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Introduction
This document is Volume 5 of 5 volumes. Volume 1 should be read before as it explains how to use this document and contains background
information, an overall analysis of the consultation process and importantly generic answers to key questions raised in the consultation which
are not repeated in summary responses in this document.
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Rep4501
Mr Peter
Kitteringham

Rep4502
Ms Jane Bilcock

Summary of Representation
1. Chalfont St. Peter has had its fair share of new development. Planning has already been granted for 600 houses
(Holy Cross, Newlands Park, Alderley House, Port Haven on the Epilepsy site). These are in the previous core
strategy 2026. I think our area has already exceeded the allocation for C.S.P.2.Having lived in CSP village for 48
years there has always been a severe drainage and sewerage problem, any additional development would only
make matters worse.3. Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns
and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed first, along with
sites closest to train, tube and bus services.4. The schools and medical facilities in CSP are already over stretched
and would not be able to cope with any additional development.
5. Other parts of Chiltern district are more appropriate for development than using parts of our Green Belt. The
Epilepsy Society Site. - as Newlands Park has already been passed for building, plus as mentioned above, 2 very
large developments on this site, it should now be left as Green Belt, ,otherwise it will all become one massive
development with no Green Belt left. Any development on this site should be on existing buildings and for
medical use only. Industrial development east of the A413 —the existing development has not been fully utilised,
so why do we need any more?

Chiltern District Council should work hard to protect existing Green Belt and AONB. It should also protect the
assets in the local countryside and protect any impact on conservation areas. Chenies is still an oasis and must
retain its village identity and beautiful surroundings. This plan must not be allowed to go ahead. It will increase
traffic and pollution and simply blur edges of villages into connurbation as well as strain current facilities e.g.
water/waste/healthcare.

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)
The Local Plan will need to
identify sustainable
development options to meet
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.
The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
to be considered in addition to
the opportunities that are
available on brownfield sites.
The Local Plan will need to
identify sustainable
development options to meet
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.
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This plan goes against the stated desire to protect Greenbelt. It will put too heavy strain on local facilities e.g.
water/waste. It will destroy the character of the villages and countryside around and it is too disproportionate for
Rep4503
the area-and will destroy the areas of outstanding natural beauty. Local history, local wildlife, local traffic will all
Mr Stewart Sims
be impacted negatively. We are not an urban village and we must preserve what little green belt we have. The
plan cannot be justified!
Rep4507Jake Campbell;Rep4508S Campbell; Rep4509 We reject the conclusions the Chiltern District Council, that e village of Little
Mrs S Durbin;Rep4518 Mr B Treharne;Rep4520 Mrs
Chalfont be classified as a “main settlement for growth” and that adjoining
M McHugh; Rep 4524 Mr Graham
areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release for
Pruce;Rep4525Pauline Pruce; Rep4527 Becky
housing and employment development.The main reasons for my objection to
Pruce;Rep4528 Elisabeth Mann;Rep4530 Mr P King ;
any housing/employment development on these identified areas of land
Rep4515Mr Kirk Jones ;Rep4571Carol Tiffin
include, but are not limited to, the following: • This land is designated as Green
;Rep5474Adela Skock; Rep4603 Predraa Janachovic;
Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and
Rep4605 Antonio Gormley; Rep4604 Arjan Bhui;
national planning policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent
Rep4655 - Bridget Duncan; Rep4933 – Mr David
urban sprawl and should not be treated as a repository of reserve building
Crowe; Rep4934 – Samantha Butcher; Rep4935 –
land.• Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas
Michael Crowe; Rep4936 – Yvonne Crowe; Rep4937 – of land are within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an
Lauren Joiner; Rep4938 – Liam Butcher; Rep4939 –
important national asset much appreciated by local residents and visitors to
Rebecca Brummitt; Rep5031 – John Stephen Hear;
the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and national
Rep5037 – Mr and Mrs Betty and Robert Saunders;
planning policy.• Any housing and/or industrial development would be very
Rep5042 – John Evason; Rep5051 – Lana Johnson;
detrimental to the rural character and setting of Little Chalfont village.• In
Rep5072 – Mrs Parvin Yarahmadi; Rep5073 – Mr S
recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share (i.e. 12.4%) of new
Yarahmadi; Rep5074 – Richard Newbury; Rep5075 –
housing compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%,
Linda Newbury; Rep5076 – Derek Newbury; Rep5077 Chesham 4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%). • Any new housing estates would
– Stephen Newbury; Rep5092 – Mr and Mrs S J and L
severely overload the local infrastructure including roads, road junctions,
Finch; Rep5095 – Graham Ramsden ; Rep4778 parking, train services, schools, healthcare, water and waste management. In
Thomas Ipoly Rep4777 -Cynthia Ipoly Rep4901 -Mr
particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields between Stony Lane
David Wells; Rep4883 - Ian Todd; Rep5106 -Mandeep and Westwood Park, which have been selected as a planned test area for
Grewal; Rep5110 Mrs G J Smith; Rep5134 -Phillipa
residential development. Further to the objections listed above, this is an area
Skock; Rep5479 Paula Chappell; Rep5482 Nick
of open rural land crossed by a well used public footpath and borders on
Chappell; Rep5483 - Katie Chappell; Rep5484 mature ancient woodland to the north. A housing development would
Neville Chappell; Rep5485- Daniel Chappell; Rep5505 constitute an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would severely impact

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

The Local Plan will need to
identify sustainable
development options to meet
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.
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- Neil Sample; Rep5506 - Mrs D Sample; Rep5507the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space of Westwood Park and,
Mike Sample; Rep5508 - Kim Sample; Rep5509 -James furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be
Linton-Smart; Rep5528 Sally Ewedreld;
noted that this area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and
Rep5519Cheng Bray; Rep5531Tom Elderfield;
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at Stage 1. Of equal concern
Rep5550Anne Harrison; Rep5551 Scott Harrison;
are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which
Rep5568 Mr Graeme Shillito; Rep5575Mrs Ella Allen;
have been selected as planned test areas for employment development. In
Rep5574Ken Steven Bryant; Rep5577 -John Coyle;
addition to the objections highlighted above, this is an area of open rural
Rep5580 Kenneth and Wendy Grace; Rep5591 Trevor countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and
Woolvin; Rep5593Mr Stuart Allen; Rep5594 Boleslava the settlements to the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable
Moghul; Rep5599 Mrs Janet Richardson;
form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the rural setting of Little
Rep5601Peter Langfield; Rep5610
Chalfont.
Mr & Mrs J and L Wyper; Rep5440 Brian Hearn;
Rep5444 - Carole Lanham; Rep5431 - Mrs M
Berkerey; Rep4639John Letham
Proposed industrial area Chesham Vale. The proposed industrial area is very disturbing news to me as I live in the
Vale area looking over this lovely green belt land. I do object to this proposal, an industrial area would bring so
many problems.1. Increased traffic on Vale Road which is unsuitable for heavy traffic it will cause chaos.2.
Increased risk of flooding if the land is built on, the Vale has already had problems with flooding.3. Also increased
noise from an industrial site could bring a big problem to the residents in the area especially if there is 24 hour
Rep4510
work.4. I really do not understand this proposal for industrial area on green belt Chesham Vale, when there are
Mrs Rose Dunton
various industrial sites in Chesham and not all are let.5. An industrial area on the green belt will substantially
reduce the value of the properties in the area. Is the council willing to help us with this?6. We will lose the wildlife
habitat/wildflowers etc which will be bad for the environment. Also we will lose our place to walk at leisure with
or without a dog which so many people do.7. You will also take away the playground area from the
childrenPlease think again and leave us with our green belt area which is so precious to us residents and others in
the area.
Rep4511
Introduction. Martin Baker Aircraft Co based in Higher Denham has already responded to South Bucks Council as
Anil Khola
apart of South Bucks Plan ‘Call for Sites’. As part of their submission the Company has requested that a parcel of
Iand under their ownership, currently under Green Belt designation should be removed and incorporated within
Anila Khola &
the Green Belt settlement area and enable the company to expand their long terms business. As part of the
Associates
submission they would

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

The Local Plan will need to
identify sustainable
development options to meet
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.
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Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

consider a new road link. Notwithstanding their previous submission a further application under Regulation 18
Consultation (Issues and Options), which would enable the Council to consider whether there are exceptional
circumstances to review the Green Belt is made. A Green Belt review and overall levels of need means that the
Local Plan will have to consider and test different spatial strategies from those set out in existing development
plans.Our submission is being made under Option K — Specifically to help meet office, warehousing and
industrial employment, To support our case we have provided further evidence on why our site should be
included and reclassified. The site comprises of many industrial buildings interspersed with a series of parking or
loading areas. Many of these buildings are historical, built before or during the Second World War. They comprise
of two-storey high building with a pitched roof. The current activity at the site comprises manufacturing of
specialist aerospace equipment in particular ejection seats. The existing activity is sited within the Green Belt
Settlement Area, with some parking areas open field part of the existing land ownership extends into the Green
Belt. There is a single road access to the site via a residential street. As stated in the previous submission, MartinBaker is a leading aerospacesupplier of ejection seats and crashworthy seats to world’s air forces employing
nearly 680 people at this site. The employment comprises as follows: Shop floor/blue collar 350; Offices staff 182;
Engineering 142.Many of the staff working at these premises reside within the County of Buckinghamshire and
travel by car. In addition to these car journeys there are nearly 400 commercial movements a week. All traffic
movements are from an existing residential road. This has caused concerns to neighbouring residents. In fact the
company made an application for new access to A413 in 1988 and obtained approval from the District Council
under ref SBD1897/88. Justification for re designation of the Green Belt Land Martin-Baker (see attached plan)
request that 8.4 hectares of land is removed from Green Belt designation and allocated to employment use in the
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. Our reasons are as followings:1. The existing site is fully developed taking
into consideration the operational needs, parking, manufacturing, storage etc. The existing layout is cramped and
very out-dated and would require significant changes to meet international competition. 2. The requirement to
create a new research/offices and increase capacity for manufacturing at this site would exceed a footprint which
greatly exceeds that of any available land 3. Buildings on site are all two storey, therefore any additional buildings
on site not able to exceed this height (given the site’s designation within a Green Belt Settlement) and more land
to be taken up to achieve any required floor area. 4. Relocation to an alternative site would involve closure of the
current site, which has operated since 1929 and would involve significant loss of local employment. Martin-Baker
owns an airfield at Chalgrove in Oxfordshire, where cartridges and rocket motors for the ejection seats are
manufactured and assembled. The South Oxfordshire District Council are working with the Homes &
Communities Agency to increase employment in that area, and are very keen for Martin-Baker to expand the
4
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Rep4512
Mrs Lynda Bywater

Summary of Representation
facility at Chalgrove.5. Extension to the existing site would bring wider benefits of a new road access to A413 and
this can be achieved as a landowner. It would remove traffic from an existing residential street and bring
environmental benefits to the adjoining neighbourhood. 6.The removal of Green Belt would enable Martin-Baker
to build a purpose-built 200,000sq ft factory with new access. This would create approximately 200 highly skilled
jobs and many new employees would be apprentices recruited from South Bucks. 7. Martin-Baker is a major
contributor to the local economy and to continue its contribution to building a strong, responsive and
competitive economy the company needs to ensure that sufficient land is available to support its future growth.
COMMENTS ON GREEN BELT CONSULTATION It is with grave concern we find it necessary to voice our opinion on
the proposed use of currently protected greenbelt land for possible future development — especially relating to
the proposed Test Site No:76 shown on the plan which has protected boundaries on Park Road, West End LANE.
Gray’s Park Road & Ropers LANE. IT IS OUR OPINION THAT THIS PERFORMS A STRONG GREEN BELT FUNCTION
FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: This proposal would not make any positive contribution to the existing residents,
local character & distinctiveness of our semi-rural village. It would hopefully prove to be considered as URBAN
SPRAWL. Sustainable means ensuring a better life for ourselves. This proposal will dramatically affect the existing
Local Residents who purchased their properties so that they could have “A Protected Open Space’ near them &
they had to pay dearly for this. The only Benefits of The Proposal for releasing this Green Belt for future
development would be for: The Landowner; The Developer; The New Residents & some of the properties / other
land on the boundaries that would be bought by the Developers as their land is also required. NO BENEFIT TO
EXISTING LOCAL RESIDENTS RELEASING THIS PLOT N0:76 FOR POSSIBLE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT WILL; Cause the
desecration of our local natural wild life and environment in the area proposed. This natural environment forms a
small but important part of the global natural resource. We need to protect areas of tranquility which have
remained relatively undisturbed by noise & pollution (which are detrimental to our health ) & are prized for their
recreational & amenity value for this reason. Any future Development will certainly bring Extra noise and
pollution which will be created for years during the construction work and years after due to an excessive
increase in the number of people, increased traffic and activity in the area. The proposal would have a harmful
effect & an urbanising influence on the character & visual amenities of the Green Belt.This area enjoys an open
space green atmosphere, which is good for our health with plenty of wild life to see, and a harmonising
community where adults and especially children can relax and play in reasonable safety within secure well kept
boundaries. The nearest open land to enjoy is the other side of the village at Bells Hill which is a dramatically
smaller area — a new recreation field. There is inadequate parking & only a small area of green to use. There is
definitely a concern of damage to the natural habitat of wildlife, flora and fauna. Whilst various wildlife and

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

The Council will in principle
support suitable local measures
or proposals brought forward
by the community, such as
improvements to public open
space.
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Rep4513
Mr Martin Cave
Rep4514
Ms Juliet Weale

Summary of Representation

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

habitat reports would have to be commissioned it should be recognised that these areas have an abundance of
wildlife and a significant number of nesting and migratory bird species. There would be a very real probability
that the area will lose this wildlife and a large number of the bird species should any development take place.This
proposed Test Site has been after all FARMLAND over 100 years ago & the land — now 2 fields & a paddock & all
its boundaries are still maintained & cultivated for a hay crop yearly by the Landowner to a very high standard.
There are 3 open well-kept paths “Rights of Way’ providing a route through the fields with access gates onto
surrounding roads within our Village. The ARUP Assessment probably does not show the beautiful free running
stream which RUNS UNDER HOUSES Nos: 4 & 6 Rogers lane through the field & into the ‘Nature Reserve’ on land
which was bought from The Hastings Trust by The Clock House not so long ago. There is much concern among
residents & locals using this land for recreation that this will have to be Piped underground — which could
present flooding problems around Rogers Lane. Also the recommendation that the Hastings Trust fields will
retain their Green Belt protection from Development does not change the fact that they will also be severely
affected by the SBDC recommendation & also the Residents on the narrow road of Church Lane. The introduction
of this proposed site would turn this residential area in to a through fare for an enormous amount of traffic.
These roads already struggle to cope with the extra traffic now since the opening of the Khalsa school with an
intake of pupils from out of the area & probably if their school takes in more pupils the roads will be quite
inadequate for any more development within the village. There is also concern that there will almost certainly be
a drop in property values.Clearly there could be an adverse impact upon the views that existing properties on the
protected boundaries & narrow lanes surrounding this marked site which we currently enjoy. There is a real risk
of property valuation being decreased as a result of any additional housing, Our house was bought due to the
very fact that there was an open aspect of green belt without any plans for change at the front of the property.
Indeed our title deeds contain a states the south facing aspect shall remain free to light and air. In a time of
economic challenge this is not what the property owners want to hear. I hope you can find a more
environmentally friendly alternative to your proposal for this area.
I write as a resident along Bull Lane which is the ‘prominent and durable’ (Arup) physical feature protecting the
western boundary of Gerrards Cross. The land behind the house is part of area 47b which is under consideration
for redesignation for housing. The area is of some historic interest. The house was built before WW2 as one of a
pair for farm workers and thus predates the designation of Green Belt in South Bucks which took place in
1954/1955. The fields are still farmed: the farmer grew up in one of the houses. In the 11 years we have been
living here the land immediately abutting the garden has been used to grow wheat, maize, beans, sunflowers and
grass for hay. Currently it is feeding a herd of beef cattle but it has also been grazed by rare cattle breeds as well
6
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Volume 1 for generic response)

as dairy cows and many calves have been born on site. The larger site under consideration by the Councils is more
often used for arable and the crops can be appreciated from both the A40 and the railway. Footpaths run along
the edges of the fields and in the past there was free access to Siblett’s Wood where bluebells are a strong
feature. The house called ‘Arques’ further up the Lane towards CSP was, am told, designed to provide a
conservatory for the cultivation of carnations which the then owner took to Marylebone Station for sale as
buttonholes in the early days of the railway.The fields provide significant biodiversity and are areas of wildlife
value providing a corridor for travel and linking Green Belt areas on both sides of the A40. Deer of several kinds
and foxes use the ridge line to travel between the cover provided by the woods. Owls, bats, kites, magpies,
fieldiares, redwings, several species of bees and butterflies as well as rabbits are prevalent. The site is undulating
with some particularly steep slopes at the eastern/south eastern edges Bull Lane is well-known now (especially
since the ‘Tesco Lights’ were installed) as a cut-through between EX and CSP. It is heavily used by delivery lorries
and by traffic of all sort serving the schools— Gayhurst, Maltman’s, Thorpe House & St Joseph’s, all of which have
expanded tremendously over the past 10 years or so. At certain times of day in term time the queues can extend
nearly the whole length of the Lane. The Lane has significant stretches without any (or very narrow) pavements
and there are problems of visibility as well as speed along it. Only limited measures have been taken to mitigate
the dangers to pedestrians and cyclists. It would create insurmountable difficulties should any development lead
to increased traffic on the Lane. The road surface is very degraded (despite occasional bucketfuls of tar macadam
in the worst potholes) and the drains cannot cope with heavy rain leading to regular flooding at several points
along its length. Providing access for any development onto the A40 is unlikely to prevent increased use of the
Lane as there are only limited crossing points over the railway. Moreover, the A40 itself regularly reaches a near
standstill between Beaconsfield and GX/Denham whenever there is a problem on the M40/M25 towards London.
CSP and GX have sprawled into each other north-south. The Councils should take care to maintain their
commitment to the Green Belt and retain the distinct open (farmland & wooded) space between Beaconsfield
and GX both along and behind the A40. The extension of the built environment east of Beaconsfield at Wilton
Park and the Service Area should constitute the sole erosion of the open space for at least this planning period.
Any development west of Gerrard’s Cross is likely to lead to gradual encroachment all along the A40 in ‘ribbon
development’ towards Beaconsfield which is anathema to the idea of the Green Belt. At present the view to the
north of the A40 between the two towns presents ‘a strong unspoilt rural character’ which one expects in the
Chilterns/’Ieafy Buckinghamshire’. The area 47b proposed for re-designation is extensive (over 100 acres),
presumably as there is a need to establish the next strong ‘permanent and defensible boundary’ for the Green
Belt to the west which is Siblett’s Wood. The topography of the site militates against the development of all of it
7
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Rep4515
Mr Kirk Jones

Summary of Representation
(irrespective of the transport issues above). Nor does a site of that size appear to meet the DCLG’s criteria
(proposed December 2015) for “appropriate small-scale sites in the Green Belt specifically for starter
homes...enabling a small level of development that is sympathetic to local concerns and is clearly supported by
local people’. It is noteworthy that only in March 2014 did the Government PPG state ‘unmet housing need
(including the need for traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to
constitute the “very 5pecial circumstances” justifying in appropriate development on a site within the Green
Belt’.The Councils have had considerable success in recent years in increasing housing stock by increasing the
density (Option A). It is likely that much of the 2036 target could be met in this way. Many of those who wish to
buy or rent in GX will be employed in London and are particularly likely to value the unspoilt countryside around
GX in their leisure time. It is, however, apparent from talking to residents with adult children who have grown up
in Gerrard’s Cross that they feel there is a lack of accommodation in the area which those children can afford to
buy (‘starter homes’) for themselves and their own descendants. The Councils will need to give very careful
thought to the school travel and transport issues should a large new development be established anywhere
around GX. Expansion of existing schools will only lead to more congestion on the roads.
Please accept this submission to cover all or any relevant questions although I understand question 17 allows for
anything of relevance to be discussed I suspect there are answers her to 6/11/12/l3/14/15/17 etc I would like to
start by saying the language and structure of the whole document and including the questions could not have
been more confusing. Maps were not marked with any streets or markings, areas that were supposed to be
marked for attention were green, the same as the fields so they looked like there was little development. If I had
a suspicious mind I would actually say this plan was published deliberately to confuse people and to enable the
Council to get their own way. Myself I decided to take a day to try and digest it all but I know very few people
who have the time to do that. Little communication with public. Initial Consultation very misleading. False
assumption of land ownership of listed property and its 4.5 acres of grounds at the Stone, Pheasant Hill, Chalfont
St Giles. 50% of proposed new housing estate in flood plain. Local Authority has an up to date five year supply of
land for housing that is suitable and achievable. Therefore, no need for more proposals. Also, much available
brown field sites. Keep development away from small, historic villages. Treasured AONB land unacceptable to
develop on of which 100% of it is. Natural chalk streams – rare and precious. Associated wildlife will be negatively
affected by any proposed development. Pollution and fly tipping will likely prevail rendering this precious asset
disguised for future generations. Tourism. Unique character of network of footpaths including the South Bucks
Way and Chiltern way will be destroyed. HS2 – A413 capacity of HGVs thought to increase by 700 journeys every
day for a period of up to seven years. Noise, traffic and air pollution will therefore become a problem. Unfair for

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

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

8
Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep4517
Nick Pounce

Summary of Representation
property developers and land owners to be included in stats as their priority is financial gain. Development will
not be in keeping with the character of the village. Significant history of the Stone. Local green space designation
– area of land proposed for development protected and recognised as a rare and valuable asset to the
community and village.
I have been a resident of Little Chalfont for around thirty years, choosing to live in a village rather than a town,
surrounded by glorious green belt countryside. Over the years I have grown to fully appreciate the Chiltern
countryside designated an ‘area of outstanding natural beauty’ and believe it is out heritage to maintain it for
future generations, if we don’t it is lost forever. I therefore feel compelled to air my strong feelings at the Chiltern
& South Bucks Local Plan which threatens the identity of Little Chalfont and the surrounding green belt, which
was created as a ribbon of protection to stop exactly what is being proposed — a residential development land
bank encouraging urban sprawl.I am particularly angry how Little Challont as a village has been short listed as a
main settlement for growth in the council’s core strategy alongside towns such as Amersham and Chesham and
therefore appears to have a disproportionate requirement to provide sites for both residential and industrial
development. We have already had to absorb multiple housing developments off Bell Lane (253 houses) and the
currently under construction ‘Donkey Field’development behind Chenies Parade (45 homes). The village can not
and should not have to deal with any more multiple unit sites and should be delisted. The proposal of two
planned sides for ‘employment development’ that straddle the A404 as you enter Little Chalfont is outrageous. As
you depart along the A404 leaving Chorleywood and Hertfordshire you have the newly constructed golf course on
one side of the road and historic Grade I listed Chenies Manor on the other with open farmland on both sides
before reaching Little Chalfont and the proposal of industrial sites on both sides — welcome to Buckinghamshire!
This will invariably generate an increase of traffic including HGV’s, already a busy road for access to and from the
M25 (J18) Chorleywood. This heavy traffic will run through the heart of the village under a narrow railway bridge
close to schools, shops and the station, greatly increasing the congestion & risk to pedestrian safety. • The scale
of the proposal to release green belt to potential residential development behind Chessfield Park and the Little
Chalfont golf course is totally unjustified for a village the size of Little Chalfont and will change the character of
the village and surrounding area for ever. The downgrading of parcels of greenbelt is the start of the ‘slippery
slope’ eroding the protection against creeping development and urban sprawl.• I am also deeply concerned at
the infrastructure and problems and issues that will result from an explosion of growth and that the resources
that are already severely stretched will not cope. There is a danger the village will become just a suburb of
Amersham or Chalfont St Peter as they merge together from urban sprawl.• You only have to observe that
Chalfont & Latimer Station and car park is already at capacity with many a journey for ‘standing room only’. The

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)
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vibrant parade of shops in the centre of the village is well used and on many occasions queues of cars wait for a
parking space on a ‘one in one out’ basis with no obvious solution. Perhaps the proposal is to use one of the
edges of the villages ‘employment’ sites for a ‘park and ride’ scheme as the only way residents can get to the
shops for a pint of milk and newspaper! Pressure on local schools, already oversubscribed together with health
care facilities will also create massive problems. To conclude the proposed sites are poorly conceived and over
scaled for a village the size of Little Chalfont and every effort should be made to protect our green belt for future
generations. There must be a better alternative to accommodate a growing population, either within our existing
borders or where the damage to the environment is less severe.
Rep4519 Mr Roy Plumridge; Rep4521 Mrs Jennifer Margaret
In response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial
Jackson; Rep4521 Mr Stephen O’Connor;Rep4515 Mr Kirk
Consultation(Regulation 18) incorporating issues and Options (‘The
Jones; Rep4526; Mr H.M Bishop;Rep4529 Mr R Brafield;
Local Plan’) please see my response to questions 11-12-13-17. I would
Rep4537 Mr T Jeedham; Rep4593 Mr & Mrs Roger and Sandy like to protect areas of Green Space within the boundaries of my
Wardle; Rep4683 – Armando Jannuccil Rep4688 –
village detailed in the maps below. Firstly, I request that the Hatched
Gwendoline Cragg; Rep4689 – Elizabeth Wright; Rep4899 – I
area of land owned by Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of
Bishop; Rep4902 – Toby Stevenson; Rep4903 – Sharon
‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone Meadow) be protected
Stevenson; Rep4905 –Tony Hoot; Rep4907 – Trevor Chenery; from all future development and any ‘change of use’. Secondly I would
Rep4910 – Caroline Brafield; Rep5006 – Laura Tattersall;
like to extend the Hatched area in Fig 1.1 and incorporate the area
Rep5007 – Angela Arpins; Rep5047 – Mrs Anita Weinel;
more commonly known as Lower Stone Meadow. Both Upper and
Rep5150 – Mrs Maureen Starkey; Rep4676 R.M.A Norbury;
Lower Stone Meadow above in Purple (Fig 1.2) are currently owned by
Rep5669 Mrs Maureen Reynolds; Rep5447 Mr Nick Gleeson;
Chiltern District Council see Ordinance Survey Map reference
Rep5567 Mr Peter Dodd; Rep5433Mr Alan Cripps; Rep5396
SU9993NW. Land Registry Title Number BM294098. I request the land
Mrs Elaine Moore; Rep5293 Mr Robert Jamison Fulton;
in fig 1.2 have a binding and legal covenant imposed on it that binds
Rep5275 Dr Neil Little; Rep5231 Ms Debbie Morris; Rep5232
Chiltern District Council to protect it for the good of the village and to
Mr Graham Ellis; Rep5498 Mr David Aikens; Rep5500 Mr Alan never allow development of any kind, on any scale, including but not
Kerr; Rep5524 Mrs Alison Kerr; Rep5526 Mrs Emma Webber;
exclusively housing, commercial buildings or offices. My supporting
Rep5529 Mrs Marla Jane Gallagher; Rep5536 Mr Anthony
evidence is that fig 1.2 highlights land already recognised as An Area of
John Butterick; Rep5539 Mrs Phena O'Connell; Rep5541 Mrs
National Interest. It conta;ins a rare and precious chalk stream,
Antonia Plumridge; Rep5542 Mr Stephen Plumridge; Rep5543 wildlife, flora and fauna, and fulfils its existing classification as An Area
Mr David Tate; Rep5552 Mr Liam Kerr; Rep5554 Mrs Sarah
Of Outstanding Natural Beauty in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable
Simpson; Rep5556 Mr Adam Kerr; Rep5557 Mrs Elizabeth
for any development as it is on a flood plain, above the proposed HS2
Chaplin; Rep5566 Mrs Francesca Dodd; Rep5582Mr Matthew Tunnel, in an area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore not deliverable
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Gallagher; Rep5585 Mr Philip Glendinning

Rep4522
E.J. Maldwyn Pugh

Rep4530
Mr P.J. King

Rep4531
Mr Humphrey
Pocock

Rep4532

Rep4533

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

before 2036

Having lived in Little Chalfont since February 19671 have appreciated the quality of life in the village and the
surrounding countryside. In recent years there has been an increase In the village of either extending existing
properties, or knocking them down and building a much bigger property on the existing plot. These
developments have put an increased pressure on the local infrastructure. I am against any plans for further
development in the village, or in the adjacent areas designated as Green Belt or Areas of Outstanding Beauty. Our
ancestors designated certain areas as Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty,ln order to protect our
countryside from inappropriate developments, we have benefitted from their wisdom. Should we deny our
ancestors that benefit. I don’t think so!
It should also be noted that this [Stony Meadow] area of land was one of the sites excluded in the Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at Stage 1. Of equal concern are the fields to the east of Stony
Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been selected as planned test areas for employment
development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is an area of open rural countryside that forms
an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements to the east. Any development here would
be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the rural setting of Little Chalfont.
I understand that the council is proposing in its 30 year development plan to allow the building of houses on land
which is currently classified as Green belt. I am particularly concerned about the parcel of land to the east of
Windsor End known as Oak Lodge Meadow.It is my belief that this land was given to the council by the then Lord
Burnham to be used for recreational purposes. For the past sixty years or so it has been used by Beconsfield RFC
for playing rugby and football. Apart from fielding three senior teams on a Saturday the club provides coaching
and instruction for some 600 boys aged 5 to 18 on Sunday all within easy walking distance of the centre of the
Old Town of Beconsfield. This valuable facility would be lost to the Town of houses were built on this land so I
urge you to maintain the area as Green belt.
In response to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) incorporating issues
and Options (‘The Local Plan’) please see my response to questions 11-12-1 3-1 7. I would like to protect areas of
Green Space within the boundaries of my village detailed in the maps below. Firstly, I request that the Hatched
area of land owned by Chiltern District Council, presented on p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as Upper Stone
Meadow) be protected from all future development and any ‘change of use’.
The need for additional residential and employment sites in the Chiltern District has not been established. The

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

Green Belt areas were designated for a purpose and that purpose has not changed. It is time local government
challenged central Government policies. Why develop the already overcrowded South of England when the North
is crying out for development? If further development in the Chiltern District really is necessary it should use
brownfield sites rather than encroaching on valuable countryside. Since I first lived here in the 1950s the village
has been expanding using green field sites, infilling etc The schools no longer have enough places, the roads are
congested (especially at school run times and at the end of the working day), parking is a major problem, and the
sewerage system cannot cope. Even the health services are struggling. These pressures will only increase as
aresult of the developments currently under way at the NSE and on the old Holy Cross site. Our roads are narrow
and becoming increasingly difficuft for both motorists and pedestrians to use safely. The roads cannot be
widened without drastically changing the character of our historic village and its environs. Mill Meadow. — this
site is an important resource for the village — used by both children and adults as a recreation area, essential to
the local school as its only playing field, used for football cricket and tennis as well as providing a scout
headquarters, garden club premises, community centre and parish council offices. Much of the area is also a
flood plain, and without it the flooding of the village in 2014/15 would have been much worse. Moreover the
Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden, Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and footpath beside the Misbourne to Chalfont St
Giles could not be replaced. NSE land. Again it is used for general recreational purposes by the local community
as well as 24 teams using the facilities and the 9 football pitches. As green belt it provides a break between
Chalfont St Peter Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill. Moreover part of the area falls within the Colne Valley Park
which is an important local amenity. If the NSE land is developed for housing the local roads simply won’t be able
to cope with the increased traffic — they are already struggling to cope with traffic they simply weren’t designed
to take. Similarly, the local schools and health services and the sewerage system would not be able to cope. We
would lose the land’s important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and the opportunities for
outdoor sport and recreation provided by the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.
The area between Winkers Nightclub and the scout camp — As Green Belt the lands provides a defence against
sprawling development and contributes to the character of the area. Part of the purpose of the scout camp is to
provide an amenity in the countryside. Rylands Farm - again an area of Green Belt and as such it is important. It
cannot be developed without destroying the character of the village and its environs. Area identified for industrial
development — There is no need for more office space — only this week the local paper carded adverts of office
accommodation to let. Use for light industry would only increase the commercial vehicles using our congested
roads. It is in the Colne Valley Park which has been identified as being an important green space for biodiversity
and environmental priorities. It is in a flood plain and is an important green corridor separating Chalfont St Peter

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)
The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
to be considered in addition to
the opportunities that are
available on brownfield sites.
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from Tatling End Gerrards Cross and Denham.

Rep4538
Mr Brian Taylor
Retired

Rep4539
Mr Derek Randall

Rep4541
Mr Robert Coull

The Blizzard Yard car park must not be built over such a development would be totally inapproproate. Building
houses on a flood plain is against national policy and is obviously wrong. Any housing development would badly
affect the village. How could schooling and medical needs be met? Footways (e.g. in Deanway) are very narrow in
places. The road through the village centre has an uncomfotable amount of traffic at present. New housing plans
would badly alter the delightful character of Chalfont St Giles any housing plans should consider the needs of
older people.It is vital that the fields between St Giles and St Peter are protected. The two villages must be kept
well apart. The presence of sheep and lambs must go back for hundreds of years.
1. In general terms the village of Chalfont St Giles has a special character of being of modest size which justifies its
being known as a village with places of historical interest to all our visitors. Any new houses should be restricted
in number so as to preserve the character of the village.2. Any new houses should not be erected on the side of
the village near to Chalfont St Peter in order to preserve the separate and independent characters of both
villages3. A possible site for new houses could be on the area behind Back Lane and the section of Botrells Lane
beyond the junction with Mill Lane but preserving the existing allotments 4. No development should take place
on land adjacent to the A413 as this is in the flood plain and near to the line of HS2.
1) The HEDNA is likely to change, either increase or decrease as a result of the EU referendum. 2) Not all included
sites are likely to be needed and several will not be deliverable. The preservation of the green belt should be a
long term priority 3) Yes, identified in some of the following responses 4) Yes, I agree with joint local planning 5)
In order of priority/preference: option A, option J, option C 6) Referring to the area between Farnham Royal and
Farnham Common this is not suitable because 1)It is a Green Belt "buffer" 2) It has excellent sporting facilities 3)
Farnham Park is owned by a trust so achieving change of we would be difficult and expensive if not impossible.
Please try and consider interated planning including transport, schools and work opportunities7) There is not a
wall surrounding the joint local planning area. If people's needs are not met they will go elsewhere. The
theoretical HEDNA should not be used as an excuse to Tarmac over large areas of Green Belt 8) A good area for
affordable housing is mixed with non-affordable housing. Developments in the chosen site need to be mixed 9) A
good site would be the area around Crow Piece Lane, South of Burnham Beeches 10) Build care homes in the
current settlements, close to facilities/town or village centres 11)No view on a heritage strategy 12) No 13) The
local green spaces that and used and needed by the community are 1) Farnham Common Sports Club 2) Farnham
Park 3) Temple Dell. And of course Burnham Beeches 14) No nominations 15) No, except that overall a "common

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

The Council will in principle
support suitable local measures
or proposals brought forward
by the community, such as
improvements to public open
space.
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sense" approach should be taken 16) Please include cycle paths and high speed broadband 17) Please see this as
an opportunity and not a threat please design and plan high quality neighbourhoods for our children and
grandchildren to live and work in please consider the environment and be as green as possible. On other possible
site for development is by the motorway service station, south of the M40.

Rep4542
Mrs Margaret
Wright

Rep4544
Mr Theodorus
Franke

Rep4545
Mr Ralph Broomby

As the documents suggest building all these new homes how are the Little Chalfont facilities going to cope? The
White Lion road is a 'car park' for a good part of the day with so many cars using it. Have you thought of building
the relief road around the village. The plans are there. The doctors surgeries are full and the schools are full. How
can the village cope with more families. One of the reasons for having some green belt areas is that there is
space between the towns. I realise there are needs to be more housing but everything in moderation is what will
be the best answer.

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

Having looked at the potential changes in the green belt, I feel I have some very valid points to make, regarding
possible reclassification of the green belt in Middle Green. I have noted that the land surrounding Trenchesa Lane
is partially included. As a lot of that actual site has frontage onto Langely Park Road, would it not be sensible to
include that in the plan as well? A crucial point is that it is so close to Langely station, people would not have to
drive to the station, and students attending Langely College can easily walk. The walk to the station would take 5
minutes. A development here would be much better than in the Ivers, as people would still have to drive to the
station. My suggestion is much better for the environment, as it would significantly decrease the amount of
traffic, therefore decreasing the carbon footprint. It also enjoys easy access to Wood Lane. This land has not been
used as a gravel pit, so there are no land fill issues to contend with. Traffic in Iver would be far less, as people
would only go to Iver for access, not for the thoroughfare it is now. The land I refer to has the following O.S.
numbers O.S. 3547, 5552, 5071, 3432, 3770.This area equates to around 55 acres.
I have lived in Amersham/Chesham Bois for 51 years and seen the many changes which have been made to the
area in that time. One of the most attractive and typical features of the town is its areas of mature woodland
scattered amongst the inhabited areas. The areas of housing have become much denser with infill and back
garden developments, so the value of the woodlands has become even greater as an, amenity. These woods are
not just visually attractive but a very practical asset to have in our midst. With more awareness of air quality
being affected by poll upon, woods are vital to help with carbon dioxide absorption. Mature trees also greatly
assist in sound absorption and screening when noise is generated by developments. I regularly walk in and
through Blackwell Stubbs wood and appreciate its great value to the area as a whole. Whether entering from
Stubbs Wood Road or St Leonards Rd you enter a completely natural and peaceful environment which contrasts
14
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Mr Geoffrey Hook

Rep4547
Mrs Janet Hearn
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with its urban surroundings, I have seen a wide variety of birds and animals there as well its wide range of plants
and trees. These all deserve protection. This area of woodland is of particular value to dog owners who I often
meet and their pets need such places of space and freedom. I realise that the railway makes a convenient
boundary on paper, for the Proposed Local Plan, but Blackwell Stubbs Wood should not be included. The fact that
it forms a natural break and screen between the Metropolitan Railway and many, many homes in the Amersham
and Chesham Bois area is reason enough to justify it's preservation.
Reference land behind Quill Hill Farm and Stubbs End Close- proposed house building I write to express very
serious concerns and objections to these early proposals. My reasons are as follows:1 The field is used for cattle
grazing, walking and winter pursuits. Building here would totally change the character and nature of the area 2
Proposed developments would have a massively negative effect on Amersham's infrastructure. Schools, surgery,
dentists and roads are already stretched to breaking point.3 Road surfaces, which are already abysmal and
dangerous, would be subject to much further wear and stress and would not take the additional strain 4 Traffic
congestion, already a problem particularly at commuter times, would be intensified and both the roads and car
parks would not cope.5 How could the housing estate be safely accessed and exited without causing danger to
the existing road network and the driving public 6 The proposed site is designated as not only green belt but
additionally an AONB. This therefore is protected by all levels of planning policy-national, regional, county and
local. Surely in such a unique area the needs must be respected. In concluding I must say that there has been
numerous housing developments in the area plus - two further ones are provided in Amersham centre (ex Iceland
site) and the site of the Pheasant Public House. Surely the rural nature of the Amersham area can now be
respected and not have its present infrastructure problems increase.
Reasons for opposing the major development plans for Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont has already become overpopulated. One only has to visit the shops in Chenies Parade to see this, With Cokes Lane car park often filled to
capacity, there is a constant stream of vehicles flying to park in the Parade. This results in a queue of cars, lorries
and vans in both directions along the A404 here, restricting the flow of non-local traffic through the village.There
are additional parking problems around the estate of houses between Elizabeth Avenue and Westwood Park
during the week, with rail users leaving their vehicles in Westwood Drive, Westwood Close and Farm Close. This
often makes it difficult for residents to exit their own driveways. Our amenities cannot support a further increase
in population. For instance, enormous pressure would be placed upon local schools, as well as doctors’ surgeries.
It is currently the norm to wait several days before being seen by an already overworked GP. The proposed
development of housing to take place on Green Belt land around Little Chalfont would be seriously detrimental to
the quality of life for both rural and urban populations. Green belt is defined as an area ‘which must not be built

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)
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upon; a strategy necessary to control urban growth, so that agriculture, forestry and outdoor leisure is allowed to
prevail. This policy seeks to provide much-needed habitat for wildlife. We need to protect our rural environment,
not destroy it by building more houses. Green belt helps form the unique character of our community. It would
be a tragedy to destroy this area of outstanding natural beauty in such a way.

Rep4548
D Bosel

Rep4549
Mrs Muriel
Staveley

Rep4560
Mr Anthony Patrick
Westhead
Rep4561
Mrs Isabel
Westhead

It is with great dismay that I read of the proposed increase of housing stock in Little Chalfont. Even more
unsettling is the news that this is be achieved by using Green Belt land — has everyone forgotten the reason why
this was created? Little Chalfont has already seen recent increase with the building of housing behind Chenies
Parade and the Bell Lane site, a total of almost 400 extra homes — quite a large number for a small village. I do
feel that we have absorbed more than our fair share. How are we to support this expansion? The local schools,
doctors, dentists, services and parking are already under pressure. The character of the village would change
completely. I feel that I must make it known that Jam strongly against this proposal.

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

5) option L 7) Unmet Needs to Bovinden Airfield or doubling up on parking sites 8) Flats in existing business (that
has been moved to the Ashley Green side of town), or shared ownership in those places 9) Having met travellers
on Chesham Moor car park a) diversionary tactics to steel tools from a van b) dumping nappies into undergrowth,
I don’t want travellers anywhere near our homes I think that we have a valid case for not providing them with any
space at all, and they pay for nothing. They should be moved on 10 Large block of bedsits with care, on
Bovingdon air field 14) No, I do not agree with having an underpass under St Mary’s Way, providing space for an
extended Loundes Park above. We were told that the money for this scheme would come from taxes on privately
built homes, but I thought that this was earmarked to be spent on affordable housing 16) I agree with the idea of
having a new business site on the Ashley Green side of Chesham- with its link to the A41 The sewage treatment
works need urgently enlarging. 17) Is there any opportunity for shared facilities within school grounds/? For
example where I used to live in Haywards Heath, a bridge club paid for a building within the grounds of a school,
which the school used for theatrical practice, and the school paid for the cleaning.
I consider it vitally important to preserve the green belt status of lands so currently designated at western end of
Old Amersham. Fields situated near Coldmoreham House have recently been the subject of applications for
development. In both cases planning permission was refused by the planning committee unanimously. In the case
of Coldmoreham field the refusal was upheld on appeal.
It is vital that Old Amersham should not be further damaged by modern developments. On the Western end
The Local Plan will need to
there have already been several failed attempts to do so. On the eastern end there are 2 large car dealerships
identify sustainable
and a large superstore, which hardly enhance a Conservation Area. The Surrounding Green Belt status must be
development options to meet
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preserved, not built on, in order to protect a Heritage Site from any further damage.

Rep4562
Mrs Clare
Blackburn

Rep4563
Mr Leonard
Stallwood

I believe this local plan is wrong and should not be implemented .My reasons are: 1) Chalfont St Peter has had its
fair share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within CSP.
These include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes site at the Epilepsy site. In the first three
years of the core strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair shar
of allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed for the Chiltern district as a
whole. 2) There is a known drainage issue in CSP, with open raw sewage backing up in the centre of the village. 3)
All schools within CSP are at capacity, they will be unable to accommodate children from developments already
scheduled. 4) GPs are under pressure from the existing and growing population and could not accommodate
more patients. The local plan is to change land from use from Green belt to development sites. This is wrong and
must be stopped. See national planning policy framework's five stated purposes. The designated areas of Mill
Meadow, the Epilepsy Site and the Colne Valley Park are totally unsuitable for development. We need to
safeguard these areas.
I strongly disagree with the SBDC suggestion on test sites of green belt land in Stoke Poges for possible future
development. The area designated overlooks the world famous Thomas Gray “Elegy in a country churchyard”
fields and any new development would detract from this vista. I wonder if any of this history has been taken into
account. Stoke Poges (and all of the surrounding villages) are under threat from encroachment by Slough and
SBDC should use its best endeavours to stop this. This is what the green belt is for! The two sites Stoke Parish
Council have put forward are more suitable, The Bayer building is approached by a long driveway and any
development would not be intrusive. This listed building is empty despite being on the market for commercial use
for some time. If taken out of the green belt, this could be considered for conversion into housing. It would be a
pity to include the recreation ground in Plough Lane but we understand that it is underused although the small
children’s play area should remain. We feel very strongly that more effort should be made to identify& empty
industrial/office developments and brown field sites where housing could be which could prevent green belt sites
being swallowed up. One further thought. On reading parts of consultation documents it is stated that the
population of Buckinghamshire has changed very little over the years. A figure of just over 300 new homes per
year was quoted as the amount needed to house future population growth. Over twenty years (to 2036) this
amounts to approximately 7000. Where does the figure of 15.000 (or 13,000 taking account of building work in
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Lily Jones

Rep4565
Mrs Annette
Greatbatch

Rep4566
Mr Kenneth
Greatbatch
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progress) come from?
I have lived in Lodge Lane for 10 years, one of the reasons why I enjoy living down this beautiful road is because I
am lucky enough to wake up, look out of the window and see the splendid countryside. Part of the reason why
my family bought the house is due to the greenland surroundings. Please do not destroy AONB, save our green
belt, so others can enjoy the greenery. I would be very upset to find out that the countryside is being destroyed.
I am deeply concerned that the Councils of Chiltern and South Bucks should be seeking to redefine the Green Belt
and to propose redevelopment on such a scale and of such a nature that Little Chalfont would become a mere
extension of Greater London. In summary; • I object to Little Chalfont being identified as a Major Settlement for
growth”. This is a village community with limited facilities and roads and rail that are already congested.• I object
to Little Chalfont being asked to so massively increase housing when it has already evidenced its willingness to
grow by approving 307 new properties in the period 2006-2014. A growth of 12.4% - which dwarfs that achieved
by neighbouring communities. • I object to the development of high density housing that will overwhelm the
infrastructure and make Little Chalfont a ribbon development linking London with Chesham. Where is the quality
of life in that?• I object to the fact that the Area of Natural Beauty surrounding Little Chalfont that the Green Belt
was intended to protect — in order to safeguard the village environment and specifically to protect the character
of historic settlements — is to be sacrificed on the altar of Council expediency. Think about the quality of life you
will be destroying (and which you were elected to defend) • I object to the redefining of the Green Belt by
consultants who at their paymasters’ behest cherry pick” land within the Green belt for development. I consider
this to be disingenuous at best. You cannot start “redefining” the Green Belt to suit your own purposes. The
Green Belt was created to stop the very thing our elected representatives are now considering. Integrity in all
things- please • I object to the way the redefining of the Green belt has been incorporated with minimal notice
into a broader consultation document and • I object to having to advise my elected representatives that their
proposals suggest to me they have little regard for the distinctive nature of the communities they are supposed
to protect. Ditch these plans — do not let Little Chalfont become subsumed into Greater London.
I recognize the need to house a growing population adjacent to decent public transport links. However I also
recognize that decisions made as a result of this consultation process will have far reaching effects on the
community in which I live — forever. This is not just about ‘now”- it is about the future of Little Chalfont and the
quality of life of those who live -and will live -here. I was also naive enough to believe that the Chiltern and South
Bucks Councils had a similar perspective — and indeed a responsibility to its electorate to safeguard their quality
of life. However the proposals I have seen — and the way the Green Belt is surreptitiously to be redefined —
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Mr David Teasdale
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Mr Nicholas
Burgoyne

Summary of Representation
makes me deeply anxious. To assist your understanding of my concerns I will summarise them in bullet points.
Rest assured I could elaborate upon these points if required. 1. I do not believe Little Chalfont should be
identified as a “Major Settlement for growth”. This is a village community with limited facilities and roads and rail
that are already congested.2. Little Chalfont has evidenced its willingness to grow by approving 307 new
properties in the period 2006-2014. A growth of 12.4% - which dwarfs that achieved by neighbouring
communities. 3. As a village development should be within the current village boundaries. The developments
planned are for high density housing that will overwhelm the infrastructure, make Little Chalfont a ribbon
development linking London with Chesham. Where is the quality of life in that? 4. Lift le Chalfont is surrounded
by an Area of Natural Beauty that the Green Belt was intended to protect — in order to safeguard the village
environment and specifically to protect the character of historic settlements. 5. I regard the redefining of the
Green Belt by using consultants to “cherry pick” land within the Green belt for development to be disingenuous
at best. You cannot start “redefining” the Green Belt to suit your own purposes. The Green Belt was created to
stop the very thing our elected representatives are now considering. Integrity in all things please. In summary :- I
object to the way the redefining of the Green belt has been incorporated with minimal notice into a broader
consultation document. I object to the notion that the prescribed Green Belt can be sacrificed to suit a Councils
plans. I object to the fact that Little Chalfont would loose its separate identity to become just another row of
shops between Marble Arch and Chesham. I object to the proposed intensity of housing planned that would
overwhelm the infrastructure of Little Chalfont and I object to having advise my elected representatives that their
proposals suggest to me they have little regard for the distinctive nature of the communities they are supposed
to protect. Ditch these plans — represent your electorate — and seek to work with community representatives to
find space for some additional housing. Little Chalfont have proved to be responsible in recognizing their
obligations. But above all — do not let Little Chalfont become subsumed into Greater London.
We support the position of our rugby club that the land on either side of Windsor End remains within the green
belt. It is critical that the facilities which support the social fabric of the town be kept in place.Please leave the
land used by the club as it is.
I object to the proposal to build a significant number of houses on green belt land behind the High Street in
Chalfont St Giles. The green belt was established for a purpose - to benefit not only those fortunate to live within
the belt but also for non-residents to visit and enjoy. Destruction of the green belt is an unnecessary act of
vandalism when significant brown sites are available for development. In addition the size of the proposed
development is completely inappropriate for the village and will have a significant negative impact on local
schools, hospitals, roads and other services. I understand that the proposed site is open to flooding and therefore
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Rep4569
Biddy Lee

Rep4570
Mr Archibald
McNair
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not suitable for residential development. Finally, I am shocked and concerned about the lack of visibility of these
plans given their catastrophic nature. Chiltern District Council should have done much more, much sooner, to
meet interested parties.
I live on the Rignall Road and naturally, I do not wish there to be a lots of houses built in it. Now let me explain
why. With the new resident only car parking in Mobwell Terrace, people are now parking on the Rignall Road,
which can be as far up as to be practically immediately after coming over the bridge. Due to the hill. you cannot
see that your side of the road is blocked until you’re on top of these parked cars. In the rush hour, it is now very
difficult indeed to pull out of my drive, which is opposite Winslow Field, as that’s just where cars pull in to await
their turn on what is now a single track road. More houses mean even more cars and even further disruption to
existing residents. Great Missenden Garage is a thriving business, and to compulsory purchase them I feel would
be a very mean thing to do...i don’t know if this is what would happen... I have no details, so may be wrong. What
i do know, is that there has been a garage there forever and again, residents and customers who have used it for
years will be hard put to find a better, more convenient garage. Lastly, it’ll be terrible enough, having to put up
with enormous lorries and disruption while blasted HS2 is being bulldozed through our village. To add to the
upheaval would make living here very difficult. Please please do not go ahead with any plans you may have to
build houses on this site.
I agree that the local plan should concentrate new development on brown field sites and use sensitive and
appropriate infilling as far as possible in the Chilterns to fulfil our obligations in the plan period. • Local towns are
surrounded by green belt and, particularly, by the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The AONB
should be protected from significant development in order to conserve its unique character Under the present
circumstances of Government pressure some green belt will almost certainly need to be built on, leaving areas
within the AONB largely untouched.• In my opinion development should be concentrated in towns and villages
which have good infrastructure such as schools, medical facilities, retail outlets and, importantly, good transport
connections by rail and road.• I fully support the concept of providing business opportunities within each local
area.It will be important to site these in locations that have good access to the national road network..• When
planning for space for employment opportunities in villages within the AONB it will be particularly important to
encourage enterprises that are small scale and appropriate to the location. • I am particularly concerned that
every opportunity should be taken to conserve and where possible to enhance the rural character of the Chilterns
AONB and its landscape. For this reason I am opposed to any suggestion that some of the villages in the AONB
might be taken out of the green belt. I say this because any such move would be seen, however erroneously, as
implying lower planning standards. It will be important to ensure that any development in the AONB is limited
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The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
to be considered in addition to
the opportunities that are
available on brownfield sites.
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and appropriate. • One of the attractive features of the AONB is its small lanes. Over the years that I have lived
here I have noticed a marked deterioration in the appearance of the lanes caused by erosion of the banks by cars
trying to pass each other. It is important that any development in the villages should be limited so as not to
increase the amount of traffic wanting to use the lanes. • I do not know if Government housing targets for each
area take any account of other statutory obligations affecting the area. One feels that the obligation to conserve
and enhance the landscape of an AONB should apply to central policy makers as much as to others.
GREEN BELT LAND - North of High Street. Old Amersham 1) Any proposal to take this piece of land out of Green
Belt would have an adverse impact on the approach to Historic Old Amersham from the west and the Old
Amersham Conservation Area with its many listed buildings. The attractive rural approach should be preserved.
2) This is agricultural land set within The Chiltern A.O.N.B. 3) A key purpose of the Green Belt as set out in P.80
N.P.P.F. identifies the preservation of the setting and special character of Historic Towns, of which Old Amersham
is one. 4) Section 9 also identifies the safegaurding of countryside from encroachment and checking of
unrestricted sprawl. 5) This land lies within Flood Zones 1,2 and 3, with the River Misboume running through it.
The status quo preserves a good balance between local ecology and the mitigation of potential further flooding!
I have considered your proposal and would like to make the following points:- 1. Isn't Little Chalfont being asked
to find more than its share of new housing? There were some 250 houses off Bell Lane, about 41 units opposite
us in the Donkey field and numerous buildings elsewhere. 2. I believe the green belt was created to control
building and give the village and villages a lung to breath? 3. The A404, runs throughout the village of Little
Chalfont and this is now carrying an increasing load of heavy traffic, when the 100 odd cars start joining Burtons
Lane, from the Donkey Field, it will become very difficult to join the A404, so further housing further down the
lane would increase the jam! We are already short of school places parking places and own infrastructure cannot
support new housing estates.4. The land either side of the A404 to the East of Little Chalfont is designated as an
AONB. This is very important asset which we should not consider violating. We moved the Burtons Lane in 1964
from Pinner. There have been lots of changes since we came, especially the M25 but nothing on the scale you
appear to have in contemplation.
I am writing to you following the publication of the Issues and Options consultation document and the Green Belt
review document by ARUP. The methodology for the Green Belt review included a thorough scoring mechanism,
which should be helpful in guiding you in the challenging task that you face with your Local Plan process. As you
may be aware our client, Biddulph (Buckinghamshire) Ltd, is promoting land which forms part of Sector 35 in that
review, namely the former golf course at Little Chalfont. Sector 35 was identified in the Green Belt review as the
lowest scoring Green Belt site in Chiltern District Council’s area, and we believe is therefore one of the most
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suitable sites for release. Unlike much of the Green Belt land in Chiltern and South Bucks, it is not part of the
Chilterns’ AONB. It is also true to say that the sectors as currently defined are divisible and therefore if you
consider that the former golf course is a worthy site, it can be considered in isolation. In actual fact, the only part
of Sector 35 which has been put forward in response to the Call for Sites, is the former Golf Course. One very
important consideration for any site that may be considered for release from the Green Belt is what it leaves
behind in terms of defensible Green Belt boundaries. In the case of the former golf course, which already has
development on three sides, it has two open flanks- there is Lodge Lane to the east with AONB open land
abutting the other side of the Lane and the belt of Ancient Woodland along the southern boundary. Both of these
features present very defensible Green Belt boundaries. In terms of sustainability, the site can offer a walking and
cycling route from its western edge within short walking distance directly to the heart of the village and the
Station. There is also provision for the site to provide a significant area of open space, such as a village green,
park, allotments or an activity centre for organised clubs as well as public footpaths which could link the centre of
the village to the woodland paths east of Lodge Lane. The site’s main objective would be to deliver a mix of much
needed housing to the community, providing affordable housing, housing for growing families and young
professionals as well as specialised housing for the retired community. The owners want to work with the Council
to determine the Council’s priorities for any development on the site. The owners of the site are keen for this to
be a development that works for the residents of Little Chalfont. We have already spoken to a number of people
in the area and have an idea of a number of projects that we might be able to support to ensure this; these
projects are not necessarily limited to provision on the site itself.
I write to strongly object to the inclusion of green belt land for new development in the Little Chalfont and
Amersham areas. I have studied your proposal areas for development online and do not consider they are
appropriate. In particular, the areas for residential and employment in the Little Chalfont area to the west are
poorly accessed and of great natural beauty. Traffic in the area is already excessive and the area has already had
a great increase in housing. The infrastructure could not cope. More to the point, the Green Belt should be
preserved and brownfield land used in the first instance rather than greenfield.
1. Compared to other towns in the area, Little Chalfont has had far more houses built in recent times compared
to its population and should not remain a target for further development. 2. Following on from this excessive
building, no effort has been made to provide additional schools for these developments. Parents living adjacent
to Bell Lane school have been told their children have to go Aylesbury, which is ludicrous. 3. In Little Chalfont, we
are fortunate to live in an attractive area which is about to be blighted by HS2 so there should be no more
development in what remains of our Green Belt and AONBs. Housing needs should not just re-designation of

Council Response (see also
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The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
to be considered in addition to
the opportunities that are
available on brownfield sites.
The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
to be considered in addition to
the opportunities that are
available on brownfield sites.
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Green Belt, especially as it was meant 10 be a constraint on building 4. Roads in and through Little Chalfont are
already inadequate for the current traffic flows and have become badly damaged by recent building works and
have little scope for expansion. In particular, Burton’s Lane and Lodge Lane are extremely narrow to support
major building works on the area to the south-east of the village. And these lanes are proposed to be boundaries
of the reduced Green Belt. 5. The proposed policy of subdividing green belt seems designed to deliberately
enable new developments. Remember, you can only sell the Green Belt once and then it gone for future
generations. I understood that the local Councils were responsible for the Green Belt and AONB rather than
organising its destruction. 6. Whilst not the concern of the District Council, London Transport has closed village
access to the Little Chalfont ticket office, probably being unaware of the major developments in this proposal and
probable increased demand. Current train services are already inadequate, with standing room only on rush hour
trains. The car park is usually full and, along with high charges is causing commuters to use residential streets.
And there are no plans to alter services. All in all, Little Chalfont cannot support and does not deserve to be the
site of future developments proposed in the plan.
The Green Belt was created as a Green Lung within easy travelling distance from London to prevent urban sprawl.
It has never been more important than it is now. Recent figures issued on causes of death due to increased
pollution in our cities are alarming. To release it for building both residential and employment would be short
sighted. It can only be sold once and it would be gone forever. We owe it to future generations to maintain it.
Allowing development on the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty would be to sacrifice one of the most attractive
parts of the Chiltern landscape, please don’t destroy it. In spite of the massive increase in traffic using the A404
there have been no changes to alleviate congestion. I see no plan in the future to improve the situation. Indeed
Buckinghamshire County Council abandoned a plan to build a Little Chalfont bypass in the 1970s and
subsequently sold off the land for development. The A404 is gridlocked in the rush hours now and cannot
accommodate more traffic. Little Chalfont is the only village which has to accommodate so much through traffic.
Stony Lane, Lodge Lane, Bell Lane, Cokes Lane and Burtons Lane are just that, little more than country lanes. The
surface of these lanes are already eroded from the volume of traffic they carry. With Central Government
restrictions on funding, these lanes are unlikely to benefit from major improvements in the foreseeable future. I
see no plan to expand the infrastructure of services or facilities in the village. The parking around the two existing
primary schools is at saturation point at the beginning and end of the school day. If Dr Challoner’s High School is
to be expanded to meet increased need it will be a further encroachment on the Green Belt as it lies within the
existing Green Belt boundary. Car parking has been an issue in Little Chalfont for many years and in spite of many
efforts by the Parish Council and Local Traders Association no significant increase in spaces has been achieved.

