals of the Epilepsy Society and the Scouts 
Association and the Paccar Scout Camp offer a simple solution to resolving issues over 
land allocation. While 200 houses on land adjacent to the Paccar Scout Group would 
jeopardise a valuable retreat for young people from disadvantaged areas, those same 
houses, accommodated within a modest expansion of the Epilepsy Society site, would be life 
enhancing for families locally and for people with epilepsy nationally.

The local plan includes a site to the south east 
of the Chalfont St Peter adjacent to the Paccar 
Scout camp. This has been assessed for 
around 200 dwellings. 

The Paccar Scout Camp facility is a significant 
national resource, and especially valued in 
Greater London, as it provides an important 
opportunity for young people to experience a 
beautiful countryside setting in contrast to the 
inner city communities where many of those 
young people live.

Paccar Scout Camp has raised concerns 
about the proximity of this new housing 
development to the scout camp.  The real risk 
from safeguarding issues might be too much 
for the centre to withstand. There would also 
be an increased risk of vandalism, theft and 
trespass onto their site, alongside lack  
of privacy. 

They are rightly worried that their scouting 
activities will cause issues with new residents 
leading the Paccar Scout Camp to limit or 
stop many activities. If so, the centre would 
become a loss making concern and, ultimately, 
would be forced to close.

The impact of the allocation in undermining 
the vitality and viability of the Scout 
Association facilities has not been reflected in 
any assessment undertaken by the Councils. It 
would be difficult to under-value the economic, 
social and environmental benefits the existing 
facility creates. We believe that the Councils 
need to balance this consideration against the 

positive and negative impacts of the proposed 
residential development, and then to consider 
whether there is a need to allocate these 
dwellings at this site when there is a viable 
alternative at our site.

Two charities with shared goals
The Scout Association and the Epilepsy 
Society have a shared interest in resolving 
the problems with the Scout Camp allocation. 
There is a strong alignment and support 
for mutual collaboration between our two 
charities and we are committed to continue 
to work closely together for the good of 
our respective beneficiaries and the wider 
community in Chalfont and beyond. 

As set out in the letter appended to this 
Report, both the Epilepsy Society and the 
Scout Association share the conviction that 
the development proposed for land adjacent 
to the Paccar Scout Camp would be more 
appropriately accommodated within the 
Epilepsy Society’s wider site. 

Should the conclusion be that the area south 
east of Chalfont St Peter is not deliverable, we 
believe that it would be most appropriate to 
retain this provision within the local area.  The 
Councils have recently undertaken highways 
modelling on the strategic road network 
across the two Districts. In retaining the 
housing provision within Chalfont St Peter, the 
conclusions of this modelling will still  
hold true. 
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Therefore, we are proposing that the allocation 
currently proposed for the Scout Camp Option 
site is relocated to part of the Epilepsy Society 
estate. This would facilitate the construction 
of 560 houses in total – 360 from the Society’s 
allocation and 200 from the site adjacent to 
the camp. This would allow the Councils to 
address the concerns about the site bordering 
the Paccar Scout Camp. It would allow the 
Scout Association to continue to provide the 
much-needed activities for young people and 
enables the Epilepsy Society to raise more 
funds to invest in research to bring solutions 

for thousands of people with epilepsy much 
closer. 

What we would deliver and how
Our proposal to take on this additional 
allocation would be based on the allocation for  
the Epilepsy Society detailed in the plan, but 
extending the developed area to provide 
the additional units.  Given the potential 
for multiple access and a larger site than 
the original Scout Camp Option, it could be 
possible for delivery yields to be increased too. 
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Investment in our 
medical and 
research centre

560 Local 
homes for local 
people

8.6 
hectares of public  
open space and lovely 
walks for those with 
dogs or without

What this proposal could deliver

64-bed 
Care home

What we are already delivering

140 
Retirement living units

40
additional care  
places for people 
with epilepsy

Enhanced recreational 
facilities including the re-
provision of all playing fields 
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While the benefits for the village and local 
neighbourhood are not as extensive as those 
in our second option, the expected benefits 
include:

• The integration of large open areas and 
leisure space for public use, enhancing 
existing paths for use by walkers whether 
with dogs or without; 

• Homes for the research professionals 
working in the Research Institute and some 
additional key worker accommodation, 
including for health workers;

• Enhanced care provision for people with 
epilepsy;

• Some improvement to the Society’s 
research centre which would still enhance 
the village’s international reputation.