Council Response (see also
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The Local Plan will need to
identify sustainable
development options to meet
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.
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The station car park is full most days from early morning and commuter parking spills over into the surrounding
residential roads. The introduction of double yellow lines merely moves the problem around the village it does
not solve it. Little Chalfont has more than fulfilled its obligation in terms of new housing in recent years with the
development of 253 houses of varying size in Bell Lane, the development nearing completion on the Donkey Field
in Burton Lane which includes some social housing, the sheltered housing complex about to be expanded towards
White Lion Road, the redevelopment of the facility for adults with mental health problems on White Lion Road to
name but a few. Little Chalfont should be removed from the shortlist for development and certainly no
development should be allowed that encroaches on the Green Belt or Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.
1. The report has been produced on the conclusion that there are no significant market relationships between
Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertfordshire. Given the close proximity of the Little Chalfont area with Rickmansworth,
Watford and Hemel Hempstead this is a flawed conclusion. Highways across Bucks and Herts and residents of
both counties share infrastructure including roads, schools and hospitals. Residents use shopping facilities and
public transport across Chiltern/South Bucks and Hertfordshire. 2.The requirements and options offered by an
extended area should be considered. Specifically with regard to proposals along the A404 the impact on areas in
Hertfordshire should be considered. Full use should be made of existing built-up areas by increasing building
density and heights before any use is made of Green belt. Areas of outstanding Natural beauty and Green Belt
should be protected to maintain the character of the area and to preserve existing agriculture and biodiversity .
8. Housing should be built in existing urban areas and building heights increased in central urban areas to
increase housing stock in the affordable housing sector and in the market housing sector. 13. West Wood near
Stony Lane should be protected from development as an important community asset. 16. The A404, Latimer Road
and Stony Lane cannot sustain any significant increase in traffic which would result from the development which
might occur under the proposed plan. There are lengthy delays on the A404 in Little Chalfont, near Chorleywood,
near M25 junctions and from the Royal Masonic School to the roundabout in Rickmansworth. There is very
limited scope for increased traffic on this road which would result from commercial and/or residential
development. The Latimer is narrow and is in poor condition and cannot cope with any increase in commercial
traffic. Stony Lane is very narrow and development would require widening and improvement. The land between
the A404 and the Latimer Road should remain as rural farmland and provides a buffer between urban areas and
the rural areas along and ear the Chess valley. The wildlife and biodiversity of the Latimer Road area should be
preserved and the farming in the area maintained and protected. In summary the Chiltern and South Bucks Local
plan is flawed without due and proper consideration of market relationships with Hertfordshire and the relevant
plans of nearby urban areas: Chorleywood, Hemel Hempstead, Rickmansworth and Watford.
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Your consultation document indicates that sites nominated previously under both Councils call for sites in early
2015 and nominated subsequently will be taken forward for consideration in the joint Local Plan. It also states
that views and comments on the identified evidence base are invited. This representation relates to a new
nomination for your consideration as part of this exercise, which also has implications for the Green Belt
Assessment. The site in question is identified on Plan 1. It comprises a wedge shaped parcel of land that extends
to approximately 17 hectares in area that is bound on all three sides by roads. These include the M25 to the
south, the A412 Denham Road to the east and Sevenhills Road to the north. The land is currently situated within
the Green belt. The consultation document states that the extent of land to be removed from the Green Belt will
be considered through further analysis as part of Part 2 of the Green Belt Assessment. It is stated that Part 1 of
the Assessment determined whether any parts of the Green Belt no longer fulfil Green Belt purposes and should
be removed from the Green Belt, with a comparative analysis of potential release sites provided for further
testing. Such sites are identified in Appendices 2 to 6 of the consultation document, with the relevant map for
Iver Heath set out on page 41. It also states that additional sites have been included that did not form part of the
original Part 1 Assessment, and that other sites not identified may come forward for consideration under Part 2.
The parcel of land in question comprises five principal landowners, with the extent of land of each owner set out
on Plan 3 in a different colour. I represent the consortium of all five landowners in this matter, with Mr & Mrs O.
O’Donovan, the principal landowners (land shaded green) taking the lead. The consortium would like to see the
land removed from the Green Belt and allocated in the emerging Local plan for uses that will help meet the areas
strategic housing and/or employment needs, including those in the longer term where it could be identified as
reserve land. The NPPF states that Green Belt boundaries should only be reviewed through the preparation or
review of a Local Plan and should have regard to their intended permanence beyond the period of that plan, with
the need to promote sustainable patters of development central to that process. The exclusion of land that is
unnecessary to keep permanently open is a key consideration when reviewing Green Belt boundaries, with the
use of strong permanent physical features the preferred method of delineating such boundaries. My clients feel
that the removal of this parcel of land from the Green Belt would not harm the wider Green Belt objectives and
that the site could offer significant strategic and tactical advantage to the area as a development site. The
rationale for this is set out below.It is important to set out the significant transport infrastructure improvements
planned for this area. These include upgrading the A412 to dual carriageway from the Quarry roundabout to the
Co-op, a section of which will run past the site’s eastern boundary. Leading from this it is proposed to construct a
new roundabout at the Sevenhills Road junction, and the widening of Sevenhills Road itself along its entire
boundary with the site leading to Pinewood Studios. These essential works, which include widening the bridge
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over the M25, are required as part of the approved Pinewood Studios expansion plans, where Sevenhills Road
will form the new gateway to this development, alleviating transport pressures in the town itself. These
improvements are highlighted on Plan 2, where the site is washed over with a pink tint. The significance of this is
that the site, which is already bound by roads on all sides, will have those boundaries reinforced, which will
create stronger physical edges that will in effect fragment this land from adjoining Green Belt to the North. The
new roads will in effect form logical new Green Belt boundaries. In addition to this, it is noteworthy that one of
the built area extension options being taken forward to the Part 2 Assessment as shown on the map for Iver
Heath, includes a site to the north of the settlement, which has a boundary with the M25 that would mirror 60%
of the consortium’s proposed site with the M25. Therefore, if the built area extension option were developed,
this would ensure that the proposed site would not appear fragmented or isolated from the main built up part of
the town.This is also illustrated on Plan 2. It is also significant that Pinewood Studios have expressed an interest
in my client’s site. This comes as little surprise as Sevenhills Road will form the new gateway to their prestigious
development and provides land in sufficiently close proximity to their main site to offer some significant
operational advantage to their business. This means that the site could play a major part in the creation of new
jobs in the area by facilitating the expansion of a world renowned industry.
Rep4581 - Mr Dennis Lilly; Rep4602 - Helena Petch; Rep4602 -Mrs S Marris; Rep4600-Melanie In addition, I am opposed to any future
Teahan;Rep4599-E Ayres;Rep4598 - Valerie Snow; Rep4597 - Mr Steven James;Rep4596-Mrs
development of the and owned by
C Merridge; Rep4595-Mrs S Noori; Rep4594- Mrs L Chahill; Rep4582- Mrs J Whitehead;
Chiltern District Council known as
Rep4583 -Mrs Betty Smith; Rep4585 -Mr Benoit Diers; Rep4586 - V Staffurth; Rep4588 -Miss
Stone Meadow (Upper and Lower) for
K Isherwood;Rep4590 - Ms H Jones;Rep4591 - Mrs A Kingston; Rep4592 -Mr M Bates;
the following reasons:An area of
Rep4606 - Mrs P Mills; Rep4607-Mrs J Lipscomb; Rep4608 -Mrs J Smith; Rep4610- Katy Bland outstanding natural beauty (AONB)
; Rep4611 -Mrs A Millar; Rep4612 -Mrs A Mansfield; Rep4613 - Mrs Rachel Taylor; Rep4642- and Green Belt 1. The area is
Mrs H Williams; Rep4643 – Mr D Lyons; Rep4644 – Mrs P Lyons; Rep4645 – Miss K Williams;
designated an AONB and contains
Rep4673 – Mrs C Hume; Rep4677 – Mr D Cruser; Rep4702 – Mr Matthew Townsend;
precious chalk stream river.2. Rich
Rep4705 – Mrs K Townsend; Rep4716 – Mrs Michelle Reynolds; Rep4723 – Mr James Lucas;
wildlife, flora and fauna including deer,
Rep4724 – Mr Neil Lucas; Rep4738 Mrs Anne James; Rep4940 – Mrs Jane Penson; Rep5069 – woodpeckers, bats etc.3. Used as a key
Mr Paul Killingback; 5083 – Susan Chenery; Rep5093 – Mr Nicholas Creek ; Rep5102 - Mrs Lisa area for walkers, horse riding, scouts’
Cheek; Rep 5772 – Mrs Karen Tearle; Rep5771 – Miss A Tearle; Rep5770 – Hilary Haziani;
groups, dog walking, cyclists.4.
Rep5769; Muriel Humphreys; Rep5768 – Mr Mark Thayer; Rep5767 – Mrs E Smith; Rep5766 – Contains woodland which should be or
Mr S Shengill; Rep5765 – Mr Phillip Bryan; Rep5764 – Mrs Pauline Butcher; Rep5763 – Mr
is already protected.5. Contains the
Colin Lewis; Rep5762 – Mrs Diana Lewis; Rep5761 – Mr Graham Kedge; Rep5760 – Mrs Julia
Chiltern Way (public right of way for
26
Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

Summary of Representation

Herriott; Rep5759 – Mr Geoffrey Donaldson; Rep5758 – Mrs Laura Kilbey; Rep5757 – Mrs
Valerie Coughlan; Rep5756 – Mrs Madeline Barber; Rep5755 – Mr John Heseltine; Rep5754 –
Mrs Gillian Heseltine; Rep5753 – Mrs Lesley Cottrell; Rep5751 – Mrs Simon Wreford;
Rep5749 – Mr Neil McCarthy; Rep5748 – Mrs Margaret Pianta; Rep5747 – Mark Pianta;
Rep5746 – Mrs Melonie Calam; Rep5745 – Mrs Nicola Pearce; Rep5744 – Miss Auriol Walker;
Rep5743 – Mrs Claire Peverill; Rep5742 0 Mr Colin Wilde; Rep5741 0 Rev Ian Thorpe;
Rep5740 – Dr Stephen Mayhew; Rep5739 – Christine Mayhew; Rep5738 – Mr Noel Coulson;
Rep5737 – Mrs Amanda Burge; Rep5736 – Mrs June Wilde; Rep5735 – Mrs Maura McCarthy;
Rep5734 – Mr Andrew Knott; Rep5733 – Mrs Kathy Donthwaite; Rep5732 – Mr Robin
Bassford; Rep5731 – Mrs Carol Stallwood; Rep5730 – Mr Richard Nye; Rep5668 -Mrs Helen
James; Rep5670-Mr Eric Reynolds; Rep5671-Mr Robert Martin; Rep5673 -Mrs Catherine
Palmer; Rep5674- Mrs Sarah Sumner; Rep5675 - Mrs Jarka Kratky;Rep5676 - Mrs Sumitra
Patel; Rep5677 -Mr Andrew Douthwaite; Rep5678- Miss Tamara Douthwaite; Rep5679 - Mr
Kishore Patel; Rep5680 - Mrs Susan Patel; Rep5681 - Mrs Kay Eusrace; Rep5682 - Mr Marc
Eustace; Rep5683 -Mr Brian Allan; Rep5684 - Mrs Doreen Allan; Rep5685 - Mr Ciaran Nagle;
Rep5686 - Mrs Gill Nagle; Rep5687 - Ms M Ross; Rep5688- Mr Ciaran Mcarthy; Rep5689 -Mrs
Helen Detre; Rep5690 -Mr Nicholas Skillen; Rep5692 - Mrs Pearl Ayton; Rep5693 - Mrs
Marilyn Bates; Rep5694 - Mr David Shandley; Rep5695 - Mr Siegfried Bonhomme; Rep5696 Mrs Megan Bonhomme; Rep5697- Mr Rowley Maggs;Rep5698-Mr Alun Roberts; Rep5699 Mr John Greatwood;Rep5700 -Mrs Lenka McCarthy; Rep5701-Mrs Deanna Unwin; Rep5702Mrs Winefride Foxton; Rep5704-Mrs Linda Kedge; Rep5705- Mr John Backshall; Rep5706 -Mrs
Steve Rayner;Rep5707-Mrs Claire Ann Hutchins; Rep5708-Mr Reginal Wade;Rep5709 -Mr
Paul Duffy; Rep5715- Mrs Christine Rayler; Rep5711- Mrs June Eyles;Rep5712-Mrs Liz Elmer;
Rep5713- Mrs Malcom Smith; Rep5714-Mrs Sawinder Jai; Rep5710 -Mrs Gabriella Duffy;
Rep5166 -Mrs Geeta Arora; Rep5167 - Miss Hannah Staffurth; Rep5170 - Ms Susan Themis;
Rep5171- Mrs Gillian Bryant; Rep5172 - Mr Paul Bryant; Rep5174-Mr Gordon Rivett;
Rep5175-Miss Claire-Louise Jukes; Rep5176 - Mrs Anne Bliss; Rep5177 - Mr Paul Bliss;
Rep5178 - Mrs Joan Wood; Rep5179 - Mr Adam Cameral; Rep5180- Miss Michelle Gomme;
Rep5181 - Miss Dilyana Choloakova; Rep5182 - Miss Kathleen Taylor; Rep5183 - Mrs Shirley
Bedford; Rep5184 - Mr Nigel McNeil; Rep5185 - Miss Bethany Parslow; Rep5186 - Mrs Carole
Parslow; Rep5187 - Mr Jonathan Parslow; Rep5188 - Ms Karen Hall; Rep5189 - Mr Brian

walkers)The area sits within the flood
plain 1. The village flooded most
recently 2008-2012- 2014 the
meadows are a natural flood plain.2.
Any building in this area would worsen
future flooding for village centre3.
Houses built on this area would be
uninsurable
4. Measures to reduce future flooding
have not been implemented 5.
Governments are advising that Flood
plains should be considered for
development Impact on the village
infrastructure and character1. The
village resources are already stretched
i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc 2.
Traffic on the A413 is already at
maximum capacity at rush hour3. The
character of the village would be
negatively impacted by such a large
development 4. The character of the
village has already been negatively
impacted by HS2 and the waste
transfer station 5. Likely to suffer
congestion and impact on village from
other plans to build near Epilepsy
Centre on border
with St Peter. We would like to protect
areas of Green Space within the
boundaries of my village detailed in the
maps below. Firstly, I request that the
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Deacon; Rep5190 - Mrs Elizabeth Rawlinson; Rep5191 - Mrs Dorothy Hawkins; Rep5192 - Mr
Adrian Moulds; Rep5193 - Mrs Susan Moulds; Rep5194 - Mrs Janina Garwood; Rep5195 - Mr
Douglas Blake; Rep5196 - Mrs Jean Pearson Blake; Rep5197 - Mrs Sarah Murphy; Rep5198 Mrs Pauline McGregor; Rep5199 - Mr Douglas McGregor; Rep5201 - Mrs Pauline White;
Rep5202 - Mrs Beryl Patrick; Rep5203 - Mr Gordon Patrick; Rep5204 -Terrence Harding;
Rep5205 - Miss Michelle Harding; Rep5206 - Mrs P Jemley; Rep5207 - Mrs Christine Harding;
Rep5208-Mrs Carly Mason; Rep5209 - Mr Richard McCarthis; Rep5210 - Ms Elizabeth
Bingham; Rep5211 - Mrs Nicola Alexander; Rep5212 - Mr David Alexander; Rep5213 - Mr
Scott Mason; Rep5214 - Mr Dougie Jones; Rep5215 - Mr Alex Nagle; Rep5216 - Mrs Fiona
Slater; Rep5217- Mrs Julia Barber; Rep5218 - Mr Paul Staffurth; Rep5219 - Mrs Dianne R
Hamilton; Rep5220 -Mr Ranjit Arora; Rep5221 - Miss Joanna Skinner; Rep5222 - Mrs Jean
Alderman; Rep5223 - Mrs Jenetta Brown; Rep5224 - Mrs Margaret Sparks; Rep5225 - Dr Julia
Singleton; Rep5226 - Mr Thomas Singleton; Rep5227 -Mrs Fiona Rathbone; Rep5228 - Mr
Robin Rathbone; Rep5229 - Mrs Jackie Evans; Rep5230 - Mrs Sarah Webster; Rep5233 - Mrs
Janet Evans; Rep5234 - Dr David Evans;Rep5235- Mr Edward Fitch;Rep5236-Mrs Clare
Calderan; Rep5237 - Ms Helen Griggs; Rep5238- Mrs Fiona White; Rep5239-Mr Rob Homsle;
Rep5240-Mrs Anita Stoner; Rep5241-Mr Gary Laws; Rep5242- Mrs Carol Miles; Rep5243 - Mr
Peter Miles;Rep5244- Mr Peter Thorne; Rep5245 -Mrs Aster Bonsey; Rep5246 - Mrs Caroline
Martin; Rep5247 - Mrs Deborah Sweeney;Rep5248-Ms Su Hirst; Rep5249-Mrs Eleanor Nash;
Rep5250 - Ms Sophie Gardiner; Rep5165 -Mr Mark Taylor;Rep5252-Mrs Y. Elise
Ruggins;Rep5253-Mrs Joan Berfield;Rep5254 - Mr Robin Elliott;Rep5255 -Miss Nicholia
Woodford; Rep5256 - Mrs Kathryn Faine; Rep5257-Mrs Annette Walton; Rep5258 -Mrs Linda
Edwards; Rep5259-Mrs Ruth White;Rep5260-Mr Jason Ball; Rep5261-Mr Derek
Lipscombe;Rep5262 -Mr Micheal Culver; Rep5263-Mrs Sybil Culver;Rep5264 -Mr Stephen
Thomas; Rep5265-Mr Bernard Bedford;Rep5266 -Mrs Dorothy Patrick; Rep5267-Mr John
Patrick; Rep5268-Mrs Barbara Gilbert; Rep5269-Mr Peter Stratton; Rep5270- Mr Nigel
Trotman; Rep5271 - Mr Philip Birger; Rep5272 -Mrs Pauline Birger; Rep5273 -Mrs Valerie
Weatterley; Rep5274- Mrs Lynda Lambourne; Rep5276 Mr Ian Morrison; Rep5278 Mr Piers
Ross-Roberts;Rep5279 Mr Clifford England;Rep5280Mr Desmond Hazzard;Rep5281 Mrs
Susan Stanley;Rep5282 Mr Chris Read;Rep5283;Miss Nicola Ferguson;Rep5284;Mr Peter
Berry; Rep5285 Mr David Froggat;Rep5286 Mr Mliztaza Sachat-Patwa;Rep5287Mrs Ivy

Hatched area of land owned by
Chiltern District Council, presented on
p40 of ‘The Plan’ (commonly known as
Upper Stone Meadow) be protected
from all future development and any
‘change of use’. Secondly I would like
to extend the Hatched area in Fig 1.1
and incorporate the area more
commonly known as Lower Stone
Meadow. Both Upper and Lower Stone
Meadow above in Purple (Fig 1.2) are
currently owned by Chiltern District
Council see Ordinance Survey Map
reference 5U9993NW. Land Registry
Title Number 3M294098.I request the
land in fig 1 .2 have a binding and legal
covenant imposed on it that binds
Chiltern District Council to protect it
for the good of the village and to never
allow development of any kind, on any
scale, including but not exclusively
housing, commercial buildings or
offices. My supporting evidence is that
fig 1.2 highlights land already
recognised as An Area of National
Interest. It contains a rare and precious
chalk stream, wildlife, flora and fauna,
and fulfils its existing classification as
An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty
in Green Belt. It is physically unsuitable
for any
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Sherry;Rep5288Mr Clifford Ayres;Rep5289Mrs Rosemary Cyster;Rep5290 Mr Trevor
Cyster;Rep5292 Mrs Beverley Parkins;Rep5251 Mr Micheal Sniggs;Rep5294 Miss Katharina
Hill;Rep5295 Mr Roy Ayton;Rep5296 Miss Elizabeth Read;Rep5297 Mr John Stanley;Rep5298
M Reid;Rep5299 Mr E J Reid; Rep5300 Mrs Margaret Ozsanlav; Rep5301 Mr Richard
Ozsanlav;Rep5302 Miss Maria Collins; Rep5303 Mr Peter Williams; Rep5304; Mr Jason
Herriott; Rep5305 Mr Eimal Noori;Rep5306 Mr Charles Hutchins;Rep5307 George Thomas
Greenfield; Rep5308 A M Thorne;Rep5309 Peter and Mary Hogg;Rep5310 Mrs Zoe
Miles;Rep5311; Mr Gil Litvin; Rep5312 Mrs Anita Southwell;Rep5313 Mrs Doris
Litvin;Rep5318 Mrs Wilma Evans; Rep5319 -Mr David Evans;Rep5320 Mr John Carle;Rep5321
Miss Debora Lewis;Rep5322 Mr Rupert Whitefield;Rep5323 Mrs Ruth Walton; Rep5324 Mrs
Sarah Backshall;Rep5325 Mrs Esperanza Bird; Rep5326 Mr Alan Bird; Rep5327 Mr Peter
Knowles; Rep5328 Mrs Rosemary Clothier; Rep5329 Miss Gillian Maragret Edwards; Rep5330
Mrs Mary Bentall; Rep5331 Mr Peter Bentall; Rep5332 Mrs Patricia Wood;Rep5333 Mrs Jane
Wade; Rep5334 Miss Aimee Smith; Rep5335 Mrs Elizabeth Smith; Rep5337 Mrs Reena Karual;
Rep5338 Mr Auit Karwal; Rep5339 Mr Simon Detre;Rep5340 -Mr Martin Rebeirs;Rep5341-Mr
Raymond Penrose; Rep5342 Mrs Angela Sweet; Rep5343 Mrs Thelma Quy; Rep5344 Mr Roy
Eyles;Rep5345 Mr Frank Calam; Rep5346 Mr David Worley; Rep5347 Mrs Janet Worley;
Rep5348;Mrs Karen Skinner; Rep5349 - Miss Natasha Byrne; Rep5350 - Mrs Micheal Alan
Humphres; Rep5351- Mrs Kate La Motte; Rep5352 Mrs Diane Fowler;Rep5353 Mr Clive
Fowler;Rep5354 Mrs Taloft Sadique; Rep5355 Mr Peter Sutton; Rep5357 Mr Waseem
Sadique; Rep5359 Mr Chris Miles;Rep5360Mr Jason Hard; Rep5361 Mrs Amy Hard; Rep5362
Ms Stella Lee; Rep5363 Mr Nicholas John Smith; Rep5364 - Mrs Barbara Smith; Rep5365 Mrs
Jane Scott; Rep5366 Mr David Scott; Rep5367 Mrs Linda Ratcliffe-Sutton; Rep5368- Mrs Sue
Huffelmann;Rep5369 Mrs Joanna Sykes; Rep5370 Lisa Meredith; Rep5371 Mr Peter Smith;
Rep5373 Mr William Quy; Rep5374 Ms Debra Liobley; Rep5375 Mrs Diane Butterick; Rep5376
Mrs Victoria Welch; Rep5377 Mr Bryan Greenham; Rep5378 Mrs Angela Lidgley; Rep5379
Miss Emily Podbury;Rep5380 Mr Christopher Ross-Roberts;Rep5381 Miss Selena Shepherd;
Rep5382 Mr Anthony Garwood;Rep5384 Mrs Valerie McCarthy; Rep5385- Mrs Andrew
Lipsomb;Rep5386 Mr Burnard McCarthy;Rep5387 Mr Keith Dann;Rep5388 Mrs Tara
Stedman; Rep5389 Mr Paul Stedman; Rep5390 Mrs Rosemary Brearley;Rep5391 Mr Jonathan
Faine; Rep5392 Mr Robert Gilmour; Rep5397 Mrs Anne Berry; Rep5398 Mrs Nicola Fagan;

development as it is on a flood plain,
above the proposed HS2 Tunnel, in an
area safeguarded by HS2 and therefore
not deliverable before 2036. I/ We are
opposed to any future development of
the land
owned by Chiltern District Council
known as Stone Meadow (upper and
lower) 1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING
NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)
A. The area is designated an AONB and
contains precious chalk stream river. B.
Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including
deer, woodpeckers, bats etc..C. Used
as a key area for walkers, horse riding,
scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists. 0.
Contains woodland which should be or
is already protected.E. Contains the
Chiltern Way (public right of way for
walkers).2. THE AREA SITS WITHIN THE
FLOOD PLAIN A. The village flooded
most recently 2008-2012- 2014 the
meadows are a natural flood plain.B.
Any building in this area would worsen
future flooding for village centreC. Ilouses built on this area would be
uninsurableD. Measures to reduce
future flooding have not been
implemented F. Governments are
advising that Flood plains should be
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Rep5399 Mrs Rose Gregson ; Rep5402 Mr John Edwards; Rep5133 Mr Shawn Blake; Rep5314 considered for development 3. IMPACT
Mrs Shirley Clarice; Rep5315Miss Alison Lee; Rep5316 Leonard John Smith; Rep5317 Ms
ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE
Susan Lord; Rep5445 Mr Paul Gibson; Rep5611 Mrs Hilary Perry;Rep5612 Laura Perry;
AND CHARACTER A. The village
Rep5613 Mr Michael Perry; Rep5614 Miss Louise Childs; Rep5615 Mr Matthew Worts;
resources are already stretched i.e.
Rep5616 Mr Jason Kilby; Rep5617 Mr Richard Wood; Rep5618 Mrs Susan West; Rep5619 Mrs doclors, parking, schools etc B. Traffic
Elizabeth Hudson; Rep5620 C Talbot; Rep5621 Miss Jennifer Barrett; Rep5622 Miss Chloe
on the A4 13 is already at maximum
Barrett; Rep5623 Mr Jay Baldock; Rep5624 Mr John Kelly;Rep5625 Mrs Jennifer
capacity at rush hour C. The character
Worts;Rep5626 Mr Scott Kilbey;Rep5627 Mr Guy Kilbey;Rep5628Mr Nikolas Kumcuev;
of the village would be negatively
Rep5629 Mr David Bassett; Rep5630 Mr James West; Rep5631 Ms Sharon Owen; Rep5632 Mr impacted by such a large development
Clifford Alsop; Rep5633 Mr John Frewin;Rep5634 Mr Ian Rose; Rep5635 Mrs Marion Davies;
D. The character of the village has
Rep5636 Mrs Lynne Obergan; Rep5637 Mrs Sylvia Shaw; Rep5638 Mrs David and Jane
already been negatively impacted by
Cornish; Rep5639 Mrs Althea Godfrey; Rep5640 Mrs Katherine Trotman; Rep5641 Mr & Mrs HS2 and the possible waste transfer
Geoff and Phillipa Bassett; Rep5642 Mrs Clare Bassett; Rep5643 Mr Terence Sweeney;
station E. Already likely to suffer
Rep5644 Anonymous; Rep5645 Mr Carol Casey; Rep5646 Mrs Judith Cutter; Rep5648 Mr Alan congestion and impact on village
Fagan;Rep5649 Mr David Churchman;Rep5650 Mrs Sarah Churchman;Rep5651 Mr Jasper
resources from other plans to build
Naylor; Rep5652 Mr Marc Filion;Rep5653 Mrs Marguerite Wyatt;Rep5654 Mr & Mrs Paul and near Epilepsy Centre on border with
Elaine Bowman; Rep5655 Mr Brian Cassey;Rep5656 Mr John Nelson; Rep5657 Mr Rob
Chalfont St Peter.
Machin; Rep5658 Mr Donald Stallwood; Rep5659 Mr James Greenhalgh; Rep5660 Mrs Mary
L; Rep5661 Miss Belinda Walters; Rep5662 Mrs Joyce Ince; Rep5663 Mrs Helen Ash; Rep5664
Mr Andrew Davies; Rep5665 Mr Mark Werster; Rep5666 Mrs Sonja Rebeiro; Rep5667 Mrs
Lisa Ross-Roberts; Rep5728 Mrs Christine Cole; Rep5727 Mrs Karine Antinoro; Rep5726 Mr
G Walton; Rep5725 Mr Andrew Thompson; Rep5724 Mrs Nicola Hall; Rep5723 Mr Gordon
Hall; Rep5722 Mrs Elizabeth Seely; Rep5721Mr Denis Higgs; Rep5720 Mr Ernest Tyrrell;
Rep5719 Mrs Ella Tyrell; Rep5718 Mrs Patricia Barry; Rep5717 Mr Michael Foxton; Rep5716
Mr Stuart White; Rep5691Mrs Nicki Skillen Rep5494 Mrs Pat Dawn; Rep5495 Janice Hague;
Rep5496
Mr Tim Medak; Rep5497 Mrs Clarinda Greenhalgh; Rep5510 Mr Malcom Arpino; Rep5512
Mr Francis Thompson; Rep5513 Mrs Nadine De Souza
Rep4584
1. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc 2. Traffic on the A413 is already at
The Local Plan will need to
Mr Peter
maximum capacity at rush hour 3. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such a large
identify sustainable
Hutchinson
development 4. The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the waste transfer development options to meet
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station 5. Likely to suffer congestion and impact on village from other plans to build near Epilepsy Centre on
border with St Peter.

Rep4589
Mrs Lisa Basford
Rep4594
Mrs Lucy Chahil

Rep4614
Timothy Cargill

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.

Flood plain- the area is a flood plain and building here will worsen future flooding in the village
AONB - the area is a designated AONB, parts of which are protected
Impact on village infrastructure - the village cannot support additional traffic - limited parking, A413 is congested,
surrounding roads are country lanes. Services (e.g local school) are already at maximum capacity.
In addition, we do not agree that this precious area of Green belt and AONB should be changed to any other
usage.
General. The consultation is premature and inadequate in so far it attempts to start consultation on a set of
county wide changes to planning policies before the impacts of HS2 and the forthcoming EU referendum on
housing and population growth have been fully assessed. Many of the underlying assumptions and therefore
putative justifications may well prove to be ill-founded. It is clear in so far as the document addresses
development of Green Belt around Little Chalfont that the process is already deeply flawed. In particular, it is
evident to the most casual reader of the Consultation Document that a political decision has already been taken
to create what will in truth be a new town centred on Chalfont & Latimer railway station and that all the prosing
about the weakness of parcels of land in terms of fulfillment of purposes of the Green Belt is merely the fruits of
a disingenuous exercise of attempting to justify removal of those parcels from the Green Belt. The Arup report is
only superficially objective. Key judgments are highly subjective and it is clear that the authors were working to a
predefined brief rather than approaching these issues with an open mind. The authors employ casuistry to reach
the conclusions those commissioning their report have demanded. The Arup report is a ‘false prospectus’. The
second phase of the exercise should be undertaken by another firm of consultants to lend credibility to the
conclusions. There are no ‘exceptional circumstances’ to justify the removal of large tracts of land from the Green
Belt. Merger of Settlements Amersham and Little Chalfont are in fact a single conurbation. The battle to prevent
their merger if ever there was one,was lost a long time ago. It makes no sense other than in narrow political
terms, to maintain a single field as a dividing strip where there is no amenity value and then to sacrifice high
value open countryside on the Eastern and Southern fringes of Little Chalfont in the search for building land.
There are in contrast well defined and defensible Green Belt boundaries preventing the convergence of
Chorleywood and Little Chalfont. The intention appears to be to abandon the Little Chalfont boundary and then
to try and find a natural boundary that is as the strong as the former. This is entirely irrational. If you have a
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Rep4615
Rebecca Cargill

Rep4616 Mrs
Margaret Beane;
Rep4619 Maureen
Bailey; Rep4618
Carole Taylor;
Rep4617 Sally
Tilleray

Summary of Representation
strong existing boundary, why abandon it? It’s rather like an alcoholic drinking one last bottle and assuring
everyone it will be the last. No one can credibly say the new boundary will not be abandoned in the future.The
document seems to ignore the relationship between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood, and their overlapping
housing markets, for entirely political reasons. There needs to be far greater coordination between Chiltern
District Council and Three Rivers.Both Chorleywood and Little Chalfont are large existing settlements and in
contrast to the boundary between Amersham and Little Chalfont. Those settlements are clearly separated by
some of the most attractive countryside in the county.
The proposals in the consullation in relation to Little Chalfont fail• To have regard to the purposes of the Green
Belt and the designation of an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. • To recognise the impacts that HS2 will have
and therefore the overriding importance of preserving what is as yet unspoiled. • To recognise that the Greenbelt
between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood plays a vital role in: preventing encroachment on genuine countryside;
checking the sprawl of the Chesham-Amersham-Little Chalfont conurbation; and in preventing Little Chalfont and
Chorleywood merging into one another. • That the layout of Little Chalfont and the resulting constraints on the
provision of new infrastructure on the scale required to accommodate a population of the size implied would
result in a very poor environment for residents whether new or existing.
The New Local Plan has recently come to our notice, however, we are uncertain as to whether all residents in our
local area have received this notification. It is clear that this local plan is extremely important and could severely
impact upon the life of our villages that we have known for generations. It is an area of outstanding natural
beauty which the council has already acknowledged that preservation is imperative. However, the area has
already been subjected to extensive development causing detrimental disruption to our infrastructure as well as
the life-styles and well-being of its residents. In the event of new amenities to service increased development,
residential and non residential will, for example, lead to road congestion, noise pollution and so on. Green
Belt/Open spaces - An example of special interests particularly enjoyed by residents are the collective number of
ponds with high wildlife importance, walking groups, public footpaths and small areas of woodland. One of
interest being Siblets Woods listed with flint finds nearby from the Neolithic period and also impressive bluebells
species protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.Schools - An important fact is that the education
opportunities in Buckinghamshire are renowned, providing ongoing stability for young families moving from
London enabling them to enjoy the Green Belt, open spaces and all relevant amenities. Assessment of possible
housing development/sports facilities not within the new local plan and within the new plan — the supply sites
without planning permission, for example — say 600 houses = 1200 new residents = 1200 cars, on a larger scale
how can this be accommodated? Our area is well served with sports facilities, private and public enhanced by the
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The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
to be considered in addition to
the opportunities that are
available on brownfield sites.
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Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

multi-million pound sports centre recently refurbished in nearby High Wycombe, therefore, what is the purpose
of using green belt land for sports facilities.New Local Plan Infrastructure - Brown field sites are already available
for development and should be prioritised first simply because the infrastructure is already in place which must
be more cost-effective. In our villages, flood levels and sewerage levels have increased which is a health hazard to
all age groups. These particular problems should be resolved first before proposals for further housing is even
considered. Parking in the villages - To support local shops parking has always been an issue, most roads are
congested with double parking, restrictions with double yellow lines, school collecting parking that is with the
current capita.It is imperative to protect the Green Belt in the first instance, the assessment of Brown sites should
be considered of greater importance taking into account the infrastructure that is already in place. This will add
more protection to the Green Belt preserving our area for future generations. The commencement of works for
HS2 will result in increased in footfall in the village and a drain on the current infrastructure, even though we
consider the HS2 will not be beneficial to us as an area.Society has a duty to the environment to stop destroying
the planet through over-development.
Rep4620
Mrs Desiree
Plummer

No building on green belt.No building on Blackwell Stubbs in Chesham Bois. It is teeming with wild life and loved
by many.

Rep4621
Shareena
Mukherjee

I have become aware recently of the dreadful proposals to change the designation of our beloved green belt
area, in which the village of Little Chalfont has enjoyed a quiet and peaceful existence for generations.We moved
to this area and raised a family precisely because the village is so beautifully situated in a countryside
environment.The proposals certainly look as though this idyllic existence that we all enjoy could come to an awful
end. I strenuously object to any such proposals and I know that this issue has already created a huge amount of
concern and stress for many in the area that I know. I would urge you to look to other areas where the impact of
such development would have a much lesser effect. There are swathes of agricultural land as one moves further
North of us out that are nothing but farmland for miles and where the impact of such changes could be easily
absorbed. Why is it necessary to consider our village? It is not as though future development has to be
concentrated around here because of infrastructure? The schools and other amenities are already stretched
because of the natural growth in population and demand in our area.
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Rep4622
Sebastian
Mukherjee

Rep4623
Mrs Barbara White
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I go to Little Chalfont Primary School and I am age 10. I would like to tell you that this is not a very good idea to
build houses and buildings all over Little Chalfont. It will ruin this beautiful village, and in fact, we would become
a town, and we would have to change our village and our school name to perhaps gigantic Chalfont.Westwood
park is a lovely place, with cows grazing in the meadows at the end of the park. I enjoy sometimes watching
them, and they also live there. Why would you want to ruin their habitat? Only someone careless and
thoughtless would do that. Also if you already look around, there are houses surrounding the park already, and if
you build more, we wouldn’t have any fun at that park, we will just feel imprisoned inside hundreds of houses.
We have worked hard on farming these grasslands, cutting these grasslands and growing these grasslands it will
destroy our area of outstanding natural beauty and make the place crowded and horrible. Please put a stop to
these plans, or if it is essential do it somewhere else where there is more useable land. I want people to continue
enjoy their homes, but I don’t want this village mto become ugly.
My major concern is the land marked on the Consultation Document for potential commercial/industrial
development on the outskirts of Chesham between Nashleigh Hill and the village of Ashley Green. 1. The area of
possible development around Ashley Green comprises 172 hectares - an area which is virtually as large as all the
other areas on the map combined.2. This area lies totally within the Green Belt area and part of which is
designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.3. The Village of Ashley Green is in the heart of the Green Belt any industrial/commercial development on its borders would have a serious impact on the Jives of those living in
the village, the village could just sink into the infrastructure of Chesham and the community atmosphere of the
village would be lost. The village has a very active Community Association, Annual village Fete, Annual bonfire
and people live there because they want to live within a village environment with a feeling of community. 4.
Natural concern of ‘creep once an area has been identified by the Council as a possible area for any such
development 5. Apparently this area was selected because of access to A4l. The A416 which runs through the
centre of this marked area is already an extremely busy road with numerous notable accidents over the past few
years.Encouraging development with increased egress directly on to this road would be extremely dangerous.
Over the past few years several people have applied for planning permission to build one or two additional
houses on this road. Permission has always been refused primarily because of increased egress onto the busy
road and also because of the Green Belt status.6. Public Transport to this area is very limited so any commercial
unit would be dependent on all workers travelling by private car. Equally there is limited access to shops etc
without the use of private car thus increasing the amount of traffic using this road. 7. The land on the outskirts of
Ashley Green has historical Drovers Ponds (Eg Rushmoor Pond) that contain rare species of newts and encourage
a large bird population to nest and small animals to habitate.8. If there is a need for a further 2 hectares of
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Rep4624
Mr Charles Patrin
White

Rep4625
Mrs Vera Taggart
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commercial land within the Chiltern Area it would make far more sense to use areas close to the railway stations
or where there are good regular bus links and facilities for workers to access easily.9. At the moment there is
approx 194,000 square feet of commercial property available to either purchase or rent in Chesham alone.
(107,639 square feet is one hectare) 10 The fields adjoining the Ashley Green boundary next to Rushmoor Pond
are designated for recreational use and have been used as part of the village life for many years - football clubs
and cricket clubs, athletic field. 11 A huge concern is that once this line has been drawn around this area will it
remain a permanent ‘go to’ area when more development is required. I would like to see that the use of this area
is dismissed in its entirety and removed for any possible future development.
I would like to raise concerns over the land marked for consideration for Industrial/office development from the
bottom of Nashleigh Hill, Chesham to the village of Ashley green 1 I understand from the recent meeting with
planing officers that the main reason of including this area was because of the access to the A41 via the A416 and
that any development in Chesham should not include the Amersham side of the town because of existing
congestion. At present traffic volumes are already dangerously high and the recent housing development at the
top of Nashleigh Hill will add to this although not in Bucks the substantial housing development at the top of
Sholasway Berhamstead will add considerably to traffic volumes in Ashley Green as the congestion around the
development will force drivers to access both the A41 and the routes towards Amersham through Ashley green.
Therefore to site access to a road that can hardly cope with the present traffic volume and is in danger of not
being able to cope with extra volume that is already in the pipe line is not sound.2 Ashley Green is a proper
village with a individual identity and provides an open space between the creep of development of both
Chesham and Berkhamstead is the reason for the green belt allow this development and any feeling of
countryside will be lost.3 There are no facilities to support this kind of development and because of the hill on the
Chesham side access by anything other than car is not practical. 4 I understand that cost of the 12 hectares
outlined that only 2 hectares are required no yet in this area but in the whole of the Chiltern plan. My conern is
that if this very large area is allowed to be considered beyond this initial consultation it will remian as a possible
area each time more development is considered. I would ask that proper consideration is given which should
result in a substantial reduction.
Having lived in the same house for a few months under 50 years and being very familiar with the areas suggested
as potentially suitable for housing and employment development a very brief reply to these sites is that for the
sake of all who will make their homes or be employed in any of these sites if and/or when such development
materialises, it is desirable to retain the qualities of the area which lend themselves to as good a quality life to
newcomers as that currently enjoyed by current residents and employees/employers; also that the disadvantages
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The Council will in principle
support suitable local measures
or proposals brought forward
by the community, such as
improvements to public open
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Mr Douglas Lane

Rep4627
Mrs Katherine
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of the same areas are recognised fully. Rather than being ignored or dismissed as irrelevant. The Green Belt
provision should continue to be protected and such development as is deemed essential should focus on
Brownfield sites. The poor drainage and sewage systems in Chalfont St Peter plus the noted flood plain areas in
Mill meadow and East of the A413 make both unsuitable for further development; additionally Mill Meadow is
fully utilised for village facilities and East of the A413 already has commercial property unused for a long time.
Further flood plain problems exist at The Raylands Farm site together with limited access and such access
becoming dangerous and escalating onto the A40 and backing to the M40 if such a site were to be developed.
The Epileptic Society site (CSP3) is one of Chalfont St Peter's longest employers and the site contains several local
businesses, homes, medical facilities and recreational facilities. It suffers from poor public transport links but
provides green belt buffers between Chalfont St peter, Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill. Escalating development
here would destroy the Green belt features and contribute to transport unsustainability.
We are in total opposition to the proposed redevelopment of land in Prestwood.Some of the land being
considered for development is Green Belt.Green Belt land “is a designated area preventing any development of
the area and allowing wildlife to flourish.” This proposed development does neither. It disregards Green Belt
criteria and destroys natural habitat. Unless there has been some change in Government policy regarding
safeguarding Green Belt land, then planning permission cannot be granted. If the Council decide to do so then
they are contravening National Government directives and the welfare and wishes of local residents. If the
Council decides to build more houses in Prestwood, then land that is not Green Belt should be sought.As
practising teachers in the local schools, we know for a fact that they would not be able to cope with a further
influx of pupils. Many families in Prestwood are already transporting their children to be educated at Little
Kingshill, Great Missenden and Great Kingshill Schools because Prestwood Infant and Prestwood Junior schools
cannot accommodate the current pupil population, let alone any more, which exacerbates the traffic congestion
that already exists. 100’s of extra houses (approximately two cars per dwelling) will mean extra traffic in Lodge
Lane, overburdening the current routeway and surrounding roads. Parking in Prestwood village is a problem
anyway. Prestwood village is already almost the biggest village in Buckinghamshire and there is a high housing
density. It is crucial the proposed area maintains its Green Belt status so that many locals can access the
countryside.A) There has been no consultation or communication with the local residents concerning the
proposed development.B) There has been little time to respond.C) The response form is not user friendly.
Chalfont St Peter has/will have a high level of development Holy Cross/Newland Park/Audley. Ridiculously high
level, impact of which will completely change this community. Flooding. We have a major flooding issue in the
village with sewage contaminated water in our village centre. Sewers cannot cope.Our roads are choked at peak
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times now-add these new builds it will be a disaster.Any development must be towards the village centre,
protecting the green belt principles. There are no good bus/train/tube services. All will need at least 2 cars so
more congestion.Our schools are at capacity, already.This is an attractive, historical village with a tremendous
sense of community. Such large development will seriously destroy that.Green belt is essential to provide
recreation, conservation, and separate communities.The vast increase in build means higher impermeable cover
of much land so much greater runoff water levels and therefore even greater flooding.The epilepsy society site is
an important buffer and green belt area, it has huge recreational benefits - 24 teams use its 9 football pitches,
walkers/joggers/dog walkers all depend on this pleasant green area, as do pram pushers and small children on
bikes. ES site has no rail or tube lines so all need cars so even more traffic.It is bounded by narrow and already
dangerous lanes.Massive proposal for this site, which will overload drains / schools / roads and any local medicla
services.You are intending to destroy Chalfont Common in this proposal - flooding it with traffic - both residential
and associated commercial, this will use all roads here and change a pleasant semi rural area into a built up,
crowded, urban sprawl. Chalfont Common has already increased traffic due to build at Audley, in Rickmansworth
Lane build, Newlands to come, HS2 proposed vent shaft effecting Chesham/Denham Lane.The A413 takes the
load of all the above plus Holy Cross Site, plus increased capacity proposal of waste centre on A413.It feels and
clearly is the case that CSP is being allocated an unfair, community destructive, facilities overload in extreme,
with these proposed new birds.It is completely wrong to destroy our community in this way. Please allow us to
keep our village safe from destructive development.
Chalfont St Peter village is already overloaded with residential developments, recent additions including the Holy
Cross site, Audley, Newland Park and numerous other relatively small infill developments. As a consequence basic
amenities are already used to their maximum capacity including schools, doctors, roads, sewers etc. The
proposed developments will put pressure on all the above, in addition a number of them are planned to be built
on the River Misbourne flood plain - note that the existing drainage is unable to cope adequately with above
average rainfall - this occurrence will increase given climate change, the effects will be disastrous - resulting in
flooding due to the already inadequate sewage systems. The majority of roads - are country lanes - already
rounded at rush hour times - the village of Chalfont St Peter, already overloaded with residential and commercial
development relies heavily on the existing greenbelt to preserve its boundaries and unique character as a village.
As a resident of many years, having seen the excessive growth over the last 10/20 years and particularly in recent
years would appeal to you to completely reassess the reallocation proposed as to reallocate to the numerous
alternative locations which exist in Buckinghamshire as which could sustain additional developments at little or
no cost to the quality of life and environment of the area in question. No to spoiling greenbelt. No to more
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Rep4630
Mrs Karen Dawson
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development on grounds of road congestion, sewer overload, services overload and quality of life.
1 I am concerned about the possible development of the land opposite my house employment. Nashleigh Hill
Park and land adjoining it are used extensively for recreational use - most of Chesham seems to come and use it
for sledging during the winter! It is an area used by many for walking. My other worry is traffic. It is already
extremely congested during rush hour and further development would only make this worse.2 I have been
approached by the gentleman who owns the land immediately in front of my house (the land and garages
adjacent to 62 Vale Road) and I understand that he wants to build a house on the front of the garages. I have no
objections to him building on the front of the old garages. In fact I think it would improve the outlook and
therefore ask you to look favourably at his proposal.3 In general I support and encourage self-builders.
I do not believe that Little Chalfont can accommodate significant new development, nor that it should be
identified as a 'main settlement for growth'. I have seen CDC figures that show that the percentage of new
properties approved or built in Little Chalfont between 2006 and 2014 is over twice that in Amersham, over three
times that in Chesham and 60% higher than that in the village of Chalfont St Peter. That suggests Little Chalfont
has already contributed its fair share of land to new housing developments.The land identified on the site west of
Stony Lane and that straddling the A404 to the East of the village is classified as being within an AONB. AONB's
were created for a good reason, within the green belt, to protect urban sprawl. It is self-evident to me that these
sites should be retained in their current form for the benefit of both residents and the many out of area visitors
we receive every year. Little Chalfont has already incorporated significant new housing developments- at Bell
Lane, and the current Donkey field and Chenies Parade developments. The village has no capacity to continue to
be the focus of additional development. In particular, the infrastructure in Little Chalfont cannot support further
new development. It is already impossible to get a seat on some rush hour trains, despite the fact we are the
second stop on the line; the parking challenges cover the station, the shopping parade, the Snells Wood car park
and roads such as Amersham Way where commuters would like to park. In addition, the pressure on school
places is already intense - extra changes have been added at schools in the village and the catchment areas are
reducing. The road infrastructure is based on the main A404 leading to the M25 and small lanes, used as through
routes by local and out-of-area motorists. At rush hour, school pick up and drop off times and other peak times,
the local roads are at capacity. Furthermore development would lead to traffic chaos and increased
bottlenecks.In summary, I am very concerned that including these lands parcels for development in the local plan
would be the thin end of the wedge. My fear is a nonstop built up area from Amersham to Chorleywood,
destroying the ambience of Little Chalfont. I moved here 23 years ago based on Little Chalfont being a healthy,
vibrant, family-focused area with the ability to access the AONB on my doorstep. Changing the nature of these