In addition to the above, we expect the 
comprehensive section 106 requirements to 
also include:
• Limited improvements to the local road 

network;
• A contribution to help capacity in existing 

GP practices locally;
• Contributions to allow for any expansion of 

local secondary schools needed as a result 
of the proposals;

• The re-provision and expansion of football 
pitches and sporting facilities;

• Appropriate s106 affordable housing aimed 
at local people.

The additional area allocation for development 
would involve the Green Belt boundary being 
revised to incorporate an area currently 
used as football pitches. These would be re-
provided and upgraded to the immediate north, 
retained within the Green Belt.  Strengthened 
Green Belt boundaries would be created along 
Chesham Lane to the west and an enhanced 

existing tree belt to the north. 

As demonstrated on the accompanying plan, 
the additional dwellings would result in a 
modest extension to the existing proposed 
allocation in the draft local plan retaining 
a strong relationship with the existing 
settlement. This would produce a developable 
area that is larger by 3.8 hectares than 
specified in the review, which, alongside a 
modest increase in density across the site, 
would deliver 200 more units than set out in 
the local plan.
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A Village with Research  
at its Centre

This proposal is based upon the release of  
47 hectares of the 141 hectares that form the 
Epilepsy Society estate. The remainder will 
remain Green Belt. 30% of the 47 hectares will 
be green space. The release of the much larger 
area allows a significantly lower density of 
housing, considerably more green space and a 
full range of benefits for the community. 

The exciting opportunities that this potential 
development brings include the extension of 
the research and integrated medical facilities 
provided by the Society together with its 
partners UCL and UCLH. The site is at the 
centre of the ‘Golden Triangle’ of life sciences 
identified by the government as a national 
policy priority for UK in ground-breaking areas. 
This means the Society is ideally placed to 
expand its research and transform the lives of 
people with epilepsy throughout the UK, while 
creating local employment prospects in the 
process.

The provision of neighbourhood facilities 
within the site will build upon the strong links 
the Epilepsy Society has with local people, 
whether in providing family events  
or by enabling local dog walkers to share our 
beautiful estate. These additional facilities  
will bring more people to the site, adding to the 
vitality of the area and building on the existing 
connections with the village of Chalfont St 
Peter. 

We are committed to working with the 
Parish Council and the local community to 
develop the masterplan in a way which allows 
them to include those things that they are 
passionate about. The potential benefits of 
the development for the village and local 
community, could include:

• The integration of large open areas and 
leisure space for public use, enhancing 
existing paths for use by walkers; 

• A green corridor along the middle of 
the site to safeguard against future 
development and provide a rich diversity of 
wildlife;

• An area of green space along the Chesham  
Lane side of the site to create an amenity 
space and act as a visual barrier to the rest 
of the development.

• A crèche and after school club with 
extended hours that will suit people 
working locally as well as local people 
commuting to London;

• The extension and improvement of the 
Society’s research centre and integrated 
medical care facility for people with 
epilepsy, to enhance the village’s 
international reputation in this area;

• A new bus service;
• Houses for people with a local connection 

to buy at affordable prices;
• Enhanced care provision for people with 

epilepsy; 

Our second, and preferred option, would create enhanced village infrastructure alongside a 
world-class Research and Development facility and 750 of the houses the Councils need to 
deliver over the next Local Plan period.
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• Homes for the research professionals 
working in the Research Institute and key 
worker accommodation, including for 
health workers who will be employed in the 
integrated medical facilities;

• A health centre, if required, adjacent and 
linked to integrated medical facilities. This 
would ease pressure on local GP practices;

• A new primary school, if needed as a result 
of local development;

• Securing the long term future of the 
Epilepsy Society in Chalfont St Peter.

Many of the above benefits will be delivered 
through a comprehensive section 106 
agreement, which will also cover requirements 
for the following:

• Improvements to the local road network;
• Contributions to allow for any expansion of 

local secondary; schools needed as a result 
of the proposals;

• A local convenience store or other retail 
outlet; and

• The re-provision and expansion of football 
pitches and sporting facilities

Why including this land in the local plan 
makes sense
The Councils are required to demonstrate 
‘exceptional circumstances’ when justifying 
the need to amend Green Belt boundaries. As 
part of the emerging Local Plan, significant 
Green Belt releases are proposed across the 
District, including in the Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB). In supporting these 
wider proposals, at the Epilepsy Society, 
the Councils will be able to identify benefits 
significantly beyond those possible at other 
sites. 

This proposal has the potential to facilitate a 
once in a lifetime opportunity for the Epilepsy 
Society, the Chiltern District, and people with 
epilepsy across the world. 

The Councils are aware that:

• National policy is clear that brownfield 
sites should be prioritised when 
considering development options within 
the Green Belt. As mentioned earlier, a 
significant proportion of the Epilepsy 
Society site is not pristine Green Belt 
but occupied by poor quality disused 
buildings and neglected wasteland.

• They have made a number of difficult 
decisions to meet their future 
development needs, which have 
resulted in proposing new development 
on a number of sites within both the 
Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty.  

• They need to identify ‘exceptional 
circumstances’ to justify both 
amendments to Green Belt and 
development within the AONB. 
 

• They can evidence a lack of available 
and deliverable development sites 
outside the Green Belt that can meet 
the needs of the Districts. We are 
confident that this evidence is fully 
demonstrable. 

This option has been informed by an analysis 
of the existing context, with sensitive 
landscapes protected, and strong, defensible 
new Green Belt boundaries possible.  Our 
proposal aligns with national policy, while 
providing benefits that go beyond the usual 
reach of the planning system. 

Why we know we can deliver
The Epilepsy Society is committed to the 
provision of significant neighbourhood 
infrastructure alongside the proposed 
residential housing.  Being a continuing 
cornerstone and long-term stakeholder in the 
village, the Society will naturally ensure any 
arrangements guarantee high quality build 
standards in the proposed development.
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“Genomics is the future - 
it’s bigger than Brexit - and 
Britain leads the world.”
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We also intend to integrate the very latest 
environmental thinking in the design of both 
the properties and the site as a whole. This will 
create a centre that is fit for the 21st century.

The comprehensive approach this opportunity 
provides, allowing the delivery of social 
infrastructure on-site, provides reliable 
solutions to many of the pressures created 
through residential development that are 
simply not possible elsewhere.  And goes 
above and beyond in its offering to the village.

Following liaison with the Chiltern NHS CCG, 
we have taken the opportunity to alleviate 
existing pressures on GP services in Chalfont 
St Peter by the delivery of a new health 
centre, if needed, as part of the development 
proposals. This would be adjacent to and 
linked to integrated medical services. 

The provision of an on-site primary school, if 
required, would remove the need to identify 
expansion opportunities in existing schools. 

Chalfont St Peter provides an extremely 
attractive market for any developer. With a 
dearth of new housing delivered within the 
area, supply has been starved. We have a 

high level of confidence in the viability and 
deliverability of the proposed development, 
including the significant social infrastructure 
proposed, and have shown a track record in 
delivering development that has to date been 
approved on our estate.