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

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

38
Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep4631
Mrs Davina Kirby

Rep4632
Mrs Davina Kirkby

Summary of Representation
land parcels would be contrary to the interest and purpose of the green belt as well as destroying the identity of
Little Chalfont. I do hope you will reconsider and exclude these land parcels from further development.
I am writing regarding the Little Chalfont local plan consultation and my familiar considerable concern about how
this will change 'Little' Chalfont for the worse.I have lived in Little Chalfont for 24 years. My 2 Children grew up
her and attended (very happily) Little Chalfont Primary and DCGS and DCHS. I am a keen cyclist and runner and
get out into the countryside surrounding Little Chalfont.I am very much aware of the need for housing
development in the country and especially in the South East and the problems of NIMBY but the answer cannot
be to destroy Little Chalfont.Most successful communities operate as a result of the size of that community.
Being small enough that people feel they can make a difference and having pride in their community. Be it with
schools, clubs and community associations and others. All of then "organisations" work well because we have a
suitably sized community. The proposed developments (which I believe would not stop at the proposed level)
would seriously erode community spirit and destroy our health and thriving community. Furthermore:-Our roads,
many of which are single track lanes in the area proposed are not suitable for the development proposed. Are we
to lose these lanes too? Parking in the village and other locations is already difficult if not impossible at peak
times.The trains to (and from) London from our station reguarly have no seats left at our station at peak times
and with the maximum number of carriages for the platforms so there is no room for expansion of capacity. Our
schools are full. Extra classes have been added at schools in the village and the catchment areas are reducing. The
road infrastructure is based on the main A404 leading to the M25 and small lanes, used as through routes by local
and out-of-area motorists. At rush hour, school pick up and drop off times and other peak times, the local roads
are at capacity. Furthered development would lead to traffic chaos and increased bottlenecks, We have already
had more than our fair share of development compared to Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter. (Over
twice Amersham and 3 time Chesham and 60% more than Chalfont St Peter)In conclusion I strongly reject the
proposed plan. It is seriously out of proportion to it land area. The village is literally "bulging at the seams".We
should support growth and housing development as best we can but the scale of the proposed development if far
too great and is not realistic if Little Chalfont is to survive as a successful community.
I live in the Chess Valley. I was originally brought up in Chorleywood. The history of the valley goes back beyond
Roman times. The Bedford family supported the Round Heads in the civil war. The visits of Henry the VIII and his
wives to Chenies manor are well known. The top path along the valley ridge was effectively the main road for
many centuries. It is for this reason the beauty of the valley lined by beech woods make it an AONB. The task of
the council and we residents is to protect it. Your proposals along Stony Lane and Bell Lane will cause the total
loss of this area and its atmosphere for future generations, The impact of such massive construction will destroy
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not only our sacred countryside but the village of Little Chalfont. The number of houses and industrial units here
along Amersham road is frightening. The pressure this will place upon the management of waste, is massive I
understand that the sewage works on the Latimer Road are not coping at present. The waste system there
unload in the Chess a year or two ago. The new works now produce a 24 hours a day particularly at night. Not
only a new sewage works will have to be built but schools and youth clubs. The Railway system will not cope with
an increased demand. Our current support services are maximised is inappropriate for this development of the
golf club grounds may be more sustainable but the densely proposed should also be reviewed. Once a field is
lost, it is lost forever. The fields and woods along the Chess are very special hence their AONB and green belt
status. It will be a crime if your proposed development scheme proceeds.
We are writing in response to questions set out in the Local Plan Initial Consultation
(Regulation 18) document. The land comprises two fields of circa 3.4 acres (1 .3759 ha) and is shown on the
attached plan outlined in red. The upper field A is situated in green belt and the lower field B in the Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). We also own the access road linking both fields directly to Gore Hill; this is
marked in blue and shown as C.We have noted that the fields are included within land Parcel 30 of the
Buckinghamshire Green belt assessment Part 1 (Amp 2015) and are identified for further testing and
consideration within appendix 2 as a Green Belt strategy option. The proximity to the flood plane, Amersham Old
Town and the character of the area will have to be taken into account, as it is unlikely that the whole of General
Area 30 will be suitable for development.We would like the Council to consider the fields in respect of the
options set out in the Special Strategy Options (Pages 12-14 of the Regulation 18 Local Plan) for further testing
for consideration within stage 2 of plan preparation. Option C “Built area extension(s) to the principal
settlements of Chesham, Amersham is the principal option, however Option G “A detailed review of the inner
green belt boundaries to address any existing anomalies and Option H “Review the scope for allowing limited
infilling within villages and generally built up frontages within Green Belt” also apply. It would appear that the
fields do fall into the Option G category and have become a “Green Belt anomaly” due to the adjacent by pass,
which boarders the fields immediately to the south. The fields appear to no longer fulfil a Green Belt purpose.The
bypass was built in 1987 and cuts off the land within it from the open countryside beyond, thereby forming a
new permanent boundary to prevent any potential futuresprawl of development.The government requirements
seek to identify over 15,000 new homes within South Bucks and Chiltern. There are a number of settlements
which appear not to have had preliminary identification work undertaken as highlighted in Option F and a
wholesale allocation of residential use to General Areas 30, 31 and 23a and 23b could fundamentally change the
setting and character of Old Amersham and we are aware of understandable opposition towards this. It is already
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identified and important to protect General Area 23a when coming down Gore Hill and maintain the sight line,
which crosses to the green of the hillside opposite, above Tesco. Surely the same applies to Station Road with the
view up straight ahead towards General Area 32a and we can understand local concern that one portion of
General Area 30 should not be included and fully support this. The barrier to sprawl is the bypass and the 1.3759
ha we have identified makes no meaningful contribution to the gap between Old Amersham and Coleshill as it is
already severed by the bypass from the wider green area further up Gore Hill. The Chiltern AONB was set out 51
years ago in 1965 and included large areas of land surrounding Old Amersham. AONB are areas of land
designated by government bodies as requiring protection to conserve and enhance their natural beauty. We
would ask if either of our fields within the bypass match the description of “an area of distinctive landscape with
special qualities which is of national importance...The fields at Bury Farm are completely surrounded by
development including the bypass to the south (A413), a 1930’s housing estate (Piggotts Orchard) to the west
and Stokebury House on London Road West to the north. In addition, the Fieldway and Hillway estates cut
further into the AONB beyond the bypass to the south. It should also be noted that in the garden of 9 Bury Farm,
which immediately borders the lower field, there has been a recent erection of a garage built on the green belt
land.The newly constructed building at Stokebury House immediately to the north of the fields features metal
balconies and white pvc gables, that struggle to belong in the character of Old Amersham. We would wish to
ensure that the appearance of any new housing is complementary to the heritage and architecture of Old
Amersham and adjacent buildings at Bury Farm. We would not want to see a high-density development next to
our home. It is the high quality design and detailing and choice of sympathetic external materials that can make
the key difference, together with building to an appropriate density that will not damage the character of the
local area. We own the freehold of the two fields shown, together with the access road leading directly onto
Gore Hill. There is also further access to the fields onto London Road West, The fields are well out of the
floodplain and there are no footpaths running across them and the fields are located close to the facilities of
Amersham Old town and good local transportation links. We believe this is a site that can be readily delivered to
help meet the requirements of the Local Plan. We would ask Chiltern District Council and the Department of
Environment to review the status of our land within the bypass, with a view to allowing residential
allocationwithin the plan period until 2036.
I am opposed to Green Belt land between Chalfont St Giles village, A413, Mill Land and Dods Lane being released
for building development.Green belt is very important to our area and should be retained. Green Belt land is an
area of Outstanding Natural Beauty shall remain as green belt.The area is a flood plain, just a few years ago the
fields were flooded.It is government policy not to build on flood plains.The scale of the proposed development
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could not be sustained in a small village and Chalfont St Giles.I am opposed to this plan and changing the Green
Belt.
Our site was identified at the “Call For Sites” stage as readily available for development for housing.It is still
readily available for development.THE SITE LOCATION AND CHARACTER:The site is immediately adjacent to the
built-up area of Prestwood, terminating the long line of housing stretching southwards from the southern
boundary of the site and directly opposite housing on the north side of the road, which itself extends westward
of the western boundary of the site.The Purposes of the Green Belt: Beyond the western boundary of the site is a
public utility water facility, precluding thereby continuation of linear development beyond our site — it provides
the physical “full stop” for built development, rounding off the development on this side of the highway and
preventing already unrestricted sprawl of the built-up area.There is no urban development visible to the west of
the site and its development would not therefore result in the merging of neighbouring towns.There is no
heritage asset whose setting would be affected by the development of the site for dwellings that would be
sympathetic to the character and appearance of those that currently bound the site on two sides.The Local Plan
assessment of housing need accepts the requirement for some Green Belt land to be released within the Plan
period. Whilst this land is “countryside”, being simply a paddock, it is well enclosed from the rolling countryside
beyond by mature hedges that align with the rear boundaries of the adjacent dwellings to the south of the site.
Moreover, the site is deep enough such that a reasonable contribution to the supply of much-needed housing
could be provided, whilst maintaining a significant open land buffer at the rear of the site, to allow for a sensitive
landscaped transition with the countryside beyond. The Green Belt designation of most of the District’s open
land has resulted in maximum market demand for regeneration and recycling of the few areas of urban land,
with pressure upon them recognised by the Local Plan and the need for some Green Belt release. The
development of this site would have no adverse impact on the regeneration of the urban areas in the District
therefore. The Site Specific Considerations:The site has public utilities services on the site already. It has no
contamination or remediation works necessary for its immediate development, having been used for grazing for
very many years. It has existing direct vehicular access to the highway network and a long highway frontage that
will allow for improved access siting if that is deemed beneficial. The site is located close to the western end of
the High Street, which forms the centre of Prestwood, making it a very sustainable location. Effective use of this
site will assist in rebalancing the distribution of development of the community of Prestwood around its centre.
The site could provide housing immediately, to assist with the critical “5 Year Housing Supply” period. The Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty designation already washes across the built-up area of Prestwood and is not
therefore a key constraint on development in this particular location.The site was rejected at the Stage 1
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assessment purely because it is Green Belt land.THE RESPONSES TO SOME OF THE SPECIFIC QUESTIONS RAISED
IN THE LOCAL PLAN:0.1: No comments on the definitions used of “housing” etc.0.2: Site CD0237 should be
added, given that Green Belt releases are now essential to ensuring the Local Plan is sound in terms of the
delivery of identified housing needs.Q.3: No comments on other sites that may be available.Q.4: No — the
approach which best respects the purposes of the Green Belt is one which allows first for small scale
developments at the edges of existing settlements, which together add significant
numbers, but which individually integrate readily with the long established residential character
without significant harm to the countryside setting of the communities (i.e. the “pepper-pot”
approach to housing distribution). The “Proposed Built Extensions” approach which the Local Plan seems to be
preferring will have major adverse impacts on the Green Belt, the countryside character and appearance and the
existing communities onto which they would be insensitively bolted. The reliance upon half the housing need
being provided for outside the District, in Aylesbury Vale District will force away from our communities our own
population of young and old, whose needs are increasingly pressing for housing delivery for them. That is not a
socially sustainable approach to addressing the identified housing need of our own community — it is forcing
them away from us.Q.5: The priority spatial strategy should be to maximise the potential of the “pepper-pot
approach” to Green Belt release to meet the needs that cannot be met within existing built-up areas in the
District. Q.6: Yes — please note the comments above about the suitability of this site for just such a smallscale
housing development. Q.7: Yes — the level of unmet need being proposed is both unacceptably large and
unnecessary, given the abandonment of the “pepper-pot” approach to addressing it.0.8: No comments on
meeting affordable housing requirements, other than by the existing strategy and the release of more land to
allow for that to be implemented. Q.9: No comments on Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople
needs.Q.10: By the same “pepper-pot” approach, particularly given that those requiring suitable accommodation
for the special needs of the elderly will not be best served by being concentrated in accommodation in very large
developments. Q.16: The “pepper-pot” approach minimises the pressure for major new infrastructure and
maximises thereby the chances of delivery of the much-needed housing.
Our general support for the comments made by Chalfont St Giles Conservation Area Committee should be
addded to as follows:Site CD0019 is wholly inappropriate for development, being the rural setting and steeply
sloping backdrop for Milton's Cottage Grade 1 listed, Milton's Field Grade 2 Registered Garden and adjacent
field.Site CD0148 where development would show above the ridge is similarly wholly inappropriate.Policies
which boost tourism are wholly supported. Traffic calming through the village is likewise wholly supported.
The provision of housing in the chiltern/south Bucks area is the driving force behind the consultation. My major
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concern is that Little Chalfont has been identified as a "Main Settlement for Growth". This designation should be
removed to enable an effective anmd realistic contribution to be made to a balanced environment within the
National Planning Policy Framework that is sustainable.1. Housing That new build proposed and being tested
would bring unacceptable pressure on the A404 passing the centre of the village. A study of "travel to work"
would give an accurate estimate of the use of the railway for commuting to London which is a pressure point for
the need for housing. The facility in rearing its full capacity. Land should not be allocated for further parking to
service the railway station. Economic growth is possible, but the boundaries must be maintained of the Green
belt and AONB.2. Housing planned areas for testing as shown in areas 22a. 35 and 29 in stage 2 would put
incredible pressures on traffic pinch point at junction of A404 with Stony Lane and Lodge Lane. The area with the
village exiting at the pinch point of A404 with Bell Lane at Finch Lane again shows a lack of acceptance of the
traffic problems.Both these points will be joined with new Industrial/commercial areas. 14b and 28. 14 b will take
out land designated as a high likelihood of best and most versatile agricultural land.The site off Finch Lane will
close off the access to the High School Land and Little Chalfont Nature Park to the open farm land of the AONB
leading down to the A413 parcel of land. High likelihood of the best and most versatile land. Land to the west of
Lodge Lane [35] which has a water table spring-river running down the centre of it which is supported by the
gradient in Harewood Road and Burton Lane. There is little evidence of gradient as shown on OS maps.3. Sites
within built up area Convert offices to flats Convert residential/Commercial premises Volkswagon/Audi garage to
best percieved function. Ground floor commercial flats over as modern trend is to concentrate out from Car
Dealer ship hubs. Don't restict infrastructure developement of schools ie. South of A404 to AONB boundary.4.
Joint Local Vision Plan? Maintain environmental boundary around Little Chalfont and other train and 5. My
interpretation of the spatial starategy is that the view approaching Little Chalfont on the A404 would be totally
destroyed. There being no clearly deined natural or man made boundary 7. Insufficient provision for schools,
parking in village, community facilities. All the facilities lacking in a newly commercial village unlike more mature
Town of Amersham, Beaconsfield etc.The village is divided in two by two prime electric supplies EDF and SSE.
This has and is a problem as I have property in both areas. Drainage. Waste water. Colne Valley will it be able to
cope with the parallel HS2 Construction.8. Highly recommend the "rural housing trust" principle as in Chalfont St
Giles, where the ownerships is retained by the loacl community and not sold of parady housing or to the occupier
after a few years removing the property from the "affordable" sector.9. Traveller sites subject to recent detailed
review why raise the subject again10. Elderly accommodation. We have it in Halifax House and maybe the two
Dental Surgeries on A404 went to electrcity sub-station could retain their facility within such a complex for old
people with doctors surgery.11. Heritage Sitesa) Bottle Cottage and building adjacent to Beel House and Snells
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Lane on the original Uxbridge Road b) Chiltern Open Air Museum should be part of the AONB around Little
Chalfont and not threatened by stage 2. Their mission statement. “Telling the story of the unique history of the
Chiltern through buildings, landscape and culture for the enjoyment, inspiration and learning of the present and
future generation.”
We live off Lye Green Road, Chesham, that has had a severe increase in traffic over the 30 years that we have
lived here. Any development towards Bovingdon would exacerbate noise, traffic, pollution and generally destroy
the semi-rural nature of Chesham. This is all Green belt- and building of any sort will irrevocably reduce oxygen
production. The streets of Chesham are very narrow, with no possibility of widening them. The town is prone to
flooding already. There are plans to improve the river as an amenity but development would require further
culverting of the river, and would mean less open space to disperse flood water. Our nearest A and E has already
been moved as far as Wycombe. How could health services cope with a large extra population? Schools would
have to be enlarged, to the detriment of class-sizes. As a teacher, I know the value of small class sizes. The maps I
saw of planned development at the council offices were such small scale that there was no real sense of what the
development would entail. We need much more information. We would appreciate direct communication with
detailed explanations of the effect on our environment; we only heard about this through rumour. We require
transparency and official communication of plans in order to offer constructive opinions.
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162 High St. Amersham could be redeveloped in its entirety for:-4 small houses at the front, akin to nearby alms
houses1 large house at the rear, with ample land to adjust for the reserve floodplain.

Rep4646
Mr Eugene Rose

Epilepsy Land.Surely the Epilepsy land which is currently green belt should not be considered for residential
development as it contravenes the National Policy framework since it will have the effect of merging Chalfont St
Peter with Chalfont St Giles by joing up with the Newlands site which should not have been given planning
permission. Our village does not house the infastructure for any major development of this type witness the
regular outflows of drainage and raw sewage in the village centre.The village would not be able to deal with the
additional school places required, the increase in traffic on what are merely small country narrow roads, also the
two doctors practices would not be able to cope with the pressure of many more patients. Mill Meadow.This
land use should stay as it is for community uses and recreational uses particularly like playing fields which would
be difficult to replace any development of this nature would take the heart out of the village.It looks as if the
planning authorities are looking for "soft targets" where both the Epilepsy Centre and Chiltern Council are
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obviously willing sellers of their land. This is not how planning should work.
1. It is important that CDC adheres to its duty to co-operate with other councils e.g. it may be possible for
care/dementia houses to be built at the Epilepsy Centre to help neighbouring Councils and they build some
houses on land not green belt for CDC. 5. I am oposed to building all land between settlements that would result
in villlages merging. Unused office space in the centre of CSP should be given consideration for release to housing
as has happened in GX 6. There is not the land around CSP for large scale housing developments which are
served by suitable roads, public transport, or convenient for facilities. Specific sites: Epilepsy centre. The area
proposed is large and is not supported suitable roads. A proposed development in 2005 was rejected because it
was not sustainable. As well as being used for agriculture it also provides sporting facilities and is crossed by
many foot paths. The epilepsy centre/Rowans and Model Farm all provide employment and are well supported if
a site is rejected because of employment (Grant + Stone) then that should be used as a standard for all
sites.Suitable infilling could be built in the area already built upon but all of its other land should be retained as
green belt. Mill Meadow. Should never be developed as it is the flood plain for the R. Misbourne and separates
CSP + CSG; is used by the local school who have no sporting facilities for all their sporting needs; is a local football
+ tennis club; playground; allotments and a green space much used by local people for walking. Also gardening
club and community centre.
Site along A413. This land is also a flood plain. It separates CSP; GX, Denham and Tatling End. Any development
would damage the cricket club and golf club facilities. Some of the buildings - Chalfont Park have never been let +
large scale industrial buildings would be comletely out of context. Raylands Farm. This land forms a separate
block adjoining GX and providing suitable access could be provided from A40 so would probably be the best of
those suggested.Winkers Farm. A small scale development could be suitable here but the night club facility is
used by the young, I understand.8. I believe that social housing should remain within the social sector and not
released into private sector. Small houses are greatly needed in the area but there does not appear to be many
suitable sites. Perhaps this is where cross district co-operation could help.17. The most important area to be
preserved for all time are the meadows between CSP and CSG which do flood and should be allowed to soak up
flood waters to relieve areas downstream. It is possible that all the flooding problems in CSP village centre arise
because the car park was also built on the flood plain.The R. Misbourne is a rare example of a chalk stream.
Views put forward by Quill Hall Lane Residents Association (12 houses on unadapted lane) Like other Amersham
residents we have considerable concerns about the encroachment of housing into Green Belt areas. As residents
of Quill Hall Lane (QHL), we are aware of specific issues which are relevant to the proposal to designate the area
between Raans Farm and St Leonards Road as available for building.We strongly oppose the inclusion of this area
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in the District Plan on the following grounds: 1. SignIficantly change the size and shape of Amersham:The
retention of its natural boundary has allowed this area of Amersham to keep its rural nature(with two farms) and
prevented the slide of Amersham into urban sprawl. The current limits of the housing in QHL are the historic
boundary of Amersham-on-the-Hill at its eastern edge. By developing this area the boundary between Little
Chalfont (recent Bell Lane development) and Amersham will be significantly reduced. This contradicts the
District’s objective, to prevent towns running together, resulting in urban sprawl. 2. Significantly detract from
natural landscape and appearance of the area: The reasons for the limits to building in the QHL area, historically,
are obvious. QHL lies at the edge of the escarpment which falls down into the Chess Valley. Since we must
assume that retention of the beauty and integrity of the Chess Valley (with its Chess Valley Walk) remains a key
District objective, building on the top of the escarpment can only undermine that objective. The preservation of
the appearance of this area, adjacent to the Chess Valley, is reflected in the siting of the Metropolitan Line
railway in a cutting, as it runs along the edge of the escarpment. Additionally, the existence of Rights of Way
(which are well used) directly from QHL and Stubbs Wood into the Chess Valley, acknowledges this area as the
start of open Chiltern countryside, on the eastern edge of Amersham. Listed as an area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty the vistas from the top of the escarpment are exceptional and should be preserved for future generations
to enjoy.3. Restricted access and traffic congestion: We also oppose this area’s inclusion in the plan as potential
land for development on practical grounds, specifically road traffic access. Vehicle access in and out of QHL at its
southern end (where it joins Raans Road) has been drastically restricted by uncontrolled parking on Raans Road,
since the major two stage housing development on the former Raans School site was recently completed. Added
to this is the heavy traffic from the industrial estate which makes Raans Road, for 100 yards and more, a single
lane road. In addition, uncontrolled parking from the industrial estate is spilling over into the southern end of
QHL leading to an effective single lane exacerbated by the Jewson’s Builders’ Merchant site at a very dangerous
corner. At its northern end, where QHL runs into Chestnut Lane, the road narrows to a single lane, and further on
becomes a de facto single lane through permanent resident on-road parking. QHL leading into Chestnut Lane is
already a difficult and busy route and it is hard to see Chestnut Lane absorbing any additional traffic without
major congestion and Health and Safety issues for families walking their children to Chestnut Lane School. Other
potential access roads, such as Roundwood Road, over into the southern end of QHL leading to an effective
single lanes exacerbated by the Jewson’s Builders’ Merchant site at a very dangerous corner. At its northern end,
where QHL runs into Chestnut Lane, the road narrows to a single lane, and further on becomes a de facto single
lane through permanent resident on-road parking. QHL leading into Chestnut Lane is already a difficult and busy
route and it is hard to see Chestnut Lane absorbing any additional traffic without major congestion and Health
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and Safety issues for families walking their children to Chestnut Lane School. Other potential access roads, such
as Roundwood Road,Grove Road and New Road are also unsuitable for larger volumes of traffic. There is also an
area of unadopted road along 01-IL which is not suitable for through traffic. 4. Limitations of Infrastructure: We
feel strongly that the current infrastructure could not support a development of this size. • All roads in and out of
Amersham are grid locked during peak times. Within the town centre itself traffic congestion, particularly at
weekends, is significant.• Currently schools in the area are oversubscribed. Chestnut Lane School, for example,
has not been able to offer places to children within it’s catchment for several years. In fact intake in recent years
has been reduced to less than half a mile.• Amersham-on-the-Hill doctors surgery is struggling to meet demand
and provide appointments.• Parking within the town is becoming increasingly difficult and although the council
has tried to remedy this by extending the town car park, it is still no where near sufficient to cope with additional
residents. • Current water supply and sewage disposal would be inadequate.5. Preservation of local wildlife: The
fields with their hedges and woods around this part of Amersham are teeming with wildlife.The grassland area
was designated SSI (Specific Scientific Interest) for its variety of rare flora and fauna. The woodland area is
described ‘ancient woodland’ and in the care of the Woodland Trust. A variety of of birds, including owls and Red
Kites as well as bumble bees, bats and badgers are just some of the creatures that live in this area. Reducing their
habitat is something we should try to avoid if we are to maintain the beauty of the area. 6. Against
recommendatIons of Independent 3rd party consultants It is worth noting that in the ‘Evidence’ put together by
3rd party consultants the Part 1 green belt assessment recommends that Blackwell Stubbs (Parcel 22b) not be
taken forward but despite this the consultation on the options is proposing that they still intend to investigate it
further. There is no clear reason given for not accepting the recommendations in the part 1 assessment.
I moved to Chesham from Canada in 1970 and was welcomed by all and settled down in a very picturesque town.
I went to Chesham High School and left in 1974, where I underwent an engineering apprenticeship with Alcan
Polyfoil on the Asheridge Road Industrial Estate. Alcan Polyfoil was neighboured by Alcan Ekco, a company that I
moved to in the mid 80’s in a senior position. With over 200 people employed at Alcan, it was a good place to be
with many building up long and lasting relationships; myself included. With the likes of Langlow’s, Hyvac’s, Spd,
and Flight equipment to name just several it was a vibrant Industrial Park. Now with much smaller units and
overpriced offices it more resembles a small quiet business park. I was very fortunate to have the opportunity to
move into a small terraced house then named “Hill View” at 95 Vale Road. Our 3 children enjoyed the park area
and picnics after a walk through the woods. Even today many flock here on the snowy days to take advantage of
the long slopes. As l am approaching retirement my wife and myself enjoy walking the dog and meeting up with
like minded people. We should be proud of this area and all whom benefit from it. When I heard about this I
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thought it was a joke. Why would anyone want to carve up an area of outstanding beauty and concrete over it
for another collection of buildings that don’t really benefit Chesham. Industrial Units on a steep bank, opening
onto a very busy narrow road! I must be missing something.
The areas presented for possible development are all inappropriate both in terms of location and scope. Housing
has been already added to the area since the publication of the previous plan, and need to be taken into account
in any allocation of numbers of dwellings for the proposed plan. Furthermore, consideration should be given to a
fair sharing of the numbers of dwellings proposed in the district as a whole. It must be clear that should a
decision be taken that one of the proposed sites be proceded with, on the grounds that ‘the council has listened’,
this would not be acceptable. It would be seen, quite rightly, as having been put forward as an Aunt Sally, an
extreme position from which to retreat to a more ‘reasonable’ one. To be clear - NONE OF THE PROPOSED SITES
ARE ACCEPTABLE for the following reasons:Greenbelt isn’t sacrosamct merely until it isn’t! The Epilepsy and A413
developments will clearly be a step towards ‘linking’ separate, much loved separate communities - Little
Chalfont. Denham The Mill Meadow development will at a stroke remove much valued local amenities, with no
suggestion as to how they may be replaced. As this is such an obvious observation, one wonders what on earth
could be the reasoning behind such a proposal. Questions of infrastructure seem to be seen as ‘someone else’s
problem’. Roads (let’s not forget 1-152 construction), services such as sewage, water, gas. Telecomms.
Schools,doctors, dentists. No sign here of government joined-up thinking.
The areas presented for possible development are all inappropriate both in terms of location and scope. Housing
has been already added to the area since the publication of the previous plan, and need to be taken into account
in any allocation of numbers of dwellings for the proposed plan. Furthermore, consideration should be given to a
fair sharing of the numbers of dwellings proposed in the district as a whole.It must be clear that should a decision
be taken that one of the proposed sites be proceded with, on the grounds that ‘the council has listened’, this
would not be acceptable. It would be seen, quite rightly, as having been put forward as an Aunt Sally, an extreme
position from which to retreat to a more ‘reasonable’ one. To be clear -NONE OF THE PROPOSED SITES ARE
ACCEPTABLE for the following reasons:Greenbelt isn’t sacrosamct merely until it isn’t The Epilepsy and A413
developments will clearly be a step towards ‘linking’ separate. much loved separate communities - Little
Chalfont. Denham The Mill Meadow development will at a stroke remove much valued local amenities, with no
suggestion as to how they may be replaced. As this is such an obvious observation, one wonders what on earth
could be the reasoning behind such a proposal. Questions of infrastructure seem to be seen as ‘someone else’s
problem’. Roads (let’s not forget HS2 construction), services such as sewage, water, gas, telecomms.
schools,doctors, dentists, no sign here of government joined-up thinking
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Comments on Green Belt Methodology Parcel 38a — Epilepsy Centre. This has been scored far too low.Principal
purpose 1(b) clearly should be scored higher. This land parcel is indeed an important barrier to outward sprawl
and there is clear scope for the existing built up areas within this parcel to be divided to form a defensible
barrier. It clearly forms an important barrier to prevent land from sprawling out beyond Chesham Lane and the
Chalfont Common settlement towards Gerrards Cross,Chalfont St Giles, Maple Cross, Rickmansworth and Horn
Hill. The backs of the gardens and the well-established footpaths and roads within the site itself can easily form
defensible boundaries. It appears to us it should score at least 4+ or 5 rather than 3÷, which seems arbitrarily
low. We agree with the assessment under purpose 2. It does indeed perform an essential” purpose. Under
purpose 3 this land clearly protects the openness of the countryside and has much less than 5% of the land parcel
covered by building. It is predominantly characterised by open fields and woodland. The topography is not
predominantly flat as there are significant valleys within that and there are significant and important views
towards the open countryside. The areas with reduced openness actually increase the importance of the
remaining open views on the remaining site. The land also has many footpaths and in particular the majority of
the northern part of the site is within the Colne Valley Park which surely means that the openness of the
countryside is particularly important. Accordingly not least because of its presence in the Colne Valley Park the
score should be increased to 4+ or 5. If Parcel 44(b) scores a 5, then far consistency purposes this should also
score a 5.We totally disagree with the scoring for purpose 4, which is ridiculous. Please refer to the Buckingham
County Council Historic Towns Assessment carried out between 2008 and 2012 (“BCCHTA”) for Chalfont St Peter
and in particular p55 which summarises the heritage value as high, the historical value as high and the communal
value as high, with the aesthetic value as medium. It notes that given the historic importance of the Chalfont
Colony, the buildings have the potential to be a conservation area in its own right”. There are four existing listed
buildings of historical importance on the Epilepsy site and the land surely provides immediate and wider context
for the historic settlements of Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St Giles as a whole. The Epilepsy Society Site is
clearly of itself of significant historical importance being established on that site in 1894. Accordingly for purpose
4 one must score a 5, giving a total score of 18+ or 19 out of 20.Parcel 41 purpose 3 should be increased to a 3+/4
but no other comment. Parcel 44a. Again this parcel of land is within the Colne Valley Park which should increase
its scoring. Parcel 44b No comment. Parcel 57a The obvious inconsistency is that this parcel is within the Caine
Valley Park which would increase the score at purpose 3. No other comments. Parcel 57b No comment,
Sustainability Appraisal It appears to us that there are a number of significant errors in the sustainability
appraisal particularly in respect of the transport links. Certain figures have been transposed so that it appears
that higher scores appear in the wrong place and, for example, the Epilepsy Society site (ES site) scores
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incorrectly and, apart from the fact that the scoring itself is inappropriately high. In particular the Pre-Mitigation
Assessment matrix summary in table 5.1 in the document on page 146 is wrong. It shows content from other
areas to those which the table refers, and in particular the table indicates data which should be associated with
GC1 and not as associated with the ES site (CSF Area 3).
I am a concerned, long-time local resident who chose to move to this area for a number of reasons many years
ago.These reasons for moving to this area are now under threat if substantial development takes place in our
beloved village.We have recently had the long, drawn-out saga of the Holy Cross/Grange site where one side of
the local council seems to be at loggerheads with another department of the same council as to what is allowed
to be built or what any development should include as a minimum. The HS2 project also is planned to affect our
lives in the future, both in terms of the disruption to the local life in Chalfont St Giles but also the huge increase
in traffic noise, pollution, congestion and dirt from the construction traffic for a long time.In general, I do not
consider myself to be a youngster, hence the hand-written response to the consultation, but I am young enough
to enjoy what the local area has to offer and hope to do so for many years in the future.I have found it very
difficult to take in all the acronyms and terms associated with the consultation process and a lot of these are very
hard to interpret. Here is a selection of the terms, titles and acronyms we poor, simple citizens are supposed to
understand and take into account. NPPF, CDC, MDS, CERDA, HEDNA, HELAA, local plan, joint plan, heritage
strategy, local green space, green belt assessment, local measures, settlement infrastructure capacity study,
district council, parish council, Chiltern council, South Bucks council, spatial, strategy options, Colne Valley Park,
AONB, housing and functional economic market areas, duty to co-operate, local plan evidence base. Wow, how
are we supposed to make informed choices with all that lot to look through? Realistically, I suspect we all know,
that there has to be new housing built in the future, and that my children may well benefit from some of it. The
reasons I am putting forward to be debated are relatively straight forward:1. Drainage: the drainage and sewage
system that currently exists is out of date and struggles to cope with th current flow. This must be replaced,
expanded or upgraded substantially before any more development takes place. In my time in Chalfont St Peter
there has been several occurrences of the drainage systems being overwhelmed.2. Flooding: the village centre
and several of the proposed development sites are in a flood plain. Most winters and heavy rainfall means that
there is surface floodwater in many places locally and that the green spaces in that floodplain are not usable. I
am a member of Gerrards Cross Golf Club which regularly suffers from excess water above ground level. I also am
a keen dog walker but pleasant areas around the village flood plain are often impossible without wellington
boots. I am a car driver and every time it rains there is always a dangerous build up of big puddles in the same
places.3. Roads: Presently there is congestion and traffic jams on a daily basis in the same areas that are
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effectively bottlenecks. We have a fantastic dual carriageway that come to a grinding halt everyday at the
roundabout by the Greyhound Pub, at the bottom of Joiners Lane.There is a desperate need to improve the flow
of traffic before inviting a new influx of residents to overcrowd the road network.4. Car parks: This is already a
problem, because of the lack of afforable car park spaces, a lot of people park their car on local streets, which
makes the problems of congestion much worse as two cars travelling in opposite directions are unable to both
proceed at the same time. Whilst the Church Lane car park offers one hours parking for free to encourage local
trade, this is often not available due to traffic congestion and parking relating to the local middle school which
has no grounds or car park of its own.5. Schools: My 3 children all went to Chalfont St Peter middle school-now
an academy. It is a very good school but it is eternally oversubscribed, has no
Q6 Mill Meadow should not be allowed for building. It’s a vital village green space, central to village and is used
by the school, dog walkers, children etc. Also used by Youth football, football club, tennis club, Parish council and
gardening club. 2 sets of allotments and playground. River runs through area so it is not only a nature area but it
also floods. Building on flood plain is ridiculous. River is also a chalk stream with a rare wildlife habitat. It could
double number of houses in CSP.Transport is inadequate so cars would increase on narrow roads. There will also
be some lack of medical facilities and especially primary school places. The CSP academy cannot expand as a
move to Holy Cross site has not been allowed and if their playing fields at Mill meadow was taken away the
school would be far too small for likely number of new pupils and without open playing fields.Q2. Number of
houses in CSP About 600 new homes are likely to be built in Holy Cross development and other small areas. An
expansion of over 10% in total numbers before any other proposals are considered are already enough Q 16
InfastructureVast upgrades in sewage, school size, roads etc will be required if building on such amount of green
belt occurs.I cannot believe CDC claims to have insufficient evidence of education needs. Its common sense that
school places in quite large numbers will be required. Who will expand or who will build a new primary school
when the local authority cannot? Sewage - major problems recently in CSP near George Pub which I believe
stemmed from inadequate sewage in/under/around the precinct. Not sure sewage under shapes/flats can be
improved/enlarged Health - with 600+ houses already agreed and a possible 11,000 houses, how is it CDC think
there is no evidence of need to increase G.P services and local hospital facilities. Roads - The main road through
CSP(413) is single carriageway from CsP to Amersham. This is a slow crawl mornings and evenings in rush hour.
More houses in CsP and CSG will increase this immensely. CSP market place is already very narrow for busses and
lorries. Parking is inadequate and double yellow lines are often ignored, making movement through village very
difficult at present let alone in the future. Green Belt - I do not agree with excessive use of green belt. I
understand some housing must occur, but not to the extent envisioned. Just because I have not responded to all
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questions on this consultation does not mean I agree with them. Too many, difficult to understand as a whole.
The proposal to decimate the Green belt around the Little Chalfont is an abhorrence. The Green Belt was created
to protect the countryside and to prevent the spread of communities (urban sprawl). The Green Belt is not
intended as land reserved for building land. It is beyond comprehension that the Green belt should be divided
into smalller areas so planners can "kick-off" the less deserving parts. AONB should be regarded as such and not
destroyed by planners. The whole nature of Little Chalfont would be changed by the proposals within the local
plan consultation. Within the Chiltern and S. Bucks area, Little Chalfont appears to have been picked-out for a
disproportionate amount of the required homes. Indeed if the plan were to be implemented in its entirety Little
Chalfont would become Bigger Chalfont. Little Chalfont is already a "commuter town" for London. I suspect the
fact that there is a railway and underground station at Little Chalfont has encouraged planners to "load" Little
Chalfont. Anybody commuting and using the railway service will know how crowded it is with inadequate
parking. The areas proposed for development wil be outisde walking distance to the station - chaos will ensue.
Access on the road system to the M25 via Chorleywood is already poor. Indeed, the road system in the area as a
whole is very poor and population increases will exacerbate the situation.Other available facilities (i.e. schooling,
medical care, shopping leisure facilities, etc) are inadequate. At present the environment around Little Chalfont is
delightful and an influx of development will destroy this charming area. I have other issues over the
demographics. These are greatly over exaggerated. Why have central planners imposed such dracoman quotas
on this area? Planners like dense populations. Why so much urban sprawl proposed in the plan? I object to the
proposals in their entirety. It is disjointed.
The areas suggested for redevelopment are areas of Green belt and of outstanding natural beauty. They should
not be built upon. More transport in the Little Chalfont area will be very detrimental to the village and the
environment. There is not enough parking facilities for the station today. That should tell the council that we are
built up enough already. We don't want Little Chalfont becoming Big Chalfont.
Development at sites 81, 82 and the Employment Site would destroy the function and purpose of the Green Belt
(contrary to para 1.3 of the Sustainability AppraisalJan.2016 (SA)) by removing the buffer between Beaconsfield
and the M40 and thevillage of Seer Green and by destroying the “green corridors’ of Beaconsfield which give it its
semi-rural character. The character of the town would be destroyed forever and it would resemble a New Town.•
The Employment Site (industrial use) is neither wanted nor needed in a town where the majority of workers
commute into London and are engaged in professional type employment. It would bring additional traffic into
the town thus adding to congestion between jct. 2 of the M40 and Pyebush roundabout - and adding to air
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pollution.• No surveys have been carried out to assess impact on habitats and species in the Green Belt and its
ancient woodlands and hedgerows.• Ancient woodlands, if lost, “cannot be mitigated or recreated” - SA para.
2.6.11.• Wycombe Hospital no longer has an A&E department and the proposals include no policy as to how
hundreds of extra dwellings would be served by the already over stretched health services. Station Road has
already seen a huge increase in elderly residents with the development of a Sunrise residential home and
another residential home is already being built currently further up the road in Knotty Green.• The offering of
leisure and sporting facilities in the town is very limited. Therefore, it is essential that the Cricket Club, Rugby
Club, the existing playing fields at Wilton Park and all other leisure and sporting facilities are protected. These are
an
important part of the town and part of its identity.• We do not support loss of Green Belt other than the site of
the already developed Wilton Park because each of the proposal areas contain combinations of, or are affected
by, the following:Listed buildings:Beaconsfield Conservation Area;Beaconsfield Historic Core; Public footpaths
which are used for Leisure and exercise; Allotments; Habitats and species of importance; Habitat connectivity;
Congested roads; Poor bus services; Overcrowded trains; Station car park is at capacity. The town has no parks to
speak of 350 homes at Wilton Park according to your figures will require 190 school places which do not exist
Farming Land category 2, 3a or 3b Buckinghamshire Mineral Safeguarding Area The M40 nearby is a designated
AQMA Opportunities for recreation are very limited Certain sites would be more than 1km away from a doctors’
surgery Ancient woodland Groundwater source protection zone 1 • Cumulative change which has already taken
place in the town has negatively impacted the character of the town - for example the large numbers of flats on
Station Road. We do not want nor need another Station Road. • Given the large numbers of overly intense
developments which the town has seen in recent years, now should be a time of restraint. Beaconsfield has had
more than its fair share of development. • Town planning appears to be being led by developers rather than
what the residents want.• The character of the town as a semi-rural historic market town is being eroded and
this must stop. • Infrastructure is at breaking point - water and waste services are under severe stress. • Contrary
to para.17 of the NPPF the “intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside” is being ignored. It should be
protected. • According to the HEDNA, long term migration trends are “more likely to provide a more reliable
estimate of future households.” The HEDNA also states, “establishing future need for housing is not an exact
science. It is our view that the figures provided are a gross over-estimation and take no account of the
demographic of Beaconsfield. • Land prices make Beaconsfield totally unsuitable for higher density housing and
higher density housing would be at odds with the prevailing character of the town.• Development of Green Belt
and intensification of the town plays into the hands of developers rather than fulfilling any real need.• According
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to para.3.5 of the HEDNA, the average annual growth in the whole of South Bucks over 25 years 2012-37 is 320
households. Beaconsfield would have 350
extra households in Wilton Park alone - enough is enough.• The rate of and impact of change is damaging the
town.• The population trend in the last census does not support such a high rate of growth.• The HEDNA states
at para.3.59 that the natural change of population in South
Bucks has remained steady since 2006 and therefore there is no need for such large
numbers of new housing.Unfair for Beaconsfield to take any more development because of the size of Wilton
Park. All leisure and sporting facilities should be preserved and protected. Against A and B, Intensificatio would
destroy the character of the town. Green belt land should not be lost from Beaconsfield as it has already seen its
fair share of erosion. D-G and I – generally supported. Option H – generally supported subject to suitable green
belt buffers and protection of Beaconsfield. Option J – generally supported subject to suitable Green Belt buffers
and protection of Beaconsfield. Option K- there is no need for industrial units in Beaconsfield. Option L – Areas of
Special Character must be protected from intensification. Affordable housing for key workers within the town.
The following should be protected – the Old Town Conservation Area and other Conservation Areas, Ancient
woodland and hedgerows, open countryside, listed buildings – consider listing further buildings, consider new
Conservation Areas, the Areas of Special Character as designaged in the Townscape Character Study 2015, Green
Belt generally. We do not want another Station Road. All open areas at Wilton Park should be designated public
open space and the existing playing fields and leisure facilities should be protected.
We are totally against the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road being made available for residential development.
This garage is a valuable village facility and should not be included amongst the HELAA sites "deemed suitable for
development". There will, of course, be a loss of local jobs and no obvious other local site for a garage. We hope
that you will reconsider this matter, all the more so in that a considerable number of sites have already been put
forward as possibilities for development in line with government requests. It is therefore disappointing that our
own council should be open to developments on the fringes of or within the Green Belt. Coming as it does after
so much local activity and stress over HS2, with valuable help from the council, what now appears to be
happening is a great shock. Our village will be changed for the worse unless guidance from its residents is
followed. You are our representatives!
I am responding to question 2 of the Chiltern and S Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation Incorp, Issues and
Options (Jan-Mar 2016).I do not agree that the site of Wicks garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden should be
made available for residential use. I always take my mum's car to be serviced and renew its MOT there. The
people are very helpful whenever we have trouble with the car. It's a family business and has been going for
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about 8 years. There's nowhere else to go for car servicing around here.Wicks Garage should not be among the
HELAA sites deemed suitable for development.
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This is in response to Q2 of Chiltern and S Bucks local plan Initial Consultation Including Issues and Options (JanMarch 2016). I object to any designation of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden as available for
residential development.We need a working garage in this village and we don't want jobs losses of skilled people.
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A very popular village garage that serves a local community.
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My partner and I feel that it would be a huge loss to the community if Wick’s garage was to close.Andy and Lucy
have established a friendly and reliable business in the community on which we rely 100%. We are an elderly
couple with a car which often needs servicing and repairs and without the help of our garage we would be
lost.We have never found a garage which looks after us so well and without it we would be lost. They always
respond quickly to our needs with courtesy and kindness and if we are forced to travel further afield for help with
the car, it would make life very difficult. The garage is always tidy, especially the forecourt and we can see that it
has never been a problem in the area in terms of appearance. We would ask for development permission to be
refused and allow the garage to continue to provide an excellent and very much needed car maintenance service
in the area.
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Great Missenden garage is an important part of the community. They are loyal and trustworthy. I do not want to
go anywhere else.
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We strongly oppose the proposals to close the Great Missenden Garage and build houses on it. The garage,
which is the only one in the village, is a valuable asset to the local community which it serves.By closing the
garage not only are you putting a hard-working family run business out of work but removing a valuable and vital
asset to the community. The garage is always busy and has an excellent reputation. On a personal not we really
value this business and are stronly opposed to it being shut doen for others to profit.
This garage serves the community from my position as a postmistress in Great Missenden I am aware of the
number of people using the garage and the loss of sucha business would cause them considerable
inconvenience.Transport services are very limited to other villages where there are other garages who supplu
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MOT facilities i.e Hyde Heath/Prestwood. Hyde Heath is not on any transport link with great Missenden and
Prestwood has a bus service from Great Missenden which is very infrequent.In addition the garage has provided
employment for several years to younger people.This certainly is a business Great Missenden does not want to
lose.
I have used the garage for a number of years, and I consider that the facility adds greatly to the facilities of the
village. Loss of the garage in Great Missenden would mean that older people would suffer from the
inconvenience of driving further to get attention to their vehicles. The garage provides much-needed
employment for younger members of the community. Also, money is brought into the village.I do not wish this to
become merely a dormitory village.
Quill Hall Farm and surrounding area. I wish to express my concern on the proposal for the following reasons:1.
AONB. Home to several wildlife and floors some of which are in decline i.e hedgehogs. Wood orchids.2. Roads
will unable to cope with extra traffic 3. Schools, doctors, dentist s4. Amenities The land around Amersham has an
unspoilt charm, clean air, friendly environment which is why people enjoy living here.HS2 has taken part of our
countryside won't take any more. There must be lots of previously developed land to be used. So please leave
green belt land as nature intended.
There is unquestionably a need for homes the question is where? Development must conform to the character of
this historic village consequently small pockets of housing merging into the existing village is essential. There is a
need for small homes and fewer of the mansions which feature throughout this area. (one/two bedroom homes
would encourage people to release larger homes to families)There is a serious need for accomodation for the
elderly. Existing provision is outrageously expensive. Access to shop and medical facilities are essential and the
site of the old telephone exchange would fit the bill. It would not infringe on the car park but should not be
beyond the wit of planners and builders to ensure the site does not flood. Holland is built on water if it can be
done there it can be done in Chalfont St Giles.Inevitably more houses present problems. This village is over run
with cars but that is a national problem. Additional public transport must be considered. An essential
consideration is schools and medical facilities. The existing excellent facilities will not be able to cope with a large
influx of people. The infrastructure required for day to day living in a community must be considered as part of
the whole.
1. Mill Meadow This area is at the centre of the village and the local community. It is in constant use. For many
activities operated and run by the following organisations: The community centre, the football club, recreational
park, playing pitches, tennis courts, parish council offices. There are no areas within the centre of the village
where any of these facilities could be relocated. The local school uses the playing fields for physical education
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lessons and team games, athletics and other events. The school and the children would be devastated if these
facilities were in any way impinged upon. The area is, also, a much used public facility with a nature reserve and
public gardens including the use of allotments. Mill Meadow is on a flood plain. (The River Misbourne runs
through it). There is a serious risk of flooding.2. The Epilepsy Society site (ES site) There are some delapidated
buildings and parcels of overgrown or unattended land on this site. I would estimate circa 4/5 acres. This could
be used for developing houses. The farm land should not be encroached upon in any circumstances. This is what
keeps this area rural and helps separate and define the country villages. We have developments on this site.
Recently- caring homes and retirement houses.3. Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036)I
wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and
Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed
In the Local Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at
Gerrards Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable. It would further greatly
reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of
playing golf in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley. Such development within the Green Belt would be
considered harmful to the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use Is an acceptable use
within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.The area is in The
Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and
environmental priorities. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the
built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for development.
To build to the east of it would erode the harder and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open
space to the east. The area is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance. The
area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further
industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.
This area is a much used facility and is in constant use for activities e.g. football, tennis etc. and is also used by
Chalfont St Peter C of E academy for physical education, team games, athletic and cross country activities.The
area is also for allotments, with a nature reserve and public gardens.Mill Meadow is on a flood plain, there is a
serious risk of flooding. Epilepsy Society (ES site)This site already has two new care home developments. The
recreational facilities are well used and need to be retained for this purpose. Whilst there is potential space for
some development this should be just a site for extra necessary medical/care home use. Emerging Chiltern and
South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown
on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment
58

Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep4678
Mr John Anderson
Brown

Summary of Representation

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

Options within the Green Belt listed In the Local Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut
across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club
completely unviable. It would further greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and
deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley. Such
development within the Green Belt would be considered harmful to the principles of such a designation while
conversely, the existing use Is an acceptable use within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the
openness of the Green Belt. The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important
green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the
important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The
A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would erode the harder and facilitate yet
more development in the future on the open space to the east. The area is also in a flood plain unsuitable for
sustainable development of any significance. The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and
to destroy it would inevitably lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct
developed areas.
General Points - Chalfont St Peter has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings in recent
years, making it the largest single percentage provider for the Chiltern District as a whole.Chalfont St Peter is a
small village without a railway station, limited bus service, served by narrow lanes, all schools are at capacity,
health services are also at capacity and the main sewer system in the centre of the villages is under severe strain
at peak periods, causing raw sewage to back up in the village centre. So any new developments would require
new schools with playing fields, new premises for Doctors, dentists etc. and complete rebuilding of the main
sewage system and a proper bus service to minimise the pollution from cars negotiating existing narrow roads,
especially at peak times, when large traffic jams occur within the existing development, so any large additional
development would be disastorous to the environment. Any new development needs to be kept to a minimum,
near or in the centre or within a few minutes walk to the centre.The majority of the village appear to be
professional people, who can purchase the accommodation and commute else where, causing vehicular
pollution, due to lack of railway station or an efficient bus service. Several office developments have been built
locally, over recent years and an industrial unit will be a waste of time. The proposed Chiltern District Council's
new local plan we shown in Green belt areas, which conflicts with the National Planning Policy Framework for
Green Belts, ie. Check unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas, prevent neighbouring towns and villages from
merging into one another, safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, provide access to open countryside
for the urban population to enjoy outdoor sports and recreation, protection of attractive landscapes and
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retention of vita; agricultural, forstry and related uses.Mill Meadow - This area is a much used amenity, which
includes a community centre, scout head quarters, Parish Council offices, garden club, allottments and a
recreation park for football, cricket, tennis and a local school playing field.The local school has no playing field
facilities and has to use Mill Meadow for physical education lessons, team games, athletics and cross country
activities in order to be able to to deliver an effective curriculum.Mill Meadow is a much used public facility with
a nature reserve, Jubilee gardens and Lady Gibb Millenium Wood as well as a much used allottments. Mill
Meadow is in a flood plain and has a serious risk of flooding and any intention of developing this area would be a
catastrophy/The Epilepsy Society Site which is within the Green belt and also part of the Colne valley park.The
southern part of this site is home of the Epilepsy Society and provides two care home developments, also well
used recreational facilities, including a changing pavillion for nine football pitches, used by twenty four teams,
also agricultural land. This area is used by several busineses and the Epilepsy society is one of the largest
employers in CSP.The northern part of this site provides important agricultural land, forestry and related
employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sports and recreation, including the Model farm, Rowan's
Nursery and Brwlings Riding Centre and deserves special protection, which fulfills all the requirements of the
Green Belt and the Colne Valley Park. It is also an important buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Peter,
Ham Hill and Chalfont St Giles.This site is not served by an appropriate bus service, too far to walk to either Little
Chalfont or Gerrards Cross, which have the nearest railway stations. Any development would be car dependent
via narrow dangerous country lanes.However the southern part of this site, housing the Epilepsy Society could be
retained for medical/care home use and staff housing, but on no account should the northern part of this site
should be used for residential accommodation, unless is part of a farm etc for agricultural use which can be built
in Green Belt area. East of the 413 – the suggestion that this area adjacent should be used for industrial
development should not be considered at all, as this area is within the Green Belt and part of the Colne Valley
Park and within the flood plain. This area contains a well used golf club and cricket club, as well as office
accommodation. Winkers nightclub area and Rylanoh Farm land-sites. These two sites could be suitable for some
residential development.
We are appalled to discover that Wicks Garage, Rignall Road,Great Missenden may be made available for
residential development. If this occurs we will certainly lose a very valuable village facility together with the loss
of local jobs.Wicks Garage is used by a considerable number of families within Great Missenden. Their
competence, expertise, valuable assistance in all aspects of motor maintenance and repairs is second to none. No
job is too small for them and their one hundred percent help and guidance at all times is exemplary. The work
undertaken is superb. This garage would be sorely missed as it is the only one in the village. As an alternative may
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we suggest that possibly the new residential development could be built on the now derelict garage area on the
A413 site (opposite “Bubbles” car cleaning unit). May we again stress that it would be disastrous for Great
Missenden for Wicks Garage to be taken away from the community.
I am writing on behalf of the Chalfont Activity Group (a registered charity). My name is Martin Sheppard and I am
currently chairman of the Chalfont Saints Football team which is based at the Epilepsy Centre.Firstly, we are
unable to answer your individual questions as they are extremely difficult to understand. Therefore, please
accept the following as our reply.The Chalfont Saints Football Club was founded in 1988. We have football teams
covering the age range of under 7 to 18 plus. The pitches are used by both boys and girls on Saturdays and
Sundays. Training is also carried out during the Spring/Summer months. We have a total of 24 teams consisting of
300 boys, 50 girls and 15 men. Also the number fo opposing teams should be brought into the equation. There
are also 35 volunteers who run the Football Club and teams. Added to this number are the spectators which
obviously consistas of parents, grandparents etc. This information will give you some understanding of the
number of people who enjoy and benefit from our charity.We are astounded that you are considering removing
the use of this Green belt and therefore preventing children from under the age of 7 to 18 plus the opportunity
to continue their sport. Surely we should be encouraging exercise, team spirit and family involvement? Children
need to exercise and learn to work with others in order to attain a healthy lifestyle. The community spirit is
essential for the area of Chalfont St Peter.With all the new houses you are preposing to build; where are all the
children's leisure facilities? We will require more sporting opportunities - not less.The view below respresent the
Club Committee:We truly believe your proposal to build on the football field would have a detrimental affect
upon the youngster's who are mebers of our charity, culminating in the loss of essential exercise and the
community spirit of "belonging". Ground roots football is extremely important to all our charity members. The
runnign of this large Football Club is carried out by volunteers who give their time and energy in order to give the
yound boys and girls the opportunity to play and enjoy football.
The hatched area on the map (upper stone meadow) must be protected from future development and any chage
of use. It is beautiful, defines the village, is a rare chalk stream and contributes to the recreational activities of
village.Also I feel as strongly about Lower Stone Meadow.I request the land have a binding and legal emenant
imposed on it to protect it for the good of the village - and never to develop it for any reason at any time.It is
rightly classified as an area of outstanding natural beauty and should be kept as a Nature Reserve. This was the
stated aim of the Chiltern District Council when they bought it. It is also a flood plain, so physically unsuitable.It is
a key area for walkers, hore riding, dog walking, Scout groups etc. These recreational users bring business to the
village. It contains the Chiltern Way.It was flooded in 2012-14 - building would worsen the flood risk for the

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

The Council will in principle
support suitable local measures
or proposals brought forward
by the community, such as
improvements to public open
space.