The Timeline
We have created an indicative programme 
which is practical and deliverable. This 
envisages the development progressing in 
stages with the first elements potentially 
being completed in 2021 to 2022. We would 
hope that the delivery of social infrastructure, 
alongside housing delivery and the proposed 
units in later years could be delivered sooner 
then currently planned.

Industry research indicates sites delivering 
over 30% affordable housing can yield over 
50% greater completions per year than sites 
delivering under this number. The diverse 
range of housing proposed for the site, 
alongside considerable social infrastructure 
and within a high demand area will mean these 
higher delivery rates can be expected.
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Local homes for local 
people to buy

64 person 
Care home

High quality  
research centre...

11.8
hectares of public  
open space

Primary school

Lovely walks for 
those with dogs  
or without

What this proposal could deliver

What we are already delivering

140 
Retirement  
living units

120 
additional care 
places for people 
with epilepsy

New bus service

...and medical facility

Cycling routes to 
local villages

Pre and after
school club  
and crèche with 
extended hours

Homes for key 
workers and research 
professionals

Helping the 
councils meet their 
housing targets 
in a sympathetic 
development
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Bus stops for new bus service

World leading epilepsy  
research centre

New health centre serving 
the community

New primary school  
for local families

National medical centre  
for epilepsy

Green frontage along 
Chesham Lane will be a 

key part of the plan. This 
illustration produced at  

an early stage doesn’t yet 
reflect this.

Homes and care for older  
people and people with epilepsy
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A village with research at its centre

Lovely walks for those  
with dogs or without

Large areas of preserved  
countryside

Local homes for local  
people to buy

Cycling routes to local villages

Green spaces for recreation 
and leisure

Protected areas  
for local wildlife

This is an artist’s impression produced for our submission to the local plan 
process and should be used for illustrative purposes only.
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And, in working towards that goal, we will not 
only have brought great credit to Chalfont St 
Peter but also many other benefits from a 
new bus service, crèche and after-school club, 
to large open spaces and leisure space for 
public use. And the delivery of new affordable 
houses promise more than bricks and mortar. 
They promise homes, friends and an extended 
community. 

You can be sure that as a charity we will wish 
to proceed promptly and that every penny 
raised will be spent on good causes.

Our position now: 

1. We have welcomed the inclusion of part of 
the land in the local plan and demonstrated 
that it is both sound and deliverable.  

2. We have also identified in our Scouts 
option how the wider Epilepsy Society 
site can accommodate the development 
currently identified for the site south 
east of Chalfont St Peter adjacent to the 
Paccar Scout Camp. There is considerable 
opposition to this site and believe its 
inclusion to be unsound. 

3. But most importantly, in our Research 
Village Option we have identified what we 
consider to be the most sustainable and 
deliverable form of development for the 
wider site, which:

• Fully addresses the charitable aims of the 
Epilepsy Society; 

• Accommodates development in a 
sustainable location; 

• Allows the creation of a strong,  
long-term defensible boundary for the 
Green Belt; 

• Does not encroach upon the AONB or 
otherwise affect it; 

• Provides significant local infrastructure;
• Improves access to more of our land for 

dog walkers and the village more generally;. 
• Secures the potential for significant 

biodiversity gains; 
• Addresses the object and purpose of the 

National Planning Policy Framework in 
providing sustainable development that 
boosts significantly the supply of housing; 

• Protects heritage assets and is not 
constrained by any technical matters; 

• Secures the long-term future of the 
Epilepsy Society in Chalfont St Peter.

The development of the site is viable and 
deliverable in the short term.  

We have already procured initial technical 
evidence to confirm the deliverability of the 
site for a wider development proposal than 
that currently identified by the Council.  We will 
work with the local councils and community 
to create a masterplan for the site that meets 
everyone’s needs. 

We hope that our response to the consultation 
will be given careful thought, and you will 
understand our enthusiasm to invest in 
life-changing research and why, sadly, 

the status quo cannot be an option for us.