61
Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep4684
Mrs Stella Brown

Rep4685
Mrs Joy Adcock

Summary of Representation
village, which is madness in climate change.There are other less central, beautiful and visually impactful places to
build. This would be a travesty to build here.
To start with Chalfont St Peter has already been given permission for 600 dwellings (Holy Cross, Newland Park
sites and Audley Homes on the Epilepsy Site) which is a lot more than its fair allocation already. As it is, it will be
hard pushed to deal with the extra drainage, schools and medical services which will be required.Nevertheless, to
avoid being accused of nembyism, we could possibly agree to extra building a part of the Winkers Farm and
Austenwood areas. Also, medical facilities, only, would be acceptable on the south side of the Epilepsy Centre
Site - the north side of this site is part of the Colne Valley Park and in the Green Belt so should be protected with
the possible exception of any necessary farm buildings. As for Mill Meadow, this is a definite no-no as it (a) the
playing fields for the school who would otherwise have nowhere to go for their recreation (b) it is a flood plain
and (c) it is an area for local recreation, - football, tennis, and includes the community centre. (Also it is possibly
covenated for these uses).The area to the east of the A413 is in the Colne valley Park and the Green Belt and
separates the built-up areas of CSP, Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. Start developing this area and it
would facilitate more and more development in the future. And again, this area is a flood plain.
This shows that most of the areas proposed in the latest plan are not suitable for development - drainage,
schools, medical services as already mentioned. Also, there is no transport on the outskirts of the village.
Development should firstly be concentrated at brownfield areas and sites close to bus and train services.
1 This consultation has not had enough coverage - many people were/are unaware of the deadline of 14 March.
This has put people wishing to respond at a disadvantage, particularly as those originally registered with an
interest during the previous round of consultation were not automatically added to the database. An additional
role could have been included with our council tax bills to make sure every household was notified.2 In order for
people to really understand how this will impact our environment there should be a clear town planning strategy
outlined e.g. how will infastructure be improved, how services will meet the needs of new residents - schools,
health, transport, sewage, water etc. Current infastructure cannot support these proposals- all are already under
pressure with an ageing population and a limit on existing school places.3 Whilst I recognise that the area will
need more housing in the future I don't think building on green belt land is the answer - better use of existing
sites is preferable. Once the green belt is used those sites are gone forever. Many of these sites are AONB, home
to wildlife, plants and trees. New roads, services and homes will destroy both the habitats and the landscapes many of which have remained the same for centuries. Our area attracts visitors for its beauty and opportunities
to enjoy nature. We are already facing the upheaval of HS2 which will take years to build and leave scars on our
landscape. These proposals will add to the chaos and will not be an inviting prospect for tourists or the film and
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TV industry that currently uses our area.4 It seems to me that the main parties to benefit from these proposals
will be developers. House prices in this area are prohibitive to key workers and those on low incomes. Developers
are unlikely to be offering enough affordable housing to attract these groups.
I refer to one aspect of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan i.e. the outlining for possible future development
of Green Belt land to the north east of Stubbs Wood and Quill Hall Lane. My wife and I have lived in Stubbs Wood
for over fifty years where the wonderful view from the road’s inner end over the open countryside and across
the Chess Valley to Ley Hill was one of the things that drew us to this part of the Chilterns from the outer London
suburbs in the 1960s. It is a rural view perhaps equalled but rarely surpassed anywhere else in the country and
must be the main contributor to its wholly justified designation as an area of outstanding natural beauty. I
believe it should be savoured, marvelled at and above all preserved for future generations.The steep, footpath
descent to Blackwell Stubbs which gives access to this glorious landscape is well used by dog owners, walkers,
naturalists, photographers and bird watchers whilst the grass slopes have been enjoyed by generations of
children who bring their sleds on snowy winter days. For a few hours at least, fresh air and simple pleasures
replace their ubiquitous mobile phones and bedroom computers. What mindless panel of’land hunters’ therefore
thought surveying these rolling, green fields and hedgerows barely changed in aspect for thousands of years, that
they would far better serve the community by being obliterated for all time with bricks, mortar, concrete and
asphalt and should thus be recommended as candidates for development? Furthermore what present or future
group of planning officials within the Chiltern District and South Bucks District councils, faced with making a
decision on such a recommendation, will thoughtfully stroke their chins, suppress a yawn or two after an hour or
so of deliberation, nod to each other around the table and with a show of hands approve such vandalous
desecration, have a cup of tea and a biscuit and put it all down to a good day’s work? I suppose in an age when
Jeremy Corbyn can become leader of the Labour Party and Boris Johnson can be talked up on all sides as a future
prime minister we have to conclude that anything in politics, both local and national is possible. But no less mad
for that.This parcel of land should be struck from the plan, the relevant page put through the
planning department’s shredder and a return to the proverbial drawing board ordered.
BETWEEN THE VALE, NASHLEIGH HILL AND ASHELY GREEN My wife and I, who will be very directly affected by the
proposed development, found out about it only last week. We are bewildered and angry that such a
breathtakingly audacious plan, that has major implications for the whole town of Chesham and those in
surrounding villages, has not been brought to the attention of Chesham residents with a fanfare of publicity that
would have enabled us to bring citizens together to make Chesham’s collective voice heard. The scope of the
proposals is breathtaking. The shaded area on the maps appear to be increasing Chesham’s developed footprint
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by well over 40%. This represents a devastating loss of parkland, woodland, open amenity areas, picturesque
countryside and wildlife. And what about rainwater? The proposed site is very steep indeed. Where on earth
(what’s left of it!!!) will rainfall end up? We can understand more housing being developed behind the existing
new housing behind Lycrome Rd and one assumes that some of that will be affordable housing. The proposed
industrial development is however a different matter. A large building plot on the Asheridge Rd has been left
undeveloped for years. There is a smaller but still significant plot at the junction of Asheridge Rd and Hivings Hill
which has also stood undeveloped for many years. Why not start there? Instead what is being proposed will
transform the Nashleigh Hill area into a concrete jungle almost to the borders with Ashley Green. Does anyone
seriously think that Chesham’s roads can handle the inevitable increase in traffic,especially commercial vehicles?
When I used to commute from Windsor to my home in Chesham many years ago, arriving in Chesham from
Chesham Bois was where I met with the biggest holdup. It was worse than driving through Slough! Nothing has
improved since then. This proposal will not only exacerbate that problem but will increase the volume of traffic
(cars and lorries) that diverts through neighbouring villages (as I sometimes did). For example, already lots of
unsuitable traffic uses the Latimer Rd which has become an accident black spot. Your proposals will shift more
traffic onto that and similar narrow country roads.The new housing will increase the number of commuters being
dropped off and picked up by car at Chesham Station. Oddly enough, I doubt that the proposed industrial area
will result in more use of the tube. Commuters will opt for their cars rather than face a 20-25 minute walk to/fro
the station.I walk or cycle from Long Meadow to the Waterside area every working day. I have learned to use the
bottom of Nashleigh Hill fields and park (which will disappear under concrete), then mainly back alleys to avoid
congested areas. Cycling on the roads is simply not safe round here. I have ended up on a car’s bonnet
(fortunately not under it) and had other close shaves. That’s is despite wearing appropriate clothing, having many
lights both front and rear on my bike, even reflective tyre walls! Chesham is simply not a safe place for cyclists.
Your proposals will make things much more dangerous. Being so far out of the town centre, the proposed plans
afford no advantage whatsoever to our beleaguered town centre, especially our shopowners. If anything, the
town centre will simply become noisier, more polluted and unattractive. Exactly the same applies to the residents
of Ashley Green who already experience heavy traffic en route to the A41. That will grow exponentially. But what
saddens us most is that sheer quality of life will nose-dive. My wife and I moved just 0.7 miles from the Hivings
area to Long Meadow almost 3 years ago, downsizing as our four sons had all left home. We were hardly aware of
Long Meadow and were delighted to discover that we could afford a bungalow in a quiet road and, wait for it,
with A BEAUTIFUL VIEW OF OPEN COUNTRYSIDE. Alright, that view is over the roofs of houses opposite, but
(please come and see) it is beautiful. One of our new neighbours welcomed us by saying that we had arrived in
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the best road in Chesham. Well, that may be going a bit far, but we have quickly learned to appreciate our new
surroundings very much indeed.For all who live on or nearVale Rd / Greenway/ Nashleigh Hill / Lycrome Rd etc,
the proposed industrial estate will destroy a way of life, seriously (hugely) devalue our properties, and inflict on
us a hideous period of years of destruction of habitat, heavy plant operating day in day out, groundworks and
construction — nothing but dirt, noise and ugliness. For all who know the land as it stands, the ugliness will never
go away. The pleasure of living in this area will evaporate. Do you have any idea how many very elderly people
there are in the areas most affected that have no chance of representing themselves? We have several
neighbours over 90, one over 100, who had no notion that these proposals had been made. My wife and I, as
soon as we heard of the plans, immediately discussed moving again, but our concern is whether anyone will want
to buy our property. We would certainly not have purchased it had we known of these proposals, even though in
every other respect we have found the ideal property for our later life. What is more, the devaluation of our
house has begun. The very existence of the proposal suspends any possibility of the current market value prior to
the proposals being realized. Surely this should have an immediate bearing on the Council Tax band for the
properties of those most directly affected? Ah, jobs! Yes, one can always support the creation of new job
opportunities. But why pile everything into one huge development that will permanently blight a town, bringing it
more far more disadvantages than bonuses. Finally, may I repeat, I find it extremely disturbing that much greater
efforts have not been made to broadcast the proposals to the people of Chesham and its environs. We are the
ones who will pick up the tab long term, but it is hard to find anyone who has been made aware of the plans. No
doubt the powers-that-be have fulfilled legal duties. But I would suggest that, given the monumental and
audacious scope of the plans, greater thought should have been given to making residents aware. Merely
fulfilling legal requirements smacks of dereliction maybe not of duty but certainly of common courtesy.
Question 8: To meet its local affordable housing needs the Councils must ensure that development occurs on
sites that have: access to main roads are built on brownfield sites, where available, and always on flat land to
reduce building costs to ensure such developments can be used for elderly accomodation. (Q 10)Q 11 Opposite
my house in Vale Road are open fields and woodland. These areas provide opportunities for running, exercise,
dog walking and are regularly used by all members of the Chesham's diverse community which contributes to our
sense of community.
I object to building on areas marked 22b and 22a.Area of outstanding natural beauty.Green belt Land. Provides
varied areas of woodland, scrubland, meadow and fields for a variety of wildlife and plants to live and flourish,
these areas are of great importance for habitat and food sources. Provides valuable areas for a wide variety of
recreational activities, providing fresh air, exercise and a contact with wildlife and plants and of course unspoilt
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beautiful views of the chiltern countryside. Activities include dog walking, family walks, walking groups, cycling
and cycling groups, jogging, running and blackberry picking. Area also offers peace and space and the opportunity
of appreciating nature. Offers opportunity of seeing and appreciating farm animals such as cows, fowls, pigs and
sheep also horses.The pond which is very close to Quill Hall Farm on chestnut Lane is a very important breeding
area for frogs and also attracts a variety of insects and birds. Any extra traffic would be distastrous for wildlife
who rely on this pond.Chestnut Lane, Quill Hall Lane and Raans are narrow roads unsuitable for extra
traffic.White Lion Road is already a very very busy road and cannot cope with more vehicles.
Area offers a diverse and valuable resource and breathing space for people, animals and fauna, there is a strong
sense of openess with few buildings and has a strong visual connection with the countryside. People are attracted
to this part of Amersham, due to its strong unspoilt rural character and must be preserved. The area is close to
large built up area of Amersham and is an important barrier to sprawl.I have lived in the Chilterns for most of my
life and believe it crucial that we preserve its character and beauty for ourselves and future generations. These
areas of land have a strong unspoilt rural charcter - please keep it this way.Suggest areas of unused office and
factory spaces/sites be looked at for housing. Perhaps areas of garaging could be looked at and rebuilt with
garages underneath flats on top.
Q1 The defintions fail to take account of the substantial amount of "employment land" already constructed - i.e
offices and workhouses, in Chiltern and S Bucks that have remained unused, since constructed for over 10 years
and indeed many units have remined unused since constructed for over 20 years and have started to
deteriorate!The definitions are somewhat flawed therefore. There appears to be insufficient local demand to fill
these empty offices, workhouses and buildings demonstrate. What is the point in destroying "Green Belt" to
construct buildings that will largely remain empty for the rest of my life.Q2 I think there are enough HELAA sites
identified. Some sites will clearly not be deliverable or fully deliverable due to impracticalities in dealing with
everything at those sites. Some sites could be swapped.Q3 The small holding by Dean Acre Close, Chalfont St
Peter to the west near 2 bus stops and a Tesco petrol station should be compulsarily purchased/re-provided as
the owners have allowed the land to be used for illegal burning and incineration for decades and inded have been
prosecuted several times for these offences as well as handling and processing "mixed meats" with general
household waste.Q4 Vision and Objectives should be associated with a self-check process that validates that the
"thinking" is done in a joined up way. Q5 I like options A, F, G and K Q6 certainly look more closely at land use
within existing built up areas.Q7 Chalfont St Peter needs an upgraded sewer system as the existing 1933 main
sewer is at working capacity and frequently is overloaded and spills into the High street and A413. Q8 Local
Planning Policies should designate areas of slightly higher rise/higher density housing.Q9 Gypsey sites should be
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frozen pending a review of the number of illegal sites in Chiltern and S Bucks, an audit should be conducted of
numbers. I have never seen any travelling show people living in our area and believe there is no requirement to
provide sites for them. A small number appear on the common for a few days each year before returning to their
houses in the Feltham area. I consider that providing for Travelling show people is a non requirement as for
decades these people are already settled in their own houses where they keep their caravans and fairgound kit.
This is a dying/reducing activity and is less and less each year. Reguarding gypsies within our green belt at the
moment I consider numbers at capacity at what the land can tolerate- and what local people and farmers can
bear. Every week I see gypsey cobbs and traps tear round at local farmers fields repeatedly for example. Each
cicuit round the field does £100 worth of damage to growing crops. We don't need any more of this.Q10 Top end
elderly accomodations is plenty full. The JL Plan needs to address affordability.Q11 Fully support Hertiatge
strategy. Keep up the good work Q12 I am aware of loads of loacal heriatge stuff getting completely obliterated
as a result of the financial Heritage importance is elf explanitory and well documented Q13 The Dean Acre Close
small holding has already been identified as fit for re-provision/re-assignment in Q3 owing to poor green belt
governance. It is a fact that part of this small holding was sold off to provide the Dean Acre Close in Chalfont St
Peter itself anf the owners probably would like to sell and the residents happy to be rid of the frequent toxic
burnings. Farm output seems limited to a few heads of cattle a year.Chalofnt St Peter Parish Council owns a strip
of land some say 15 acres next to Dean Acre Close smallholding near Chalfont St Peter Tennis sourt. It appears to
be let to some "gypsey types" for many years from the Iver area who also practise, it appears, very negative
green belt management. Whilst the PC have no doubt chastisied them for this, a small access road was/path by
the Waggon and Horse Pud allows vehcles access to bring all monor of waste material/toxins for illegal burnings
and illegal land fill into natural dew ponds. Portable incinerators have been set to burn continuously, fed for
weeks on end, hidden behind dense woodland, apart from a collection of large sheds, the fields are used to keep
a few ponies on, a lot of locals would be very glad to see all this re-designed/ reprovisioned I am sure. The CSP
scout hut could be relocated to the Denham Lane Scout complex and to the land and woods round about (which
used to have housing – foundations still visible) could be built on. Q14. CSP has a neighbourhood plan. Q15. There
should be a policy in sewage. There should be a policy that takes into account sufficient car parking. Too many
houses are allowed to submit plans showing down scaled “match box” cars, two of which are shown fitting in an
area that one small car can barely fit. Old peoples homes are only allowed one space? Q16. The council need to
justify CIL as being better than how it has been provided before. Q17. Nothing more than already outlined in
previous responses apart from commenting on flood plain comments associated with CSP which I believe to not
be valus as water table heights above ground amount to at most 12 “worst case in a lifetime close to the River
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Misbourne edge land can be designed out as an issue by buildings motte’s (slightly raised earth work) under
buildings and access routes. After all, this chalk stream has been running completely “dry” for half my lifetime in
CSP. A large number of homes could be built on Mill Meadow high ground near CSP Parish Offices. There were
houses there in the 1950s. Similarly many affordable homes could be built where cottages once stood by the
bottom of Rickmansworth Lane opposite the waggon and houses in CSP.

Rep4693
Mrs Kathleen
Convery

Q 10. The Joint Local Plan needs to address affordability of elderly accomodationQ 17. The area in Chalfont St
Peter, identified for redevelopment, known as Mill Meadow, where CSP football ground/childrens play
area/allotments/tennis courts/ school play fields etc are loacted. Are more than fully utilised , by the whole
community, so development on this area would be a catastrophic loss of amentities and should never happen.

Rep4694
Mr Robin Sare

The area identified for industrial development to the east of the A413• The area is in The CoIne Valley Park and is
identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.• The area is
within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the builtup areas of CSP and Tatling End,
Gerrards Cross and Denham.• The A413 is a natural barrier for development. To build to the east of it would
erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open space to the east. • The area is in
a flood plain.• The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably
lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas The Epilepsy Society
site• This is currently a Major Developed Site (“MDS”) within the green belt, is the home of the Epilepsy Society,
and provides two new care home developments as well as important recreational facilities with nine football
pitches plus a pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams. • The
ES Site could notionally be divided into two parts. The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls road
(extended towards the long established and well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm) lies the current
built up area (ES South’) and the area to the north including (for this purpose) the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery
and Brawlings Farm. (“ES North”) • ES North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special
protection in any event as part of that park. ES South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and
should be retained as such. It is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP. • The
ES Site fulfils, as a whole, all five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important
buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. The ES Site contains
important open views from Chesham Lane towards the Come Valley Park. It provides important agricultural,

The Council will in principle
support suitable local measures
or proposals brought forward
by the community, such as
improvements to public open
space.

The Council will in principle
support suitable local measures
or proposals brought forward
by the community, such as
improvements to public open
space.
The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
to be considered in addition to
the opportunities that are
available on brownfield sites.
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forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including Model Farm,
Rowan’s Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.• It is inherently unstainable; it is not served by any
appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail
stations. Any development is car dependent.• The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous
country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development.• A natural boundary between ES South and
ES North is easily defensible (excluding the playing fields). The ES North site should be retained in the green belt
and Colne Valley Park with no development. ES South should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for
medical/care home use. • The sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and could
potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP.• Several local businesses use the ES site apart from the
agricultural use.Once an area of land has been defined as green belt the stated opportunities and
benefitsinclude:1 Providing opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban population.2 Providing
opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation in the urban areas.3 Retention of attractive landscapes
and enhanced landscapes common to near where people live. 4 Improvement of damaged and derelict land
around towns.5 The securing of nature conservation interests. 6 The retention of land in agricultural, forestry and
related uses.You may wish to comment on the appropriateness of development in CSP green belt areas.Site
specific points could include: Mill Meadow• The area is a much used amenity facility which includes the
Community Centre, a football club, recreation park, playing pitches (football and cricket), tennis courts, a scout
headquarters and parish council offices. There are no areas within the centre of the village where any of these
facilities could be relocated.• The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to Mill Meadow, does not have a
playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on
a daily basis and for team games, athletics and cross country activities. The school would be unable to deliver an
effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development.• The area is also a much used public facility
with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and The Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and with the ability to walk alongside
the Misbourne from the Village Centre, across Mill Meadow and through to Chalfont St Giles. These amenities are
simply irreplaceable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and their very position.• Mill Meadow is
on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. It is important to get as many responses as possible to the
Chiltern District Council’s (CDC) Consultation to have an impact. If your time is short, the Working Party is
recommending that you complete a general response rather than trying to answer each question. You may wish
to start your response with an overall statement about the whole consultation. This could include:General Points
• Chalfont St Peter (CSP) has had its fair share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission
for over 600 dwellings within CSP, these include the Holy Cross site, Newlands Park and the Audley Homes
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development at the Epilepsy site. In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until
2026) CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage
of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.• There is a known drainage issue in CSP,
particularly with open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the village. Additional developments of the scale
proposed are simply not possible.• Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the
fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed
first, along with sites closest to train, tube and bus services.• All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at, or very
nearly at, capacity. They will be unable to accommodate children from the developments already scheduled
within the Parish. • Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for
development.GREEN BELT The Local Plan is considering change of land use, particularly for Green Belt areas.
According to the National Planning Policy Framework there are five stated purposes of including land within the
green belt:1 To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas 2 To prevent neighbouring towns from
merging into one another. 3 To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 4 To preserve the
setting and special character of historic towns. 5 To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of
derelict and other urban land.
Rep4695
Mrs Wendy
Knudsen
District Nurse
Bucks Health Care
Trust

Traffic through Chalfont St Peter is high volume. Schools are almost at full capaity. GP surgerys won't cope with
influx of patients neither will District Nurses.Mill Meadow is used for Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy for their
sports facilities.The community centre holds a lot of classes for the community particularly the elderly, where
would these be held. The allotments would have to go and these are used a lot by people locally as a theraputic
relaxation.

Rep4696
Mrs Elizabeth
Grieve

My major objection to these plans are the effect on the infastructure of the village, which at present is barely
adequate for the current population and would be strongly overstretched by a significant
increase.Drainage/sewage This is currently inadequate as shown by several recent sewage flows into the streets
of the village Roads.The roads are already overcrowded and in the region of the Epilepsy Centre inadequate for
the sort of population increase envisaged - narrow winding lanes.Schools:Currently inadequate provision for the
existing population.Medical facilities: Currently just about adequate but would be overstretched by proposed
population uncrease.Recreational facilities:The village would lose the Mill Meadows facilities playing fields,
football ground, community centre, allottments, Millenium Woods and garden and tennis club. Cricket/hockey
pitches and gold clubs in the A413 area. The foot paths would also be severely affected and this would leave
virtually no recreational land in the village.Parking: The parking arrangemend in the village are inadequate for
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current needs, with little scope for improvement. These developments will exacerbate an already difficult
situation. Parking at Gerrards Cross Station is already at full capacity.Public Transport:CSP is already car
dependent with no convenient access to a railway station and outside the centre of the village there is minimal
bus sercice.The proposed development in the region of the Epilepsy Centre will have no access to Public transport
and will be entirely car dependent.
Walkers are Welcome is a Nationwide network of Towns of villages. Chesham being a WaW Town since 2010, the
first in the Chilterns and second only to Deal, Kent in the South East of England. WaW Towns and villages has
been set up to promote action to ensure that footpaths and facilities for walkers are maintained in good
condition benefiting local people as well as visitors, and can contribute to local tourism plans and regeneration
strategies. The views around Chesham are some of the most stunning sights in the county, with Pednor being one
of them,and also as one of the major sources of the River Chess, development here could affect seriously this
important Chalk Stream.To the north of the town there are two woods Hockeridge and Pancake. these woods are
important for walking and and for wildlife. Nearer to town south of the woods, are Nashleigh Hill Recreation
Ground and Berkhampstead Field owned by Chesham Town Council. Berkhampstead field has a range of chalk
and flowers and is managed by Chesham and district Natural History Society. Berkhampstead Field is edged and
the fields running along the Valley by another wood, Francis Wood also important for walking and horse riding. In
the local plan some of this area may be put to industrial use, Please remember that the fields around Chesham
are important soakaways without them our town would have more of a serious surface water problem than it
does at the moment. There are many footpaths criss-crossing the town, walking areas for Chesham residents and
for many visitors to the town We aim to make Chesham be an attactive dstination for walkers with top quality
information on walks and other events so that people are drawn to visit our town. Chesham underground station
has been seen to be well used not only with commuters in and out of ndon,but also walkers taking advantage of
the underground running to the countryside It is hoping that many will visit our town and benefit from the
marvels of the wonderflul sights of the countryside , for a number of years to come. It would be nice to have a
hotel too.
The Amersham Society of nearly 450 members, under its constitution is committed to the preservation and the
improvement of the character and amenities of Old Amersham and its historical environs and to promoting the
town’s prosperity and vigour. It is also committed to the promotion of standards of architecture, conservation,
planning, design, maintenance, and usage of buildings and infrastructure compatible with the character and
quality of life in and/or affecting the old town of Amersham. General principles We understand the councils have
estimated that their areas need 15,100 dwellings and that this is likely to be impossible to achieve and that
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Aylesbury Vale will be asked to meet nearly half the demand (7,500 dwellings). With this in mind, we would
expect the councils to include in their planning rules requirements for building density that makes best use of
limited land. Although we appreciate that developers enjoy bigger margins when building five bedroomed
houses, the area is in much greater need of two, three and four bedroomed houses. We look to councils,
designers and developers to deliver living accommodation that will enhance quality of life. Higher density must
not be achieved by insensitive development. We would expect the councils to require the preservation of trees to
screen new developments, the preservation of iconic views, architectural styles to be sympathetic to the local
environment (including where appropriate, traditional Chiltern building materials and styles and other means to
treat the environment sensitively. We understand the scale that the local plan envisages; it is essential that the
planners meet the infrastructure needs for: • roads• rail cycleways recreation amenities• water supply drainage
energy supplies broadband provision• medical centres • local shops • schools and colleges Question 3: We
believe the existing public open spaces of ‘Pondwicks Meadow’, ‘Barn Meadow’, ‘Amersham Pools’ and ‘Hervines
Park’ should remain alongside existing private open spaces in residential areas of Amersham to provide green air.
The Maltings in Old Amersham is not currently identified. If it were to be considered it would need very
sensitive development as the site is surrounded by listed buildings, in a conservation area and adjacent to the
River Misbourne Question 4: The brown field sites of CSG Motors ( currently subject to residential planning
application), Old Amersham Car Park and ‘The Maltings’ should be included in the HELAA. Questions 5 &6: We
recognise that in order to meet the need for more housing, the Local Plan is bound to include a range of the
spatial options listed. We do not wish to oppose any of the options in principle but would expect the Plan to focus
first on making more efficient and effective use of land within existing built up areas (Option A); this will include,
for example finding ways to build on top of existing car parks; but bearing in mind the need for sensitive
development that does not compromise character. While we expect planners to achieve some of their housing
target by reviewing the scope for allowing limited infilling within villages and generally built up frontages within
the Green Belt and extensions to other settlements such as the larger villages, we note that the councils have
done no preliminary work on this and therefore will not yet know the potential that exists from these options.We
are not averse to the review of green belt areas as set out in options C, D, E, F as long as the assessment of those
areas is made by careful reference to the five purposes (listed below). Our analysis of the way that some of the
assessment has been made for Amersham force us to question the methodology and challenge some of the
interim conclusions. Green Belt Assessment of Amersham. We understand from the National Policy Planning
Framework that there are five purposes of green belt: 1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas
2. To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another 3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside
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from encroachment 4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 5. To assist in urban
regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. We challenge the methodology of
the Green Belt Assessment carried out by Arup. Specifically, we note the statement made in 4.3.24 that Purpose 4
“relates to very few settlements in practice, due largely to the pattern of modern development that often
envelopes historic towns today.” Old Amersham is unique in Buckinghamshire, and even further afield, in that it
has not been enveloped by modern development. The predominant area of 20th century development has been
to the north-east towards and beyond the station on the hill. This means that many — but not all — of the
parcels identified for consideration of removal from green belt are, in fact protecting the historic character of a
unique and precious jewel. We note that the scoring system adopted in Arup’s assessment required a top score
to meet both of the following criteria: 1. Land parcel plays an important role in maintaining the unique setting of
a historic settlement by providing unspoilt vistas of surrounding countryside from within the settlement or
unbroken vistas into the settlement from afar; and 2. ( Land parcel) protects open land which has a strong
connection with the historic core, contributing to its immediate historic setting. The parcels around the Old Town
are deemed to fit the first of these criteria but not the second and therefore to score only 3/5. What the scoring
fails to take account of is the quality of the ‘unique setting of a historic settlement”. As we have argued above, in
the case of Old Amersham this is extraordinarily high and on a different methodology should have led to a top
score simply on the basis of ‘maintaining the unique selling’. While we understand that the parcels of green belt
that were assessed by Arup needed to be of a fairly substantial size and to have a ‘hard boundary’ such as bypass, river or railway track, we believe that the Local Plan Will miss an opportunity to spread required housing in
the district if the plan does not allow for some small scale expansion of the many villages in the district (for
example: Hyde Heath, Coleshill and Winchmore Hill). Specific comments on Plots identified around Amersham
We have considered each of the areas within the green belt around Amersham that the Council is testing out,
against these framework criteria at this consultation stage. Question 7: We commend the councils’ determination
that the provision of the estimated 15.100 dwellings must not be achieved through insensitive planning policy
that would destroy the special character of the area and therefore recognise the probability that this target is
unlikely to be achieved within the area. We therefore understand the need for the councils to look outside of the
Joint Local Plan area. Question 8: We would expect the councils to meet the local affordable housing need by
insisting on a minimum of 40% of any development on publically owned land and 30% on privately owned land.
Question 9: We agree that new pitches/plots should be provided as stated in Option 6.2(d) Question 10:
Accommodation for elderly needs to be within easy access of banks, post offices, a variety of local shops and
good public transport. Old Amersham fails to meet almost all these criteria and even at Amersham on the Hill the
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railway station is not accessible to disabled passengers and those for whom age makes mobility difficult as it lacks
a lift. As this accommodation will be largely in care homes and similar it also needs to be readily accessible for low
paid care workers and not located where affordable housing is scarce. Questions 11 &12: Old Amersham makes a
huge contribution to the attraction of the Chilterns for visitors from London and further afield and as such
generates employment, encourages walking and cycling and other healthy leisure pursuits. . It is therefore a
heritage asset of national significance. The buildings are mostly Grade II listed. It should be noted that the brick
frontages added in the 18th and early 19th century conceal the fact that the majority timber frames and are at
least seventeenth century; frequently 16th century and occasionally 15th century. The street plan is, in fact, of
medieval origin. The south side of the High Street was established as burgage plots running up to the Platt in the
reign of King John and the width of the High Street would have been established at that time to accommodate a
market for livestock. We are pleased to note that the Heritage Strategy includes views among heritage assets.
The Chilterns are a hilly and wooded area. The iconic views revealed as you emerge from a wood or crest a hill
are part of the heritage assets which should be preserved. One example is the view of Old Amersham nestling in
the Misboume Valley as you emerge from Rectory Wood on a footpath used by hundreds of people every day.
Some of the green belt land around Old Amersham can be seen from here and should not be considered for
building. The views over Old Amersham establish the setting and context of its buildings and we draw your
attention to a number of views of the town which would be severely compromised by the developments being
explored in the Local Plan. These are illustrated in the photographs shown in Appendix 1 and include:• View
looking south from the edge of Rectory Wood showing the Old Town nestling in the valley.• View from Station
Road looking south across open fields behind the Waterworks on London Road West. • View across fields to the
north side of the Misbourne valley at Mantles Farm. • View from Gore Hill looking across the valley towards
Rectory Wood and the field behind Tesco which clearly separates twentieth century development leading up to
the station from the Old Town. • View from Pondwicks to St Mary’s Church, Day’s Almshouses, the backs of
houses on the High Street and the Maltings. • View across Barn Meadow to St Mary’s Church, the Maltings and
the backs of houses on the High Street. • View of the backs of houses on Whielden Street from the field next to
the by-pass. There are other important views including buildings) within the Metroland townscape of Top
Amersham that need to be protected. These include the green spaces established by early housing development
such as:• Elm Close • Woodside Close We are conscious that the barn and other farm buildings currently
incorporated into the community area of Chiltern Avenue, constitute one of the few remaining features from pre
Metroland times. When that area comes to be redeveloped, we would expect consideration to be given to
preserving this feature — either in situ or, if necessary, re-sitedwithin Amersham-on-the Hill. We have already
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noted the importance of the view from Blackwell Hall south towards the green belt land in Amersham on the Hill,
south-west of the railway line to Chesham, although here the iconic view could be preserved by ensuring the line
of trees was carefully retained. Question 13: Barn Meadow in Old Amersham is currently a local green space used
as playing fields by the school, various local clubs and for informal leisure activities. It is not Green Belt land but it
is essential to preserve it. Question 14: Any developments on the scale proposed will inevitably increase traffic on
existing roads. At the very least, all conservation areas should be designated as 20 mph zones and other traffic
management measures taken to discourage through traffic/commuter rat runs in built-up areas.
Re: Mill Meadow Site back on to the above and am amazed at the constant use by children, dog walkers,
footballers and people just enjoying the countryside . The school particularly use it in the day and after school
most evenings which follows the guidelines for schools to ensure proper exercise for chldren. The school
playground does not have enough space to offer a full programme of sports for these children. The field itself was
a landfill site from just after the war and nobody seems to know what was dumped in the Meadow at that time.
When we moved to out bungalow overlooking this site, we endearvoured to ask our solicitor to find out what
there was dumped in this site and despite all his endeavours he never did find out.There certainly appears to be
Methane Gas given off as discussed with the Gas Board who have visited and explored the smell of gas that
emanates from the meadow each year. Passers by knock on our houses in Field Way to ask if we know where the
smell of gas comes from! How could any council consider building houses here, when not only the unknown
contents but also the fact that prior to this - Mill Meadow contained water cress beds fed by the Misbourne River
and is a flood plain. If this proposal gets the go ahead where will the young people and children play and what
about the football club that helps to keep young people and children occupied most evenings and all day
Saturday and Sunday.Chalfont St peter will see a rise in "youth crime" if this goes ahead. The governemnt
encourages the use of the outdoors for so many obese and troubled chldren and young people-why isn't this
policy being considered?
Q1 Have environmental issues such as flood-risk been considered? Q2 The industrial area for Chesham cannot be
delivered unless through traffic is diverted, congestion at peak hours is excessive. Q4 I believe that the green belt
should not be touched Q5 Option L Q6 The industrial plan for Chesham should be dropped. The industrial units
that have been built cannot be filled. The roads bordering the area are unsuitable for industrial traffic. Important
wildlife habitat such as woodland and hedgerows would be destroyed. The Vale would be unsuitable as the land
is too steep and this Vale is prone to flooding. The woods and fields are part of the towns flood defences.
Additional traffic would increase the congestion in town with associated air pollution problems. Q7 There is no
requirement for additional industrial capacity in Chesham. There is a requirement for housing but with its single
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rail track the line has no capacity for additional traffic.Q8 I appreciate the need for more housing, but this needs
to be balancing with accessibility and drainage considerationsQ10 The elderly need to have easy access to
transport, shops and medical facilities, not pushed out to the edge of town.Q11 Chesham is rich as an AONB and
this must be protected. Q12 The woods and the fields in the Vale in Chesham need to be protected for wildlife
and leisure purposes. Q13 The park at the bottom of Nashleigh Hill in Chesham is important as it is the only area
the children in this area can play as the town park is too far away. Q16 Road traffic need to be diverted around
the area possibly with a link road from the M1 to the M4 B5-lond this chiltern escarpment. Q17. No.
Q2 I support the rejected status of several sites, 0020, 0083, 0088, 0127 but especially 0101 High Bois Lane 0106
Copperkins Lane and would not want to see these sites change status to allow building. I support the change of
status of 0125 Amersham Cricket Club to housing they could move to land beside Raans Road which is unsuitable
for housing as the traffic flow is high enough already. Q5 Spatial strategy options in preference order: A, C, E, G, I,
H, J Q6 In every option, if the area to be potentially developed is released in small blocks, this will potentially
provide differing styles and size/type of housing and prevent the building of large homogenous estates.
Apartment blocks are suitable for areas near to the train stations.Q8 If owners of bungalows are prevented from
enlarging these, a stock of smaller houses can be maintained. Q10 Elderly accomodation is best in single storey
(or flats) and the maintenance of a stock of bungalows will help to supply this. If the council wants elderly people
to move out of their large houses, there needs to be some large ground floor properties for them to move into.
Q16 Lack of infastructure is one of the main concerns when large developments are proposed.
Q17 The potential sites for built area extension in Chesham, Amersham and Chesham Bois are often on sloping
ground, unsuitable for the used type of residential accomodation. If they must be used, then the developments
need to use the land contours and produce individual units which can have a fenced area because the building
goes backward into the hill. They do this very well in Zurich.
We would like firstly to applaud the time and consideration taken by Chesham Town Council and the Chesham
Society who have combined to provide views and ideas for making provision for more housing in spite of the
huge difficulties such a project must overcome. They have carried out an intense study of the possibilities and in
our view have prioritised principles that deserve your careflil attention. These include the need to find housing
sites in Chesham itself to better support the retail trade while exploring sites on the Chesham periphery for
Industrial potential. Simultaneously the opportunity exists for overcoming the narrow, almost dangerous
shortcomings of St Mary’s Way which with more dwellings would become even more overloaded, by introducing
the concept of tunnelling excavation thereby opening up town access to the magnificent leisure facility of
Lowndes Park.> It does seem counter intuitive to make plans for housing outside Chesham, when in particular for
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‘affordable’ dwellings for young people, few will enjoy the convenience of motorised transport, yet find
themselves remote from the shops. We do not support the plans submitted that have merely taken the easy
option and looked for green fields, thereby falling to consider transport and the need to retain the lifeblood of
the town. To seriously consider the views of mere desktop planners is an insult to us all.> We support the
proposals to develop existing car parks within the town to accommodate both cars and housing. Further, it will be
important to examine existing industrial sites within the town with a view to prioritise housing instead. Industrial
sites are served better on the town’s perimeter.> Finally, we must again bring your attention to the parlous state
of the infrastructure here in Chesham despite our past strong criticisms of this continuing situation all of which
you have on file. Literally nothing has been done to make funds available to even attempt to make amends and
many of us are minded to demand urgent action that now really must precede any further housing/industrial
development. > At Chiltern District Council, you have your own specialised section responsible for monitoring Air
Contamination. You recognise we have a serious and continuing example on the Berkhamsted Road, so serious to
justify’ the declaration of an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) and you have had the responsibility to
annually report findings to DEFRA, in turn to Brussels. You are aware you are NOW looking at readings,already
equal, occasionally, in access of the 4Omg/m3 limit! This surely means that the culprit, traffic volume, cannot be
allowed to increase, in turn dictating, no more development on the A416! So the proposal submitted by your
desk top advisers just cannot be countenanced. > Further infrastructure shortfalls, that of failure to deal
environmentally with sewerage, added to excess water abstraction is causing big problems on the River Chess
and again you have been made aware of this. Raw sewerage has been regularly discharged into the River Chess
and this is only exacerbated further by reduced water flow owing to the volumes of water abstracted.> You now
have the latest report from the River Chess Association providing even more evidence. So engineering works are
now urgently required to increase the volume capacity of the Sewerage Treatment Works commensurate not
only with the needs of our existing housing stock but then incorporating adequate provision to cater for new
development as it comes on line. Additionally, the water utilities must be strictly limited on volume abstraction
and told to import from elsewhere. Chiltern District Council possesses the evidence and our view is that our
infrastructure must benefit from these essential upgrades on an urgent basis and well before the construction of
any new housing and industry is approved.
The options on planning developments in the Chilterns cause serious concerns, especially with reguard to
suggested building adjacent to Amersham on the Hill, adjoining St Leonards Road and Stubbs End. Construction
envisaged would have a detrimental impact on the area overlooking the Chess Valley - part of the Green belt and
an AONB.In the past CDC has pledged itself to avoid damaging river valleys and their surroundings; including the
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skyline and overall rural impact.Building in this area would also ultimately result in a massive continuation, linking
Amersham-on-the Hill with Little Chalfont and spreading ultimately into the outer London precincts. It has
previously been said that the local authorities have a duty to prevent neighbouring towns from merging with one
another.The extra roads needed, traffic congestion, parking problems and air pollution would kill the districts
reputation for offering the highest quality of life in the county. Particularly with government cutbacks in funding,
it is hard to see how all the extra infrastructure issues could be addressed.Developers will go wherever they can
make most money, ultimately this will be self-defeating, as they will have destroyed the goose that lays their
golden egg.They should spend their vast wealth on development of brownfield sites.
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (Little Chalfont)I read with interest a story on the BBC website this morning.
A man in Bedfordshire with (retrospective) planning permission to extend his property has been ordered by the
Council to demolish it because it is “inappropriate development” in an area of outstanding natural beauty.In their
judgement, the Council state “The development that has taken place is contrary to ... national planning policies
that provide the highest level of protection to the Green Belt and the valued landscape character and natural
beauty of the AONB The current state of affairs is causing serious harm to the Green Belt and the AONB and in
the public interest should be remedied as soon as reasonably possible” How on earth does this ruling reconcile
with your ‘Local Plan’ and its proposed wholesale destruction of acres of Green Belt and AONB land to build a
monstrous industrial estate on the edge of my village?
If you use the public footpaths, it is only half a mile from Sycamore Road in the centre of Amersham to the point
where ‘photograph F was taken on the edge of ‘parcel 22’ in the Local Plan. Now, walk just a few steps further
along the footpath and the breathtaking panoramic view in front of you across fields and woodland down the
Chess River valley and then up the other side of the valley to the distant skyline horizon is unbroken by housing. It
is beautiful and irreplaceable. It would be an act of barbarity to build housing and deny our children and
grandchildren the open, unspoilt rural countryside and unbroken panoramic view that previous generations in
Amersham have enjoyed and protected.
1. All areas of Green Belt Should remain protected as Green Belt and should therefore not be
developed for housing or any other building.2. Areas designated as Existing Residential Areas of Special Character
(ERASC) should remain protected as such. 3. The whole point of Green Belt and ERASC Being established by our
predecessor5 was to ensure that good environments were created for the benefit of the general public at the
time. 4. Today, people still need these areas and we should be grateful that our predecessors thought about the
future and no doubt worked hard to create and preserve the environment.5. New housing should be built on
“brown field” sites where industrial or commercial buildings have been removed. 6. Already, in some towns,
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many office buildings and churches have been converted into flats.7. Some of the large houses in Beaconsfield
have been replaced by a number apartment blocks which look like the original large houses from the outside.8.
Overtime, as the older housing estates become redundant, they should be demolished and replaced by attractive
apartment blocks with large balconies facing South-West. 9. Roads and services are already overstretched and
should be reinforced as a matter of urgency. 10. Particularly, the Market Place in Chalfont St. Peter is inadequate.
With the parking along one side by the shops the road becomes one-way only, when a bus comes along. The huge
lorries from the builders’ yard in the Vale don’t help. Is it too late to create a wide boulevard style area along the
length of the Market Place by utilising part of the Convent Ground, have we missed the opportunity? A new
school would have been nice in the Convent Grounds. 11. The corner by the Greyhound is so dangerous.12. I
seem to be rambling-on a bit, but it does make the point that there are some major problems that already exist
before the population is expanded by the proposed Local Plan.
I am strongly against the proposed development for the following reasons:Green Belt-The area is Green Belt and
should remain so. Any building on it would be directly against Government policy -The Green Belt should not be
sacrificed because of unmet housing needs and unmet employment land needs and does not outweigh the harm
to Green Belt-The Green Belt functions as a whole, not as a collection of parcels. Subdividing it into parcels as per
the Green Belt Assessment and subsequently testing them against the National Planning Policy Framework
purposes might seem logical. However it demonstrates a lack of understanding of the value and integrity of the
Green Belt. AONB -It is an area of outstanding natural beauty with uninterrupted views from Stubbs Wood
towards Ley Hill with no housing in sight. It is one of the best views in South Bucks. Blackwell Stubbs Wood The
woods at Blackwell Stubbs Wood are home to red kites, badgers, deer and foxes and many other small animals.It
is an amenity rich in flora and fauna.Access Access to the proposed development site would put unreasonable
pressure on the existing Road network be it in the area of St Leonards Road! Holloway Lane, Chestnut Lane/Quill
Hall Lane/Plantation Road ,or Raans Road and the junction at White Lion Road.
I stongly support the fundamental aim of the Green belt to prevent urban sprawl. The need for some further
development, particularly for housing is appreciated but it should be confined to Brownfield sites or other sites
within the Green Belt that have previously been developed. In particular any proposal to build on the open
farmland abutting Hilltop in Chesham and bounded by Lye Green, Lycrome Roads and Nasheligh Hill must be
strongly resisted. This is high quality farmland, actively farmed, traversed by several public footpaths and enjoyed
by hundreds of walkers on a daily basis. As our population increases, the need for farmland to be protected is
even more important. If we do not, we will not be forgiven by future generations.
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I am conerned that the plan only considers a block of land to the NE of Chesham bounded by Nashleigh Hill and
Lycrome and Lye-Green Roads. This is high quality farm land in the Green belt, traversed by many parks popular
with walkers enjoying the amenity value of this attractive part of the Chiltern Hills. I assume the area has been
chosen because it is relatively level and easy to develop. It seems to be the easy way to solve the problem in the
short term. There must be land in Chesham which while more of a challenge would result in the saving of high
quality green belt. Small areas of development are more greatly appreciated by occupants as being on a more
human scale.
I wish to object to a proposed possible new development in the District plan near Stubbs End Close and on Green
Belt Land. The Chilterns are an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and from our house it is virtually on our
doorstep. The footpath starting at the end of Stubbs Wood descending into the Chess Valley is an excellent scenic
and peaceful walk. This would be in stark contrast to how it would be after the new housing development. This
also includes the view from the upper half of the footpath across to the north-east. A new development is likely
to adversely affect property prices on existing sites, that advertise themselves as being in such an area. The whole
purpose of Green Belt Land is that it would never be built on, hence the name, it would remain green to protect
aspects such as urban sprawl and the Chiltern countryside. This communication is being sent by letter as repeated
attempts to access the website met with error messages.
We are one of seven house holders within a development known as Henry Mast Court, Lycrome Road.Having
considered the proposal as outlined in the Chiltern and South Bucks Open Plan, 2014-2036, we are surprised at
the excessive level of development proposed in and adjacent to the north-east areas of Chesham. The intensity of
this development would, in our opinion, diminish the identity of the hamlets surrounding the area. In addition,
the designated arable land area known as Green Belt (reference land registery title BM334723) and the
associated assets (bridle and open public rights of way), not to mention the probable negative impact on wildlife
and its natural habitat may well be compromised by the proposed level of development. The current road
network, certainly within our immediate area, we consider would be insufficient to meet the need of the
increased traffic flow (already recently impacted by a housing development adjacent to Lycrome Road, Nashleigh
Hill Junction). In Conclusion, we would ask that other sites be considered that are currently recognised as
brownfield sites within which such a development would be better suited.
I am writing in response to the above consultation on behalf of the members of Gold Hill Baptist Church. Our
church family numbers approximately 700 in total; the majority of whom are resident locally in either Chalfont St
Peter or Gerrards Cross. Members represent a broad cross-section of the local community with all age groups and
with a large proportion who are committed to serving those in need within the village in whatever way possible.
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Although we acknowledge that the Council’s current consultation covers a very wide number of issues and areas
with Chiltern and South Bucks Districts. We wish to respond specifically in regard to the 19.5 acres of land that
that sits to the western side of the A413 in Chalfont St Peter/Gerrards Cross as set out in the consultation
document. Insofar as this land is concerned, we wish to comment on behalf of our Church members as follows: • in the first instance, we fully support the release of the land from the Green Belt in principle. In our opinion the
land represents a logical and sensible means of expanding the settlement of Chalfont St Peter/Gerrards Cross on
its eastern side without major encroachment into open countryside. • it also represents a relatively modest
enlargement/rounding off of the settlement(s) at this point.• in our opinion the A413 dual carriageway
represents what we would regard as a “defensible boundary” to further expansion on this edge of the
settlement(s). The green belt should be maintained but its key purposes are not harmed by the exclusion of this
land. In the Council’s consultation document we note that the current notation for our land is an “Employment
Area of Search”. In our opinion we do not consider that this notation alone would represent the most optimum
form or range of development for the site and thereby could represent a missed opportunity.We hope it will help
in the Council’s consultation process if we therefore outline the vision that we have for the land; which currently
can best be summarised as a ‘hybrid style’ of future development as follows: • part of the site to be formed by a
mixed use style of office development, comprising potentially a prestigious ‘anchor’ office tenant/user
surrounded by, or adjacent to, a layout of offices ranging from small to mid-size units; • part of the site to be
formed by a mix of residential units ranging in tenures from small to medium size low cost “starter homes”
and/or “key worker homes” for local people, plus a mix of modest sized family homes - again ideally targefted for
local people and,• the remainder of the site would remain, and could be laid out as an attractive amenity area
(both within the body of the site and around parts of the periphery) which, combined with pathways/walkways,
will be aimed to improve accessibility and enhance the area for local people.In our opinion our site has a number
of key planning considerations that supports its future development in the way described in our aspirations, not
least that it • is a relatively sustainable location in terms of its convenient access to the village centre, to nearby
services and facilities and to the railway station • is of sufficient size to support a harmonious mix of residential
and office development (or an appropriate alternative employment use) as described above • has the potential
capability of direct access to the local trunk road network • has the added benefit of providing a means for
delivering some of the stated aims and objectives of the Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan.
Close and Stubbs Wood (including Market Reading Field, Quill Hall Farm and Blackwell Stubbs) parcel 22b,
Amersham Like many other Amersham residents I have considerable concerns about the encroachment of
housing into Green Belt areas. As a long time resident on the unadopted section of Quill Hall Lane (QHL), I am
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aware of specific issues which are relevant to the proposal to designate the area between Raans Farm and St
Leonards Road, parcel 22b, as potentially available for building. I strongly oppose the inclusion of this area in the
District Plan on the following grounds: I. Significantly change the size and shape of Amersham: The retention of its
natural boundary’ has allowed this area of Amersham to keep its rural nature (with two farms i.e. Raans Farm and
Quill Hall Farm) and prevented the slide of Amersham into urban sprawl. The current limits of the housing in QHL
are the historic boundary of Amersham-on-the-Hill at its eastern edge. By developing this area the boundary
between Little Chalfont (recent Bell Lane development) and Amersham will be significantly reduced. This
contradicts the District’s objective, to prevent towns running together, resulting in urban sprawl.2. Significantly
detract from natural landscape and appearance of the area:The reasons for the limits to building in the QHL area,
historically, are obvious. QHL lies at the edge of the escarpment which falls down into the Chess Valley. Since we
must assume that retention of the beauty and integrity of the Chess Valley (with its Chess Valley Walk) remains a
key District objective, building on the top of the escarpment can only undermine that objective. The preservation
of the appearance of this area, adjacent to the Chess Valley, is reflected in the siting of the Metropolitan Line
railway in a cutting, as it runs along the edge of the escarpment. Additionally, the existence of Rights of Way
(which are well used) directly from QHL, Stubbs End Close, Raans Road and Stubbs Wood into the Chess Valley,
acknowledges this area as the start of open Chiltern countryside, on the north eastern edge of Amersham. Listed
as an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty the vistas from the top of the escarpment are exceptional and should
be preserved for future generations to enjoy. 3. Restricted access and traffic congestion:I also oppose this area’s
inclusion in the plan as potential land for development on practical grounds,specifically road traffic access.
Vehicle access in and out of QHL at its southern end (where it joins Raans Road) has been drastically restricted by
uncontrolled parking on Raans Road, since the major two stage housing development on the former Raans School
site was recently completed. Added to this is the heavy traffic from the industrial estate which effectively makes
Raans Road for several hundred yards a single lane road. In addition, uncontrolled parking from the industrial
estate is spilling over into the southern end of QHL leading to an effective single lane - exacerbated by the
Jewson’s Builders’ Merchant site at a very dangerous corner. Furthermore I understand that a preliminary plan
and proposal are being developed for a cricket club, sports pavilion and associated parking and a residential
development in the so-called “Betjeman Park” field associated with Raans Farm with access proposed from Raans
Road just beyond the single lane hump-backed bridge. Clearly, if this comes to fruition it can only add very
significantly to the currently uncontrolled traffic and parking in Raans Road.At its northern end, where QHL runs
into Chestnut Lane, the road narrows to a single lane, and further on becomes a de facto single lane through
permanent resident on-road parking. QHL leading into Chestnut Lane is already a difficult and busy route and it is
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hard to see Chestnut Lane absorbing any additional traffic without major congestion and Health and Safety issues
for families walking their children to Chestnut Lane School. Other potential access roads, such as Roundwood
Road, Grove Road, New Road and Stubbs Wood are also unsuitable for larger volumes of traffic. There is also a
length of unadopted road along QHL of several hundred yards which is completely unsuitable for through traffic.
4. Limitations of infrastructure: I feel strongly that the current infrastructure could not support a potential
development of an area (22b) of this sue.• All roads in and out of Amersham are grid locked during peak times.
Within the town centre itself traffic congestion, particularly at weekends, is significant. • Currently schools in the
area are oversubscribed. Chestnut Lane School, for example, has not been able to offer places to children within
its catchment for several years. In fact intake in recent years has been reduced to less than half a mile. •
Amersham-on-the-Hill Healthcare Practice is struggling to meet demand and provide appointments. • Parking
within the town is becoming increasingly difficult and although the council has tried to remedy this by extending
the town car park, it is still nowhere near sufficient to cope with additional residents.
• Current water supply and sewage disposal would be inadequate. 5. Preservation of local wildlife:The fields with
their hedges and woods around this part of Amersham are teeming with wildlife. The Black-well Stubbs woods
and grassland area are designated as an ASSI (Specific Scientific Interest) for its variety of rare flora and fauna.
The woodland area is described ‘ancient woodland’ and in the care of the Woodland Trust. A variety of of birds,
including owls and Red Kites as well as bumble bees, bats and badgers are just some of the creatures that live in
this area. Reducing their habitat is something we should try to avoid if we are to maintain the beauty of the area.
The Government’s requirement for an additional 7,500 homes to be built in Chiltern District is a major challenge.
Presumably they will have to be “affordable”. Amersham and the surrounding area is an attractive place to live,
with good schools, good road, rail and air connections, beautiful surrounding countryside and close to London.
Amersham has also been praised recently as being one of the best integrated areas in the country. There will
always be a demand for new houses in the area, but because of this, the price of land is high. And many of the
houses currently built are large, five bedrooms plus.It will therefore be important that housing being built on
land, that is acquired by the Council to meet the Government target, includes a high percentage of affordable
homes, probably over 40%. At the same time the design and materials used in the construction must blend in
with the local architecture.
In trying to meet the target, we need to ensure that those things that make this such a good environment,
attractive to both residents and visitors, are not destroyed. We already have the prospect of sorting out the
unwelcome impact of HS2.Q6The Green Belt land shown on the map at the Western end of the High Street
comprises at least three distinct areas: Coldmoreham, Mantles Green and the Football Club. They are part of an
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unspoilt and original entrance to the Western end of the Old Town, surrounded by green fields and trees. This
area has so far been spared urban sprawl.The area is also in a designated flood zone. Part of the area is thought
to be the probable site of a Saxon burial ground.Q7 I would expect the needs to be based on the needs of local
key workers and their families. And any development approved should include at least 40% affordable housing.
Q10 Affordable specialist elderly accommodation should be near both affordable housing for key workers and
public transport. Q11 The history, heritage and carefully maintained old buildings contribute to the liveliness of
the town and encourage many visitors. Q12 There may be further Roman and Saxon remains in green belt areas
not yet developed.
As a resident of Farnham Common, I wish to respond to your Local Plan Consultation Document. Due to the poor
communication of this exercise so far, residents have been given very little time to consider a complex issue
which has profound implications for the long term nature and quality of life in South Bucks. Question 1. The
population increase planned is startlingly high with 7800 proposed in South Bucks representing a 27.5% growth
by 2036. The plan appears to exclude the high rate of urban infill which has taken place in recent years and which
seems likely to continue for the foreseeable future. Are we looking at a potential of up to 40% population growth
in the next 20 years? If so the piecemeal approach to development so far seems inadequate as major
infrastructure planning and investment will be needed. Any population expansion on the scale of 25%-40%
implies a huge transformation in the character of South Bucks which I would neither welcome nor support.
Question 2. I do not understand why the green belt land to the south of the Famhams has been included in this
study. I believe these sites have already been subject to investigation by independent consultants who rejected
their development and that this was endorsed by the Local Authority. I accept that 87% of South Bucks is green
belt and that, to accommodate the increased population, some green belt land may have to be lost. The National
Planning Policy Framework (2012) for LA’s describes in Section 9 what the purpose of GB land is “.to check the
unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; • to assist in
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns;
and • to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land” Checking the
urban sprawl of Slough, the largest urban area adjoining South Bucks, must be one of the most important
functions of the South Bucks green belt. Preservation of the green belt land to the south of Farnham Common is
surely essential for this. Without it, the Farnhams will inevitably merge with Slough losing their rural and historic
nature.3. New Sites Dis-used field on east of A355 going from Farnham Common (just past Elm Close) towards
Farnham Royal. Potentially, Farnham Common Village hall could be demolished with current usage moved to an
extended church hall or a new hall in the grounds of Farnham Park sports field. The land could then be used for
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needed accommodation for the elderly as close to shops, library, OP and transport. As we already have the
Beaconsfield motorway service station situated ideally for links with motorways. Could not the land surrounding
this be used for additional housing? The site currently being worked for gravel extraction by Summerleaze off
Farnham Lane just past Crown Lane could be identified for future development once extraction has been
completed. We understand that McCarthy & Stone may wish to develop the car wash on the A355 just south of
Farnham Common Village as accommodation for the elderly and this not included in this consultation. The above
possibilities do not take account of any small scale infill 4. I agree with the proposal for joint work between South
Bucks and Chilterns to achieve a plan that retains the character of both areas and receives the endorsement and
support of local communities. Given the fundamental changes implied by such a scale of any new developments
this will significantly affect our communities. It is critical therefore that the process by which this plan is
developed, refined and agreed is supported and informed by good communication with all affected parties and
there should be opportunities to have questions,concerns and points of view addressed. A communication plan
should be drawn up.
This response addresses the Areas of Search for Strategic Employment options within the green belt section of
the Chiltern and South Bucks local plan Initial Consultatio (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options with
respect to Chesham. On behalf of myself and my wife Elizabeth Chaplin (residing at the Rickyard Barn) I would
start as follows:1. Francis Wood (OS 165, SR941029) appears to be included in the Area. This is claimed as ancient
Woodland, and represents a rich wildlife habitat, in which deer, foxes, badgers, red kites, owls flourish and can be
observed. The wood is a rare and well used amenity for the residents of Chesham.2. Vale Road is a narrow,
twisting lane which is already quite inadequate for the amount of traffic and the extent of comercial traffic which
already uses it throughout the day, and especially at rush hours. The slightest degree of increase in traffic will
make the road dangerous and intolerable (note: there are no paths for pedestrians, and large vehicles cannot
pass resulting in tailbacks and backingup.) Nasheligh Hill is similarly at its capacity with long delays occuring
during the day.4. The recreational ground behind the junction of Vale Road and Nashleigh Hill is a valuable local
amenity for children, and the starting point for many dog walkers from the town. The travelling circus and
funfairs occupy this site from time to time. The area and community should not be lost to commercial or
industrial units.5. Vale Road and the surrounding areas in a designated AONB. It is totally unacceptable and
unreasonable to lose or affect any point of this to commercial or industrial development, when may alternative
suitable sites are already available in the town.6. Chesham is a town with many commercial/industrial sites which
are under-utilised, and capable of further development without any adverse consequnces. Effects should be
made to use these sites, and in doing so make it unnecessary to search in such a wide range of the Green belt as
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that proposed
A local planning authority should regard the construction of new building as inappropriate in Green belt.
Exceptions to this are:- buildings for agriculture or forestry- provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport,
outdoor recreation and for cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openess of the Green belt and does not conflict
with the purposes of including land within it;- the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not
Rep4725
result in disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building.- the relpacement of a
Mrs Anne Stewart
building, provided the new building is in the same use and not materially larger than the one it replaces.- limited
infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in the local
plan; or- limited infilling or the partial or complete redevlopment of previously developed sites (brownfield land)
etc
Rep4726
More ambition needs to be met to further enhance the green belt protection for future generations. For sure,
Miss Leona Stewart there must be least attractive and lower amenity part of greenbelts that can be used for housing developments.
As a general principle an essential part of a vision for the future is the maintenance of the Green Belt and open
space provision and to resist pressure by developers to build on Green belt land, in particular prevent existing
towns and villages from merging into one another. Housing and other development must utilise brownfield sites
before any Green belt sites are allocated for development.Potential Green Belt Development SitesIn Chalfont St
Peter the National Epilepsy Society site, coloured red on the relevant map, includes agricultural land as well as
playing pitches used by local football clubs which provide facilities for children and young people as wellas local
businesses including Rowans Nursery and Brawling Farm Riding Centre which provide employment and services
for the local population, none of which could, in practice be readily reallocated. The existing development of the
Rep4727
NSE Site has reversed the formal policy to refuse residential development and ought not to bear any further
Mr Edwin Moutrie development. Also in Chalfont St Peter the Mill Meadow Site is a much used facility which included a Community
Centre, playing pitches, tennis courts, football club and Parish Council offices, none of which could in practice be
reallocated. CSP already has inadequate infrastructure. There is already pressure on the sewage system;
electricity cuts have occurred from time to time, particularly in the shopping centre the development of the 600
dwellings for which planning consent has been given will put further pressure on schools, existing health facilites
and increase traffic on roads which are very congested at busy periods. There is already heavy traffic on what are
traditional country lanes with no possibility of improvement, traffic which is likely to increase, due to increases in
population and in due course construction work in connection with HS2. All these considerations indicate that
further residential and commercial development would be unsustainable.
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Response on a personal basis in regards to Chesham.Q.1 No comment. 0.2 and 3 Having looked at the sites listed
for Chesham in the HELAA, I cannot add to the list.Q.4 Agree with the approach. Q.5 and 6 I was not clear how far
the Council would push the density of noted sites to maximise development. For example in Bois Moor Road
some new homes have been built. The site would seem to have been able to accommodate more residents in an
apartment block covering the whole site. Say with three floors with underneath car parking similar to that in
Hospital Hill. I assume this will come under your Spatial Strategy Options, option A. I note this was the most
widely supported. Q.7 No comment Q.8 Affordable housing should have a higher proportion allocated. Q.9 The
number or plots should not be decreased or increased. Q.10 It can be included in the affordable needs by
reducing general housing.Q.11 Heritage assets do contribute to the quality of the town and should be protected.
Q.12 Is there a list of protected local heritage assets available? Q.13 Is there a list of designated Local Green
Space. I am assuming spaces like Chesham Moor and the nearby lakes are designated. Q.14 Local Measures - I
have no nominations. Q.15 No views.Q.16 I agree we need support plans on best sustainable locations and what
infrastructure is needed.Q.17 I am confused that areas rejected at Stage 1 around Hilltop and Codmore Crescent
now appear in the area for possible expansion.
Potential Green Belt Development sites National Epilepsy Society Site, Chalfont St Peter Bucks
My husband and I have been residents of Chalfont St Peter for over 50 years and my response to the consultation
paper is the same as his. We consider facts indicate that further residential and commercial development would
be unsustainable.
Question 1 It is appropriate for the CDC and SBC to consider, as a starting point for the purposes of plan
strategy,the Housing Market Area in which Chiltern and South Bucks sit. This is important since housing markets
are not defined by administrative boundaries but can instead extend well beyond a district or borough boundary.
Understanding the housing market area ensures that the Council can give due to consideration to the Duty to CoOperate which is an important aspect for legal compliance and ensuring that the plan is positively prepared. I
note that at paragraph 2.3 of the Draft Local Plan that Chiltern and South Bucks fall within the Buckinghamshire
Housing Market Area and functional economic market area comprising Chiltern, South Bucks, Wycombe and
Aylesbury Vale districts.Consequently, for legal compliance there is a requirement for each of these local
authorities to consider the Duty to Co-Operate in meeting objectively assessed needs. Indeed, paragraph 2.5 of
the Draft Local Plan alludes to a Duty to Co-Operate between each of these Buckinghamshire authorities and this
is endorsed. I believe it is of fundamental importance that CDC adheres to the Duty to Co-Operate and it seems to
us that CDC should be meeting with other local councils including Wycombe, Aylesbury and Hertfordshire to
agree that some of the housing needs currently allocated towards the Chiltern District can be met elsewhere.
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There is discussion of Aylesbury being prepared to take half the allocation of: the District as a whole and this is
something we would encourage with a view to maximising the transfer allocation as clearly the Aylesbury Vale
area is more appropriate and sustainable for development in general. It should be noted that approval has
already been given for the construction of 600 new houses in Chalfont St Peter and these do not appear to have
been subtracted from Chalfont St Peter’s future numbers. An increase of 4,552 households is used in the Local
Plan for Chiltern giving, with 14% of the population, 637 for Chalfont St Peter. Accordingly existing approvals have
already met Chalfont St Peter’s share of new housing. Indeed it would appear that the figure of 4,552 is based on
an occupancy of 1.88 rather than 2.35 (using the Department of Communities and Local Government and the
Office of National Statistics figures) so this latter figure would only give 3,606 homes and 509 for Chalfont St
Peter. Given that there are bound to be some infill approvals in the planned period, Challont St Peter has already
met its share of new houses from existing approvals and there is no need for green belt land around the village to
be reclassified and used for development. Chalfont St Peter has already had its hill share of development.
Question 2 — I will comment on some of the specific sites below. However I would comment on some other
individual sites as follows. CD37 and CD39. These appear to have been rejected as not previously developed land
but in being close to the centre of the village and nearer to the rail station at Gerrards Cross this land could be
potentially sustainable. Further work is required, as it is on all these sites, but these would appear to have a
higher potential for development than numerous othe
Rep4733 Mr Ian
Telford
John Nash & Co on
behalf of
Amersham Hill
Cricket Club