It is not very often that Councils have the opportunity to enable research that might result in 
a medical condition becoming irrelevant within the next 25 years.  But the choice to be part 
of the team working towards that goal today rests in the hands of the planners.

Conclusion  
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A full life for everyone  
affected by epilepsy  

Epilepsy Society
Chesham Lane
Chalfont St Peter 
Bucks SL9 0RJ

General Enquiries 01494 601300 
epilepsysociety.org.uk

01494 601400
Monday and Tuesday 9am to 4pm 
Wednesday 9am to 7.30pm 
(national call rate)

Patron Her Majesty The Queen  President The Countess Howe Chief Executive Clare Pelham
Company limited by guarantee, registered no. 492761 England, VAT no. GB207810680  
Registered charity no. 206186 
 
We take your privacy seriously. Please read more in our privacy policy epilepsysociety.org.uk/privacy 

Dear Councillor Darby

CHILTERN & SOUTH BUCKINGHAMSHIRE LOCAL PLAN: CONSULTATION RESPONSE

We are writing in our capacities as Chief Executive of the Epilepsy Society and Chair of the Campsite 
Management Board of the PACCAR Scout Camp. 

As you know, we both lead organisations with nationwide reputations that are based locally, and 
our motivation in writing today is to ensure we can continue to fulfil our charitable objectives. Both 
organisations, with great support from our local community, seek to positively impact the lives of 
others: The Scout Association on improving the life-chances of young people so they can make a full 
and meaningful contribution to society; and the Epilepsy Society on improving the lives of more than 
600,000 people in the UK with epilepsy.

We believe there is a strong alignment and support for mutual collaboration between our two 
organisations and we are committed to continue to work closely together for the good of our 
respective beneficiaries and the wider community in Chalfont St Peter and beyond. For example, as 
part of the collaboration between our two organisations we provide opportunities for young people 
from the Paccar Scout Camp to visit the world-renowned research facilities at the Epilepsy Society; 
and the Epilepsy Society is also engaging with The Scout Association at a national level in relation to 
advice and insight on science badges, and to help inform the young people who would be working to 
achieve them.

As you will also be aware, both our charities have been liaising with Chiltern District Council 
throughout the Local Plan process - with the Paccar Scout Camp site opposed to the proposal 
adjacent to their site and the Epilepsy Society focussed on opportunities to develop part of its site 
with new housing and facilities  to serve local needs.
 
We both continue to believe that allowing the development of 200 homes on the site adjacent to 
the Paccar Scout Camp would jeopardise a valuable retreat for young people from disadvantaged 
areas,while moving the same housing allocation to part of the Epilepsy Society estate could 

 

  

Councillor Isobel Darby 
Leader of the Cabinet 
Chiltern District Council 
King George V House 
King George V Road 
Amersham 
Buckinghamshire 
HP6 5AW 
 
 
26 October 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Councillor Darby 
 
CHILTERN & SOUTH BUCKINGHAMSHIRE LOCAL PLAN: GREEN BELT DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS 
 
We are writing in our capacities as Chief Executive of Epilepsy Society and County Commissioner of The 
Greater London Middlesex West Scout County about Options 7 and 8 in the Green Belt Preferred Options 
Document (dated October to December 2016). 
 
As charity leaders, our only purpose in writing is to enable these two high profile voluntary organisations in 
the local area to fulfil their charitable objectives.  As you know, both our organisations are focussed on 
achieving positive change for the people who we work with: The Scout Association on improving  the life-
chances of young people so they can make a full and meaningful contribution to society; and the Epilepsy 
Society on improving the lives of the half a million people in the UK with epilepsy.  We are very grateful for 
all the support that we have received from our neighbours to change the lives of thousands of people.   
 