Move Amersham on the Hill Cricket Club to Betjeman Park – beneficial for all the community. Less strain on
hospitals. Current ground is located in a very good position for housing – close proximity to public transport links
etc.

Rep4734
Mrs Alison Simms

As a resident of Farnham Common for over 30 years, I wish to respond to your Local Plan Consultation Document.
In light of the poor and limited communication so far local residents have been given very little time to consider
and respond to this important and complex issue. Any decision will have far reaching implications for the quality
of life in South Bucks and Chiltern.Question 1 I acknowledge that there will be an increase in need for housing
over forthcoming years but the proposed % seems very high given the already high density in some of the
proposed areas. We are increasingly seeing a significant amount of infill which appears to have been disregarded
in this consulatation. Question 2The consultation proposes two sites - an area, Farnham Park Sports Grounds and
a further one just southeast of it. I understand that these sites have been looked at previously and rejected by
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both independent consultants and the local authority. Farnham Park is a key recreational area for both the local
community and others that travel to use the excellent facilities. It was land given to the community for
recreational use, not development. These two sites also act as a 'buffer' for further encroachment from Slough
and as such should not be considered for development. Question 3
Areas that could be considered:- a) The area around the motorway service station as it has good links to the
M40. b) Partial development, as indicated by the Parish Council, of the village car parkc) The car wash on the
A355 d) Possible re-location of the Village Hall to enable a small development for the elderley. The village hall
could be re-sited within Farnham Park or extend the existing Church Hall) There is also a field on the A355 just
past Elm Close that could be looked at but this would impact on the traffic on a dangerous section of the A 355 f)
Smaller pockets of development such as those above and possibly the Wye Vale Garden Centre would mean that
the preservation of the village atmosphere would be less affected than a large development and the loss of such
an excellent amenity and buffer as Farnham Park and the other proposed site. Question 4 I strongly agree with
the principles of co-operation between South Bucks and Chiltern. This joint approach, supported by the Parish
Councils, gives the opportunity for the retention of local character and community spirit. Also any development
needs to be manged to avoid any adverse impact on Burnham Beeches. An agreed joint strategy will be far more
beneficial than having a partner authority with what little of our ethos and approach is shared. Special area of
charcter should be maintained. Question 5 A mixed development starategy should be adopted but not at the
expense of changing the character of an area. I wish to avoid encroachment from Slough and see our areas of
Green Belt, identified - this document, as vital to preserve. I am very concerned about accepting additional
requirements from outside areas. Slough appears to prioritise commercial development at the expense of
meetings the need to hosuing in its own area. The National Planning Policy Framework (2012) for LA's (section 9)
defines the purpose of Green Belt land which is the context of this consultation is very pertinent: - to check the
unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas - to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another- to assist in
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment - to preserve the setting and special charcter of historic towns;
and- to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. Preservation
of the Green Belt to the south of Farnham Common is, therefore, essential, and in line with this national
document.Question 6Given the increasing local and national urbanisation the need for recreational space is
needed more than ever. The government's desire to achieve a healthier, fitter population, to remove a key
recreational area seems contrary to this view. These areas fulfil the primary function of Green Belt and should not
be developed. 6.) This Green Belt buffer zone must be preserved. Previous developments have been rejected by
the Highways Agency due to the lack of safe access to the A355 and other roads. 7.) I agree with the agreed co89
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operation between South Bucks and Chiltern and support the work that has been done to consider a plan for
shortfall (Aylesbury Vale) I do not agree with any encroachement from Slough north into South Bucks. The
separation of the two areas must be maintained and the nature and character of the South Bucks and Chiltern
preserved. 8.) Given house prices – in the South East of England the concept of ‘affordable’ is hard to define. 9)
Retention of the character of the area and preservation of the Green Belt and Burnham Beeches is vital. If the
extension of existing sites is possible this seems preferable. 10) As mentioned in Question 2, there are two
possible sites for use as development for the elderly: the car wash at A355 and the Village Hall. Both are close to
local amenities and transport. The other possibility may be the disused field to the south of Elm Close which,
although further from the local shops, may be just wihin a practical area. 11) The protection of local heritage sites
is very important. Burnham Beeches and Farnham Park provide important resources and are vital to the character
and amenities in the area.13. The Farnhams have limited green space and the areas already existent i.e Temple
Dell, Kingsway Green, the Pomp, Farnham Common Sports Club and Farnham Park are required to maintain the
excellent use of community and character of the area. These should be protected and maintained within the
context of an increasing local population. 14. The A355 is becoming increasingly busy with both car and
commercial traffic and I find it hard to believe that the road could sustain a large increase in traffic volume. Traffic
calming, potentially a 20mph speed limit within the village of Farnham Common may help a little as some lorries,
in particular, drive through at speeds that are quite dangerous given their size. 15. The scope of this consultation
appears limited to the housing needs with no ‘joined up’ thinking relating to wider needs such as health,
education, emergency services and transport. All of these areas appear to be at a limit in this area already and it
is hard to envisage how the needs of any large housing development could be accommodated within the current
infrastructure. 17 Residents need to be better informed of local issues and documents such as this one. We have
been fortunate in having people within the community who have spread ‘the word’ but this is not really an
acceptable first time, it should be up to the local authority to ensure adequate time and dissemination of
information. It is almost as if the local authority wanted this consultation to go through ‘under the radar.’
Rep4735
Savage and
Partners on behalf
of Miss P
Nunnerley
Rep4736
Mr David Alcock

Site Nominations: Site location: Land with access off Nightingales Lane and to rear of Waverley; Briarfield;
uplands cottage, and others off Harewood Road. Little Chalfont. HP8 45R. Site location: Land adjoining: The
Burrows, Hoggs Lane, Ashley Green, Bucks, HP6 3PS Size of site: 1100 sq m.
Although not specifically identified in Appendix 2.5 of the Local Plan, I understand the Wicks Garage site at Great
Missenden could be at risk under the plan of being re-designated as development land for new housing. If this is
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allowed to happen it would deprive the area of it only local service garage and destroy the enmplyment of a
number of highly skilled people. Local employment is what is needed here, not more houses, cars, congestion.
Chalfont St Peter has had its fair share of new developments CDC has already granted planning permission for
over 600 new houses. We have a village title and do not want to see it turn into a town.Our village has a known
drainage problem, particularly with open sewerage backing up in the centre of the village, if additional
developments of the scale proposed go ahead this will add to an alread environmental issue. The village does not
have the infrastructure to support additional developments i.e. roads, bus services. The Epilepsy Society: This
already has two new care home devlopments as well as important recreational facilities with 9 football pitches
plus a Pavilion with toilets, showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams. The Epilepsy
Society North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in any event as part of
that park.E.S. South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It is an
ideal site to provide furhter care home and/or medical facilities.The sheer size of this proposed development site
is clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in Chalfont St Peter. Mill Meadow: The
area is used as amenity facility which includes the community centre, a football club, recreation park, playing
pitches. Theis site also support The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy as they use the area for their playing field. It
is on a flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. Green belt land and the consideration of change of land use
will destroy our beautiful countryside areas. Residents of Chalfont St Peter choose to live in this area because of
the surrounding courntyside. If we as residents wanted to live in a built up area with more
developments/dwellings we would, therefore we object to the proposed developments. Even with the already
proposed 600 homes how will the schools, doctors manage to facilitate just these alone as well as the proposed
other sites.
As a landowner in the South Bucks District Council area I had not heard abouth the 2015 Call for
Sites’ as referred to at 1.1 of the Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan - Regulation 18 Incorporating Issues & Options
Consultation Document (Jan-Mar 2016) and have not previously nominated my land. In accordance with 1.5 I
would like to nominate the four acre field situated in Crown Lane forconsideration on its own or as a part of a
larger parcel of land totalling in excess of 16 acres. It is situated adjacent to the north boundary of Fairholme,
Crown Lane, Farnham Royal, SL2 3SF. It has Land Registry Title number BM39761 1. The property adjacent to the
North is Allerds Farm. This has previously submitted residential planning applications and is listed in appendix 10
(Site reference SB0147) as an option that was excluded due to being too small. If it was considered in
combination with this and the additional 12 acres mentioned earlier it would potentially be a good option. This
parcel of land was originally part of Allerds Farm but along with the rest was sold off in lots many years ago. I
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believe the original total was in the region of 64 acres an area that would help considerably to relieve the housing
shortfall. Furthermore, the initial 4 acre parcel of land could deliver within a year of consent with little
preparation of the land required. This parcel of land is at the southern most boundary of Green Belt and is
surrounded on all sides by a mix of residential housing and commercial developments. It is surrounded by land
with permitted planning applications including Crown House, Farnham Royal Nursery and most recently
permission to build new property adjacent to Fairholme, which is the property adjacent to the south. It is a
pocket of Green Belt designated land that does not have any of the characteristics of Green Belt or uphold the
fundamental aims of Green Belt policy and would appear to me to be an ideal area for extension of the
settlement area.
While believing that Little Chalfont should play a part in providing housing, particularly affordable, I should not
like to see it so developed that it loses its rural feel. The green belt should be protected as once development is
allowed it may be further eroded. The infrastructure is simply not in place to cope with significant development.
The schools are full, the provision of health care is stretched and parking is becoming very difficult.
I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and
Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed
in the Local Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at
Gerrards Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable. It would further greatly
reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of
playing golf in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.Such development within the Green Belt would be
considered harmful to the principles of such a designation while Conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use
within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt. The area is in The
Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and
environmental priorities. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating the
built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for development.
To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open
space to the east. The area is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance. The
area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further
industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.
While I realise that extra housing is needed and of course employment, I feel the proposed plans have not taken
into consideration the overall impact on Little Chalfont. The AONB would be gone for good, in this day and age
we need these areas for people to be able to enjoy and de stress. We all know that a good walk in natural beauty
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can do more good than any Drs pills! This is the same with the green belt, it was created so that areas did not
turn into one big urban sprawl, again for people to enjoy for its beauty. Little Chalfont has already built many new
homes however I doubt that the local infrastructure is sufficent to take any extras. Parking for the shops and the
station are at a premium, indeed there is often a queue waiting at the shops. The A404 that runs through Little
Chalfont is already extremely busy, to walk to the local shops is not a pleasant walk due to the pollution from the
road, much more traffic equals much more pollution, not good at all! As mentioned before, Little Chalfont has
built houses within the area and indeed they have fitted in well but now is time to call a halt and find other areas
to build on where there will be less impact on the beautiful English countryside around this area.
These comments refer to question 17. The comments below are in two parts. Firstly, I would like to address the
Green Belt Review in general and then more specifically the impact of the proposed development areas on Little
Chalfont. Green Belt Review - It is important to note that ARUP the consulting firm that has performed the review
cannot be considered in any way impartial. The individuals who prepared the study openly campaign in social
media (see Max Laverack 15 Sept 2015) for the destruction of the green belt. In addition, ARUP have built a
substantial business on carrying out these reviews which are designed to give planning officers presurred by
government inspectors a tool to declassifed’ areas of Green Belt. If these reviews applied the five purposes with
integrity they would not be encouraging development on the scale they are. The simple fact is that if they did not
identify substantive opportunities for development they would not get hired. Of course ARUP’s willingness to
support the destruction of areas of outstanding natural beauty is well documented as part of their involvement in
the HS2 project. It is also not the first time their impartiality has been questioned – in fact the Rt Hon Philip
Hammond did so in Buckingham Community Centre when acting as Secretary of State for Transport. Why were
the parcels of land subdivided from the original? This would appear to be a deliberate attempt to try and
strengthen the case for development. Why were local people or organisations that have more local knowledge
and are more familiar with the wildlife of the area not involved? The assessment is a very one sided one and has
no credibility. One of the complications here is there is little guidance as to how to go about declassifying Green
Belt. 1-however the reason this was not put into the original 1954 act is that it was not anticipated that Green
Belt would be developed. It was meant to be remain as a resource for everyone. Little Chalfont Little Chalfont
should not be identified as a “Main Settlement for Growth”, nor can it accommodate significant new
developments. New properties approved or built in between 2006 and 2014 represent a 12% increase. Close to
my home we have already had the loss of the Donkey Field and have not yet seen what the impact of these new
homes will have on the already congested Village. I currently describe where I live as semi-rural but if the areas
currently under threat are developed then the reality is I will be living in urban sprawl. Chiltern District Council
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needs to perform its duty in protecting the Green Belt. It is clear that the Green Belt surrounding Little Chalfont
satisfies the original five purposes of the Green Belt:- to check the unrestricted sprawl of built up areas;- to
prevent neighbouring towns merging into each other - in this case Little Chalfont with Amersham to the West,
with Latimer and Chenies to the North; with Chorleywood to the East and with Chalfont St Giles to the South; - to
assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment - we should not be building industrial estates and
housing on what is left of the countryside;- to preserve the setting and special characteristics of historic towns we should not be merging the towns and villages around Amersham into one massive town- to assist in urban
regeneration, by recycling urban and derelict land; Local authorities in the UK should be focusing on the existing
brownfield sites which are estimated to be suitable for building 1,494,070 new homes, the long term empty
houses which could provide homes to 300,000 families and encouraging builders to develop land they already
have planning permission on which could provide 280,000 new homes. - the Green Belt review is a biased
document which does not reflect the true nature of the land reviewed;- the Green Belt around Little Chalfont is
fulfilling the original five purposes of the 1954 Act and must be preserved;- Green belt constraints are an
accepted reason for requiring housing targets to be directed to those with more suitable land;- In addition public
bodies have a duty to protect Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty- Little Chalfont has already grown its housing
by 12% in recent years, giving up valuable green space in the process. It does not have the infrastructure to
absorb further expansion nor could such expansion take place without fundamentally changing the character of
the Village. Government targets will come and go but once lost the Green Belt will be lost forever. It is the CDC’s
duty to protect it.
I am writing to you to express my grave concerns regarding the Chiltern and South Bucks Consultation. My
understanding is that the Green Belt was created afer WW2 to be a belt around London to prevent sprawl, not as
it appears now in your plan, a reserve of building land, taking no account of the environment or the subsequent
infrastructure issues that will ensue.
Issues specific to Little Chalfont. I moved here 35 years ago as it was a pleasant, healthy environment to live and
bring up my children. It has grown over time and is now at a point where extra housing development would lead
to unmangeable problems for its current residents. I would draw particular attention to the following1. In the last
10 years the housing stock in Little Chalfont has increased by 1290- almost double that of any of our neighbours.
2. Little account seems to have been taken of the fact that many of the potential sites, as well as green belt areas
of AONB. Have the council given due regard to the purpose of AONB i.e. "to cnetre and enhance the natural
beauty of an area." Also no regard has apparently been taken of the designation "agricultural land" or designated
footpaths. These are all in place to give residents and visitors an opportunity to enjoy the countryside3. What
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regard has ben taken of the effect of extra housing on the infrastructure? The village is already cracking at the
seams regarding traffic, parking, schools, doctors and general services.
AHCC was founded over 95 years ago. We set out to provide sporting action from 7 years old to over 70s, but lack
facilities for a ladies’ side or any indoor nets. Such basic facilities reduces the appeal of the Club for attracting
new members. Current Site The ground is limited in its size between Woodside Road and the Railway line, and is
substandard from the recommended ECB site area. It is owned freehold as set out on the attached plan, with a
straightforward ability to improve access. A development here to assist in meeting the Government targets and
the need for additional residential units assessed by Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils is therefore a
deliverable option. Response to improvement Over the years applications to offer larger pavilion facilities have
met with rejection. We cannot attract for a full range of cricket activity without an indoor facility, and the same
applies to many clubs in the area. Opportunity for an active community The suggestion to move to a larger
ground ,and include an Indoor Sports Centre was first put forward to Chiltern DC in the “Call for Sites”
Consultation for 6th March 2015.Our ground is noted as Site CD 0172 in the Draft HELAA of January 2016; but this
does not refer to our proposals being part of a wider mixed use proposal,with new housing and much improved
and needed sporting facilities a short distance away at Betjeman Park HPG 6JQ. Demand for housing The first
reaction to our site being redeveloped for housing might be that the land should not be built on; howeverwe are
looking at a Plan period until 2036, with an obligation to identify c 15,000 new housing units in Chiltern and South
Bucks. The location is sustainable in proximity to public transport links and services. Whether it is suitable to be
included will have to be considered by the Planning lnspectorate against alternative sites which are presently
designated Green Belt and AONB, many of which give access and pleasure to the public adjacent to areas which
contribute to a special setting and sometimes historical character. There is no public access to AHCC, which is
used by 70 members and those we invite. In contrast, there is readily availab’e public access nearby eg to
established open spaces and woodland at King George’s Field, Highfield Close, Woodside Close, from South Road
or in Hervines Park. Impact The majority using Woodside Road are generally not aware of the existence of our
ground, and as sites for housing must be found, surely most would prefer to save more treasured land say around
Amersham Old Town, or Upper Stone Meadow in Chalfont St Gile5 ? That is a matter for the Planning
Inspectorate to consider. It is one of the reasons we put this forward and it directly answers your Call in Question
3. of this Consultation; and accords with the most widely supported Option a) of the Spatial Strategy Options to
make more efficient use of land within built-up areas.PolicyIn 81 of the NPPF local planning authorities are asked
to positively plan opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation in green belt; which is why a resite to a larger
ground is a reasonable option to debate. We have spoken to the Consultants appointed to report on the needs

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

Encouraging home deliveries
and waste are matters that is
outside the scope of this local
plan and the councils are
unable to specify retail
operators.

95
Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep4747
Mrs Una
Christophers

Summary of Representation

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

for Sport and Leisure in Chiltern and there is no doubt that larger sport and leisure users have little chance of
ever finding a suitable site in the South Bucks and Chiltern area, let alone being able to secure public
funding.Adjacent to our site there are allotments, and it is presently not known whether in this 20 year Plan
period public allotments may be designated for housing, with replacement allotments being
allocated further away from the centre of built up areas. Funding and complementary benefits
AHCC is held in a Trust that is dedicated to our Sport. Should the ground be sold for development,we will
gratefully reinvest in bigger and better facilities; so in contrast to many sites in the present Consultation process
there is no “windfall profit”, and the community as a whole will benefit from first class new facilities. In this
particular respect having identified the needs of complementary users, particularly for Gymnastics and Dance;
since our first proposals we have had great support from the many cricket clubs in the area, who all have similar
limitations and challenges to keep their membership flourishing. A scheme for a leading facility has been given
the working title Betjeman Park, and this is being put forward as a mixed use proposal for both sport and housing
.The funds from redeveloping our ground, once reinvested would therefore benefit many hundreds of families
throughout the wider area. The Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation( regulation 18)refers to
the next stage of the Joint Local Plan. As part and parcel of living in this area the quality of leisure and sporting
facilities are most important to enhance the enjoyment of life. Once the required extra home5 have been found,
an active local population will be clearly more healthy and make less demands on other facilities eg hospitals.
I think that the aim of the plan should be to help create villages that are circular, where residents have
approximately an equal distance to travel to the centre. Chalfont St ( CSP) is by virtue of its position in a valley,
long and thin. The planning process should aim to counteract this rather than exacerbate it.Land should be taken
out of the Green belt with a view to stemming the sprawl and the extension of the village into neighbouring
villages. The proposal to take out land Parcel 38a which I believe is Rowan Far and Skippings farm as far as
Gorelands Lane has the effect of bringing CSP even closer to Chalfont St Giles (CSG). At present the northern end
of CSP is within one kilometre of Chalfont St Giles. Although the land assessment concludes that this is good
green belt apart from criteria 4 (providing views of the historic town centre) it has been recommended to be
removed from the Green Belt. There is no justification for this. I accept that land has to be found for house
building. I enclose a map showing where land taken from the Green Belt would contribute to the aim of
enhancing the circularity of the village. Land behind Lovell End school and land at Parkwood Farm behind Layters
Green Farm. The second of these has the advantage of being near developments in South Bucks. A second land
parcel 44a is the golf course and Oak End Wood extending east towards Chalfont Lodge Care home on
Denham/Slade Oak Lane . This triangle of land passed the assessor criteria for green belt and yet is not
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performing some of the functions of the Green Belt. It cannot check sprawl because that is firmly contained by
the two roads, M25 and A413. It cannot prevent merging of villages. It does not assist in safeguarding the
countryside and it dies not preserve and protect settings or the special character of historic places. For these
reasons I feel it is valid to take it out of the Green Belt. Although some of this land may be protected woodland,
there is still a lot of space near the care home which is suited to housing and is closer to CSP village centre than
other proposals. It is quite possible the land may not be available in the short term, but there are reasons to
believe that it may become available. For example membership of golf courses it dwindling. I would be grateful if
you would take these comments into account in particular regarding Rowan/Skippings/Brawlings Farm area
which currently contributes in a
robust way to the Green Belt.
I am a resident of Little Chalfont and I write to protest strongly against the proposed elimination of the Green
Belt round Little Chalfont. The Green Belt was institutes to prevent urban sprawl or towns/villages merging and
the current proposals also ignore the fact that much of the land round Little Chalfont is designated AONB. Such
areas should be protected, not despoiled, by the District Councils.Little Chalfont should not be marked as a 'Main
Settlement for Growth' as there is nowhere appropriate for 'significant' new devlopment. Such developments
would mean that local schools would need to at least double in size as well as changing the nature of our village
out of recognition.Access roads would need to be improved and widened and that would put a lot of pressure on
the District Road Maintenance provision, which cannot cope with the present level of maintenance needed,
evidenced by the abundance of untreated potholes around the village.Parking for local shops and services is
already difficult and would become very much more so and traffic would increase. I have lived in Little Chalfont
for 35 years and seen the year-by-year increase in traffic volume make journey times slower and longer. New
building should be restricted to 'infilling' for houses in blocks of flats. I do not believe there is a need for
commercial centres/trading states, there seen to be enough vacancies in the existing ones.In conclusion the
district council should protect our village and the Green Belt round it, and resist government pressure to change
it for the worse.
Why does Little Chalfont have all these Green Belt sites under consideration for building when other towns and
villages in the Chiltern Council have none or very few? I consider Little Chalfont has built its share of new housing
whilst protecting the Green Belt and it is time for the rest of the Chiltern District Council area to deliver their
share. Extensive building for housing and commerce would turn an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty into an
urban sprawl which would join up with Chorleywood and Amersham . Little Chalfont could end up as a suburb of
Greater London. This is an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and must remain so. Already Little Chalfont is

Classification: OFFICIAL

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

The Local Plan will need to
identify sustainable
development options to meet
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
97

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep4750
Miss Catherine
Hannah

Rep4751
Brenda and

Summary of Representation
suffering from extra pollution and traffic throughout the village because of the M25. Looking at all the proposed
sites where potential building could occur, it seems as if Little Chalfont would grow by 50% or more. How many
extra people would this entail? The existing population would be overwhelmed and overrun. As an Area of
Outstanding Beauty, this village attracts walkers and other people who appreciate the area. Folk come to
Chalfont and Latimer station and proceed to Westwood Park and onwards via footpaths to appreciate and/or
walk down to the River Chess and this opportunity should not be taken away from them. The site off Stoney Lane
designated for housing would block off a beautiful view and create more pressure on all facilities which are
already suffering overloading. There are not enough schools, doctors surgeries or parking at the moment and the
village would not be able to cope with the extra numbers of inhabitants. Stoney Lane is a narrow winding lane
with little or no pedestrian room and where it feeds into the A404 there have been frequent incidents with the
traffic and this would escalate with extra use. Similarly, the sites off Stoney Lane and Lodge Lane designated for
commercial use would not only have the same problems but also add lorries, vans and cars plus a great deal of
noise and pollution.All this extra traffic would create further traffic jams at peak times. There are already long
tail-backs at peak times on the A404 and these can and do, on occasions stretch from the M25 at Chorleywood to
the centre of the village in both directions. On the A404 at Amersham Common there are several empty sites in
the commercial complex, one of which, facing onto the road, has never been occupied since it was built. On the
opposite side of the road there is large office accommodation which more often than not has a for sale’ notice
displayed. Why not use all this instead? I urge the Council to reconsider its plans for the Green Belt areas - Little
Chalfont has already taken more than its fair share of recent development, proportionately more than other
towns and villages in the Chiltern District. Once the Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty are
removed, they cannot ever be replaced.
I do not think that Little Chalfont or Chalfont St Giles should be identified as a main settlement for growth. The
Green Belt should be protected to prevent such historic towns from merging to urban sprawl. The AONB and
Ancient woodland should not be developed anymore because there are plenty of derelict and urban sites
available and these areas are essentisl for vulnerable flora and fauna and help to prevent flooding and improve
health of local residents and visitors.The infrastructure of Little Chalfont/ Chalfont St Giles is already stretched
with poor, dangerous roads, too few footpaths, over crowded parking. The schools and provision of health care
and social care is already over subscribed. Little Chalfont has had a lot of housing built in the last 3-5 years
compared to other towns in this area.
On behalf of myself and my husband, I am writing to express our considerable concern regarding the proposed
threat to the local Green Belt land in Little Chalfont.We have lived there for more than 40 years and find it hard
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George Wainwright to imagine further desecration of our surroundings and the consequent impact on the local infastructure and
environment. The traffic has increased to an unacceptable level - schools, medical and dental services are already
over subscribed.We have already had an encroachment close to our property, at what was the "Donkey Field" in
Burtons Lane, causing problems with access - before the properties are occupied!Together with the large
development in Bell Lane, we feel Little Chalfont has provided sufficient new housing without releasing areas of
Green belt Land and destroying an AONB. We understood the Green Belt was created to protect the land from
indiscriminate development for future generations.
There appears to be a dramatic shift from Core strategy adopted in later 2011 which will shortly be scrapped to
the new joint local plan. It would appear that the Green Belt is no longer sacrosanct. In Dee Park Walk there are
stringent planning laws. Planning permission was required to build our perimeter brick wall (it took two years to
obtain) and our greenhouse. The area of housing being proposed to the North East of the town is
disproportionate and not evenly spread throughout the area. We have just had the Cala Homes development of
45 dwellings in Lycrome Road with all the attendant disruption and increased traffic. It would have a serious
affect on the environment with particular reference to wildlife and air quality. There will be a big increase in
pollution.The proposals contained in the new Joint Local Plan will have a significant impact on Chesham station
Rep4752
which with only two trains an hour will become the stressed end of the transport link. There will be additional
Mr Seton Owens
strains on local schools and medical facilities. There will not be sufficient local jobs to support the additional
housing. There will be increased traffic to add to the already large traffic flow which exists in Chesham. This is
particularly noticeable at the moment on the dual carriageway in the centre of the town. The additional traffic
will place substantial demands on local roads some of which are already in a very poor state of repair and other
infrastructure (such as drain water etc) Plans have been suggested for an under pass under the dual carriageway
which will no longer be required. Access to Chesham will be via Lowdes Park etc. This will place additional
pressure on Berkhamstead Road with parked cars on one side and serious holdups when buses and leaky lorries
go down the road. With the coming of HS2 there is the potential for heavy lorries coming throughout Chesham
with the attendant chaos.
While recognising the need for more housing and employment facilities in Little Chalfont, we protest most
Rep4753
strongly against such drastic in roads into our precious green belt. Looking at the map, copy attached, we see that
Jolyan and Phyllis
sites A and B could possibly be justified for natural infilling. Sites C and D however are quite outside the natural
Lea
boundary of our village and we strongly resist any building in these two areas.
Rep4754
I am writing to register my objection to the proposed plan to consider developement of areas of green belt land
Mrs Lorraine
around Little Chalfont.. The plan appears to ignore major elements of the definition of the green belt. a. Check
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the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas.b. Prevent neighbouring towns merging.c.Safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment. d. Encouraging the recycling of derilict sites. a. above - the plans appear to add
30 to 40% to the area of little chalfont which has already provided a considerably higher proportional number of
new houses compared with the surrounding areas. b. above - the plans indicate a significant movement towards
ChalfontS t Giles and Chorleywood.c. above - it appears this requirement has being overlooked. d. above - the
plan does not indicate any ares of recycled land. 2. There does not appear to be any acknowledgment of the need
to consider the requirements of’Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty’ 3. The present infrastructure is, in my
opinion, at fill stretch. Parking around the shops and the station is particularly bad, there is only one doctors
surgery, the traffic through the village is very heavy at times and can back up very easily, the train service already
gets very crowded in the rush hour.
I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chaifont St Peterand
Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed
in the Local Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at
Gerrards Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable. It would further greatly
reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of
playing golf in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley. Such development within the Green Belt would be
considered harmful to the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an acceptable use
within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt. The area is in The
Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green spacefor biodiversity and
environmental priorities. The area is within the Green Belt and provides theimportant function of separating the
built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for development.
To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future on the open
space to the east. The area is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any significance. The
area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further
industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.
I understand that a field opposite the play area at George Green and adjacent to my property - is under the
options for building houses. The road Coronation Avenue going past my house - George Green Lodge at the
entrance to Langley Park - going towards Middlegreen in a racetrack and extremely busy with massive lorries,
buses, school traffic and motor bikes using it. There are width markers so some lorries cannot go through so they
are dangerously reversing. Pedestrians using the park to walk dogs, cycle or exercise are in grave dangercrossing
from George Green side. There should be a large mirror as when I exit my drive I cannot see the fast approaching
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traffic. Extra vehicles on this road would be a dangerous nightmare.
STOKE POGES-PARK ROAD. Proposed exclusion of AREA 76 from the GREEN BELT. I firmly believe that there is a
very strong case for retaining this considerable acreage of “green land” within the GREEN BELT. The land
comprises the rural heart of Stoke Poges and it’s removal from GREEN BELT protection could well lead to the
destruction of the village’s rural characteristics. Area 76 (as bounded by West End Lane, Rogers Lane, Church
Lane and Park Road) provides the openness,or gap, between existing non-GREEN BELT settlements, thereby
fiulfilling, one of the GREEN BELT objectives of preventing development that would significantly reduce the
distance between these settlements. In the 39 years, that my wife and I have lived, in Park Road, we, along with
many others, have appreciated the historical heritage of this important village. The walk from Grey’s Monument,
over Gray’s Field and beyondtowards the Clock House and Hasting’s Meadow is surely of historical importance
and a treasure worth preserving.
I would like to express my concerns about some of the green belt areas under consideration in the initial
consultation and also about the overall impact of the number of extra dwellings/offices/businesses on the local
infrastructure. I believe the number of proposed extra dwellings will place unnecessary strain on local roads and
transport. In Gerrards Cross, we have no secondary schools and students must travel by bus or train to
Amersham, Beaconsfield, High Wycombe, Little Chalfont, Berkhamstead and Northwood or be driven there by
parents. Congestion at peak times is already severe and would only get worse. We also have no GP surgery in
Gerrards Cross and the provision of public transport to the Chalfont St Peter surgeries is woefully inadequate.
More houses will simply mean more cars on the road and more pressure on the current surgeries.There may be a
need for more housing for elderly people but this must be combined with easy access to medical facilities and
suitable transport options. The success of Chiltern Railways in providing fast transport into London has
dramatically increased the number of people who want to re-locate to the area or who live outside the area but
travel here on a daily basis and park in local streets and car parks. This has already had an adverse effect on the
town with local people unable to park to do shoppping/banking etc and people who work locally in shops and
offices also unable to park because of the number of commuters to London and the inadequate provision an
excessive charges for cars at the station. People will go elsewhere to shop and the town will use local businesses.
More housing and office space can only exacerbate this problem. Comments on Green belt under consideration
Parcel 69. (M40/Fulmer drive)I feel strongly that this area is unsuitable and should remain untouched for these
reasons: i/ It contains a substantial area of nature woodland which is valuable in many ways - it acts as a sound
buffer for M40 trafffic noise for the Dukes Wood estate - the trees help soak up water which would otherwise
run downhill and cause even more frequent flooding on the Windsor Road under the bridge - it is a valubale
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wildlife habitat - trees help to improve air quality, near busy roads especially, and we are already lsoing far too
many as a result of disease and alternate extremes of drought and flood ii/ There is a dearth of public transport
on both the Windsor Road and Fulmer Road. More housing would therefore increase the number of cars in both
these roads which is already very busy at peak times iii/ Much of this area is in a severe slope and unsuitable for
housing Parcel 47b) Bull Lane is already congested with traffic because of the number of schools and the tennis
club. It is also used as a by-pass by emergency vehicles when Gerrards Cross is at a standstill at peak times. The
land in question is currently farmland and sloping. Building on it would increase the flood risk on the A40 as less
water would be absorbed in a housing area. Again lack of public transport makes this an unsuitable site.
Anyone living in the Chalfont St Peter area will know we are already stretched to tipping point in the doctor
surgeries, schools, parking availability and apparently drainage as well. I have learned that the Mill Meadow site
is also prone to flooding. The houses being built on the Covenant site alone will ruin the 'village' aspect - the
thought of more local housing and losing what is left of our open spaces is tragic. The Epileptic Centre also is used
for school football matches - if this and the football pitch at Mill Meadow goes where will the boys have to play?
Who are all the pople that need to be housed here? Take a look at parts of Slough to see how vast plots of houses
ruins the landscape. Will we have further doctors' surgeries and schools - where would they be able to be built? I
remember when schools were closed in this area - now they will be needed again.
The reason I moved from to this area is because of the open land and it being a village. If you keep building in the
area we will no longer be a village and will not be so desirbale to live in the area. Will you the council be prepared
to composite us for the devalueing of our property.
We also do not have the schools and doctor's to cope with more people in the area.
Will you also be sorting out the roads as they are appauling as it is with pot hole that you don’t seem to fix
properly just bodge them up. So with more traffic they will be unusable.
1. The failure of the council to take into account:- Bad road conditions when allowing expansion of housing in the
new development in Lycrome Road does not give a great deal of confidence in the proposed large scale
development in N.E. Chesham. 2. The density proposed is greatly disporportionate to this area and not evenly
spread throughout the area3. The effect on local schools, medical centres services such as water, drainage would
be massive. Air pollution would increase and needs to be within lawful quantity 4. Infastructure- i.e. widening
roads, installation of pavements involve huge costs when you consider the area's concerned are mainly country
lanes. Pollution will increase to the determent of the elderly, school children with the massive increase in
motorised traffic, not to mention safety of pedestrians.Whilst noting that housing needs to be increased the
saturation of N.E. Chesham would be to increase the noise and pollution of what is now a fairly balanced
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environment for existing elderley residents and families.
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed plan to alter the designation of Green Belt land around
Little Chalfont. The Green Belt was set up to protect communities from development and prevent villages and
towns from merging into each other. Whilst some areas of the green belt may be listed of lesser value this seems
to fundamentally go against the original purpose of the scheme and allow a precedent which will be difficult to
resist in the future. I and my family have lived in Long Walk since 1999 and have enjoyed the wonderful
countryside and wild life which it supports. Friends who visit comment on the incredible quietness when sitting
outside and the only noise is the sound of the birds in the woods at the bottom of our garden. I cannot accept
that the arguments to change the designation of the surrounding land take into account the irreversible damage
which would result.
I and one of my neighbours in Long Walk as well as 3 other local friends meet every Saturday morning and go out
cycling for two hours. We cycle along the quiet local minor roads and bridleways through areas of outstanding
natural beauty. Many of the routes we cycle would be severely affected and the roads would no longer be quiet
and would become less safe. The donkey field in Little Chalfont has recently been developed and even this
relatively small number of houses has resulted in a large portion of Buttons Lane having double yellow lines
painted. The shops in Little Chalfont are noticeably busier and recently for the first time cars were queuing on the
main road to turn into the slip road where there is inadequate parking. This is clearly dangerous and would be
greatly exacerbated by the proposed very large house building programme. Little Chalfont seems to have been
singled out for the largest percentage expansion which will change the whole ambience of the village and no
explanation is given for this in the document Whilst I understand the need for more housing I do not understand
why this is being promoted in the overcrowded south east of England. I thought that government policy was to
move away from the current London centric dominance and to encourage improved communication and
development in the north as demonstrated by the HS2 rail scheme.
OPPOSITION TO MAJOR DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR LITTLE CHALFONT. I am writing to set out my opposition in the
strongest terms to the Major Development Plan for Little Chalfont under which it is proposed to overturn AONB
and Green Belt policy on land surrounding the village of Little Chalfont and to build it up to an unacceptable level.
As a long-standing resident of the village land my family are very concerned about, and oppose in the strongest
terms to, the attempt being made to overturn the status of our beautiful countryside to pave the way for
hundreds of new homes and employment hubs to be built in the area. Obection to Overturning AONB/Green Belt
Status The Development Plan, in my opinion, contravenes the local and national Planning Policy Guidelines
governing the protection of green belt. The AONB and Green Belt statuses have been in force for very good
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reasons:o To prevent urban sprawl o To protect the outstanding areas of beauty in this region o To preserve the
setting and special character of Little Chalfont. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment
o To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land The loss of open
countryside would substantially diminish the character and perception of the open countryside that strategically
defines the setting of Little Chalfont. The Parish and Community Association are also opposed to the Plan. Both
Associations consider that, if adopted, the new Plan would change the character of Little Chalfont forever and
overload our schools, roads, parking and healthcare. The ecological impact of development would be enormous
and irrevocable and would change the face of the village forever, which I do not think can be justified when
options in other built-up towns present more viable options. Unacceptable impact on Community
Services/Infrastructure. I understand that Little Chalfont has had over 12% of new properties either approved or
built over the past 10 years, compared to 5.3% in Amersham, 4% in Chesham and 7.7% in Chalfont St Peter. These
three latter towns are vastly bigger than Little Chalfont, and probably have brownfield sites which could be used
for development. They also have a larger number of community services to support their residents, yet Little
Chalfont has already been impacted by a larger proportion of development with little or no investment in existing
infrastructure or services. Existing residents have already felt the negative impact of these developments, which
has put a huge strain on the small selection of community services available. This infrastructure, and the existing
community services would not be able to cope with the addition of 1000s more residents and would have a huge
negative impact on the quality of life of Little Chalfont residents. Every day we feel the negative impact of the
new developments which have already been built in the locale:• Over-subscribed schools — more difficulty in
getting a place at a local school, more cars on the road as parents have to travel daily to and from out-ofcatchment schools etc.
• Difficulty getting doctors appointments and lack of healthcare/social care facilities to meet the needs of
residents.• Busier roads — traffic through the village has become immeasurably heavier year-on-year. o Quite
often the main road is blocked as cars are queuing to park by the parade of shops. Some local residents are not
able to shop locally as they can’t park. o Traffic generally is much heavier and it takes a lot longer to join traffic
through the village from the side roads • Busier trains — commuters have to stand on trains as Little Chalfont has
already experienced a huge increase in the number of people using the trains from Chalfont & Latimer to get to
work. In summary, Little Chalfont cannot accommodate more development and should remain protected and
surrounded by AONB and Green Belt land in order to preserve its character. It should certainly not be identified
as a Main Settlement for Growth.
1. This response to the consultation invitation relates to the Chiltern District element in the Local Plan and
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develops the representations I made to the initial consultation dated 22 February 2015.GREEN BELT
CONSIDERATIONS 2.The identification of Little Chalfont as a” main centre of growth “ in Chiltern D.C. is
demonstrably misguided in Green Belt terms as it lies within the already narrow strip of open land between
Amersham and Chorleywood (Herts) which are sizeable areas of development where the scope for further
infilling is very limited. Significant new development for housing or for (e.g.) light industry would automatically
negate an overriding purpose of the Green Belt: to prevent the coalescence of already developed areas. AREA OF
OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY CONSIDERATIONS3. In addition, and particularly if located on the open
farmland lying East of Stony Lane and adjacent to the A404 main road, further development would seriously
compromise the existing AONB designation for the following reasons. a. It would create a rash of inappropriate
buildings on the skyline, dominating the important network of designated footpaths and bridleways in the Chess
Valley and on its shoulders in Bucks and Herts (eg. Lady Anne’s Walk between Stony Lane and Chenies). These are
all heavily used by the public for recreational purposes, not solely by locals but by large parties coming from large
settlements to the east (eg. Watford, Northwood, Harrow.) b. Scenically this would amount to a serious
desecration of this area of outstanding landscape value. The existing irregular screening afforded by
predominantly deciduous native woodland, much of it planted for commercial purposes around the end of the
World War, cannot sensibly be regarded as providing a permanent screen. 4. Similar arguments are appropriate
in the area “planned for testing for residential development” between the Metropolitan Railway Line and Long
Walk although possibly marginally less important in landscape terms than the land either side of the A404.
RELATED TRANSPORT CONSIDERATIONS AND EFFECTS 5. Any building development on the land identified in 3
would inevitably generate new vehicular traffic direct onto the A404. This road is already seriously congested at
certain key times (by ‘school runs’, rush hour business traffic and at weekends by drivers drawn by the local
landscape for hiking in the Chess Valley). Other weekend attractions are Chenies Manor and Church, commercial
activities at Latimer House and car boot sales off the A404. 6. Furthermore, the physical features of the local road
network, which militate against any easy and inexpensive remedial work, are as follows. a. The existing and
regularly troublesome “pinch point” caused by the Metropolitan Railway Bridge beneath Chalfont & Latimer
Railway Station, which also regularly floods. b. The vehicular outlets from no fewer than 4 schools issuing onto
the A404 between Lodge Lane and Black Horse Bridge (Amersham) with two more off Stanley Hill further to the
West. c. The impracticability of building safe, alternative routes to the A404 in this area, essentially due to the
barriers created by the Railway Line, Chess Valley AONB and the narrow and winding B485 valley road to the
North and residential and industrial estate roads to the South. 7. Having lived and driven in Little Chalfont since
1970 (having previously lived in Amersham from 1960)1 have an intimate knowledge of the traffic conditions in
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and around Chiltern District and of how problems have multiplied due to increased car ownership, population
increase, development of light industry and the advent of Junction 18 on the A404/M25 three miles to the east of
Little Chalfont. It should be borne in mind also that the much debated Government proposals relating to HS2 will
inevitably create major transport difficulties on the A413 which would have to be implicated in most practicable
alternative road solutions to the transport problems outlined above.
I am writing to express my views and concerns in respect of the public consultatiion on the Local Plan 2014—
2036, which closes on Monday 14 March. I understand the need to provide additional housing in South Bucks,
however I am against the release of Green Belt land and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) land around
little Chalfont for housing or employment development. The reasons for this are: • Green Belt land has been
designated as such for a reason and quite rightly is intended as a constraint on building, rather than as a bank of
reserve building land. This land is an important part of the area and Green Belt land should therefore not be
released for development.• Much of the land around little Chalfont is also AONB land, which is a local asset that
should not be destroyed. • Further if any land were to be released from Green Belt or AONB land what would
then be the status of the remaining Green Belt or AONB land? Where would all this development stop? Would
there ultimately be any open areas left for people to enjoy? It should not be available for development, given the
original and valid reasons for crearing these designadons. • There are other areas of land in South Bucks that are
not constrained as either Green Belt or ANOB land, which are therefore more appropriate areas for development.
Surely these are the best to use for development purposes. • Little Chalfont has already experienced a significant
increase in local housing through recent development at Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade. Other local
settlements in South Buckinghamshire are much larger, but have nor experienced this level or even the lower
target level of addidonal housing. These other areas ought to be prioritised ahead of Little Chalfont.• The local
infrastructure, especially the roads that would become key boundaries to the proposed land released, are totally
inadequate to support the new development. The existing network of narrow and constrained roads in the area
already becomes dreadfully congested in certain locations at times. Parking in the village is already a hideous
problem in terms of lack of availability, backing up and inconsiderate shortterm parking in undesignated areas.
Similarly, local schools, healthcare facilities, sports and recreation areas, waste processing and transport would
not be able to cope with the increased demand. • The quality of life for existing residents would be significantly
compromised, with very few open spaces left and the character of the area changing forever.
The Green Belt area around Little Chalfont is an amenity which many Londoners share. Once it has gone, it will
never be possible to replace it. The AONB is priceless. Little Chalfont has more than its share of extra housing
even though it is half the area of Chalfont St Peter. Any extra housing means that schools, roads, parking areas
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and public transport would be overloaded since they are already shortened it’s the limit. I would ask the Council
to reconsider their proposal which would turn a village into an overcrowded town.
I am a long-standing resident of Little Chalfont and am greatly concerned to learn of your Council’s decision to
even consider the sacrifice of Green Belt land in and around Little Chalfont.Little Chalfont is surrounded by very
beautiful countryside which is designated as part of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. I do not understand
how your Council could ignore this designation. Once built on, it is lost for ever. The South East may need more
houses but as more houses are built, so it is essential to preserve the quality open spaces around us.The traffic,
particularly the A404, is awful. It can take me ages to exit Burtons Lane and if more houses are built with access
to Burtons Lane, it will make the situation impossible. Likewise parking - to park at the shops is hopeless. I am 80
years old, and although not handicapped, I need to load my car on Chenies Parade. Little Chalfont already has a
major crisis regarding parking. So where would all the new residents park? Finally, I do think Little Chalfont has
already made an above average contribution to building houses - even more houses will change the whole nature
of our village. I understand the Parish Council and the Little Chalfont Community Association have written to you
saying that the housing requirement for Chiltern District should be reassessed in view of the real need to keep
the Green Belt and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Surely there are brownfield sites both here and in
other nearby areas which should be used up first.I fully support the Parish Council and the Community
Association and I ask that you take their points into account.
The suggested built up extension to Amersham and Chesham Bois is not supported for the following reasons- The
map seems to indicate that it would cover Quill Hall Farm and Stubbs Wood which are currently rural rather than
urban;- Stubbs Wood is a particularly beautiful wood, and before any decision is made to create any built up
extension on it a thorough environmental review should be carried out;- The steep contours on much of the land
particularly within Stubbs Wood would probably make it impractical to build on it anyway - the topology of this
area should also be properly assured.
QI Given the strong Chiltern/London relationship noted, the preservation of the intervening green belt should be
a crucial factor rather than a strictly local issue (See pam 2.2)Q5 Nomination of green belt sites is noted as being
the option preferred by landowners/developers. Residents are perhaps more likely to appreciate the value of
green belt. I question the identification of Little Chalfont as a “main settlement for growth” given the recent
growth already achieved when compared to other areas. This has already put pressure on local facilities. The
options set out in the Spatial strategy section are in some respects contradictory as option C would seem to
undermine the defensible boundaries promoted in option G. Q6 I comment on the specific Little Chalfont options
as follows. Appendix 5— employment areas—The employment area suggested to the east has no relationship to
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other employment areas and represents a completely new area for such development. Yet previous employment
areas have been reallocated for housing (Bell Lane) This suggests that the demand should not be a priority locally.
(If the Bell Lane site was regarded as poorly located business space the area suggested in the proposals would
seem to be worse for such a site) Appendix 2— proposal on housing --Given that green belt boundaries should be
significant feature or roads, the use of Lodge Lane, narrow with restricted bridge clearance, not used by heavy
vehicles, seems perverse when compared to the present boundary lane. In addition the approach of choosing a
parcel of land for redesignation seems questionable. If accepted, there will no doubt be further pressure for
development-- in effect “salami slicing” at green belt that should be considered as a whole. The proposal reduces
the width of the green belt towards the county boundary and will encourage further attempts to build on
neighbouring areas. The proposed boundary is unlikely to be defensible in the longer term, as set out under
option G in the Spatial strategy. The proposal in not an infill which is the preferred option noted in the local
plan: it is a significant extension of the village into land which was used for agriculture before being used for a
golf course, now closed. The area of land in question could still be used for a
agriculture or purposes compatible with green belt status instead of being released for housing, should the
landowner choose to do so. (This also applies to land further south on Lodge Lane, also green belt but not part of
these proposals, which has subject to previous attempts to use for housing.) Q1O Elderly needs would not be
readily met in Little Chalfont because of limited shopping facilities, GP surgeries and comparatively limited bus
routes when compared to Chesham, Amersham, Chalfont St Peter.QI I The preservation of the current open
spaces between Little Chalfont and the county boundary should be regarded as a heritage issue. They mark a
distinct entry into the county to traffic from the east.Development of the land north of the road for employment
use would be a major visual intrusion in a sensitive Chiltern landscape. AONB designation is intended to
“conserve and enhance natural beauty” and it is difficult to envision any employment development in this area
which would not be contrary to these objectives.
I attended the meeting on 11th February 2016 and am extremely concerned about the "Local Plan"-Little
Chalfont under discussion by Chiltern and South Bucks councils. 1. Little Chalfont has already increased recently
the number of housing estates is Bell Lane (253 homes), Donkey Field (45), the derelict site at Chenies Parade is
now bein developed so I strongly oppose further development (both residentil and employment) together with
Little Chalfont being identified as a "main settlement for growth"2. The infrastructure of Little Chalfont could not
possibly cope with further development. Little Chalfont has 3 main (narrow) lanes- Cokes, Burtons and
Nightingales all through lanes to either A404-413, to Hosely Wood of Chalfont St Giles and 2 main arterial loads A404 and A413. The A404 connects with M25 at junction 18 and now Little Chalfont goes to Amersham, high
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Wycombe and onto A14 junction 8/9. The 413 connects with A40. To Aylesbury. Cokes lane has now become a
cut through road from A413 to A404 at nightingales lane! It is exceedingly dangerous where the speed limit has
beeen increased to 40mph.Cokes Lane and Burtons Lane converge with A404 (a major busy road at all times) at
the mini roundabout. At rush hour and drop-off/pick-up times of Dr Challoners School the traffic can be at a stand
still, particularly as the school coaches do not give way or show any respect to drivers on Cokes Lane or
Nightingales Lane. Both the roads their lanes are used by local and non local light and heavy traffic - what
happened to the 1960s proposal of a little Chalfont bypass? More housing and employment development would
greatly increase the pressure on local school places, NHS. Traffic congestion, parking for both local shops and
train travel- will London underground and Chiltern Railways be prepared to increase capacity to accommodate
more commuters? Parking in Little Chalfont is already inadequate to service shops and local amenities. Much of
the land surrounding Little Chalfont is AONB- a natural asset and must be preserved. I believe land designated as
green Belt currently accounts for 88% of Chiltern District Council and AONB for 72% Amersham, Chesham 4/5% as
is it necessary for CDC to damage Little Chalfont? Apparently Little Chalfont Parrish Council gave you numerous
brown sites to consider for development and this preserve the setting and special charcteristics of not only Little
Chalfont but also all of the Chilterns appreciated by local residents and many visitors to AONBs.I strongly protest
against the plan to test areas surrounding Little Chalfont to be released from Green belt and equally strongly,
urge The District Council to reconsider all other options for any further development.
It is very foolish to build more houses when we have problems with sewerage-carparking-schooling (lack of
teachers) lack of medical services and other services in short supply - due to the number of people already in the
area. So more houses will bring more adults-children and cars etc
I have lived in Little Chalfont for 16 years, and in that time I have witnessed much change environmentally and
very often to the detriment.Much building has taken place i.e the Bell lane Estate, and that in itself has put
pressure on schools, and the White Lion Surgery and caused increased congestion on Chenies parade. Traffic
through Little Chalfont is excessive owing to the A404 through the centre.An important asset in little Chalfont, is
that some of the surrounding areas are AONB.
CSP already has granted permission for 600 houses. The schools are already oversubscribed. Where are the
children to go? We shall need new schools, doctors surgerys, dentists etc. The infrastructure is already unable to
cope, now. The Green Belt was put there for good reason, to stop this sort of sprawl. There will be more
vandalism if there are no places to play sport etc.
I urge Chiitern District Council not to declassify any of the areas of green belt land, or areas of outstanding natural
beauty. These areas are the heart and lungs of our district, and are the places where so many people journey, in
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order to enjoy the peace of the countryside, the outstanding views, the wildlife and generally to escape from the
towns and overcrowded workplaces, where they come to gain a better perspective on hectic lives and to regain
mindfulness and inner well-being. If we develop these areas as planned in the Local Plan, both stages 1 and 2. we
will lose not only all the income from the people who journey to our villages to enjoy the countryside, but we will
also lose our treasured places to relax and unwind - things that are important to keep healthy minds and bodies.
Mental illness is increasing across the UK at an alarming rate, it affects all ages of the population, and the power
of the countryside is recognised as being an important help in the recovery from mental health issues. Turning to
the plans for building growth in Little Chalfont specifically - the area to the north of Chessfield Park, the “cow
field” that is bounded by West Wood. Chessfieid Park and Stony Lane, is unsuitable for residential development.
Not only is it green belt (and should therefore be protected from building development) but the proposed access
onto Stony Lane would create safety issues to road users and pedestrians alike. The lane is very narrow in parts,
and the increase in volume of traffic would increase those safety issues. There is also no doctor’s surgery within I
km of the site, and local schools are already oversubscribed. The field on the other side of Stoney Lane is also
marked for development, along with the field immediately to its south on the opposite side of the A404. These
two sites are marked for employment development - but we have had empty offices in Little Chalfont and
Amersham Common for decades, why do we need additional employment development when we have unused
such properties existing? There are also unused employment developments already built just a few miles away on
the A413 in Chalfont St Peter. All of the existing business buildings should be fully occupied first before looking
for more areas to develop for business use. Little Chalfont has already had proportionately more residential
housing (over 10%) built in its boundaries in recent years than any other town in Chiltern District - which makes it
sensible to look to the other towns for further development rather than Little Chalfont. Our infrastructure cannot
take any more growth - our doctor’s surgery is already having to serve more patients than it was originally
intended, our schools are oversubscribed, our parking is totally inadequate (try parking in Little Chalfont at any
time, weekday or weekend, it is very difficult, virtually impossible when the farmers’ market is in the village) and
our road surfaces already soon erode after being patched or resurfaced because of the sheer volume of traffic.
The roads that are being proposed to take the increased volumes from the housing/business developments are
not sufficiently wide, nor do many of them have pedestrian footpaths on them, to take all the additional traffic
that would be generated by these new buildings. Additional housing and business development will also put
additional pressure on our utilities, such as waste management, water and gas supplies, local transport and
medical facilities. Many of these are already under strain with the needs of the current population (for example,
parking at Amersham Hospital to take an elderly relative for an appointment - usually involves taking them at
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least one hour ahead of the appointment in anticipation of queuing for a length of time to access a place in the
car park).Turning to transport - our trains are also at full capacity - commuters are already standing all the way
from Chalfont and Latimer station into central London on some morning trains regularly, so where will any
additional capacity on the trains be found? We have very few buses - not a viable alternative for commuters. And
the roads at commuter peak times are reduced to a crawl - if the building plans around Stony Lane and
Roughwood Lane go ahead, it is likely that we will need traffic control at the Stony Lane/Lodge Lane junction,
such as lights or a roundabout to cope with it all. It will also turn beautiful country lanes into “rat runs”. Green
Belt areas were designated to stop urban sprawl - if these plans for Little Chalfont go ahead, we will merge almost
unseamlessly into Latimer, Amersham, Chorleywood, which will be a huge urban sprawl. Our public footpaths will
be endless narrow corridors walking through building sites, with no beautiful rural vistas left to enjoy. The impact
on the wildlife will be immense as well, especially if West Wood is reduced to a building site - the loss of trees will
be huge.I urge the Council to look again at its plans across all of its sites and preserve our existing green belt.
Especially the areas of outstanding natural beauty, so that future generations can enjoy the peace and open
spaces of the countryside.
Re Land on the South Weston Side of the Chess Valley from Hollow Way Lane to Little ChalfontI) This land was, I
believe, classified as Green Belt years ago because it is a part of a picturesque route along the Chess Valley
between Chenies and the junction with Holloway Lane. For this reason alone it should not be developed for
housing.ii) The road is narrow with many bends ,already busy for large parts of the day and with several junctions
with minor roads. Ill) Traffic through Chenies, even with the existing volume, is often delayed by the presence of
parked vehicles, school traffic and when joining the A404.iv) The land slopes to the east ,thus being the cold side
of the valley, and hence less energy efficient.V) Could electricity, gas and water be supplied without major works similarly could sewage be dealt without extensive works ? Iv) Part of Holloway Lane is only single track and even
now often busy.
I wish to register my objection to progressing this submission.The Little Chalfont area has already made a
significant contribution to local development. With demands on the existing fragile infrastructures recently
stretched again by the recent developments in Bell Lane and behind Chenies Parade, it is difficult to see that even
more can be sensibly contained.
The reasons for creation of the Green belt are as valid today as they were in the first place. It is an asset.The A404
with its direct link to the M25 is experiencing an ever increasing volume and nature of traffic. Plans which could
add to the situation are clearly unreasonable.Are we not supposed to protect the environment.
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I wish to express my concern for the current proposal of green belt land surrounding Little Chalfont.I have been a
resident in Little Chalfont for 28 years. I have brought my family up in this village, my children have attended local
schools, I have volunteered for local groups and I have worked for local companies. I feel the Council are casting
aside the views of the local residents, many of whom have lived here for many years. There is intense support of
local businesses, enterprises and local schools. This future development would hamper this.
There already is a huge strain on the local schools with catchment areas reducing its size and
children are already having to be driven to school rather than walk. We know that budgets will be cut for
children’s services which are already struggling. Safeguarding our children and young people is of paramount
importance and should be at the forefront of our minds but with increasing numbers of families moving into the
area we will not be able to achieve this.
I am extremely concerned about transport facilities and links. The traffic along Amersham Road is frequently at a
standstill in the morning and evenings. A five minute journey by car, for me, to work often takes me 15 to 20
minutes in the morning and the same on my return journey. The A404 towards Chorleywood is the same and we
will not be able to cope with the huge increases in traffic not only from commuters but also industrial traffic. This
pollution will choke Little Chalfont. Similarly, train carriages are full as early as 6.00 and will TFL be consulted if
they will increase train carriages on current services or additional trains. Our community services are running at
full capacity and will be unable to cope with increasing needs of families. How many more families will the local
doctor’s surgery take? It is unfair on the families who move into an area to tell them that they can’t see a
midwife, give birth in a local hospital, not be able to attend a nursery or school, or cannot see a local doctor or
dentist. I feel Little Chalfont
has a wonderful community spirit but with families potentially just residing in Little Chalfont and not be able to
access local services it will become a faceless commuter belt town and damage the integrity of the village. I
believe this development sets a dangerous precedent for future developments if this is allowed to go ahead,
given the recent large developments in Bell Lane and the Donkey Field. I am extremely concerned that the
Council see Little Chalfont as an easy target. These developments will arguably already put a huge strain on the
resources of the area, and I feel that the council has not adequately addressed these needs. Future developments
would put an unprecedented strain on public services. If the council are willing to develop this land so readily and
on such a vast scale, what protection does the remaining green belt land have? In a purely environmental sense
this development would damage an area of natural beauty. The area will already suffer from HS2. As a frequent
user of West Wood l am scared about the future and would not want to live in such a densely populated and
developed area. I urge you to take into account of all the local residents who feel so strongly about the future of
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Little Chalfont and hope my views will be taken into account.
I wish to express my concern about the possible development of the area to the north east of Amersham which
runs from St Leonard's Road as far across as the Raan industrial estate and all the way down to the railway line
running between Little Chalfont and Chesham, a very sizeable piece of land. I was dismayed to find it included as
an area for testing for residential development on Green belt land in the Emerging Local Plan. I would like to
point out that this area is not only Green Belt but is also designated as AONB. Whilst I understand the need for
more housing and that national government is requiring local planning authorities to look again at the Green Belt,
surely the government cannot intend to encourage building on AONB, which should have a greater degree of
protection. This area, which includes Quill Hall Farm, is of very good environmental quality. It is well managed
and contains numerous footpaths. It is a much loved local amenity, which is also a haven for wildlife. The Local
Plan's own assessment of the area describes it as follows - 'overall the land parcel has a strong, unspoilt rural
character '.
This area of precious Green Belt and AONB should not even be considered for future development.
I first came to the live in this area 80 years ago when I was 5 years old, we then lived in Amersham Common
which no longer appears to exist, I then moved to Village of St Chalfont which now looks in danger of also being
swallowed up. We do not have the resources to accommodate the amount of people who will come to live here if
you start to build on Green belt land, our schools could not cope and parking is already a big problem with cars
parked in all the roads in and around the village while people commute to London. I realise at my age this will not
greatly affect me but I do feel very strongly about it.
Being a senior citizen, I doubt whether I will be around to see the proposed plans for the future of Little Chalfont
come to fruition. At least I hope not; as they will undoubtedly change the delightful character of the village.A
village just a short journey from London, of which many people come to enjoy the English countryside for a break
from city.Where will all the extra children go to school? Where will there be adequate medical treatment? Where
will all the extra families enjoy country life? Where will all the extra cars find a place to park, without having a
long walk?
I am writing to you to voice my concern over the “Emerging Local Plan 2014 to 2036” I have lived in Amersham /
Little Chalfont all my life and I have seen growth and development that lost “Amersham Common” as Amersham
and Little Chalfont merged. It would be criminal to lose the Village of LITTLE Chalfont. Some the sites that have
been suggested for development are not in roads that could cope with the additional traffic. Little Chalfont
would not cope with the additional cars / parking in the village and station, we already have a problem with this
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so i dread to think what it would be like with the additional people and their cars. I would like to say again do not
let us lose the Village of LITTLE Chalfont.
Chalfont St Peter has had a large increase of 600 dwellings (2011-2016) which is the largest single percentage of
development across Chiltern District as a whole. Development should be focused towards the centre rather than
fringes of villages in line with green belt principles, brownfield sites must be developed first. Schools in CSP are at
or nearly at capacity, it will also impact on Drs surgerys. CSP has flooding and drainage issues and can not support
additional developments of such scale. The sheer scale of the proposed residential and industrial development is
not sustainable or in keeping with the village. Mill Meadow is a popular community area with many well used
facilities which as a family we use. There is no space to relocate them. The playing fields is used by CSP middle
school and public facilities such as the nature reserve, Jubilee Garden and the Millenium wood allow the
community to use and appreciate the area they are irreplaceable. Mill Meadow is also a flood plain hence should
not be built upon. The Epilepsy Society has recently built 2 separate care home developments, which in turn
increase traffic amd services to the area. The site acts as a green belt buffer between CSP, Chalfont St Giles and
Horn Hill. Providing important and much needed recreational facilities and sports facilities. All travel is by car and
the site is flanked by 3 narrow lanes; which adds to the lack of suitability for further development. The sheer size
of the proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the amount of dwellings in
CSP, other sites must be identified to share development in a fair and sustainable way.The area identified for
industrial development is part of the Colne Valley Park, important for green space and biodiversity. I strongly
oppose the proposed development plan.
My key concern is potential significant erosion of the Green Belt. The site of most concern is the development to
the North of the current NSE site and Newlands Park. This would breach the Green Belt in an unacceptable way
for the following reasons:1. In effect it would link the villages of Chalfont St. Peter and Chalfont St. Giles, creating
urban sprawl. The precedent would ultimately result in further infilling to the West down to the Amersham Road.
The merger of the villages would then be complete. 2. The encroachment of housing across what is a public
green-space amenity is unacceptable. This Green Belt area is extensively used for recreational walking, dogexercising and horse-riding by local residents — and it has been for very many years, with well-used public
footpaths. The value of the football fields to the local community is widely recognised. 3. The lovely historic
wooded walk along what was originally the driveway to
Newlands Park particularly deserves preservation as an important asset of our local heritage. It is a unique,
peaceful walk for residents to enjoy. It deserves formal recognition as a Heritage Asset and is worthy of
conservation. It also forms part of The Chiltern Way footpath. 4. I feel that building over the proposed HS2 line in
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this area, close to the planned emergency exit makes little sense. 5. Access to the village would be via a narrow
and inadequate stretch of
Denham Lane. 6. Comments on other proposed sites are as follows: 7. Extensive development of the Mill
Meadow site is impractical as it is on the flood plain, although some minor development may be possible. 8.
Development within the NSE established site (i.e. replacing old buildings) makes sense, although
infrastructure/access roads will need to be upgraded.
2. Commercial development along the A413 past the Golf Club would destroy one of the areas’ most beautiful
landscapes — the meadows, lake and riverside, as well as ruining the attractive roadside and approach to the
historic village.I believe the land to the East of Denham Lane, opposite the proposed Winker’s Farm development
is lightly used agricultural land but potentially suitable for housing development. It has the benefit of potential
access/egress both to Denham Lane and West Hyde Lane, and is closer to the village centre than the proposed
site
between the NSE and Newlands Park. Development on this site could go from Warren Farm as far as Tim’s Dairy.
Although shown on 0S maps as an aggregate quarry I assume this is historical. A small part of the site close to the
M25 is a traveller’s caravan site. Secondly, the Meadow playing fields between West Hyde Lane and the
cemetery, East of Bloom Wood, also seems a more suitable area for development than Mill Meadow for example.
It appears a lightly used amenity by comparison and would be in-filling rather than encroaching on Green Belt. It
is generally preferable to increase housing density in existing built environments than to spread into Green Belt
areas. In Gerrards Cross this has been achieved well with new small apartment blocks frequently replacing large
older houses, Also, unused/unoccupied office blocks have been successfully converted into apartments. As High
Street decline more opportunities to replace commercial premises with housing should be explored. The
popularity of travelling Shows is surely tending to decline. Similarly I believe more travellers are becoming
involved in the general community. The need to increase facilities is therefore doubtful. Yes. The Heritage
Strategy seems comprehensive and should be rigorously followed to maintain this essential character of the
district. lam not sure if this heritage asset is protected or not. As well as being an historic feature of the local
landscape it is a popular local leisure amenity.
My key concern is potential significant erosion of the Green Belt. The site of most concern is the development to
the North of the current NSE site and Newlands Park. This would breach the Green Belt in an unacceptable way
for the following reasons: 1. In effect it would link the villages of Chalfont St. Peter and Chalfont St. Giles, creating
urban sprawl. The precedent would ultimately result in further infilling to the West down to the Amersham Road.
The merger of the villages would then be complete. 2. The encroachment of housing across what is a public
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green-space amenity is unacceptable. This Green Belt area is extensively used for recreational walking, dogexercising and horse-riding by local residents— and it has been for very many years, with well-used public
footpaths. The value of the football fields to the local community is widely recognised.3. The lovely historic
wooded walk along what was originally the driveway to
Newlands Park particularly deserves preservation as an important asset of our local heritage. It is a unique,
peaceful walk for residents to enjoy. It deserves formal recognition as a Heritage Asset and is worthy of
conservation. It also farms part of The Chiltern Way footpath. 4. I feel that building over the proposed HS2 line in
this area, close to the planned emergency exit makes little sense. 5. Comments on other proposed sites are as
follows: 6. Development of the Mill Meadow site makes little sense as it is on the flood plain, although some
minor development may be possible.7. Development within the NSE site (L e. replacing old buildings) makes
sense, although infrastructure/access roads will need to be upgraded. B. Commercial development along the
A413 past the Golf Club would destroy one of the areas’ mast beautiful landscapes — the meadows, lake and
riverside, as well as ruining the attractive roadside and approach to the historic village.
Whilst I do not adhere to the view that green Belt must be 100% sacrosanct, I do very strongly believe that future
development should maintain the unique character of the locations and continue to provide leisure/sporting
Rep4789
facilities that are the “lungs” of our community. Specifically therefore, I object to the proposed Upper Stone
Mr Martin Watts
Meadow “site” in Chalfont St Giles (unique character) and the site occupied by Chalfont St Peter’s Cricket Club
(sporting facility).
My concerns regarding the new Local Plan being jointly developed by South Bucks and Chiltern District Council
identifying the areas for development in Chalfont St Peter for 2015 to 2036 are as follows:1) Proposed changes of
land use for the proposed areas do not appear to have taken into consideration the purposes for having land
within the green belt as outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework. 2) One of the proposed areas include
those in constant use for recreation and sport, both indoors and outdoors, for people of all ages, children and
Rep4790
young adults. CSP Academy (C of E) would lose its only outdoor sports facility. There is nowhere in CSP where
Mrs Elizabeth Shaw these facilities, so essential to health, well being and community gatherings, could be resited. Another area would
Retired
lose vital recreational facilities used by over 24 teams - this is land belonging to the Epilepsy Centre. 3) In all
proposed areas there would be a substantial loss of places available for people to enjoy being outside in the
country, getting away from buildings, roads and cars - essential to many people for health and well being. 4)
There are already large areas being developed for housing and care homes in CSP. I understand that planning
permission has been granted for the building of over 600 homes. There is a large amount of development for a
village the size of CSP that already has problems with drainage (sewage overflowing into the main street when we
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have heavy rain), schools (already almost full to capacity), extreme traffic congestion at peak times and GP's
surgeries that will have to fine spaces for additonal patients. 5) The quantity of life for the residents of CSP and
the new residents who will move into newly built dwellings will be seriously impaired by the addition of any more
dwellings in excess of the 600 already approved.
I object to the prosal of building on Green Belt in our beautiful Chilterns countryside enjoyed not only by local
people but also by many people coming from the London metropolis for walks in the Chilten Hills to enjoy fresh
air. It is probably the nearest such area to London which can be quickly accessed by train. Our village of Little
Chalfont is fast becoming a town due to the numbers of people occupying recent developments and causing
bottlenecks for parking at the local shops. The huge number of extra people envisiaged if the proposed buiding
works proceed, will swamp the village and its facilities. Services such as doctors surgeries, hospitals, schools and
social services will not be able to cope without huge unaffordable expansion. The existing main road will become
even more jammed than it is already; as it is we have problems exiting from our driveway. The train services from
Chalfont & Latimer will not be able to cope without more trains being put on. At times, there is standing room
only into London. The disruption and traffic holdups during construction of the proposed developments, whilst
extra utility services are put in, will be horrendous and that’s assuming that the main sewers can even cope with
the extra demand and surface water. I cannot believe that the govermment and local authority can be putting the
ruination of our beloved Chilterns green belt area forward as a proposal when there is so much unpopulated
land, well away from existing urban areas. We can only hope that common sense will prevail.
On the hypothesis that 1,000 homes will be built in/around Chesham in the next twenty years my comments are
as follows: I propose that: The homes be concentrated as far as possible in a single location beginning with the
brownfield site of the former Alcan Factory beside Ashridge Road and then spreading up the Ashridge Road Valley
on both sides, taking over Hazledene’s Farm meadows on the right and the meadows on the left as far as Tile's
Farm and up to the Chartridge Park mobile homes Pk. Advantages: Ashridge Road can be widened into three
lanes all the way up to the village of Ashridge. No obstacles such as bridges or tunnels are required; a
straightforward, simple road-building project. Homes in up to six-storey blocks of flats will not be an eye-sore or
blot on the landscape as they are sheltered within a valley. Building estates of flats provide a critical mass of
development that will be advantageous to both the building
developers and to the public (Sec. 106 contributions) The homes should be built in medium density as follows: On
the Alcan Factory brownfileld site four six-storey-blocks of flats; 12 flats to a block, each flat up to 1,000 sq ft.
gross. One of those four blocks could be specially designed as flats for the elderly; sheltered housing. There will
still be adequate public space for access roads and one multi-storey car park with spaces for all residents. On the
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northern side of Darvell Rd near the j/o of Ashridge Rd is a site large enough to build an estate of eight
six-storey-blocks of 12 flats making a combined total of 48 + 96 = 144 new homes. Advantages: 12 blocks of flats
occupy the space of only 12 detached 3-bed family houses + garden and house 144 families. Young professionals
often prefer either a small garden or no garden at all.
Security of blocks of flats is much more effective than separate family houses. Maintenance of blocks of flats is
more efficient and much cheaper than maintenance on separate houses.
Blocks of flats are much more energy efficient than separate houses. Blocks of flats cost much less to build than
houses ergo they are more affordable homes, especially for young couples/families and the elderly/infirm. On the
north side of Ashridge Road, under Captain’s wood and beyond, there is enough arable land to build estaes of
semi-detached houses stretching all the way up to Ashridge village. As a rough estimate of the space available,
about 200 semi-detached units, complete with gardens and public facilities, may be built. On the south side of
Ashriddge Road either more blocks of flats or more semi-detached houses, or a mix of both can be built up to
Asddge village. Going for a mix of flats and houses, a further 500 homes (approx) is possible.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon the Local Plan at Reference.
My family and I have lived in Little Chalfont, at the address above, since May 1985 and we have enjoyed the
peace and quiet of the surroundings, the access to the Buckinghamshire countryside, the local facilities and
services offered in the village, as well as good, friendly neighbours. We have also been fortunate to benefit from
the advice, support and hard work of our Parish Council and the Little Chalfont Village Society. Over the past ten
or so years we, along with most of our neighbours, have noticed a great deal of change to our quality of life in
Little Chalfont, chiefly as a direct result in the increase in housing in the local area. Whilst we accept that the
National Government has a duty to ensure that the United Kingdom provides
housing for its ever increasing population, and this duty is placed firmly on Local Councils, it is my belief that the
effect of implementation of the proposals in the Local Plan at reference on the community here will be profound.
I list below the areas which, in the light of experience over 30 years of living in Little Chalfont, I believe to be most
significant: i). Healthcare. We are extremely fortunate to have, within walking distance in our case, access to a
first class Doctor’s Surgery and NHS Dental Practice, which, even now, is very stretched and the time taken to
book an appointment to see our local GP has increased from a few days to over one week. If the local population
increases even thither I am certain that, despite the dedication and hard
work of the staff at Little Chalfont Surgery, they will be overwhelmed by the increase in work load. ii) Local Roads
and Junctions, Parking. Despite reasonable local train and bus services, most families in Little Chalfont have a
need to own a motor car with the obvious resulting requirement for access to well maintained roads and
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junctions with reasonable local parking facilities. There is no doubt in my mind that road traffic has increased
hugely in and around Little Chalfont, and despite the best efforts of the Local and County Councils with ever
decreasing budgets, the advent of extremely large commercial vehicles servicing the business and industrial
communities in and around the local area has damaged road surfaces to such an extent that some are becoming
dangerous. iii) Local Schools. Having worked in a school in Buckinghamshire for many years after retiring from the
Royal Navy, I can say that the education offered to children residing in the county is excellent. It can be readily
understood why young families are keen to live in Little Chalfont as the village benefits from first class junior
schools and an outstanding Girls’ Grammar School, with a Grammar School for boys is only a short distance away
in Amersham. I understand that these schools are operating to capacity and beyond, so any increase in local
population, without the provision of more good schools has obvious serious consequences. iv) Infrastructure.
Currently, as residents of Little Chalfont, we benefit from good local shops, a post office, waste management with
timely collections, water and sewerage provision, gas and electricity supply, and broadband facilities all of which
have been coming under strain recently and will continue to do so if more and more families move into the area.
There are many other factors which could possibly have a negative impact on the quality of life enjoyed by
residents of Little Chalfont, including, in the medium term, the disruption which will be caused by the building of
HS2, resulting in a significant increase of heavy construction traffic passing through and around the village for a
very long time. More permanent downgrading of the quality of life locally will be caused by the loss of an area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty and the deprivation of Green Belt Land which, I understand are in
contravention of local and national Planning Guidance governing the protection of the Green Belt. It is also very
clear to me that beautiful areas around towns and cities, especially in the South East of England, have been
permanently damaged by the continued urban sprawl, which reduces the great pleasure we enjoy by living in the
heart of the Chilterns. Over the years 1 have not been moved to object to many impending, sometimes
necessary, changes to local living conditions, but in the case of the proposals in your Local Planning Document at
reference, I wish to object, in the strongest terms, to any further downgrading of the quality of life of the
residents of Little Chalfont and surrounding areas.
Rep4795
Mrs Marian
Burgoyne

This development would not only spoil for ever an outstandingly beautiful area, it would also compound strains
on local services and traffic.The proposed site is also liable to flooding.

Rep4796
Marie Emmett

I write to echo the sentiment of my husband, and the fact that the Local Plan needs to consider
the problem of house building in the area. The fact that the playing fields at Raans Road was lost to housing when
there are areas in that surround our towns being protected because of an out dated policy is beyond my
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comprehension. I understand why people want to protect the Greenbelt, but I remember having a conversation
with the late Davida Allen, on this very subject and she agreed that the loss of Raans Road playing fields was
absolutely detrimental to the local kids. I would like to see a well thought out solution to the towns housing
needs be presented and implemented, and if these means that a few areas of poor quality greenbelt land is
sacrificed in order to protect the areas inside our towns, I’m in favour.
Rep4797
Mr John Marsh
Rep4798
Mrs Maureen
Marsh

Rep4799
Aaron Emmett

Rep4800
C J Whitby

Comments form left blank
Comments form left blank
It is now obvious that we cannot fit in the number of homes that have been touted around for the last 8 years.
The previous reliance on windfall sites, back garden grabbing, and cramming the homes into our over populated
towns, or building on open areas of green space has lead to saturation and a few shameful sacrifices. The policies
of the last 10 years could in retrospect,
be considered shortsighted. If building the proposed homes cannot be avoided, then we need to understand that
something has to give. People do not want to live in shoe boxes in someone else’s back yard or small flats, they
want to have a home with a small garden and a space to park their car and it is my suggestion this will not happen
without a change in thinking. In my opinion The Council should welcome a small scale Green Belt boundary
alterations as part of the local plan. There ARE exceptional circumstances to merit small scale Green Belt
boundary alterations as part of the local plan because we’re losing much more by not doing a REVIEW.
I wholeheartedly support the fact that the Green Belt should be protected, but in order to avoid pressure of a
blanket lift of the Green Belt we need to demonstrate that District Council has reviewed the Green Belt in the
district, and they can ensure that all the areas NEED to be classified as Green Belt. IE the council is confident that
everywhere that is Green Belt currently is fulfils the criteria and isn’t ‘washed over’ by someone who set the
boundary 50 years ago.
The planners locus should be on sustainability, green space in the communities, impact on transport, carbon
footprint etc without the head ache of the simple fact that there is simply no room left for the houses.
I write to express great concern at the ideas suggested in the Initial Consultation document
for the Local Plan, especially those relating to the Little Chalfont area. We moved into our current house over 20
years ago and have lived in the area for nearly 30 years, the main appeal being the extensive areas of green belt
and outstanding natural beauty which give the immediate area a character of enormous appeal. We have
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continued to actively enjoy the wonderful natural countryside with walks and cycling in peaceful surroundings,
directly from our doorstep during that time. The main reason we moved to this area was because our previous
home in Winnersh, Berkshire was inflicted in exactly the same way, by a massive housing development, along the
lines you are consulting about for Little Chalfont. We experienced the complete decimation of an area we had
once enjoyed as new houses were built in a grotesque, massive housing estate. From that time on the local
infrastructure simply couldn’t cope; the roads were constant traffic jams, doctor surgeries closed their lists, it was
impossible to park near local shops and it became a nightmare to live there. We felt our only option was to leave
the area completely which is why we chose our current location in the glorious Chilterns. The areas of Green Belt
in the Chiltern area as a whole are a priceless part of our landscape. Green Belt was introduced to ensure building
didn’t take place indiscriminately and to protect the environment. Erosion of Green Belt land must be prevented
at all costs. It was introduced for very good reasons, has served its purpose well and should continue into the
future.
I have seen the proposal from SBDC with regard to the of a release from Green Belt restrictions large part of
Stoke Poges. I am referring to the area bordered by Grays Park Road, Rogers Lane, West End Lane, Elizabeth Way
and Park Road. I am writing to oppose that proposal since, in my opinion, it is performing a ‘strong’ greenbelt
function within its environment. An aerial view (Google Earth) shows the field, if driving north towards Gerrards
Cross, as the last remaining area of open countryside between the centre of the village of Stoke Poges and that
part to the south which has already been encroached upon over the years. That alone should be a reason to
preserve it. It must also be accepted that it is an area with very important historic significance, being so adjacent
to Stoke Poges Church and the Thomas Gray Memorial. I would also like to record my support for the two
locations, albeit somewhat smaller, identified by the Parish Council, being the flyer site and the Plough Lane
recreation field.
I write to inform you that I agree with your strategy with regards to the local plan. There ARE exceptional
circumstances to merit small scale Green Belt boundary alterations as part of the local plan because we’re losing
much more by not doing a REVIEW. Raans Road being one such example. If a Green Belt review had of been done
10 years ago the kids of Park Place most likely would NOT have lost their football pitch, and the town of
Amersham would be a more comfortable environment for those currently living there. With this rationale much
of the reactive shoe box construction could have been sensibly denied in favour of more sustainable town
planning and development, further more planning inspectors would view appeals in the district more favourably
too. Ask the kids of Park Place where they can play and it’s not going to be on the nearest area of Green Belt,
which is miles away. Which is more valuable to the community? Answer Green spaces within the community. I
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used to regularly use the open space at Raans Road and walk with my young nephews and grand children to kick
a football around, as it’s very close and only takes 10 minutes to walk too and now its gone. It would be wholly
detrimental to the local people if any more of these areas are changed or removed. At present there is NO OTHER
facilities within walking distance of us or the other local residents.
Why should we be made to drive to other ‘local’ facilities to play football? It’s not constructive to any true local
people to have this area changed at all. The area where the school was has already be totally redeveloped at
what point will actual common sense been applied?
Chalfont St Peter already has over 600 dwellings planned and some in the process of being built. The number of
buildings suggested will double the size of our village. The schools are over subscribed - where do all the new
children go? Doctor's surgeries are under pressure. One has to wait at least a week for an appointment . Chalfont
St Peter does not have a railway station and the bus services are totally inadequate. Main sewerage rises in the
centre of the village and many places are prone to flooding. Mill Meadow is a flood area. This area is very heavily
used by the local community. The community centre is used by at least 1000 people a week. It is the only sports
area for our local junior school. There is a play area with equipment, a very well supported football club, the
Parish Council offices are there which houses our local police. There is an ambulance station, allotments and the
Garden. This will be an enormous loss of the village.The area along the A413 - Hogtrough Wood - another area
prone to flooding. This part of the A413 is an accident black spot. Many of the offices on the site are empty, if
further offices are built the existing site could be used. There are amazing tress on the site. This lovely green
corridor into Chalfont St Peter will be lost forever. The area to the south of Chalfont St Peter. South west of
Newland Park, the roads to the site are only country lanes – no footpaths. Part of the Colne Valley Park is a
beautiful area – the Green Belt land must be kept. People who love the open space and wildlife will be lost.
Gradually more places will be joined together and no one will be able to tell where one begins and the other end.
Chalfont St Peter is overrun by parked cars and we are an area which depends on our cars. Has the air quality
been considered , as we already have the M25.
1) I do not feel that Little Chalfont should be identified as a main settlement for growth - we are a village and
wish to remain as such - not become a town2) I do not feel that Little Chalfont can accommodate any significant
new developments - the village has grown significantly already - particularly over last 10 years 3) I do believe
development in Little Chalfont should be only within current village boundaries, and strictly controlled. All our
existing facilities, schools, health, parking etc are already stretched to the limit/oversubscribed and traffic
continues to increase significantly on a regular basis. Our green belt/AONB need to be protected! Not developed!
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I wish to state that I am opposed to SBDC's proposal to test the site proposed in general area 76 for removal from
the green belt.The stretch of land running north of Park Road, west to Church Lane and East to West End
Lane.This area serves strongly as green belt for the following reasons-- Checks the unrestricted sprawl of large
built-up areas- Prevents neighbouring towns merging into one another- Assist in safeguarding the countryside
from encroachment- Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns. In addition, I am very concerned
the impact this would have on the Thomas Gray memorial NPPF 12 - Par. 126 - conservation of historic
environment including heritage assets through 'other threats'. Heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and
conserve them to their significance NPPF 12 - Par. 129 - Identify significant assets that may be afforded by the
proposal. This asset should be taken into account due to the impact of the asset The Thomas Gray Memorial and
the important historical landscape between the memorial and Stoke Poges village are immortalised in Gray's
'Elegy in a county Church Yard' and is internationally recognised as one of the most important records of pastoral
England to the industrial revolution. The village can not sustain such a devlopment being built on this land should
the green belt be removed.With one small groceries shop, a small primary school and doctor's surgery the
infrastructure of the village would have to alter considerably to serve such a big development that this area
provides.
I feel every effort should be made to preserve the Green Belt and AONB. In particular the walker's route from
Woodland Park to Chenies Manor brings many walkers from far and wide and this route would be spoilt if a
housing estate and industrial estate lined the route. My other concern is the fact that parking in order to shop in
the village of Little Chalfont is almost impossible at times. The extra car parking space in Snell's Wood car park is
usually fully occupied so more housing in an area where the option of walking to the shops would not be feasible
is going to make the situation worse.
I am writing to express my deep concerns about the proposals to seek Planning Permission to build approximately
15000 houses in Little Chalfont and surrounding areas. If these proposals were to come to even partial fruition,
the area would be decimated and its character completely ruined. I am sure, by now, that the Planning Office will
be fully aware of the very good reasons why the proposals should not go ahead, but they cannot be emphasized
enough as follow:• The area just outside Little Chalfont on the approach from Chorleywood, is a really attractive
Green Belt area, which would be visually ruined by any form of development
• The same reasoning regarding AONB would obviously also apply to the area at the rear of Chessfield Park and
the area which was formerly part of the Little Chalfont Golf Club.
• According to one of the latest maps
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it looks as though planning permission would be sought for development of the actual sports and recreation
ground area, backing onto Westwood Drive, known as Westwood Park. This is surely a mistake as Westwood Park
is a very popular and much valued amenity for young and old alike. Apart from the specific points shown above,
since I moved here in 2007, the population of Little Chalfont has already grown considerably, a further increase
would be very much to its detriment. There are many other sound reasons
why development plans should be abandoned, including the following: • Parking facilities in the area already
barely adequate.• The area is already regularly over loaded with traffic during rush hour periods.• There are
insufficient schools in the area.• The present attractive character of the Little Chalfont area would be completely
ruined by further development. • If further development is approved, road surfaces are likely to be severely
damaged in the construction
process.• Road widths are likely to be inadequate in some parts of Little Chalfont, leading to the spoiling of many
of the attractive country lanes.• Little Chalfont has already absorbed vastly more than its fair share of
development in the area.• Very little is known about the number of proposed dwellings In any particular area.
The Old Saw Mill development off Bell Lane however, isa first class example of far too many otherwise pleasant
dwellings being squeezed into a small area. In conclusion, if the requested developments were to be agreed,
Little Chalfont would lose its separate identity. It would be well on the way to merging with Chorleywood and
who knows, it could eventually become an outer suburb of London.
As a long-standing resident of Little Chalfont ( 55 years), I wish to register my opposition in the strongest possible
terms to the proposals for the release of Green Belt Land designated as future development options. There are, it
seems to me, four crucial principles: Green Belt Land: The purpose of the Metropolitan Green Belt is evident in
the original statute. It is there to protect communities from inappropriate development, to ensure communities
remain identifiable and not merging with nearby places and in so doing protect the character, size and quality of
the existing community. In my view no Green Belt land in the Chiltern Area - or elsewhere - should be considered
for release until all Brownfield Sites have been allocated for housing or light industrial purposes. The assessment
of such available sites should be on a regional basis so as to include semi urban areas outside of the Chiltern Area
( e,g Wycombe, Slough, Aylesbury ), so that these areas may take over some of the housing commitment
currently designated to Chiltern with the specific agreed objective of upholding the principle of the purpose of
the Green Belt. The designated housing commitment for Chiltern Area should be reassessed given the precious
nature of Green Belt Land. It is unfair to ask Chiltern to sacrifice such a crucial asset, even in part, when other
areas have lesser amenity value. Any release of Green Belt Land would be a precedent making it “open season”
for developers. Chiltern’s case for defending future applications to build on Green Belt land would be severely
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weakened if the Council had already shown its willingness in principle - and practice - to release designated Green
Belt land. Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty I wish to protest strongly at the relative disregard in the
Consultation Document of the importance of respecting land designated as an “Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty”. It is no accident that some 72% of the land in the Chiltern Council area should be so designated. It is no
accident that the area should be described as “Outstanding”. It most certainly is. This is not just a beautiful
amenity for local residents, like me, to enjoy, but millions of visitors from all over the world and particularly from
London. London’s own housing expansion makes it even more crucial that there are areas of
tranquility, beauty, and sheer quality with easy access. Erode the Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty with inappropriate housing schemes and it would diminish the quality of
life and leisure facility currently so much appreciated by those living a stressed urban existence. The AONB must
not suffer from “Housing Creep”. Chiltern should make a special case to release its housing commitment because
of the AONB.Infrastructure I am of the opinion that considerations of Infrastructure should be accorded much
greater significance when considering meeting future housing needs. This has not been evident in the past. I
believe it is the duty of the Council to do a proper analysis of the consequences of increasing the housing stock on
the local, existing facilities which in some cases, particularly Little Chalfont, are already at maximum stretch..
Travel, schools, parking, medical facilities etc. should, in my view, all be properly assessed before any land is
designated for potential housing / industrial development.
Specifically Little Chalfont Little Chalfont is a semi-rural village surrounded by glorious countryside - Green Belt of
the highest possible quality - not to be “debased” as suggested in the Consultation Document. Any erosion of
such an amenity would be catastrophic. The development of Green Belt land is not just the loss of that land but
the way the loss impacts on the quality of the land remaining - a prime example would be the land to the west of
Stony Lane. A particular objective of Green Belt legislation is to prevent the merging of communities. For this
reason I deplore any suggestion of developing any land to the east of Stony Lane or Lodge lane. In either case the
precedent would be set for the merging of Chenies with Little Chalfont and Chorleywood and Little Chalfont. The
beautiful green landscape between these places must be permanently protected. It is, in my view, quite unfair
that Little Chalfont should be asked to suffer an above average loss of Green Belt compared to other
communities, particularly when Little Chalfont has already provided an above average number of dwellings in
relation to the size of its population ( ref. Bell Lane Development and the Donkey Field). The character and quality
of Little Chalfont would, if the proposals were enacted, be completely changed, irrevocably. As stated above,
Little Chalfont is already at breaking point regarding schools and parking with no prospect of extra parking. The
latest development of the Donkey Field will further exacerbate parking and access problems. Parking at Chenies
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Parade is already a nightmare most times of the day. So, how and where would people from the proposed Green
Belt sites access the shops on Chenies Parade? An opportunity to create extra parking on the site to the left of
Chenies Parade has, incredibly, already been lost. No account was taken of local opinion.The A404 traffic through
Little Chalfont is already excessive making it a trial to access it from local roads Any Green Belt expansion
requiring access on to Burtons Lane would not only erode further the quality of this road, but make it impossible
to gain entry on to the A404 without a major roundabout scheme potentially impacting on the Village Green. The
trains at peak time are overcrowded and the medical services are strained. Recognising the pressure to build
more homes, I strongly advocate that further housing development should be limited to the exiting boundaries of
Little Chalfont with no Green Belt encroachment. Finally, I have to express my regret that Chiltern DC elected to
go down a route of publishing or earmarking potential Green Belt sites for potential future development. I believe
you have unnecessarily opened the door to huge pressure from developers who will already claim - perhaps in
court - that Chiltern have already indicated Green Belt land which can be sacrificed. I support the representations
of the Little Chalfont Parish Council and the Little Chalfont Community Association whose professional analysis is,
in my view, a measured and rational response. I beg you not to ignore these representations. I ask The Council to
give serious consideration to all the points I have raised and I earnestly hope that you will be able to maintain the
high quality of our rural environment for generations to come.
I wish to object in the strongest terms to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the
Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross map Appendix 5 for the strategic employment option within the Green Belt
in the Local Plan Initial Consultation document.
The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards Cross Golf Club including the clubhouse
and so make the club completely unviable and would greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the
local area. I cannot believe the Chiltern District Council is seriously considering such an option. One of the great
amenities of the area which is used by golfers and walkers alike would be lost, but in the meantime a blight will
be hanging over the golf club for years to come whilst this is resolved.
In response to the public consultation regarding the plans to release green belt lands for
housing. I am against the use of Green belt for housing needs. Green Belt is supposed to serve five purposes: 1)
To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 2) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one
another; 3) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 4) to preserve the setting and special
character of historic towns; and 5) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land. In essence, a green belt is an invisible line designating a border around a certain area,
preventing development of the area and allowing wildlife to return and be established. It is supposed to protect
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natural or semi-natural environments. Much of the land around Little Chalfont is in the Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty which would be compromised by the proposed housing estates. Particularly relevant to Little
Chalfont with the heavily used A404 running through the
village, is the purpose of Green belt to improve air quality. The area of Green belt would be
reduced by the proposed builds and the air quality would be ifirther affected by the increased
number of cars which the new housing areas would bring to the Village. Parking in the Village is already a
problem. Already more than 300 new homes have been built within Little Chalfont. Surely it is time the village
was removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Councils Core Strategy?
Do not build on Mill Meadow.Did you look at our village and see all the green spaces and decide that you could
build on them without looking at the problems? Mill Meadow area floods. Did you know that? I thought buildings
should not be built on flood plains. Do you think people will want to buy your homes when they find this out? Mill
Meadow is in the CENTRE of the village consisting of: Allotments Children’s playground Community Centre
Football club Green area for the villagers and CSP Academy School to use for playing fields Parish Council Offices
Scout Headquarters Tennis club When you develop this site where in the village are the above facilities supposed
to move to? As my son said “what was the point of filling in this response form as you will have already made
your minds up”. I hope this is not true and that you will listen to the residents of this village. The Council did not
listen to the villagers regarding the development of the Holy Cross site. The majority wanted the CSP Academy
School to move onto this site but the Council did not approve this. If they had they could have built on the
School’s empty site and provided several flats. Too late now.
I am disgusted that CDC are even considering destroying Mill Meadow to use as a development site. These fields
are the only sports facility the children of CSP C of E Academy have the option of using. The fields are in constant
use from all parts of the community for football, athletics, cross country, for the school and local community
teams. You are also considering destroying a childrens play area, and Lady Gibb nature reserve and allotments which all form vital parts within our village life. As seen in recent years, Mill Meadow is within a flood plain and
would cause major problems to the rivers and sewerage system. CDC have a duty to protect the ammenities of
our children. By destroying Mill meadow it would prevent the children from receiving physical education
expected as part of the national curriculum.
I fully support the whole submission made by 'Little Kingshill Village Society'.
I fully support the whole submission made by 'Little Kingshill Village Society'.
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1. It is important to retain the sporting facilities in the village and at the Epilepsy Centre. They have been used
regularly fpr years and will be needed in the future, especially with more residents wanting to use them.2. Our
doctors' surgeries need more personel now, so with extra residents in the future, this will have to be addressed.3.
Our road surfaces are in need of better maintenance even now, so with more residents using them, thisneed will
also have to be seen to.
Key reasons for objection: development of Blackwell Stubbs Woods. The area is a designated Green Belt and an
area of outstanding natural beauty. Development will be an act of vandalism.Development will be destructive of
mature woods and grass lands. Existing roads will be overwhelmed and local infrastructure will be irreparably
damaged. The area is rich in local flora and fauna which would be wiped out by this proposed development. The
development of this site will be a significant loss of a valued/treasured amenity.
Much of the population of Little Chalfont has moved here for schools, the Metropolitan Line station and the rural
nature of the area. Many are part of the population shift out from built up areas such as Harrow and Kenton that
were once themselves part of London’s open spaces. People have bought houses here, often paying over the
odds for the privilege, in the belief that Green Belt is a permanent status. On its website there is the statement
that ‘The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts’ and, later, that ‘once established, Green Belt
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances’ What ‘exceptional circumstances’ are there that
cause the Green Belt in and around Little Chalfont to be under such threat? I understand the pressure for the
District Council to find space for housing in this
area. I am not clear why Little Chalfont has been selected to be one of the communities to supply land for
housing, given it is a small community that has recently accommodated 300+ new homes prior to the emerging
Local Plan. There are now only small pockets of land available that are not Green Belt. As the District Council
must know of this situation, I can only presume they consider it in order to sacrifice the Green Belt in this part of
Bucks as well as the nature of the community of Little Chalfont. There are other large villages that have been
spared this selection, and, while I would not wish to impose potential large scale housing development on any of
them, I cannot see why the burden could not be shared in proportion to the size of a community. That way
villages would be able to remain as villages, in keeping with the area, and not become sprawling small towns.
Little Chalfont is still struggling to absorb its current population increase, with amenities stretched and the village
centre unable to accommodate the parking required for the shopping area. Plans have so far been thwarted to
provide a more fitting Community Centre to cater for the recent increase in the community size. The village has
grown up around the station and the A404. However the centre of the village has the misfortune to be dissected
by the road and now it is often the scene of traffic chaos and angry drivers rather than the hub of village life. I
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believe it could only be of further detriment to the
community to expect the current infrastructure and facilities to cope with a vast increase in population numbers
which we could expect were the Green Belt restrictions lifted and the Local Plan implemented. Little Chalfont is a
rural community surrounded by beautiful countryside which is enjoyed both by locals and people from farther
afield alike. To lose the protection of the Green Belt which surrounds it would adversely alter the nature of a
village, which has no place for housing and industrial estates.
The provision of off street parking has been lamentable of the last 20 years. The number of residents has
increased. The number of cars has increased by 20% in the last 15 years but CDC has done next to nothing
prefering to take the surplus area of the parking account for other purposes. The plan should include measures to
increase substantially off street parking.
Site nominations: Site Location: Meadow House, Two Dells Lane, Ashley Green, Bucks, HP5 3RB
Size of site 0.45 acres
Site Location: Field adjoining property
Size of site 1.01 acres