We believe there is a strong alignment and support for mutual collaboration between our two 
organisations and we are committed to continue to work closely together for the good of our respective 
beneficiaries and the wider community in Chalfont St Peter and beyond. For example, as part of the 
collaboration between our two organisations we provide opportunities for young people from the Paccar 
Scout Camp to visit the world-renowned research facilities at the Epilepsy Society; and the Epilepsy Society 
is also engaging  with The Scout Association at a national level in relation to advice and insight on science 
badges, and to help inform the young people who would be working to achieve them. 
 
As you will also be aware, over recent months both our charities have been liaising with Chiltern District 
Council in relation to the Local Plan process – with the Paccar Scout Camp site opposed to the proposal 
adjacent to their site; and the Epilepsy Society focussed on opportunities to develop part of its site with 
new housing and facilities to serve local needs.   
 
 

 

Councillor Isobel Darby
Leader of the Cabinet
Chiltern District Council
King George V House
King George V Road
Amersham
Buckinghamshire
HP6 5AW

12 August, 2019

helpline
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guarantee the presence of a world renowned research facility in the local community for years to 
come and help deliver life-changing research for those living with epilepsy.

We made this proposal during the process for creating the draft local Plan and were both 
disappointed that on publication, it allocated the 200 properties to the site adjacent to the scout 
camp rather than expanding the site already identified at the Epilepsy Society. An impact report 
commissioned by the Paccar Scout Camp makes clear that the safety of the young people using 
the camp may be put at risk by leaving the site close to them in the Local Plan. This option would 
restrict the opportunities to benefit from fresh air and outdoor activities for young people across 
Buckinghamshire and the surrounding area.

Moving the allocation to an expanded Epilepsy Society development has a range of advantages. It 
will enable the programmes at the Paccar Scout Camp for young people from inner cities to continue 
unhindered and the receipts from the development will fund the Epilepsy Society research to find 
a functional cure to benefit people with epilepsy. It will continue to provide the local sustainable 
housing required by the Councils and it will allow the Epilepsy Society to work with the Parish Council 
to provide, through the development, further benefits for the community that wouldn’t be provided 
as part of the site adjacent to the Paccar Scout Camp. This appears to both of us to be preferable to 
a purely commercial proposition, that puts at risk the young people who use the Paccar Scout Camp 
and indeed the viability of its future.

We believe that the Epilepsy Society site is well placed to absorb the housing presently proposed 
to be allocated to the site adjacent to the Paccar Scout Camp. If this were to occur, the future 
development needs of the District Council could still be achieved, while the long term viability of 
these two charities would be secured. We also believe our proposals respect the priorities of the 
local community, protect the countryside and defend two valuable community assets.

It is for this reason that both our organisations are in agreement that the draft local Plan is unsound 
in relation to the allocation of the site next to the scout camp and that reallocation of the proposed 
housing to be accommodated within the wider Epilepsy Society landholdings is the most desirable 
outcome for our respective charities and the wider local community, as well as innumerable young 
people and people with epilepsy in the years to come.

Yours sincerely

Clare Pelham  
Chief Executive  
Epilepsy Society

John Arnold
Chairman
Campsite Management Board
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Councillor Isobel Darby 
Leader of the Cabinet 
Chiltern District Council 
King George V House King 
George V Road 
Amersham 

HP6 5AW 

Prof. Marcel Levi, MD PhD FRCP Chief 
 Executive and Professor of Medicine 
 

University College London Hospitals 
235 Euston Road 

London NW1 2BU 
 

Tel +44 (0)20 34472388 
Email: Marcel.Levi@nhs.net 

 

 
 
 
Dear Councillor Darby, 

25 July 2019 

 
 

I want to thank you for taking the time to read my previous letter in relation to the Local Plan 
for the Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire area - specifically the site owned by Epilepsy Society 
known in medical and research circles internationally as The Chalfont Centre.  I am now writing 
to you again in support of their important proposals. 