1a The intended ribbon development along the A413. This road is one of most pleasant A roads in an urban area
in the country. Every attempt should be made to to avoid any ribbon extensions. The area involved in the plan is
regularly used by walkers as access to local green space. 1b Indeed, I recommend that the wooded area be
designated as local green space.
1c An alternative to such development could be the military site, or adiacent land, in Narcott Lane. Which has
easy access and does not involve ribbon development. 2a The Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross area is
already undersourced for Doctors and schools. Sewage! Drainage systems gives the impression of inadequacy. 2b
Perhaps the Chalfont Hospital could be developed as a comprehensive medical centre. The Holy Cross site would
be ideal for an extra school. 3a There is again reference to providing accommodation for Gypsies and
Travellers.Previously my objection was to more development in southern Bucks. (see my previous comment on
this subject) 3b More consideration should given to any necessary development in more northerly areas of the
County.
1) The approach to Chalfont St Peter along the A413 from Tatling End is one of the most pleasant A roads, and its
further build along the ribbon extension as planned would be detrimental.2) The area of Mill Meadow is a much
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used recreation facility. To build on it would deprive the public and school of this amenity 3) No plans seem to be
in place for schools and medical practices.
I write in connection with regard to the councils proposed development plans and in particular those that will
affect me and my neighbourhood. While my observations and comments are made with regard to the proposed
release of land abutting my property and its consequent effect and strain upon the existing and surrounding
infrastructure, they will also apply to other areas within the scope of the council’s plans. But for a casual remark
made to me by a neighbour I would not have known anything at all about this proposed development. To say that
I am shocked and amazed would be a gross understatement. I am also very annoyed that as someone who would
be directly affected by this proposed development that I have not received any communication or notification
whatsoever from the council. The Government requires the council to consult with communities and
stakeholders on the production of development plan documents, supplementary planning documents and the
Statement of
Community involvement and are set down within Government Regulations. In addi tion the council should
provide the opportunity to be consulted and make representations on formal planning. Something the council
has failed to comply with and implement as neither I nor any of my neighbours have been sent any leaflet, flyer
or general correspondence relating to this proposed development.The council’s documentation continually refers
to “Community Involvement and Planning” “the sole purpose of which is to conserve and enhance natural
beauty which includes wildlife and landscape features. The council is committed to conseniing the special
character of the Chilterns”. Statements that are in direct contravention of those set out within the plan where
proposals refer and recommend building upon such designated areas.Not only has the council failed to comply
with Government requirements it has also
failed in its own stated policies. It is stated within the councils own literature and I quote “The council recognises
that early engagement in the planning process with local communities and stakeholders, particularly in the
production of documents forming its local development framework, could help to secure a degree of consensus
in the way the council plans to manage development within the district” In my and my neighbours cases the
council have done nothing
to involve or communicate with us. Within the plan there appears to be double standards with statements
confirming the council’s policy to preserve Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
others which appear to override this by taking the complete opposite view with plans to build and develop these
areas. All of the countryside within the district is Green Belt with most of the countryside also designated as part
of The Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). A Ministerial Statement Planning for Growth and
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related announcements do not suggest that there should be any weakening of existing national policy in relation
to development in the Green Belt and AONB, s. Given the above it is not necessary for the soundness of the core
strategy and the government policy to propose substantial loss of Green Belt and AONBs. Indeed as proposed by
the council within its Policy Documents it states “the protection of ANOB and the Green Belt by focusing
development on land within existing areas not covered by these designations, indicating that the main focus for
development would be the built up areas of the most easily accessible of these areas”. Why therefore is the
council now proposing the exact opposite by suggesting that Green Belt and
AONB land be built upon? I now comment upon the proposed development directly affecting me namely the
release of Green Belt and AONB land headed Chesham Bois and Amersham within the map section. The site is in
a very rural area and has poor or little accessibility by existing roads. The existing roads are few, narrow often
made more so by parking of residents vehicles, potholed and cratered. At peak times and in particular school
drop off and collection times the traffic congestion is considerable. Any proposed housing development on this
site would generate materially to existing traffic problems and air quality issues. In addition most journeys from
any new housing developments are made by cars thus having a direct effect upon the already congested and
unsuitable road system. Access to the proposed site would require additional road works and infrastructure and
would not be easy without substantial new roadways and building impounding upon the residents, infrastructure
and area. The proposed site is defined and enclosed by the Underground railway system to Chesham on its
northernboundary, by a dead end private un-adopted road to its northwest, by property in no
through roads and closes to the south. At present the only access is a narrow road to Quill Hall Farm. This road
exits onto either a private un-adopted road or one that is unsurfaced very heavily potholed and cratered leading
to a road abundant with traffic calming speed humps and past an old persons care home. Hardly the ideal
premise from which to start. Access to main thoroughfares Woodside Road, White Lion Road and Stanley Hill
from this proposed site would add substantial further congestion to an already crowded area; create significant
highway problems by channelling traffic through the only unsuitable and few available roads. The proposed
building of housing upon this site apart from the points already mentioned will have a dramatic impact and effect
upon the infrastructure of the borough. It would require the substantial removal of trees and hedgerows with the
additional loss of bird and wildlife habitat. The names of the roads and areas have names that clearly indicate it is
a very wooded area, Chesham Bois, Stubbs Wood, Stubbs End Wood, etc. Even if, and it is a very big if, that a
small proportion of the trees were to remain in any development it would still entail the destruction of hundreds
and possibly thousands of trees in direct contravention of the councils declared policy and I quote “to conserve
and enhance natural beauty which includes wildlife and landscape features. The council is committed to
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conserving the special character of the Chilterns”. Proposed housing is unlikely to be purchased by the elderly or
persons downsizing but by persons with or intending to have families or people wishing to locate to the
catchment area of a renowned local school. This will almost certainly increase the impact and pressure upon long
waiting times to see a doctor, schools, libraries, social services, police, parking standards and the like.. The
proposed buildings themselves along with the substantial building of access roads will impact upon the
environment by increasing water runoff from roadways, paths, drives, parking areas, roofs and patios and
depriving areas of land of the ability to act as a soak away. There are the added related problems of drainage,
waste water and sewerage.
Given the topography of the proposed site this would have to drain north toward the Chesham sewerage site.
Can and would this facility be able to cope with the added demand made upon it? At present the machinery of
the plant can occasionally be heard running, mainly at night or in the early hours of the morning. Will this added
demand mean that the plant will be running more often! continuously? Adjacent and local to this plant and in the
valley is the river Chess, an area of AONB and liable to flooding along its length and is an actual or potential flood
plain. Would the proposed development of this and other sites within the area, decrease the availability of land
soakaway, increase! cause the likelihood of disruption and flooding or overflow of sewage and drainage into the
river Chess?
I write in connection with regard to the councils proposed development plans and in particular those that will
affect me and my neighbourhood. While my observations and comments are made with regard to the proposed
release of land abutting my property and its consequent effect and strain upon the existing and surrounding
infrastructure, they will also apply to other areas within the scope of the council’s plans. But for a casual remark
made to me by a neighbour I would not have known anything at all about this proposed development. To say that
I am shocked and amazed would be a gross understatement. I am also very annoyed that as someone who would
be directly affected by this proposed development that I have not received any communication or notification
whatsoever from the council. The Government requires the council to consult with communities and
stakeholders on the production of development plan documents, supplementary planning documents and the
Statement of Community involvement and are set down within Government Regulations. In addition the council
should provide the opportunity to be consulted and make representations on formal planning. Something the
council has failed to comply with and implement as neither I nor any of my neighbours have been sent any
leaflet, flyer or general correspondence relating to this proposed development. The council’s documentation
continually refers to “Community Involvement and Planning” “the sole purpose of which is to conserve and
enhance natural
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beauty which includes wildlife and landscape features. The council is committed to conserving the special
character of the Chilterns”. Statements that are indirect contravention of those set out within the plan where
proposals refer and recommend building upon such designated areas. Not only has the council failed to comply
with Government requirements it has also
failed in its own stated policies. It is stated within the councils own literature and I quote “The council recognises
that early engagement in the planning process with local communities and stakeholders, particularly in the
production of documents forming its local development framework, could help to secure a degree of consensus
in the way the council plans to manage development within the district” In my and my neighbours cases the
council have done nothing
to involve or communicate with us. Within the plan there appears to be double standards with statements
confirming the council’s policy to preserve Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and
others which appear to override this by taking the complete opposite view with plans to build and develop these
areas. All of the countryside within the district is Green Belt with most of the countryside also designated as part
of The Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). A Ministerial Statement Planning for Growth and
related announcements do not suggest that there should be any weakening of existing national policy in relation
to development in the Green Belt and AONB, s. Given the above it is not necessary for the soundness of the core
strategy and the government policy to propose
substantial loss of Green Belt and AONB, s. Indeed as proposed by the council within its Policy Documents it
states “the protection ofANOB and the Green Belt by focusing development on land within existing areas not
covered by these designations, indicating that the main focus for development would be the built up areas of the
most easily accessible of these areas”. Why therefore is the council now proposing the exact opposite by
suggesting that Green Belt and
AONB land be built upon? I now comment upon the proposed development directly affecting me namely the
release of Green Belt and AONB land headed Chesham Bois and Amersham within the map section.The site is in a
very rural area and has poor or little accessibility by existing roads.The existing roads are few, narrow often made
more so by parking of residents vehicles, potholed and cratered. At peak times and in particular school drop off
and collection times the traffic congestion is considerable. Any proposed housing development on this site would
generate materially to existing traffic problems and air quality issues, in addition most journeys from any new
housing developments are made by cars thus having a direct effect upon the already congested and unsuitable
road system. Access to the proposed site would require additional road works and infrastructure and would not
be easy without substantial new roadways and building impounding upon the residents, infrastructure and area.
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The proposed site is defined and enclosed by the Underground railway system to Chesham on its northern
boundary, by a dead end private un-adopted road to its northwest, by property in no
through roads and closes to the south. At present the only access is a narrow road to Quill Hall Farm. This road
exits onto either a private un-adopted road or one that is unsurfaced very heavily potholed and cratered leading
to a road abundant with traffic calming speed humps and past an old persons care home. Hardly the ideal
premise from which to start. Access to main thoroughfares Woodside Road, White Lion Road and Stanley Hill
from this proposed site would add substantial further congestion to an already crowded area; create significant
highway problems by channelling traffic through the only unsuitable and few available roads. The proposed
building of housing upon this site apart from the points already mentioned will have a dramatic impact and effect
upon the infrastructure of the borough. It would require the substantial removal of trees and hedgerows with the
additional loss of bird and wildlife habitat. The names of the roads and areas have names that clearly indicate it is
a very wooded area, Chesham Bois, Stubbs Wood, Stubbs End Wood, etc. Even if, and it is a very big if, that a
small proportion of the trees were to remain in any development it would still entail the destruction of hundreds
and possibly thousands of trees in direct contravention of the councils declared policy and I quote “to conserve
and enhance natural beauty which includes wildlife and landscape features. The council is committed to
conserving the special character of the Chilterns”. Proposed housing is unlikely to be purchased by the elderly or
persons downsizing
but by persons with or intending to have families or people wishing to locate to the catchment area of a
renowned local school. This will almost certainly increase the impact and pressure upon long waiting times to see
a doctor, schools, libraries, social services, police, parking standards and the like.. The proposed buildings
themselves along with the substantial building of access roads will impact upon the environment by increasing
water runoff from roadways, paths, drives, parking areas, roofs and patios and depriving areas of land of the
ability to act as a soak away. There are the added related problems of drainage, waste water and sewerage.
Given the topography of the proposed site this would have to drain north toward the Chesham sewerage site.
Can and would this facility be able to cope with the added demand made upon it? At present the machinery of
the plant can occasionally be heard running, mainly at night or in the early hours of the morning. Will this added
demand mean that the plant will be running more often/ continuously? Adjacent and local to this plant and in the
valley is the river Chess, an area of AONB and liable to flooding along its length and is an actual or potential flood
plain. Would the proposed development of this and other sites within the area, decrease the availability of land
soakaway, increase! cause the likelihood of disruption and flooding or overflow of sewage and drainage into the
river Chess? With regard to the proposed site considerable disruption would be evident with the driving of piles,
134
Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Summary of Representation

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

construction of roads and pavements, laying of drains, electric and telephone cables and the actual building
process to say nothing of the ingress and egress of HGV’s, contractors lorries and building workers vehicles. As I
understand the council’s plan, they the council, will insist or make it a requirement that for any proposed
development that a high percentage of the properties be affordable. Given that we live in an area of relatively
high prices compared to elsewhere what price is affordable. There is also the attendant risk that any houses
within a new build housing estate designated as affordable and separated from the others would be ostracized or
blighted. For lower build concentrations this percentage of affordable housing could lead to there being only a
small number of such properties. If the percentage were twenty (20) per cent then for
a twenty (20) house build there would be only four (4) affordable houses and even
less for lower numbers. This council intended policy raises the question as to whether any developers would seek
or be offered any financial compensation for their loss on having to build and sell at a lower price an “affordable
dwelling” than that which they could build and sell, and who would pay any financial compensation the
ratepayers? To allow permission to build upon agricultural land, land which is within a Green Belt designated area
and an AONB with the enormous detrimental effect outlined above that it would have is very unsound and is
directly contrary to the Governments and the councils stated policies a section of which I repeat here ‘the sole
purpose of which is to conserve and enhance natural beauty which includes wildlife and landscape features. The
council is committed to conserving the special
character of the Chilterns”. In conclusion the council’s policy is flawed and fails for this particular proposal
Chesham Bois and Amersham for the valid reasons set out above. An alternative to the proposed developments
would be to focus and concentrate as stated within council documents “upon developing land already within
areas not covered by Green Belt or AONB designations and that the main focus for development will be in these
areas and the most accessible”. Within the borough and referred to in the council’s plan there are significant
numbers of vacant employment premises and sites that have been cleared and await development and have
done so for some considerable time. Would it not be better to develop these sites into housing estates without
the devastating impact upon the neighbourhood and region? This route might be more acceptable to residents
and not involve the council having to alienate its ratepayers with proposals that are unacceptable and impinge
upon Green Belt designated areas and areas of AONB. Notwithstanding the aforementioned, at the time of
writing I am advised by a Planning Department Member of the present council’s position in relation to the site
that concerns me and my neighbours in that “the original plan (to which I was not informed or communicated
with) was rejected because the land was dedicated
agricultural land, within the Green Belt and an area of AONB. A decision with which I heartily approve. However,
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as I understand it the council now plan to attempt to alter the Green Belt and AONB status of the land by either
stating that it does not meet Green Belt Purpose or that it does not have a strong Green Belt Function. This
argument is weak and would fail on any attempt to prove that the site does not meet Green Belt Purpose or that
it does not have a strong Green Belt Function. Any prudent person would on visiting and seeing the land be
immediately struck by its ability to fulfil any requirement to justify it being classified as an Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty and why it is in an area designated Green Belt. This or any action of the council would just be a
cynical ploy if approved for them to proceed with the
development of the site against the residents wishes and concernsI would take this opportunity to remind the
elected representative members of the council should they pursue such a route that National Policy indicates that
Green Belt Boundaries and Designations should be and remain permanent and endure for the long term and that
only very exceptional circumstances are required to alter any boundary that has already been determined and
defined. No such exceptional circumstances exist with regard to the development of this site “Chesham Bois
Amersham” and the council and its elected members should stand by its published aims stated and quoted within
this letter and elsewhere, maintain the status quo and pursue its strategy by achievable, less confrontational and
attainable means to its and the residents mutual satisfactions.
In recognising the imperative to come up with our own development plan I think the main caveats should be:1.
London Road is going to become very busy for the next 5 years or more due to HS2 and development of the
waste transfer centre. Nightingales Lane likely to come under some pressure also. Development of Newlands will
also contribute.Nightingales Lane is also an iconic approach to Little Chalfont and adjacent developments
probably best avoided for 5 years or more. 2. The Chess Valley is an important amenity and AONB and I feel no
development should be undertaken on its slopes or anywhere near its boundaries, I have concerns about
Westwood Park to Stony Lane suggestions bringing too many people close to the woods.3. Development the
other side of Stony Lane towards Chenies would also impinge on the top of the Chess Valley and its Ridge
skyline.4. I would encourage that (any unavoidable) development should be planned on the right hand side only
of A404 towards Chorleywood and on the Old Gold Course.General Objections:Education and hospital
capacities;Roads need improving;Car Parking, especially at station. Can the Met line provide extra rush hour
capacity
I deeply resent the appointment of OVE ARUP, and that stranger-consultants should pontificate on "redundant’
Green Belt, no doubt their "findings" will be used to justify any council decisions to suggest developments. OA do
not seem to come up with any possible objection to any development area. (so guess probably appointed by
government) Little Chalfont/CSG does not themselves require and large scale housing plans. We have already
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done more than most and I feel the AONB and green belt in this area should be most vigorously defended. We
have enough problems near term coping with HS2 and waste transfer depot. Bearing in mind the upcoming likely
proposals, I feel the 'Donkey Field' developers should have been required to provide extra parking behind the
parade. Any direct access to parade (and station) should therefore be pedestrian only.
There is no mention of plans for schools - Doctors Surgery - more Traffic.Our roads and lanes are already
congested at times, morre housing will mean more cars. HS2. Traffic and work will only make this worse. Mill
meadow is right at the heart - it provides much needed areas for children to play safely. Also sport and lesiure
activities facilities, allotments and the Lady Gibb nature area.Housing in Mill Meadow would be open to periodic
flooding."Swallow holes" have appeared at times have housing areas been checked for these?
1. Green belt must not be destroyed.The fact that much of the area surrounding Little Chalfont is green belt
means that I have grown up in a semirural village. It is important that the rural character of Little Chalfont is
maintained and the green belt area ssurrounding the village must not be breached. They define the feel of this
part of the Chilterns. They are an asset not just for the residents of Little Chalfont but also the inhabitants of
London suburbs who come out to
Bucks to walk and enjoy the countryside. If we build on the green belt we can never get this landscape back. I
want it to be maintained for my lifetime and for my children’s and their children’s lifetimes. 2. Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) The site west of Stony Lane and the land east of village along the A404 which
is subject to the consultation is also an AONB. This green space is even more precious and less suitable for
development. It is part of the
protected chalk stream habitat of the Chess Valley which is very precious and should not be encroached upon. 3.
Little Chalfont has already provided many new dwellings to Chiltern District and the infrastructure is not coping
with the dwellings that are already built.
Indeed Little Chalfont has provided more land for development than its neighbouring towns and villages eg
Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter - Little Chalfont Parish Council calculates that since 2006 Little
Chalfont’s percentage growth in dwellings is 12%, a huge increase. The car parking on Chenies Parade, doctors’
and dentists’ surgeries, and railway carriages in rush hour cannot cope with this increase in population. Two new
developments, Harvard Grange off Burton’s Lane and the planned flats on Chenies Parade next to the Citigate VW
showroom are not inhabited yet - Little Chalfont has not yet incorporated the additional population that these
dwellings will yield. Families in the catchment area of Little Chalfont Primary School cannot obtain a place for
their children as it is heavily oversubscribed - this problem will be exacerbated by further residential
development. In short, Little Chalfont is not a suitable area for the development outlined in the Local Plan
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Consultation 2014- 2036.
I lived in Chiltern District from 1970 to 1991 and, after a spell in London, moved back to the district in 2001.I now
live with my family on the Chalfont St Giles edge of Little Chalfont, in Loudhams Wood Lane.The reason I moved
back to Little Chalfont was because of the semi-rural nature of this village, and the proximity of Green Belt fields
and an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).The proposals contained in the Chiltern and South Bucks Local
Plan 20 14-36 consultation document would dramatically change the nature of Little Chalfont and I oppose them
vehemently. The following comments are a response to questions 1 -17 of your consultation. 1. Green Belt must
be preserved.The need for new housing in South East England does not justify releasing land from Green Belt. The
Green Belt was created in 1954 to prevent Greater London (and other cities) creeping outwards and to prevent
towns and villages sprawling into a conurbation. It is a national asset and was designed precisely because the
area
around London would come under pressure for housing.The character of Little Chalfont and the Chiltern District
would change for the worse if residential sprawl was allowed to happen. Releasing supposedly less defensible
slivers of land from within Green Belt is also wrong as it erodes the green spaces. The Green Belt defines the
character of our local area. We as local people use these areas of countryside for leisure purposes - but so do the
residents of London. In the spring and summer I meet numerous groups of walkers from London and Duke of
Edinburgh Award participants from places as far away as Harrow and Edgware hiking with rucksacks around the
Chess Valley and over the A 404 towards Philips Hill Wood.2. The Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).Not
only is much of the land around Little Chalfont Green Belt; the site west of Stony Lane and the land east of village
along the A404 which is subject to the consultation is also an AONB. This designation makes this green space
even more precious and less suitable for development. 3. Little Chalfont has already provided land for hundreds
of new dwellings and has ‘given’ disproportionately. The village has had houses and flats built on the old saw mill
site off Bell Lane and at the old donkey field site off Burtons Lane. We have the prospect of flats being built at the
old hand car wash site between the Citigate VW showroom and Chenies Parade which will further add to the
population of Little Chalfont. The Parish
Council calculates that Little Chalfont’s percentage growth in dwellings since 2006 is 12%. This is much higher
than the percentage growth in dwellings that other settlements such as Amersham, Chesham or Chalfont St Peter
have had to take. The additional road traffic, rail commuters, patients at the local doctors’ surgeries and dental
practices from these developments have not yet been absorbed by the village. It is already impossible to get a
seat on a rush hour commuter train at Chalfont & Lafimer station and it is already almost impossible to park near
the shops on Chenies Parade between 9am and 5pm. Families living within the catchment area for Little Chalfont
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Primary School cannot get a place for their children at the school. The infrastructure of Little Chalfont is already
failing to cope with its population.
4. The limitations of the road network in Little Chalfont. The A404, which runs through the middle of Little
Chalfont, is becoming increasingly congested. Because of built-up areas on either side of it it is not possible to
bypass the centre of the village. Building more dwellings
would only worsen this problem, not only for residents but also for the through traffic frying to reach the M25.
Other roads which would be affected by development of the Little Chalfont sites in the consultation, such as
Burtons Lane, Stony Lane and Lodge Lane are practically single-track roads in places. The railway bridge on Lodge
Lane is too narrow for the level of traffic that development would bring. By ‘upgrading’ these lanes and the
narrow bridge on Lodge Lane for increased traffic the rural character of Little Chalfont would be further
destroyed. I accept that we need more housing but this housing has to be built within existing urban areas on
brownfield sites, in taller buildings, on disused retail parks - not on Green Belt.
I would like to state my opposition to the possible changes to land use in Little Chalfont outlined in the Chiltern
and South Bucks Local Plan Consultation Document. 1. Green belt must not be destroyed. The green belt around
London is a national asset and must not be destroyed.
The fact that much of the area surrounding Little Chalfont is green belt means that I have grown up in a semi rural
village. It is important that the rural character of Little Chalfont is maintained and the green belt areas
surrounding the village must not be breached. They define the feel of this part of the Chilterns and they protect
wildlife. They are an asset not just for the residents of Little Chalfont but also the inhabitants of London, who can
come out to Bucks easily by train to walk and enjoy the countryside. The 2014-2036 Local Plan’s proposal to
remove tracts of the land around Little Chalfont from the Green Belt register is wrong. If we build on the green
belt we can never get this landscape back. I want it to be maintained for my lifetime and for future UK citizens
and visitors. 2. Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)
The site west of Stony Lane and the land east of village along the A404 which is subject to the consultation is also
an AONB. This green space is even more precious and less suitable for development. It is part of the protected
chalk stream habitat of the Chess Valley which is very precious and should not be encroached upon. 3. Little
Chalfont has already provided many new dwellings to Chiltern District and the infrastructure is not coping with
the dwellings that are already built. Little Chalfont has provided more land for development than its neighbouring
towns and villages eg Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter - Lithe Chalfont Parish Council calculates that
since 2006 Little Chalfont’s percentage growth in dwellings is 12%, a huge increase. The site off Bell Lane at the
old saw mill has provided dwellings for hundreds of people as well as additional employment opportunities and
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the increase in traffic volume on Bell Lane that has resulted has been noticeable. Car parking spaces on Cheriles
Parade from 9am til 5pm are now difficult to find. The pressure on doctors’ and dentists’ surgeries in Little
Chalfont has increased, and railway carriages in rush hour have no seats spare at Chalfont & Latimer station (and
the trains cannot be extended due to platform restrictions). Little Chalfont
already cannot cope with the increase in population. Two new developments, Harvard Grange off Burton’s Lane
and the planned flats on Chenies Parade next to the Citigate VW showroom, are not inhabited yet - Little Chalfont
has not yet incorporated the additional population that these dwellings will yield. Families in the catchment area
of Little Chalfont Primary School cannot obtain a place for their children as it is heavily oversubscribed - this
problem will be exacerbated by further residential development. In short, Little Chalfont is not a suitable area for
the development outlined in the Local Plan Consultation 2014-2036.
I am opposed to all building on Green Belt Land as this was created to preserve the countryside from
encroachment. I am opposed to all building on areas of outstanding natural beauty, which much of the land
surrounding Little Chalfont falls into the category of. The council should preserve these areas from development
for future generations.Little Chalfont's infrastructure is unable to support any new hosuing estates which brings
pressure onto services in the local area; therefore, any plans for futher development are unviable.
I am opposed to development on Green Belt land because this was introduced to safe guard the countryside from
encroachment. Little Chalfont is situated in an area of outstanding natural beauty and it is the duty of the council
to conserve these areas for future generations by preventing further development upon them.
I would like to register my strong objection to the proposed CDC planning proposal to the rear of Stubb Wood.
Any development of the land would:- be within the Greenbelt and in an area of outstanding natural beauty. The
envioronmental damage to the Chess Valley would be appalling.- very difficult to access. The access to Blackwell
Stubbs Woods particularly would be very difficult and would destroy nature woodlands and grasslands. Access
would require new infrastructure causing further damage and overwhelming already narrow rural roads.damage irrevocably local flora and fauna. Blackwell Stubbs Woods is home to badgers, foxes, deer, woodpeckers
and red kites amongst others.In addition Blackwell Stubbs Wood is dark and overlooked on 3 sides from Stubbs
Wood and St leonards Road.
I am a local resident who is concerned by the sheer enormity of the planned developments.
My family and I moved into the village just two years ago from a more built up area within Buckinghamshire for
two main reasons:- CSP is a village surrounded by beautiful, green areas protected by green belt law- The schools,
primary and secondary are garded good to outstanding by Ofsted.By developing such a multitude of new homes
in and around Chalfont St Peter it reduces its appeal as a village "a group of houses, larger than a hamlet and
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smaller than a town". Would we continue to be classed as a village? Does it become a small town with that many
home and residents? Also, the appeal of a village, and the number of homes, drives up the demand in housing
currently causing a premium on buying homes in the village. A premium I paid. Would potential developers
reimburse the loss and reduction in value of the current homes? Not to mention the disruption and sewage
issues that a development would incur.Also, being a Deputy Headteacher of a local primary school, I am
concerned with the idea of building so close to the Academy thus reducing its ability to successfully deliver a wide
ranging PE curriculum which it has proudly developed over a number of years. The school locally are full to
capacity, where would new children moving into the village go to school? There is little or no potential to expand
the local Primarys.For these reasons the planned developments cannot go ahead.
The land at Trenches Lane that you are proposing to build on is as you know landfill, part rubbish and part
household rubbish. One part is still giving off gases. The other is unsustainable with mixture of concrete and other
materials. There are pylons running the length of the fields and bridal paths crossing the fields. What are you
going to do about the wonderful wildlife that has taken over the fields, from birds to herds of deer that roam the
fields. The park home site we live on is for elderley people who want a peaceful life and not one that causes them
to worry about what is going to happen to the surrounding area. At the moment we are having to put up with
terminal five, a new rail link through Langley and now worrying about new land devlopment. Don't you think
enough is enough and leave us alone.
I am a Little Chalfont resident. One of the key reasons for moving here was the proximity of the village to London
while knowing that the countryside around the village was protected as designated green belt. This also
protected the size, scale and character of the village. Some parts of the 2014 -2036 Local Plan really change this
reasoning. I am against the potential scale of the possible development for three groups of reasons:1) Loss of
green belt Much of the land to the north, south and east of Little Chalfont is green belt. It prevents the village
merging with Chorleywood or Chalfont St Giles. It ensures that roads such as Stony Lane, Lodge Lane, Burtons
Lane and Nightingales Lane have at least a semi-rural character. It is a sort of green “lung” which, if lost, will
change the nature of the village irreversibly.It will become a place very different from that that I chose to move
to. I run, I cycle and I walk a dog regularly and major development won’t make these things impossible but WILL
CHANGE ThE NATURE OF THE ACTIVITIES AND THE ENJOYMENT I DERIVE FROM THEM. It changes “the deal” that I
believed was protected by the existence of the green belt land around Little Chalfont.I also understand that there
is a phase 2 to the plan that goes even further. If the green belt is breached, and there is already a plan for
further breaches, then how do any boundaries get protected to prevent the M25 giving onto a built-up area that
would include Chorleywood, Little Chalfont, Amersham, Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont St Giles, Seer Green and
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Jordans. The fragility of the undeveloped land to the north, south and east of Little Chalfont is very evident from a
look at the area to the north in Hertfordshire (Bovingdon, Chipperfield, Kings Langley, Hemel Hempstead...) and
the developments around the A40/M40 leading west from the M25. Lastly, in this section, the AONB, the Chess
Valley, would inevitably be affected by any development north of the A404. It is a really special hidden world and
it would be very sad to see it compromised by these plans. m2) Little Chalfont “has already given”
disproportionately. The old sawmill site and the Donkey Field site on Burtons Lane have been/are currently sites
for major developments. Additionally developers identify and develop any small parcel of land/inefficient
dwelling and redevelop it. The net additional dwellings in Little Chalfont expressed relative to the starting number
of houses must resuit in a higher percentage increase over the last few years than other towns such as Amersham
or Chesham. The centre/infrastructure of Little Chalfont was never designed for it to turn into a small town rather
than a village built around an underground station.3) Limited and stretched infrastructure. There is not much to
see in the centre of Little Chalfont. You will have the statistics but I know that 1) Little Chalfont Primary School is
hugely over-subscribed and 2) parking in the middle of the village is increasingly difficult, even before the Donkey
Field site has been completed. The infrastrucure was never designed for the pressures that this plan would
introduce.THE A404 is getting ever-busier and slower. A lot of the roads going north and south off the A404 are
semi rural, single track in places and would need major upgrading to cope with what is being discussed. The A404
through little Chalfont has already had new traffic 1igts and roundabouts in the last 5-10 years to cope with
recent developments. Burtons Lane was recently painted with double yellow lines in anticipation of the extra
pressure that will come once the Donkey Field site is finished. Amersham has the A413 as a bypass. Little Chalfont
cannot be bypassed in this way. Traffic on the A404 to/from J18 of the M25 is already increasing each year and it
seems ill-advised to add to this pressure by developing some of the very limited undeveloped land between Little
Chalfont and Chorleywood. My point again is that the village “has already given’. It has not stood still. Roads,
schools, parking, etc, have all come under more pressure as a result of what has happened/is currently
happening.Summary: I accept that there is a need for net additional housing in the South-East of the UK. What
seems wrong to me is that this scale of additional development is potentially envisaged for a village that: a) has a
fragility derived simply from being so close to the M25 b) is largely surrounded by green-belt land c) has already
accepted a lot of development recently, relative to some other areas.
d) has very limited and visibly struggling infrastructure.
I refer firstly to the area which includes Winkers Nightclub and extends to the the Paccar Scout Camp and
Chalfont Heights which has seen some six applications for development in the last decade. The last were
CR201511982. CR201410821 and CR201311938. All were rejected. The area is not only Green Belt but also within
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the Colne Valley Regional Park. who maintain the gates to a very good standard of accessability. This provides
great benefit to the many local residents who walk dogs on the footpath but particularly to the Paecar Scout
Camp who welcome some 40,000 young visitors annually. These include Scouts, Guides, Red Cross Cadets, Duke
of Edinburgh Award candidates and other groups who take advantage of the wide range of activities and training.
At a time when there is increasing concern about fitness and obesity, this facility should be firmly embedded in
the Local Plan. In fact, part of of their land is actually included in the area under consultation which could mean
that they could be trying to operate virtually within a housing development.I would urge that this area is retained
and Safeguarded within the Green Belt. Secondly I would comment on the strip of land along the Misbourne
valley extending from Chalfont Heights along the A413 to the railway viaduct. Historically this has been used for a
variety of activities in the past and I see no problem in permitting some appropriate small scale low level
operations to provide employment. I would not like to see ribbon development or large industrial buildings.
I am fundamentally opposed to the removal from the Green Belt of the fields to the South of Beaconsfield Old
Town. Both Oak Lodge Meadow and the field on the other side of Windsor End are the traditional home of
Beaconsfield Rugby Club. The Club provides sporting, social and physical recreation activities for up to 800 men,
women, girls and boys on a continuous basis. They range in age from 6 to 90+. In many cases there are three, and
even a few four, generations of the same family attending the Club. It is part of the DNA of the Town. The fields
are also used for other activities for the general enjoyment of the Town. These fields help to maintain the
“market town” feel of Old Beaconsfield with its many historical building. The people of Beaconsfield do not wish
to see the Old Town converted into yet another “concrete jungle”.
I am writing to you because I strongly disagree with your plans to destroy the beauty of my village. Why do you
want to destroy everything beautiful in Little Chalfont? Why do you want to turn this lovely little village into a
noisy town? Most people would agree that you are wasting money on new homes or estates. So if I were you I
would stop wasting money on the worst idea I’ve ever heard because nobody here likes it. We already have too
much traffic, the station is always busy except at weekends and it is very hard to get into my local school, even
though my road is in the right area, called the catchment area.All around my road is lovely countryside that lots
of children walk and cycle in. I often go out on my scooter in the woods and in the Chess Valley. My Mum has said
that house-builders will destroy the green fields behind Chessfield Park and the other side of Stony Lane and put
houses, offices and buildings there instead.She also says that if that happens in a few years’ time our lovely
playground and
football pitches and woods at Westwood, will also be destroyed. We children need green space and playground
equipment to play in and stay healthy. The doctors keep telling us that we need to exercise to stay fit but you are
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destroying the place where children and grown-ups exercise to stay healthy. Lots of children play football in
Westwood Park and there is a local club, Westwood Park Football Club, which my brother goes to and he and lots
of other boys would be very disappointed if it shut down. Lots of people walk their dogs there too. I don’t think
this is good at all, in fact it is terrible. Please think about another place to build estates, not here in such a nice
village.
Have you planned the drainage, sewerage, road systems, additional schools, medical facilities and access to
hospitals (remember GX already use medical doctors of Chalfont St Peter - do not have their own)Will we have
any extra gas/electric/wifi Parking - please ensure we have enough free parking if possible Buses - we have
limited public transport. Do hope you are making sure we have more routes of frequency of service.We need
public services to get to local hospitals I do hope you are going to build good roads to cope with extra volume of
traffic all these extra people and buildings will generate Please do not merge all the area together.Please give us
recreational space and natural woodlands and parks.
We remain opposed to any granting of development adjacent to any boundary of the Chalfont St Giles
Conservation Area, or within the setting of listed buildings, in order to protect both their settings and views into
and out of the conservation area, the character of which has been protected by the strict enforcement of the
Green Belt policy since adoption of the Chalfont St Giles Town Map in 1958. The analysis makes clear the critical
importance of safeguarding this historic settlement from additional development beyond that identified beyond
the land within and alongside the Misbourne Valley and its clearly defined sloping sides, and those of its
"tributaries", and away from the "conservation area" and its listed buildings - the "conservation area" itself being
one of the first in the country to be designated following the 1967 Civic Amenities Act. We are therefore opposed
to the "Proposed Built Extension" in Upper Stone Meadow, harmful as it would be to the listed building (the
stone) included within it, the adjacent listed building (Stone Cottage) and the conservation area. This scale and
form of development are wholly out of keeping with the character and appearance of the village .The harm to the
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty would be immense, which in turn defines the setting of the northern side of
the conversation area.The loss of the functional flood plain would threaten inundation of the historic village
centre and grave harm to its low lying listed buildings. If Green Belt land must be lost in the District, it should not
be any which abuts designated heritage assets, given that is a key purpose of national Green Belt policy as
confirmed by the NPPF paragraph 80.The importance of protecting those views into and out of the conservation
area and the important heritage roll played by the river valley and the rising undeveloped valley sides is further
recognised in the 2006 "Chalfont St Giles Conservation Area Appraisal" commissioned by CDC planning
department, and delivered to it after thorough local consultation, including with the Conservation Area
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Comimittee. The far sites proposed for development adjacent to listed buildings and the conservation areas, and
to which we are opposed are:1/ CD0019 in Bowstridge Lane, a key view from many vistas in the conservation
area and adjacent to many listed properties.2/ Blizzard car Park, which is also vital as a flood defence "reservoir"
for the village centre.3/ CD0148 - although its southern section beyong the ridge down to the Deanway would not
directly impact on the conservation area.In broader terms the Draft Heritage Strategy could strengthen
recognition of the need to safeguard not just heritage assets, but also their settings and views of them and from
them.We urge the Local Plan to endorse again the Adapted November 2011 Core Strategy "The Vision for
Chalfont St Giles" on page 21, incorporating the Market Town Health Check Action Plan 2008, with additional
reference to the vital role of traffic calming, not only for the safety, vitality and visibility of our village, but also its
attraction to its residents and tourists, who also play a vital role.With regard to the Issues and Options questions,
those of direct relevance to heritage issues are as follows:Q.2 - see ref. to site nos. CD0019 and CD0148Q.4 - no No development adjacent to designated heritage assets should be proposed as part of a general policy document,
especially in Chalfont St Giles, due to the likelihood of harm to these nationally valuable finita historic
resources.Q.6 - see above ref. to CD0019, CD0148, Upper Stone Meadow and Blizzards Yard.Q.11 - see above
comment on the heriatge strategy.
Q.2 CD0024 46 Wycombe Rd is an anomaly within the Green Belt boundary and should be taken through to Stage
2 Green Belt review.Q.4A lot of time and money was wasted on the Core Strategy and DDPD which did not
deliver.Therefore CDC need to adopt a different strategy to deliver a sound Local Plan. Option A - Yes we agree
with redevelopment in built up areas but green spaces should remain which makes a pleasant place to live.Option
B - No - don’t want to spoil the character and greeness of these areas.Options C,D,E. We object as the built areas
are far too large which will create a ‘blot” on the landscape. Smaller sites would be more in keeping around the
settlement areas. Option F - Disagree as there is no infrastructure.Option C - Yes - agree that a review of the
Green Belt boundaries needs to be done to address the anomalies.Option H - Agree - to include all villages
including Prestwood.Option - I -Agree with small scale extension settlements to villages with
infrastructure.Q6Previous representations have been submitted to Chiltern District Council consultations for the
Core Strategy, Delivery DPD and Local Plan Initial Consultation in 2015, all of which requested the review of the
Green Belt boundary at Mount Pleasant, 46 Wycombe Road Prestwood, Great Missenden, Bucks HP16 OPU. A
presentation was made to CDC Councillors and planning officers at the request of Great Missenden Parish Council
regarding anomalous boundaries on 21 october 2014. The presentation can be seen
athttp://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=3197&p=0. The site was submitted to the Council in 2015
for the Call for Sites and is now in the HELAA as Prestwood Site 0024. Whilst the site has been rejected for Stage l
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of the Green Belt Review due to the fact that it is currently in Green Belt, it is requested that the Green Belt
boundary is reviewed in Stage 2 of the Green Belt Review. As explained in previous submissions, prior to the
Green Belt boundary being altered by Chiltern District Council in the 1980’s, the site was not in the Green Belt.
When the Metropolitan Green Belt was introduced this site was excluded from the Green Belt and the entire site
was in the built up area.The map below left shows the 1972 Metropolitan Green Belt boundary and the map on
the right shows the changes made to the boundary by Chiltern District Council ( black areas). The current house
was built as a replacement dwelling on the site of the Golden Ball Public House and adjoining cottages. The
original buildings dated back to the early 1800’s and formed part of the settlement of Prestwood. The current
owners have lived at Mount Pleasant since the mid 1980’s, but when the Green Belt boundary was changed,
separating the site from the built up area, they were not informed. This site is an anomaly. The boundary change
at this point is illogical, if the land was not considered as serving the purposes of the Green Belt in 1972 when
Green Belts were first introduced there there was no justifiable reason to alter the boundary at this point in 1989.
In 83 of the NPPF it states-Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional
circumstances, through the preparation and review of the Local Plan. At that time,
authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended
permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the
plan period. The Green Belt boundary at this site is an anomaly, it should be included within the
built up area. It is also out of date, having been altered without exceptional circumstances 27 years ago. For the
Council to leave the boundary as it is does not meet the policy requirements of NPPF 83. Exceptional
circumstances exist at this site Despite having been part of the original village settlement as the Golden Ball and
as the current house when it was first constructed, the whole site is now in the Green Belt whereas other
properties to the west of Prestwood have remained in the built up area. See map showing boundary changes on
previous page.
No sprawl of built-up area, no merging of settlements. Land parcel 9f within the Arup Buckinghamshire Green
Belt Assessment Part 1 report describes this large land parcel as —
Purposel- To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. Prevents the outward sprawl of a large built up
area into open land, and serves as a barrier at the edge of a large built up area in the absence of another durable
boundary. Purpose 2- To prevent neighbouring towns from merging Prevents development that would result in
merging of or significant erosion of gap between neighbouring settlements, including ribbon development along
transport corridors that link settlements. Purpose 3 - Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment
Protects the openness of the countryside and is least covered by development. As can be seen on the aerial
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photograph Page 1, the site of this detached property is set within mature landscaped gardens, surrounded by
development and gardens on three sides and a large area of woodland to the west, creating a well defined
boundary between the built up area and the countryside, thus preventing sprawl or merging of settlements. Due
to the location of this site, next to the built up area with a significant amount of screening between it and the
countryside, the removal of it from the Green Belt will not affect the openness of the Green Belt.
Inclusion for possible development of the fields to the west of M25 and old Slade Lane and the fields north of the
Ridgeway Trading Estate is, I believe, inappropriate. The Green Belt is at its narrowest in the Iver area and
development of the currently farmed fields would almost link the urban areas of West Drayton and Langley. This
contravenes one of the guidelines which prevent the use of green belt land namely that it creates "urban sprawl"
In addition the North-south road infrastructure in the area is already overloaded and inadequate. The addition of
the potential increase caused by development of these fields would cause grid-lock in the Iver and Langely areas.
I write as a resident of Gerrards Cross and have lived inthe locality for almost 7O years. I have great concern
overthe proposed future planningforthe area underlocal plans 2015-2036. Whilst we appreciate the need for
additional housing in this country I feel this plan -which is huge — is
being rushed past the public, giving them little time for the extensive study required, we wish to see planned,
organicand sympatheticdevelopment with everyeffort to retain top quality green belt land. The in depth study by
ARUP, which does not recommend 3 out of the 4 proposed sites should be recognised, theyare experts in this
field. Looking at the overall proposals for South Bucks could this be a total overdevelopmentof the entire district?
Gerrards Cross, Is chronicly congested with parked cars, people drive in from surrounding areas for the Railway
Station and park in roads over a wide spread area due to lack of car parking facilities in Gerrards Cross and the
high cost of local car parks. If the many empty office blocks were occupied parking would be even more acute.
The local services and amenities are stretched to the limit, ie, no Doctor’s surgery in CX. Shortage of schooling,
poor wad surfaces, overfilled sewers and waste water treatment underpressure. Any development should be
appropriate to the infrastructure present. My particular interest is Bull Lane where my daughter and her family
live, her house and garden back on to area 4Th which is under consideration for redesignation for houisng
development. The area is of some historic interest, 1 Canon Meadow, is one of a pair of houses built before
WC2H for farm workers and thus predates the designation of Green Belt in South Bucks which took place in
1954/55. The fields are still farmed by the Farmer who grew up in one of the houses. This is top quality green belt
farm land. The land is currently feeding a herd of beef cattle, has been grazed by rare breeds as well as dairy cows
and many calves have been born on site. It has in previous years been farmed forwheat, maize, beans, sunflowers
and grass or hay, good versatile land. There is an abundance of wildlife linldngto Bulstrode Park on the otherside
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of the A4O, which is (grade il listed) registered park and gardens. Development on these fields would damage
overall beautiful vistas of Chiltern countryside, a natural asset to the edge of urban. Bull lane is used as a cit
through between Gerrards Cross & Chalfont St Peter by unsuitable heavy lorries and traffic of all sorts, also
serving four local schools, Maltmans,Gayhurst, Thorpe House and St Joseph’s ,all of which are continually
expanding. The surface of the lane is broken up with this heavy trafficas are the underlying drainsand sewers
causing bad floodingin heavy rain.The lane has limited pavement, pedestrians and cyclistsare in high risk danger
in this narrow lane together with blind corners and poor visibility. There are limited roads crossing the railway
line, any development on area 47b would inevitably result in increased use of the lane which is at breaking point.
This would also add to all other congested roads in the area and through the centre of Gerrards Cross with has
had chronic traffic hold ups and tail backs since the development of Tesco and installed traffic lights.The A40 is
regularly used as a relief road when there isa problem on the M40/M25 and reaches standstill. I also fail to
understand the need for development of additional offices and commercial building in area 57b, another area of
beauty and also a flood plain used for recreational. Large blocks of offices have stood empty in GX for some years,
the town and surrounds are very much a dormitory. Please protect the Green Belt around this urban area, this is
a core planning principle to safeguard the countryside. There are opportunities to recycle derelict and other
urban land if we take time with careful planning.
I am writing this in a general way because the information I have to date appears to me to be vague to make a
positive view. However, I am concerned that the proposal to use green belt
land and the number of houses to be a big concern. A number of points concerning me is the practability of
doubling the size of Gerrards Cross. Parking is already insufficient, schools are overcrowded now, train capacity
for workers needs to be addressed, also more houses
will bring more road congestion. Will the planners factor in some necessary social needs, i.e. a
medical center, facilities for the youth, also a community center.Finally, will the planners try to preserve the
present local heritage and endeavour to blend the additional housing to this
purpose.
I understand you are forced to build on green belt land. However I think a couple of proposed sites in our area
are particularly inappropriate. The main one is the land to the side of Lower Road and Chalfont Park which have
been designated for employment use. The wood to the side of Lower Road creates an area of serenity and acts as
a buffer between the residential area and A413. An open space is needed for the residents on that side of
Gerrards Cross/Chalfont St Peter. The other inappropriate site is the land between Bull Lane and A40. Again these
fields are required as a buffer for the residents of Bull Lane and surrounding area and A40. Alternative sites to be
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considered are possibly Pickerage Farm which has been derelict for many years and Dukes Valley Farm. An
alternative to the site proposed in Chalfont St Giles would be Honours Yard, Lodge lane, Chalfont St Giles. I
believe these sites would create less damage and impact on the existing towns of Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St
Giles and would be more inconspicuous.
I believe that two sites in particular from the draft plan are not good submissions to be withdrawn from the
Greenbelt. The land either side of the A413 zoned for commercial use would not be a good site because the land
is of natural beauty and forms a healthy border between developments. Additionally the site on the fields to the
west of Bull Lane would be damaging for the same reasons , and additonally the distance between this
development and Wilton Park Beaconsfield would create a precedent that one day could lead to the
amalgamation of the two towns.I believe that there are sites in the local area that will fulfill the dame land
requirements without being as damaging to the local area. One such site is Pickerage Farm, Stoke Common. This
land is of little value at the moment, being derelict and of little agricultural value on the surrounding fields.I
propose that this site be scheduled for development on the site existing derelict site, which would could make an
attractive and unobtrusive development. Similarly, Dukes Valley farm in the valley below Stoke Common has
some existing useage but would make a good site for existing housing development without compromising the
Green belt. I also propose the site at Honours Yard, Lodge Lane, Chalfont St Giles. This site is currently in use as
light indistrial land, and is not being used to its full extent. This site would be ideal for housing, being very close to
existing developments, and being nearly from nearby areas of greenbelt.
We would like to submit this proposal to develop the land comprising, Woodbine Cottage, Sunray House and
adjoining land shown on the ordinance survey map attached.
We feel this would provide an ideal site as it is loated within alking distance of local shops and Doctors etc.
I have considered the local planning development of the green belt. The area outlined in the proposal separates
the development from our village. I therefore put the enclosed land forward in conjunction with neighbouring
land for development, considering part is already residential and has commercial use. It makes more sense to
expand the village to the north west rather than south living closer to the Dr surgerys, schools, shops and
employment.
I have been a resident of The Farnhams since 1981.l am aware of the requirements of the Chiltern and South
Bucks District Councils for local planning and economic development and the sites for consideration which fall
within the Farnhams.Alternative Sites for consideration:
North of Farnham Common in the vicinity of the Beaconsfield Services where there is a significant area for
housing and employment with the provision for services which would obviously be needed to support such a
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development. The significance of the accessibility onto the M40 should not be under estimated. Farnham
Common Car Park This area would lend itself to some development leaving availability for parking to enable the
local shops and businesses to be supported. The Car Wash This I understand has already been considered as a site
for the needs of the elderly. I strongly oppose the integration of Slough. The A355 is already under pressure. It
carries an enormous level of heavy goods vehicles on a daily basis. If the volume of traffic were to be increased it
would become overloaded with the increased potential for accidents of which there is already too many. Further
consideration needs to be given to the infrastructure/services which would be required to support any
developments. Eg GP. Surgeries / Schools / Hospitals / Dental Practices. The Wexham Park Hospital based in
Slough is the nearest hospital and is the only one with an A/E department for several miles. As an administrator
within the N.H.S. I am aware that this hospital struggles to cope and any further overload could be detrimental to
the health and safety of its patients. Recreational
The Farnham Park Playing fields are an integral part of the villages of Farnham Common and
Farnham Royal and should remain so for the communities it serves.
I believe the built area extension option in the Farnhams should be maintained as Green belt at all costs to
ensure that 1. the buffer zone between Slough, the Farnhams and Stoke Poges remain in perpetuity. This area is
the lungs and health of the Parishoners and also Slough residents.2. the FP sports fields are an essential
recreational and sports area central to all parties in the area used by all ages, in my case, as an OAP, for walking
and spending quality time with my grand children in a play environment.The area to the north of the Farnhams
and Stoke Poges at the southern boundary of the M40 and Hedgerley Lane (east of junction 2) bordering on the
A355 to the west and Village Lane, Hedgerley Green to the east. This area should be evaluated and seriously
considered for housing and employment development. The precedent for development has already been made
by the M40 Junction 2 service area. This is a credible alternative to major development within the Farnhams,
where congestions and hazards on and around the A355 would only worsen to such an extent as to cause major
disruption increased infrastructure costs and a vast reduction in air quality . It would alleviate traffic implications
on the A355 within the Farnhams and would support Bucks Highways in not allowing further access ways on the
the A355, further would release the Farnhams from urban sprawl and limit the diruption to the locality. Site
traffic could be barred from Hedgerley village thus reducing their inconvenience. I submit a development in this
northernly part of the area/parish would have far less environmental impact, traffic and residential upheaval than
as if it were to take place within the confines of the Farnhams and Stoke Poges.I am a resident of SBDC area and
have no commercial connections or any financial interest in local development areas, proposed or otherwise.
Many of the sites chosen for Green Belt release are high in landscape value. For instance in Chalfont St Giles the
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Miss Anna Bridbury area outlined is visible from the main Amersham Road, the A413. What a shame!There are many sites in Chalfont
St Giles which are invisible to the public and would do far less harm. I highlight on the the attached map, areas
which are "blind" to the general public and unimportant in terms of Green Belt amenity. They could be released
to provide housing without changing the nature of the village one iota.
My main concern was for the Iver Fields and Pinewood Road (parts of)I understand these have been retrieved
Rep4854
from being removed from the Green belt.Re Pinewood Studios, as they are adjacent to Black Park in particular
Mr John Rossetti
and as a whole a main part of the Green Belt, I do no think they should have G/B status lifted unless conditions
Freelance
are imposed of potential impact and that all trees within the boundary and their property be protected,
especially the area known as the Clump.
I am writing to register objections to the development of Green Belt Parcel 69. Which I am against any
development of Green Belt land this particular site would seem to be innappropriate as:1. The trees on the site
currently protect the noise to the North from the very noisy M40 motorway. Any new devlopment would be very
Rep4855
noisy for new homes and for those already experiencing the same in the locality.2. The dominant Beech trees on
Richard Fensome
the site not only protect the noise but protect a variety of wildlife which would be lost to the area. Ancient
woodland should be retained where ever possible.3. The overhead cable - the area could cause potential health
hazard to any new homes built closely.4. Going against recommendation of a reputable consultant such as ARUP
would seem most unuseful
Rep4856 Mr
Best overall fit for the functional housing market in Buckinghamshire are the areas of Aylesbury Vale and Wycombe.
Sean Mceroy;
The majority of the HELLA sites in South Bucks are unimplemented planning applications and withdrawn applications.
Rep4857Mr
Specifically for Gerrards Cross over the last 20 years there has always been and abundance of commercially available
Faisal Hayat;
property. For example, the very large multi building Chalfont Park office complex next to Gerrards Cross Golf Club has
Rep4860
never been substanially occupied since it was built despite its easy access from
Mr Dashmino
the A413 and its excellent parking facility. Currently several thousand of sq ft office space is available there
Namnakov
now.Option A is supported. A more efficient use of existing land is suggested along with converting unused office
Rep4861
space into residential properties. Over the past 20 years, in and around the Gerrards Cross town centre, several old
Mrs Marilynn
houses and brown sites have been converted into apartments and town houses. This is an effective and efficient use
Cathcart;
of land that could successfully continue to be exploited finther minimising the need to develop precious green belt
Rep4862
areas. Unused office space and other commercial properties in the town centre of Gerrards Cross could be converted
Mrs Ulrica
to residential apartments. Any housing for the elderly should be an integral part of housing (re)development as per
Fearn;
suggestions and comments under Questions 5 and 6 above in order to include the aging population into the
Rep4869
community and allow for relatives easy access for visits etc..I refer to General Area 47b as green space. This is located
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to the east of Beaconsfield, west of Gerrards Cross and south of Seer Green. It is bounded to the south by the A40
(Oxford Road) and the boundaries of Wilton Park (General Area 47a), and to the north by a railway line. It directly
adjoins Gerrards Cross along its eastern edge, and Beaconsfield along its western edge. The land parcel is at the edge
of the Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross large built-up areas preventing theft outward sprawl into open land. In both
instances, the large built-up areas are bordered by physical features which are prominent and durable. In the case of
Gerrards Cross, the boundary follows Bull Lane, and at Beaconsfield the boundary follows the A355. The Green Belt
acts an additional barrier to sprawl.The parcel forms the whole of the wider gap between the non Green Belt
settlements of Beaconsfield and Gerards Cross, as well as part of the narrow gap between Beaconsfield and Seer
Green. Less than 5% is covered by built form and, overall, the land parcel maintains a very open and rural character
with very little encroachment. Overall, the parcel maintalns a strong, unspoilt rural character. This parcel is specifically
NOT recommended for further consideration by Arups. PLEASE NOTE THAT I VEHEMENTLY OPPOSE THE USE OF
PARCEL GENERAL AREA 54 BEING CONSIDERED FOR ANY DEVELOPMENT NOW OR IN THE FUTURE. General Area 54 is
located to the south-east of Beaconsfield and the west of Genards Cross. It is bounded to the south by the M40, to the
north by the A40 (Oxford Road), to the west by the A355, and to the east by the built-up area of Genards Cross and
the B416 (Windsor Road). The land parcel is connected to the large built-up area of Gerrards Cross at its eastern edge,
preventing its outward sprawl into open land. The boundary between the land parcel and the built-up area is
inconsistent, much following the backs of properties with large, irregular gardens bounded by softer, less durable
features. In some instances, the boundaries are not readily recognisable, cutting across open land (for example, north
of Hedgerley Lane). Overall, the Green Belt frequently performs as a barrier to sprawl in the absence of another
durable boundary.The parcel forms most of the wider gap between the non-Green Belt settlements of Beaconsfield
and Gerrards Cross. Although the parcel maintains the overall scale and openness of the gap and prevents ribbon
development along the A40 (Oxford Road), which may reduce the perceptual distance between the settlements. the
east of the parcel is less important for preventing the coalescence of settlements. The parcel also forms a very small
part of the less essential gap between Farnham Royal I Farnham Common and Gerrards Cross / Beaconsfield, though
in respect of this gap its overall contribution is limited. The majority of the parcel has a more open character,
encompassing the historic parldand of Bulstrode Park in the west, as well as rough grazing fields and patches of
woodland. Bulstrode Park is registered under the Historic Building and Ancient Monument Act 1953, within the
register of Historic Parks and Gardens by English Heritage for its special historic interest. List entry no. 1001371. This
parcel is specifically NOT recommended for further consideration by Arups.I support the Community Infrastructure
Levy.Infrastructure is a key issue and must be an integral part of this plan. Gerrards Cross is a commuter’s town with
many of the residents in employment working in and around London. People choose to live here because of the high
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quality of the countryside (AONB), the excellent schools and the good public transport (rail service).Unfortunately the
existing infrastructure supporting the rail service is inadequate e.g. poor parking facilities. Any further housing
development will put additional stress onto the already deteriorating infrastructure. It is important that this issue is
addressed in the plan.
Q3 Additional sites - Farnham Park Golf Club is a declining sport, and this could be changed from 18 to 9 holes,
releasing a lot of land. Car wash in Farnham Common currently p.p. applied for. Q7 I do not support the
Rep4872
expansion of Slough to the north. The separation of towns/villages must be maintained and the character of the
Mrs Sheila Hayes
Farnhams - Burnham Beecahes, designated "Woodland Roads" grass verges maintained.Q 9 Burnham beeches,
Teacher
national nature reserve, and surrounding 500 metre buffer zone, must be untouched.Q 14 In joint local plan Private
A355 - no more lorries! Reduce speed limit from 50mph to 40 mph to the north of Farnham Common Provide
Cycle Lanes children should be able to cycle safely to school - commuters should be able to cycle safely to slough
(cross rail) and Beaconsfield/Gerrards Cross. Q 15 Include new schools, doctors surgeries in plan and cycle lanes.
1 Dame Kate Barker, who produced a review in 2004 thinks we should concentrate on building new houses round
cities such as Leeds, Manchester and Birmingham. Therefore, do we really need to build more round London on
The Green belt .2 There are no suitable site in Gerrards Cross Town Council area. Most of the land is already used
for housing, the rest for agriculture
6 The site designated parcel 47b (within town council boundary) is at present partly woodland and partly well
managed and productive farmland. The latter should remain as fields, since using useful agriculture land for
housing prevents both fod production and food sustainability, which is becoming more and more important. The
woodland parts is very undulating and contains deep (and steep at either end) public footpath. The terrain is not
at all suitable for development of any kind. The woods are a small area but define the beginning of Gerrards
Rep4873
Cross, when travelling on the A40 from Beaconsfield. Access from the A40 to the site would probably not be
Mrs Frances Milner
granted, as at this point the truck road has a steep rise in it and a sharp bend. Going ino the site from Dell Lane
would not be suitable as this lane is narrow, twisty and very busy in the rush hour periods.The second area 57b is
not suitable for extensive business development. The land is low lying, is a well managed green space, used
mainly for recreation, with a wooded area, full of wildlife and an amenity in itself. Being near the River Misbourne
means it is potentially liable to flooding.Parts of the parcel 65a are already residential with some office blocks
too, some infilling might be achieved but again this is a Green Belt area around the dwellings, forming an
amenity.The fourth Green Belt parcel 69 is a wooded area, which acts as a sound barrier for people living in
Fulmer Drive and Howards Wood Drive from the continuous noise from the M40 if this very necessary amenity
was destroyed, not only would existing residents be overwhelmed by traffic noise, but I can't imagine anyone
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wanting to buy a house in this place. 7 There is no medical centre in Gerrards Cross and the schools are already
full. Any new development, as well as including proper infrastructure, must provide these facilities thus using
space needed for housing. None of the 4 suggested parcels of land seem to me to have sufficient space for
housing, schools and medical facilities.
8 Affordable housing is very badly needed in this part of Bucks. Social housing is given an 18% proportion of new
housing but there has been no mention of a proportion for affordable houses.9 Although Wapsey's Wood is not
within the Town Council Boundary there might be space to extend the present site there for travellers and
gypsies.10 A problem in this area is a lack of housing for elderly people, so often smaller properties are brought
by developers and enlarged for family use, thus diminishing the stock of suitable homes for the elderly
11 The local heritage assets as I see are a) The Gerrards Cross Station, b) the Iron Age Campe, c) The Estates (most
of GX consisted of large esates - Bullstrode Park, St halberts, Orchehill, Woodland.) The mian house in each case is
used by responsible owners but the surrounding land shold not be encroached on. Chalfont Park now empty is a
worrying exception and should therefore come into question 12 15 Any new housing areas should only be
developed with the full co-operation of council planners17 The council should issue a list of "Brownfield sites"
ready for development - most have drainage and services laid on. There are also a number of empty properties;
the council could persuade the owners to sell or inhabit.
Question 1 Developers are demolishing houses and replacing them with readily sellable mansions, without
providing smaller replacement houses which might be more suitable for retired professional couples, currently
living in Gerrards Cross. Many of these would like to have gardens. They currently live in large family homes and
would like to down-size but cannot find suitable homes to move into, thereby restrciting the availability of large
homes for young families.There are too many business offices in the village which the ordinary general public
have no wish to visit. Such businesses should be encouraged to move out of the village into an "employment
area" in some peripheral part, such as further development in Green belt Parcel 65a. Such vacated premises
could be used for shops or even a Police Station, if they are not used for housing.Question 2 This tends to merge
into question 1, where there should be maximim redevelopment of brown field sites so as to provide wether
housing and/or services for local residents; many retail services require ample storage facilities with access for
deliveries. Ideally services should take priority over housing in allocated space in the village.Question 5 This
merges into question 2 and even question 1. It makes sense to explore all of the spatial options suggested so as
to match them to identified needs. A range of services needs to be available and countered in specific areas, so as
to reduce the need for travelling from place to places for different services.Question 7 Increase of population will
require an increase of services such as medical, dental, educational and so forth to support such increase. Will
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existing utilities be adequate - water, gas, drainage etc? I consider that a specific need is an additional road
between the A40 and Chalfont St peter. This is badly needed so as to reduce the amount of traffic using Bull lane
Question 6 none of the sites outlined in the circulated plans is suitable for housing. Green Belt parcel 49b already
has houses or flats on the Bull Lane side as well as along part of the A40 side. Suitable access to this site does not
exist because Bull Lane is very busy at certain times of the day as it is a route to several schools and the tennis
club. It is narrow, winding, and has no pavement in places. It carries a lot of traffic from the Beaconsfield
direction going to Chalfont St Peter. Furthermore, this parcel is mainly agricultural land and is traversed by public
footpaths. Access to the A40 is undesirable.Green belt parcel 69 is too close to the M40 for comfortable hosuing.
It could be used for employment purposes (offices), but is very hilly and far from level, but at least there would
be space for employees' car parking. It also has "Fish Ponds" at its eastern end, which may have historical or
archaeological importance Green belt parcel 57b I consider that it would be a mistake to sacrfice this green space
any further by replacing a recreation area, or even part of it, with office accomodation. Recreation areas need to
be preserved.Green belt Parcel 65a This area could provide further "employment" space, and the Police Station
will presumably become available in due course, for this purpose as well. The Fire Station is well placed and has
easy access to the M25. I believe part of Crosswood has association with Colne Valley Park, but if this is so, I think
this could be severed in view of the parcel's isolation from the main body of the park by the new A413.
Question 8 There needs to be provision for more small affordable homes close to the village; the rooms in these
homes need to be spacious, and small gardens would be an advantage. Ground covered by business offices could
possibly be used for this, the offices having been removed to busness parks.Question 9 Would it not be possible
to use parts of Wapseys Wood for Travellers as space there becomes available. Such land would presumably not
be suitable for any very permanent type of buildinh, or will it be used for agriculture? Space for visiting Show
People needs to be preserved eg Gold Hill Common in Chalfont St Peter and the Commons in Gerrards Cross.
Question 13: Local green space should be kept – such as the Commons, Bulstrode Park, Chalfont Park and the
various public footpath and bridleways: many of these are used at weekends.
I just can't believe that you are going to destroy a green belt area of woodland and put industrial businesses in
the narrow area of Stoney Lane. It is bad enough to get through now. You would spoil an AONB opposite Latimer
House. Please think again! No building on Green belt areas please.
I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and
Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed
in the Local Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at
Gerrards Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable. I would further wish to
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object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross
map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local
Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the
course at Gerrards Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable. It would
further greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the
enjoyment of playing golf in a beautiful part of the Misboume valley. Such development within the Green Belt
would be considered harmful to the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an
acceptable use within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt.
The area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity
and environmental priorities. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function of separating
the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier for
development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the future
on the open space to the east. The area is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of any
significance. The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably
lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct
developed areas.
I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and
Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed
in the Local Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at
Gerrards Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable. It would further wish to
object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and Gerards Cross
map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt listed in the Local
Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the
course at Gerrards Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, and so make the Club completely unviable. It would
further greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the local area and deny hundreds of members the
enjoyment of playing golf in a beautiful part of the Misbourne valley.Such development within the Green Belt
would be considered harmful to the principles of such a designation while conversely, the existing use is an
acceptable use within the Green Belt and wholly appropriate in maintaining the openness of the Green Belt. The
area is in The Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for
biodiversity and environmental priorities. The area is within the Green Belt and provides the important function
of separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. The A413 is a natural barrier
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for development. To build to the east of it would erode the barrier and facilitate yet more development in the
future on the open space to the east. The area is also in a flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development of
any significance. The area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably
lead to further industrialisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.
All elements of the plan must address the need for improved infrastructure. Schools, medical, roads. The A355 is
a dangerous, overloaded lorry/death trap. There must be cycle lanes and pedestrian provision for every
development. The A355 speed limit needs to be cut. Slough must not be extended north. Farnham Park Gold Club
could be built on Maintain existing essential Farnham Park sports ground Burnham Beeches must be further
protected it's already drowning under hordes of visitors, dog poo, and too many houses around it Good parking
in FC must be improved The separation of all the S.Bucks villages must be protected We do not accept the need
to help develop more housing. More accomodation (e.g. FC car wash site) is needed.
My husband and I have lived in Latimer for 20 years and part of the attraction is the green belt area that
surrounds us. We love being around so mcuh nature and feel proud of the conservation that takes places in this
vicinity - there is so much wildlife and species of bird in the local area. If the planning goes ahead and gets
approved we are fearful for the impact this will have on all of the natural habitat that this local wildlife enjoys and
thrives on. There is already an ordinate amount of traffic on the local roads (many of which are single track) and a
large housing and industrial estate would really exacerabte this traffic problem. In addition, any kind of industrial
park or housing estate will be a real blot on the landscape, spoiling the beautiful countryside that so many people
enjoy walking in. We understand the need to build on green belt land that so many people enjoy. It would really
change whole countryside and infrastructure is not good enough to cope with any further traffic.
My wife and I have lived on the Chesham Road (A416) in Ashley Green for over 45 years and have witnessed on a
year by year basis an alarming increase in the amount of traffic passing through. Especially since the opening of
the A41 bypass? In my opinion the traffic volume is now beyond it’s safe capacity. It can take many minutes for
me to enter from my drive on to the Chesham Road and during the morning and evening rush hour peak it can
take well over 5 minutes as the traffic flow is continuous? Also in the middle of the village at the junction of Hogg
Land and Two Dells Lane that crosses the A416. This is again a very difficult junction to negotiate and is used my
many as a “short cut”, especially during the rush hours. I have witnessed drivers losing patience when trying to
cross the A416 at this point and risks are often
taken. An accident waiting to happen, if they have not happened already. I therefore think it is inappropiate to
add to the traffic flow by allowing the industrial development of the south
side of Ashely Green. I would like to strongly object to permission being grated based mainly on my reasons given
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I strongly object to the potential development of greenbelt site Mill Meadow. This site is used by many residents
at the moment, particularly the community centre, football grounds and playing fields. I also understand that Mill
Meadow was previously a landfill and is also on a flood plain. Personally I attend classes and groups within the
Community centre and I'm concerned that there doesn't seem to be an alternative venue suggested for all the
activities that are currently carried out there.I also object to the planned development of the Paccar Scout Camp.I
am also concerned about the plans for the stretch of land straddling the Misbourne Valley as currently there are
still office/units empty in the nearby Chalfont Park.
Lastly, all the proposed building of homes will put more pressure on local medical services and of course schools,
which in my view need to be addressed before any building takes place.
Whilst accepting that forward planning is essential in respect to future business and housing needs, I particularly
object to the following plans currently being proposed- Chalfont Heights in the vicinity of the scout camp. This
site provide much needed activity and adventure for young people across the country, and helps therefore to
promote teamwork and togetherness for youngsters of all ages. As someone who lives close to this area. I
witness throughout the year how full this camp always is.- Mill Meadow/playing areas/community centre -CSPI
believe this area was once a landfill site and can confirm that it floods reguarly, this is clearly not suitable for
housing. More importantly, the government is anxious to promote outside activity and exercise for young people
and yet here we have a proposal which will remove entirely the CSP football ground, the school playing fields, the
tennis club, and a community centre which brings local people together to share interests.- Stretch of land along
Misbourne Valley to railway crossing on A413. this area has much underused office accomodation in Chalfont
Park, so it is hard to understand the merit of building more in this area.- Finally, insufficient attention has been
given to addressing the effect of inceasing demand on medical and schooling services if some.all of the proposals
are approved.
I am writing to you to express my incredulity and dismay at the contents of the Local Plan as
they apply to Little Chalfont.I find it increasingly difficult to understand the nature and scale of the proposed
development areas that have been identified in the plan not least because they impinge on the Green Belt and
areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It is also worth considering at this point a well-known slogan from a once
great retailer that is represented locally but has
somewhat fallen from public favour namely “When it’s gone it’s gone.” This sentiment most certainly applies to
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the Green Belt, which, unless I am mistaken was established, by politicians, to protect areas such as our village
from just the kind of development now being proposed — by politicians, or rather by the unelected Executive
Agencies which now seem to rule our lives.
However, I am acutely aware that subjective and emotional representations are routinely
ignored by the Council officials no matter how well intentioned they may be. Consequently I
will seek to confine my comments to objective assessment. The land earmarked for development seems to me to
have been identified using highly dubious, cynical and unexplained methodology. I am aware that a Green Belt
assessment was completed and that for reasons that are unclear, certain areas of Green Belt and AONB land have
been earmarked for development while others deemed worthy of saving. The ‘Local Plan’ provides no details I
can find of why certain ‘parcels’ of land were separated out from wider areas and seemingly ‘downgraded’ to
enable them to be recommended for development. It appears to me that these ‘parcels’ of Green Belt land
surrounding Little Chalfont have been isolated in a most questionable manner. I would like to know how
someone reached the conclusion that certain fields surrounding my village aren’t worthy enough to be
considered Green Belt or AONB any longer and that they can be turned into housing or industrial estates. I’m
unable to criticise or comment on the methodology used because it isn’t fully explained. Consequently, how can I
believe this is anything other than an arbitrary and subjective opinion on the part of the consultants employed by
the Council to carry out this survey? A solution appears to have been conveniently ‘engineered’ to provide the
answers the Council are paying for. I have been employed as a consultant for a number of years now and have
prepared reports that have been used in Courts in this country and indeed at the European Commission in
Brussels. During my time as a consultant I have become very aware of the fact that the conclusions of any
‘independent report’ prepared by consultants at the request of clients are totally predicated on the instructions
given to them by their clients. In other words ‘the devil is in the detail’ and the consultants will therefore,
inevitably, come up with the answer the client needs. As a consequence of my last comment, in order that we
might properly scrutinise the report and its conclusions, we need to have sight of the Letter of Instruction to the
consultants to assess just what was required of them. I feel that we should be able to understand the Terms of
reference given to the consultants and would therefore ask, in the interests of transparency, that immediate
steps are taken to make these available without the need for a Freedom of Information request. I fail to
understand why Little Chalfont continues to be identified as a ‘Main Settlement for growth’ when it has
accommodated, and is still in process of, accommodating significant new development with no commensurate
and incremental increase in local infrastructure, and as far as I can see nothing is proposed to deal with this. I am
not persuaded by any of the arguments that have so far been put forward as to why this village should be
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expanded further. Put more simply, the case for development has not been made and therefore the proposed
development plan, as it stands, should be rejected.We should not be sacrificed on the altar of political or
executive expediency.This ‘Local Plan’ has potentially serious implications for hundreds of people in Little
Chalfont and it is imperative there should be complete transparency around every aspect of decision making. This
is quite patently not the case here.In conclusion, in lodging my objection to these sites continuing to be
considered I wish to bring the following points to your attention:• The proposed sites are in the Green Belt and in
an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.• We are unable to objectively review the reports that led to the plan as
we are unable to assess the instructions given to the consultants. This makes a mockery of the whole process. •
Any kind of development on the sites would fundamentally alter the character of the whole area reducing the
open and tranquil nature that currently exists.• Little Chalfont has had a disproportionate level of residential
development in the recent past — the Bell Lane site and the Donkey Field.• Lodge Lane is very narrow, unsuitable
for large vehicles or trailers and there are no pavements from the point where Lodge Lane joins Church Grove.•
The steep hill that will need to be negotiated in order to reach the main road, village shops and transport links is
totally unsuitable for any level of pedestrian traffic and the Council could well be leaving itself open to claims for
injuries etc. • Similar arguments apply to Stony Lane.• There are no indications that public safety or local
infrastructure have been considered at all in the rush to achieve unilaterally imposed objectives.• There are quite
a number of vacant industrial units in the area of Amersham/Little Chalfont. The business case for providing more
new units as proposed, let alone the identification of businesses looking to locate to such sites, has not been
made and is being conveniently ignored.
Housing Development Needs Slough Borough Council has significant housing needs that they say cannot be met
within its own boundaries and is suggesting that land on the edge of Slough i.e. Wexham and George Green be
considered for development.I STRONGLY disagree with this as there is much more suitable land on the east side
of Slough by the M4 Huntercombe Spur and on the south and west by the Jubilee River Thames overflow. This
area has easy access to the M4 Motorway and Taplow Railway Station (Cross Link Railway) and two major
supermarkets (Sainsburys and Tesco). The major employment source being Slough Trading Estate. The land either
side of Hitcham Road north off the M4 could easily be extended.
Protect The Green Belt by promoting urban regeneration in towns keeping housing and business close to services
and transport links. Build on brownfield sites and use properties that are empty or abandoned. Listed Buildings in
South Bucks. There are thirty Listed Buildings in this area, one is listed in Church Lane, and the road from
Wexham Park Hospital to the A412 Slough to Uxbridge is THE 12th CENTURY PARISH CHURCH of ST. MARYS
(designated May 1950) which is set in the Green Belt area and MUST REMAIN SO AND NOT SURROUNDED
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WITHIN A HOUSING ESTATE. Green Belt and Wild Life The fundamental aim of the Green Belt policy is to prevent
Urban Sprawl by keeping land permanently open and consequently the most important attribute of the Green
Belt is its openness and retention of land in Agricultural, Forestry, and other related uses.This area has and
abundance of wildlife such as Deer, Fox, Badger, Shrews, Mice, Voles, Rabbit, Squirrel, Mole, Hedgehog and many
Bats — a large variety of birds including Heron, Kestral, Kite, Sparrow Hawk, Owls, Pheasant, Chiff Chaff, the
Swallow and the Geese and Duck that come by seasonally. The small streams attract voles and grasssnake,
lizards, frogs, toad and newts as well as small fish. The land around or near St. Marys Church consist of ancient
farming land, woods and hedgerows, a proliferation of vegetation and invertebrate that help form a natural
ecosystem quite UNIQUE TO THIS AREA but typical of the English Countryside. That is why It must remain as
designated Green Belt land.
It is difficult to refer to the 17 questions you ask and I can really only comment on the area in which I live. In 2011
this Council was ‘vehemently committed to the protection and enhancement of the Green Belt. This has
obviously changed and I think priority should be to build on existing sites and to build more smaller houses when
a large house with land is demolished. It does look to me as though you are suggesting larger areas as Built Area
Extension options in South Bucks than in the Chilterns and particularly at the very south of th county.The south is
already under pressure from Slough for land for their schools and recreation. I do not think this should be allowed
to continue. Iver, Iver Heath, George Green and Stoke Poges are still villages and there is no reason to make them
in to small towns or an extension of Slough. Stoke Poges is very poorly served by public transport. It is about 4
miles from Slough and Gerrards Cross train stations, and buses run hourly from 9am to 8.30 weekdays, 2 hourly
between those hours on a Saturday and not at all on a Sunday. Not very useful for commuters or for leisure. Any
buildings in Stoke Poges would need a parking space for all adult occupants.The extension option that has been
selected in Stoke Poges is crossed by the public footpath that links the most inhabited area of the village to the
historic church of St Giles. The land between Park Road and the church is owned by the National Trust and
includes the Thomas Gray Memorial. Thomas Gray was born in 1716, educated at Eton and spent much time with
his mother and aunt at Stoke Court in Stoke Poges. 1-le wrote “Elegy in a Country Churchyard” at the church in
Stoke Poges. It is thought that at that time he could view the church across this “extension option’ from Stoke
Court. Visitors who visit the church from across the world expect to see a rural setting. I, therefore, consider that
this land is a heritage asset. It also adds to the rural feel of the village and if developed it would be considered as
urban sprawl. I would agree with the Parish Council that there could be building on the Plough Lane recreation
area but this was sold in the past for recreation use only and a further recreation area would need to be
identified. I would also agree to the area proposed by ARUP. I would oppose any new development at Stoke