 

 
I understand that while an allocation has been made for the Epilepsy Society to develop part of 
its estate, it falls short of what would deliver the most benefit to your community and to people 
with epilepsy.  You will know that epilepsy affects about 600,000 people in the UK and that 
through our partnership with the Epilepsy Society we provide support to many patients whose 
lives are severely affected by their condition.  Our ability to provide a single service of diagnosis, 
treatment and care for people with epilepsy is unparalleled in the UK. 

 

 
But medical services at this level of expertise are extraordinarily costly.  The contribution that 
the Epilepsy Society makes through charitable funds to the research and care of people with 
epilepsy is invaluable.  I know that they have felt the financial strain of the upkeep of 
dilapidated  buildings  and  so  on,  hindering  the  work  they  do  to  support  people  with 
epilepsy. 

 

 
I hope that you will give every favourable consideration to their representations to be allowed to 
develop their landholding in a sympathetic and sustainable way to the great future benefit of the 
NHS and people with epilepsy. 

 

 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Professor Marcel Levi 

University College London Hospitals
NHS Foundation Trust

Councillor Isobel Darby
Leader of the Cabinet
Chiltern District Council
King George V House
King George V Road
Amersham
Buckinghamshire
HP6 5AW

Prof. Marcel Levi, MD PhD FRCP Chief 
Executive and Professor of Medicine

University College London Hospitals
235 Euston Road

London NW1 2BU

Tel +44 (0)20 34472388
Email: Marcel.Levi@nhs.net
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SCHOOL OF LIFE AND MEDICAL SCIENCES VICE 
PROVOST HEALTH 
PROFESSOR DAVID LOMAS 
PhD ScD FHEA MAE FRCP FMedSci 

 

 
 
 
 

Councillor Isobel Darby 
Leader of the Cabinet 
Chiltern District Council 
King George V House King 
George V Road Amersham 
HP6 5AW 

 

 
 

6 August 2019 
 

 
 

Dear Councillor Darby, 
 

I am writing to you in my capacity as Vice Provost (Health) of University College London to support the 
Representations to the Chiltern & Buckinghamshire Local Plan being made by the Epilepsy Society. 

 

 
You will be fully aware that the Chalfont Centre sits at the heart of the Life Sciences' "Golden Triangle" of 
Oxford, Cambridge and London.  It is therefore perfectly positioned to secure and consolidate its future 
research standing, bringing further national and international renown to Chalfont St Peter, as well as benefits to 
the local economy and employment. 

 
Our partnership with the Epilepsy Society has resulted in a world-leading research group ranked first in the 
world for epilepsy. But we cannot rest on our laurels. There is always stiff international competition in research; 
and we must press on and invest further if we are to retain our pre-eminent position. And, most important of 
all, bring the benefits of this research to transform the lives of hundreds of thousands of people with epilepsy. 

 
I know that the maintenance of their land and disused buildings has been a drain on the resources of the 
charity, diverting funds away from its charitable purpose.  I very much hope that you will listen 
sympathetically to their representations to be able to unlock some of the value from this estate to the great 
benefit of people with epilepsy and the international standing of British life sciences. 

 

 
Yours sincerely, 

 

 
 

 
 

Professor David Lomas 
Vice Provost (Health) 
Head of UCL School of Life and Medical Sciences and 
Head of UCL Medical School 

 
 

University College London, Gower Street, London WC1E 6BT Tel: 
+44 (0)20 3108 7929 (Internal ext. 57929) 
Email: mary.moloney@.ucl.ac.uk 
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/slms/ 

1

33

DChurchill
Highlight



/epilepsysociety

Epilepsy Society 
Chesham Lane, 
Chalfont St Peter, 
Buckinghamshire  
SL9 0RJ
Enquiries 01494 601 300
Fundraising 01494 601 414

©Epilepsy Society  
Registered charity number 206186

epilepsysociety.org.uk


	Epilepsy Society - Regulation 19 Representations - Final
	blankpages
	Local planning permission - colour version - August 2019