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

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

161
Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep4889
Mrs Anne
Wainwright

Summary of Representation

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

Court although the house may be suitable for development of appartments. Traffic could be a problem as the
driveway opens on to a dangerous road corner with poor visibility. The grounds of Stoke court extend up Duffield
Lane and are part of General Area 76 which forms an essential gap between settlements.I firmly believe that
more houses could be provided by the building of a number of smaller houses (rather than 1 mansion) when
older houses with large grounds are demolished and re-developed. I would add 2 further suggestions as options
for building.1. There is a field (Firs Field) on the east side of Duftield Lane, just north of the existing development.
It is an eyesore for many years and would be a small extension to the village.2. There could be development on
the E side of Bells Full from the Sefton Park office area Gust N of PennMeadow) to approx lOOm south of the S
end of Rogers Lane- but on the opposite side of the road.I would not be opposed to the Middle Green option,
although it would be an isolated development and wouldneed some infrastructure development.
1. Density of housing- This should be controlled to make the best use of new plots but so that new homes built
here are in keeping with neighbouring dwellings - I would like to see this made into a vale, or code for new housebuilding in Chiltern District Council.- For example, the 3 large houses with 6 bedrooms and several more rooms,
recently built in School Lane, Chalfont St Peter, occupy a very large plot where a house in very large grounds has
been demolished.
- School lane has a mixture of houses, from bungalows to 3-5 bedroom houses, plus one large old house. All
have small or medium-sized gardens except for the large old house, which has a large garden, and that house is
quite distant from the 3 new houses and cannot be seen from them. - Instead of the 3 large new houses (which I
want to see over, and where the largest room, called the kitchen was almost as big as the footprint of my own
house), there could have been built 6 smaller houses: say a 3 -room terrace, and then 3 smaller, 3-3 bedroom
houses, each with a bathrrom and shower room. - This would have provided double the number of houses, with
their own gardens, all in keeping wit the neighbour road, and suitable for all age-groups, including people wishing
to "down-size" from larger premises. And it would help towards meeting the housing target.2. Mill Meadow,
Chalfont St Peter and flood plains
- If this were to be replaced by hosuing, where would all the leisure amenities for people go?
- There is a playground in Gold Hill common but no tennis club or football club. Mill Meadow is right at the heart
of our village, in the valley, and easily accessible to residents on both sides of the valley. - It is vital to keep these
amenities, which not only provide leisure activities, but also have their influence on keeping youngsters out of
trouble. - If you build on Mill meadow, you will be building on a flood-plain will the inevitable consequences of
flood water spilling down towards the High Street in Chalfont St Peter. This must be avoided at all costs.- There
are also the water meadows between Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont st Giles, laid theA413 road. To build the
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would be disastrous.
Having read your leaflet regarding the planning proposals for the coming years my attention was immediately
drawn to the inclusion of Mill Meadow, Chalfont St Peter, in your plans. I find the suggestion most astonishing for
this is an open space forming part of the attraction of the village and is such a valuable amenity to so many of the
residents by way of allotments, football ground and the proximity of the sports grounds for the local Middle
School.It is my view that to develop this site would be a totally retrograde stop and would appaul the residents in
general. Whilst I accept that land will have to be found for housing, Mill Meadow is a local treasure and I urge the
planning committee to debate this from their proposals for the sake of the community at large and to guide
further thought to land available on the periphery of the village.

Rep4891
Mrs Joan Wain

Before any planning of houses the infrastructure should be put in place to support these houses eg sewers, roads,
schools doctors.Mill Meadow should definitly not be touched, as it would entail another school playing going. We
are told to get out and exercise and Mill Meadow provides all this and more catering for ages 1-90. It is just not a
matter of houses, it is quality of life. Also Mill Meadow is on a flood plain and the community centre and the
scout hut have been flooded causng a lot of damage, houses built here will not get insurance.I am also worried
about the single track roads Rowan nursery Model Farm and Brawlings Farm. Denham Lane, Rickmansworth
Lane. The bus service is inadequate so it means so many cars on these little tracks. I realise we have to have more
houses but so many spoils it for everyone.

Rep4892
Philip Lovegrove

I have received some information with reference to a Consultation by the Planning Department of Chiltern
District Council concerning initial potential developments in around Little Chalfont. I append my initial views with
regard to the various outlined suggestions that are contained in the documents that I have received.IInfrastructureI doubt that any residents in this area would fail to point out that the road system is already
seriously overcrowded and any further development, either residential or employment-related.Would only
further exacerbate an impossibly overloaded facility. This situation also applies to thepresent provision of rail
services where the Chalfont and Latimer station attracts huge numbers of commuters from a wide surrounding
area so much so that the trains are full on arrival from Amersham. 2- Employment Development It must be selfevident to anyone reviewing the present disposition of property in this area that there is no need whatsoever for
either industrial or commercial office development as there is more than sufficient provision of this type of
facility in the nearby larger conurbations. 3- Residential Development Recent development in the area has
163

Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep4893
Grahame Bolton

Rep4894
Christine Bolton

Summary of Representation
already stretched the existing infrastructure and facilities well beyond the ability to meet the demands being
made. The addition of further development ouId be wholly unacceptable and where it would impinge on and
potentially encroach upon the Green Belt would be “pure vandalism”.I would be grateful if you would arrange to
keep me advised of all discussions that are taking place with regard to any proposals for either residential or
employment development in this area.
I am writing to express my concern at the plan to test areas of the green belt for future housing
development or commercial use. My points are as follows. 1. The green belt was established in the 1950s to
provide a check on development around towns and villages. Thus preventing villages becoming merged into
towns and towns merged into super towns. The areas to the east of little Chalfont are already close to
Chorleywood and if released for housing or commercial use together with the potential for Chorleywood to do
the same would leave little buffer between the two and eventually the two villages would merge. 2. Much of
Little Chalfont is situated in the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. This asset not only benefits Little
Chalfont but the whole of Chiltern District Council. It is an asset that should not be destroyed. 3. Little Chalfont is
a relatively small community. I do not know that the exact numbers but I am assuming about 3000 homes. In the
last few years there have already been
developments by Bell Lane (253 homes) and on the donkey field, Burtons lane (45 homes). A total of 298. I
calculate that at nearly 10% increase. This is way above the norm for the Chilterns as a whole and it is time Little
Chalfont cease to can)’ the burden for the District as a whole. 4. The road system around Little Chalfont consists
mainly of narrow country lanes.
Examples are Lodge Lane, Burtons Lane and Roughwood Lane. The lanes cannot accept
any increase in traffic. Traffic flow is already excessive with the A404 passing through
the village.5. The infrastructure is already stretched in the village. Parking is already inadequate and I do not
believe health services and schools can accept any further increase. I hope you find my comments of help. I
accept that additional housing has to be found in the country as a whole but I am convinced that little Chalfont
has already done more than its fair share.
I am writing in response to the plan to test areas of the green belt for future housing development or commercial
use with particular reference to the Little Chalfont area. My points are as follows.I. Much of the area under
consideration in the Little Chalfont Area is in the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). This asset
not only benefits Little Chalfont but the whole of Chiltern District Council. It is an asset that should not be
destroyed.
2. The green belt was set up shortly after the second world war as a way of providing a check on development
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around towns and villages. Thus preventing villages becoming merged into towns and towns merged into even
bigger towns. The areas to the east of little Chalfont are already close to Chorleywood and if released for housing
or commercial use together with the potential for Chorleywood to do the same would leave little buffer between
the two and eventually the two villages would merge. 3. Little Chalfont is a relatively small community. In recent
years there have been developments in Bell Lane (253 homes) and on the donkey field, Burtons lane (45 homes).
A total of 298.This is a large number for such a small village and is way above the norm for the Chilterns as a
whole and it is time Little Chalfont ceased to carry this
load. 4. The road system around Little Chalfont consists mainly of narrow country lanes.
Examples are Lodge Lane, Burtons Lane, Bell lane, Stony lane and Roughwood Lane. These lanes cannot accept
any increase in traffic. Traffic flow is already excessive particularly with the A404 passing through the village. 5.
The infrastructure is already stretched in the village. Parking is already inadequate as are Doctors and schools. I
hope you find my comments of help. I accept that the increasing population needs to be housed but Little
Chalfont has already done more than its fair share.
The Green Belt was created to preserve areas of natural beauty comprising green fields, woodland and
agricultural land in order to prevent the spread of commercial and residential building. Designating five areas
within the Green Belt for residential and employment development is contrary to the intention, purpose and
spirit of the original Green Belt Legislation.The brown area under consideration would add approximately 70% to
the overall size of Little Chalfont. marked in grey on the map. This would be a gigantic increase in size that would
change forever the character and environment surrounding Little Chalfont. Little Chalfont has already released
land at Bell Lane & The Donkey Field to provide 300 new houses. The local plan coloured brown designates three
areas for residential development which in my opinion would more than double the proportion of residential
housing in Little Chalfont. To accommodate development on this scale would require improvement to the roads,
new medical centres, additional school places and upgrading all services provided by the council. An enlarged
Little Chalfont would be unable to provide employment opportunities for the new residents who would need to
seek employment outside Little Chalfont. Existing travel connections would be unable to cope with increased
traffic and commuters. Originally designated Green Belt Land the proposal to search for employment
development on the North sIde and South side of the A404 would disfigure an area of agricultural farmland and
tranquillity. Please imagine additional shops, business park, factories, a car showroom and car parking space on
both sides of the A404.Views of the green countryside would be totally destroyed. Conclusion Green Belt Land
should be retarded as an investment for future generations to enioy. Please ensure that Land to the North &
South side of the A404 is retained as Green Belt Land. To allow this to be considered for employment
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development would be contrary to the principle of Green Belt legislation and would destroy in part the character
of Little Chalfont. Please ensure the triangle of land between the Railway, Burton Lane and Lodge Lane
comprising the Golf course, Burton’s Farm & Burton’s Wood remains a Green Belt Area. To designate this area for
residential development would double the housing in Little Chalfont creating over-crowding and environmental
problems for years to come.Please resist Government pressure to increase Little Chalfont and thereby destroy
the rural countryside.
With reference to the local plan to expand Little Chalfont: I appreciate that people need houses, but also surely
there is a need to protect what remains of our “green and pleasant land” from disappearing altogether. It was my
understanding that the Green Belt policy was brought into do that very thing: to protect towns and villages from
running together to create one massive urban sprawl. If the green belt around Little Chalfont is developed, then
that is exactly what we are doing : creating an urban mass in which Amersham, Chesham and the Chalfonts will
merge and completely lose their separate identities.We in Little Chalfont already feel that we have done our
share in assimilating new housing. We have the Bell Lane estate, the new houses behind the shops, and, at the
end of our road, a monstrous building comprising flats and a house. All this development has appeared with,
apparently, no increase in our infrastructure; where are all these extra people going to find healthcare, schools,
parking facilities, etc. We are having to cope with it now and make the best of it, but, please, no
more.I feel very strongly that Little Chalfont should be allowed to get on with the business of adapting to the
extra residents we already have, and not to have to cope with even more. We are proud of our village, its
facilities and its friendliness. We are proud of our surrounding countryside and its beauty and hope to see it safeguarded for future generations. Please allow the Green Belt to continue to do the job it was created for.
It would be a great loss if this was used for housing; Westwood Park is well used for public pleasure, football,
tennis, children's play area, walking, dog walking, summer fetes and races, childrens holiday clubs.The area
contained between Bell Lane, Stony Lane and Latimer Road extending to the current housing in Little Chalfont,
contains a line of woodland between Stony Lane and Bell Lane. There is a public footpath and cycle path along
this woodland which is in constant use and becomes an open extension of Westwood Park. The fields along
Latimer Road, are productive arable, farmland.The whole length of the River Chess is an area of outstanding
natural beauty, and once built on would never be reclaimed.The fields between Stony Lane and Amersham Road,
and Lodge Lane and Amersham Road are productive arable fields.Re: Public footpath and vehicular access to
potential housing development.
Stony Lane, Bell Lane, Lodge Lane and Burtons Lane do not have full two lanes for traffic for their full lengths, and
only just cope with present traffic levels. They are not suitable for heavy vehicles. These four roads do not have
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safe public footpaths along their whole length.
One acknowledges the need for affordable housing - not an industrial estate. So can we keep it in proportion.The
Development Plan affecting Little Chalfont on both sides of the Amersham Road from Stony Lane to Lodge Lane.
… from the visual effect there s not the infrastructure … such a huge and unnecessary development.The green
belt under threat from Bell Lane and Stony Lane would affect not only this side of the Chess Valley but also
Latimer and …It is a popular walk with both locals and ramblers from further afield. Where would it stop? In a few
years, once encroached, on to Chenies maybe?
•Chalfont St Peter has had its fair share of new development. CDC has already granted planning permission for
over 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter, these include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley &
Porthaven Homes development at the Epilepsy site. In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy
(intended to run until 2026) Chalfon St Peter has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and
provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. •There is a
known drainage issue in Chalfont St Peter, particularly with open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the
village. Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply not possible. •Development should be
concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt
principles that brownfield sites should be developed first, along with sites closest to train, tube and bus services.
Green Belt:The current green belt areas around CSP fulful the five stated purposes of the NPPF. The current local
plan proposal clearly contravenes these principles. The ES Site:The site can be divided into two areas. The area to
the south (ES) of Tate Road and Micholls Road (extended along the well used track towards Skippings Farm) and
the area to the north (EN) to Brawlings Farm.The area ES is currently a major development area which includeds
sporting facilities used by 24 teams. The northern section (EN) is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore
deserves special protection in any event. This area includes a large area of farmland with typical Chiltern
landscape. We are a small island with a rapidly rising population with a people density greater than India and
China. We import 50% or our food and animal foodstuffs. To develop farmland is grossly unsustainable. (In
ecological terms an activity is unsustainable if it prevents future generations from doing what we do - in this
context producing food!!)The Epilepsy site as a whole fulfuls all five stated purposes of the green belt and
provides an important buffer between the settlements of CSG, CSP and Horn Hill. It provides employment,
outdoor sport and employment at the Model Farm, Rowan's Nursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. The
Epilepsy Site is bounded on three sides by narrow dangerous country lane, which together with lack of transport
services and the walking distance to Little Chalfont and St Giles make the proposed development unsustainable in
all respects. The sheer size of the proposed development site is clearly excessive and could potentially double the
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number of dwellings in CDP. The current infrastructure is just not fit for the proposed development.Mill
Meadow:This area is on the flood plain and there is a serious risk of flooding. The area has much used facilities
including community centre, football club, scout HQ, parish council offices, sports fields and tennis courts. There
are no areas in the village where all these much valued facilities could be moved. The CSP CofE academy, adjacent
to Mill Meadow has no playing field within the school grounds and uses Mill Meadow for numerous activites.Area
east of A413:This area is in a flood plain and in the Colne Valley Park identified as a particularly important greens
space for biodiversity and environmental activities. The area is within the green belt and provides the important
function of separating the built up areas of CSP, GX, Tatling End and Denham. This is a valued green corridor and
to destroy it would lead to further industrialisation.
The draft HELAA identifies two sites close to the Chalfont Heights Estate - CD0113 Winkers Farm Club and CD0128
Youth Centre Tithe Barn. I doubt that either is deliverable in 6-10 years given the need to relocate the existing
community facilities at both.I agree with the approach to the joint local plan vision and objectives, although the
need for sustainability and review of infrastructure (drains, education, transport, services, healthcare etc) needs
much more prominence.Option B - the ERASC are fundamentals in preserving the special unique character of
areas such as Chalfont Heights. Removing this protection in order to increase development density will, by its
nature, destroy the green open character. I note that para 7.6 on page 27 asks for suggestions for local plan
measures to reflect the character and needs of particular areas. This is precisely what ERASC is for, and
does.Option C - Chalfont St Peter has had planning consent for over 600 dwellings in the period 2011-2014. It
does not have the infrastructure, public transport or amentites to support more. Increased 'built area extensions'
will also exacerbate an already critical flooding problem in and around the village. CSP is being asked to take a
disproportionate amount of new development. Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont all have Met Line stations
and are thus well served by public transport. Beaconsfield and GX have main line stations. CSP has neither.
Development should be concentrated where there are good connections into London.Option G - The inclusion of
Buttersfield adjacent to the Winkers Nightclub as a possible area of development within the current green belt
must be resisted, for the following reasons:1) it is a well used community facility used by many within CSP and
beyond. It is used for walking, exercise, nature study and dog walking. 2) it is an important habitat for bats, owls,
grass snakes, harvest mice and other important species. 3) It is used by scouts from all over the country (and
beyond) for outdoor pursuits associated with the adjacent scout camp. 4) at a density of 30 dwellings per hectare
(see HELAA) a mini-town of 300+ dwellings could result. This is way beyond the capabilities of the area to sustain
- drainage is already totally inadequate.5) Such a development would have a major adverse impact on adjoining
roads such as Chiltern Hill, Ellis Avenue and the Upway. 6) Denham Lane is inadequate to take such an increase in
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traffic - all traffic would have to access and exit the site into Denham Lane as the other adjacent roads are all
within a private estate with no right of public access.
7) Butlers Field is exactly the sort of greenarea of particular importance that it should receive special protection
under para 7.5 of the plan.Option K - The area adjacent to the A413 around Chalfont Park is identified as a
possible Green Belt area suitable for employment opportunities. This is not so: - it forms part of the Colne Valley
Park, it forms part of an essential flood plain and it will lead to 'ribbon development' along the A413 - precisely
the situation that the Planning Acts were designed to avoid. Additional building or hard surfaced areas will
exacerbate an already serious flooding problem. Clearly the cooperatio with Aylesbury Vale to meet some of the
CDC needs is welcome, and should be pursued vigorously.Affordable housing is essential in the area, and should
be located in existing village centres (where public transport is available) and on brownfield sites.There is a
danger in concentrating a large number of travellers sites in a single part of the district. The more sites, the more
travellers they will obviously attract and there will be an unmet need that will be satisfied by illegal sites. Sites are
important but must be spread evenly through the county.Specialist elderly accommodation would be a suitable
use of small areas of Green Belt so long as it is closed located to public transport and amenities such as shops,
pubs and healthcare. An essential part of the Heritage Strategy must be the retention of individual settlements as
separate discrete area habitation with defined edges or boundaries. The use of areas of Green Belt for housing
will erode the edges and create an urban sprawl. This is particularly true of Chalfont St Peter – a Domesday Book
village – and again, is one of the reasons that the Planning Acts were created. Infrastructure should be improved
generally, not just to support development. Most of all, infrastructure improvement by developers should not be
used as a reason to allow large amounts of built development in the area.
Whilst I understand the Chiltern and South Bucks, as with other district councils, are under considerable
government pressure to build more houses, yet after seeing the proposed plans for the Little Chalfont area I am
very concerned about the future of this area of countryside and the following are my concerns:In my opinion,
Little Chalfont cannot accommodate further significant new property development. Within the past few years the
village has borne more than its fair share of development, namely the Boughton site on Bell Lane and the ongoing
development of Harvard Grange in Burton’s Lane which together amount to over 300 homes.
I understand that CDC's own figures show an increase of over 12% in recent housing development in Little
Chalfont compared with a considerably smaller increase in neighbouring areas.If there is to be any further
development in Little Chalfont - which I secerely hope there isn't - I suggest it should be confined to current
village boundaries.For example, a possible area might be part of the land on the White Lion Road opposite the
Pomeroy Inn or even part of the land in front of the Pomeroy, if not already spoken for.The reasons I am against
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further development outside the current village boundaries are as follows:1 - As mentioned above, Little Chalfont
has already borne the brunt of additional housing.2 - The impact of additional houses/commercial buildigs on
local traffic, schools, doctors, roads, parking is extremely worrying. Since the building of over 200 houses along in
Bell Lane, the traffic in Little Chalfont has increased considerably and as a consequence parking in the village is
now a big problem. Further development would also greatly affect trains and commuters with overcrowding at
the station palforms etc. Places in local schools are even now oversubscribed - further development would mean
more schools, doctors surgeries, additional parking, widening of roads, drainage etc.3 - The Plan proposes
buildings on the current green belt. The green belt should not be tampered with. It is there for a purpose. I
shudder to think of buildings in the fields both sides of the A404 towards Chenies - it would make Little Chalfont
into a suburbs - all built up from Chenies Garden Centre (and possibly beyond) to Amersham. And to think that
this is an AONB and green belt. Ramblers and others come out especially from London to enjoy the fresh air and
the unspoilt countryside and the wildlife. "Leafy Bucks" would become "builtup Bucks".
4 - Even if designated areas were developed, further land would almost inevitably be threatened. Once
developers are allowed to build on the green belt it is the thin edge of the wedge. So please – hands off the green
belt.
I gathered at the residents' meeting the other evening that there is a possibility of the development of the old
golf course off Long Walk and parts of Cokes Lane. It seems tragic that any piece of land that upto now has been
open country and has allowed a breath of fresh air into the neighbourhood is due for development and to allow
the urban sprawl to spread inti the countryside even further. What kind of planning can that be, when no
conceivable consideration is given to the existing residents to allow them to live and be able to enjoy their
surrounding with no apparent thought for the future.
There is no doubt that more housing of all types is required in south and central Bucks but Prestwood is NOT the
place.We cast our minds back to when the Lodge Lane estate was built in the 70s. The developer, Loveus,
undertook to build another school when the estate was completed. This never happened as Loveus stated they
did not have the funds.Consequently, the existing schools have been expanded to the maximum possible. The
schools and other infrastructure could not cope with further development in Prestwood.A more suitable location
would be in the South Heath/Ballinger area.This should be given considerations more infrastructure could be
provided here.
I have been a resident of Little Chalfont for 27 years and have lived in Burtons Lane since
1993. I chose to move to the area because of its beauty and the green spaces that form a
large part of its attraction. I feel that the unique character of the area should be preserved
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and object strongly to any erosion of the Green Belt which would have a significant detrimental impact. On the
Government’s Communities website it states clearly that, ‘the fundamental aim of the Green Belt is to prevent
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.’ It acknowledges
that distinct communities should be preserved. The introduction to the Joint Local Plan Consultation Document
states we need, ‘a plan that maximises development opportunities locally whilst maintaining the important
function and purpose of the Green Belt.’ It is difficult to see how this objective can be met when one looks at the
extent of the areas of Green Belt proposed for possible development. Many of these areas of Green Belt are also
designated as being Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act
1949 specifies that the purpose of creating an AONB is to conserve and enhance its beauty and once again it is
very hard to comprehend that any substantial development in such an area could possibly meet these criteria.
AONBs should be kept intact, not only for the enjoyment of the district’s residents but also for the large numbers
of visitors that are drawn to the Chilterns as a result. The Chilterns are one of the most heavily visited landscapes
in the UK, with 55 million leisure visits a year.(The Chilterns ANOB Management Plan 2014-2019.)Regarding the
specific proposals for the reduction of the Green belt in Little Chalfont, the village has already had 307 new
properties approved or built in the last 8 years, an increase of 12.4% of its dwellings. This has included two
substantial developments namely on the Old Sawmill site adjoining Bell Lane (which is now complete) and the
Donkey field in Burtons Lane which has still to be completed and occupied. The completed developments have
had a significant impact on the infrastructure and services in Little Chalfont and no doubt when the Donkey Field
is occupied there will be an even greater impact.I feel that it is completely inappropriate to continue this
disproportionate growth further. The neighbouring communities of Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter,
all of which are considerably larger have not suffered such high percentage growth, Amersham growth being
5.3%, Chesham 4% and Chalfont St Peter 7.7%. Therefore, I strongly believe that Little Chalfont should no longer
be classified as a main settlement for growth in the Local Plan. That said, if substantial housing and industrial
development were to go ahead, I would be extremely concerned about the extra pressure that would be placed
on our existing infrastructure and facilities which are already overstretched. We currently experience the
following problems: Parking —There is insufficient parking space to cope with the existing needs of local
residents. It is very difficult to park in the service road on the main parade of shops and there is almost always a
queue which often impedes the flow of the A404. At the station there are simply not enough spaces to meet
demand as it is. It is frequently not possible to park in the car park if wishing to travel from late morning onwards.
Station - Apart from the issue of parking here, trains into London are already overcrowded
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and will not be able to cope with the additional demand generated by substantial new housing development.
Platform constraints will mean that it would not just be a case of
adding extra carriages. Other issues include: traffic, local schools, health services. I am also concerned about the
methodology used by Arup in proposing areas of the Green Belt for development.
I was absolutely astounded at the suggestion of removing green belt status from the area between Bell Lane and
Stony Lane. This area is visited by many walkers who come from London by train regularly to admine one of the
finest AONB areas close to London.I sympathise with the local council that there is need for extra housing but
looking at fields in this valley is completely ludicrous. It should also be noted that Latimer Road is already a major
accident road, with at least one happening every week and the infrastructure of this area could not possibly cope.
Already the train station car park is full to capacity during the working week and cannot be extended. Also, this
area is surrounded by single track roads that are already impassable due to the numerous pot holes which when
filled in last for six weeks maximum.
I am disappointed to receive this info [regarding the] proposed closure. I have used this local garage for many
many many years. It is an essential part of our local community - always helpful and much used by car drivers in
this area. I am a loyal customer and will be gutted if it closes. Please keep this garage open.
I wish to add my concerns in particular to Question 6 in the consultation document regarding Parcel 69. My
reasons area outlined below:1. This is an area of natural woodland that acts as a 'barrier' to the noise and
pollution of the M40. To destroy this would without doubt increase the noise from the M40 and affect the
wildlife in the area covered. 2. I purchased my property as I wanted to be in an area of woodland and over te last
25 years this has been eroded enough. There are considerable issues now with increased traffic on both the B416
and Fulmer Drive and the single track private lane I live on (Dukes Kiln Drive) is at full capacity. Further
development will exacerbate the traffic issues.I trust that Arups 'not recommended' reasoning will be upheld.
I have been a resident of Little Chalfont for 27 years and have lived in Burtons Lane since
1993. I chose to move to the area because of its beauty and the green spaces that form a
large part of its attraction. I feel that the unique character of the area should be preserved
and object strongly to any erosion of the Green Belt which would have a significant detrimental impact. On the
Government’s Communities website it states clearly that, ‘the fundamental aim of the Green Belt is to prevent
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.’ It acknowledges
that distinct communities should be preserved. The introduction to the Joint Local Plan Consultation Document
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states we need, ‘a plan that maximises development opportunities locally whilst maintaining the important
function and purpose of the Green Belt.’ It is difficult to see how this objective can be met when one looks at the
extent of the areas of Green Belt proposed for possible development. Many of these areas of Green Belt are also
designated as being Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act
1949 specifies that the purpose of creating an AONB is to conserve and enhance its beauty and once again it is
very hard to comprehend that any substantial development in such an area could possibly meet these criteria.
AONBs should be kept intact, not only for the enjoyment of the district’s residents but also for the large numbers
of visitors that are drawn to the Chilterns as a result. The Chilterns are one of the most heavily visited landscapes
in the UK, with 55 million leisure visits a year. (The Chilterns ANOB Management Plan 2014-2019.) Regarding the
specific proposals for the reduction of the Green belt in Little Chalfont, the village has already had 307 new
properties approved or built in the last 8 years, an increase of 12.4% of its dwellings. This has included two
substantial developments namely on the Old Sawmill site adjoining Bell Lane (which is now complete) and the
Donkey field in Burtons Lane which has still to be completed and occupied. The completed developments have
had a significant impact on the infrastructure and services in Little Chalfont and no doubt when the Donkey Field
is occupied there will be an even greater impact.I feel that it is completely inappropriate to continue this
disproportionate growth further. The neighbouring communities of Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St Peter,
all of which are considerably larger have not suffered such high percentage growth, Amersham growth being
5.3%, Chesham 4% and Chalfont St Peter 7.7%. Therefore, I strongly believe that Little Chalfont should no longer
be classified as a main settlement for growth in the Local Plan. That said, if substantial housing and industrial
development were to go ahead, I would be extremely concerned about the extra pressure that would be placed
on our existing infrastructure and facilities which are already overstretched. We currently experience the
following problems: Parking —There is insufficient parking space to cope with the existing needs of local
residents. It is very difficult to park in the service road on the main parade of shops and there is almost always a
queue which often impedes the flow of the A404. At the station there are simply not enough spaces to meet
demand as it is. It is frequently not possible to park in the car park if wishing to travel from late morning onwards.
Station - Apart from the issue of parking here, trains into London are already overcrowded
and will not be able to cope with the additional demand generated by substantial new housing development.
Platform constraints will mean that it would not just be a case of adding extra carriages. Traffic -The level of
traffic currently passing through Little Chalfont on the A404 already created congestion in the village particularly
at peak times. Any substantial development will make this situation worse. Many of our local roads are narrow
country lanes that were never designed to cope with the volume of traffic that exists today, let alone traffic that
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would be generated by further development. In the draft plan, it appears that Roughwood Lane is proposed to be
the new Green Belt boundary. At the present time, any regular user of
Roughwood will have experienced situations of gridlock; the lane would be impossible with
increased traffic. The parcel of Green Belt behind Long Walk which includes the former golf
course is proposed to be released but has no right of access onto Long Walk. Any traffic
would have to exit onto Burtons Lane which would be inappropriate, given that ft is a minor
road and already the exit point for all traffic from the new Donkey Field development, or onto
Lodge Lane which is itself a narrow country lane.Local schools are oversubscribed, health services overstretched. I
am also concerned about the methodology used by Arup in proposing areas of the Green Belt for development.
In maps 4.3.a and 4.3.b the various parcels of land which make up the Green Belt in Chiltern and South Bucks
Districts are shown. Each parcel has been assessed as to the degree to which it upholds each of the five purposes
for the Green Belt set out in National Planning Policy. A score has been applied to each purpose and it appears
that if a parcel of Green Belt has scored highly on just one purpose then it would not be considered for release.
As a result of this exercise some parcels have then been sub- divided and then reassessed thus placing them
conveniently in a different category; this is tantamount to devising a methodology for systematically breaking up
the Green Belt. I further believe that there should be no reconsideration under stage 2 of the Green Belt status of
those parcels marked as 22a and 29, the second of which would effectively extend Little Chalfont to
Chorleywood. In conclusion, I appreciate that the Council is required to find new homes in the Chiltern and South
Bucks areas. I feel very strongly, however, that Little Chalfont has had a disproportionate amount of development
and any further substantial residential or
commercial development should not take place. We simply do not have the infrastructure to
sustain it. Any development needs to be on a small scale, on infill or existing non Green Belt
and in keeping with the character of our village. Finally, I believe it is essential that the Green Belt is not eroded
and that our Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty are preserved for all time.
Throughout my lifetime (born in the “Stone” in 1937, my family dates back centuries in Chalfont St. Giles), Ihave
witnessed many changes with developments in the village., most of which have not benefited local families who
have struggled to afford being housed in their native environment. The Council houses in Bowstridge Lane were a
bonus in the early fifties but
eventually many of these have been sold off, which has meant a younger generation was literally driven away.I
quite understand that housing must be provided to help Chalfont St. Giles
survive but to develop meadows in the Misbourne Valley —i.e. Chiltern District Council owned Stone Meadows —
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would be a complete disaster. Approaching the village from Amersham on the A413 provides a beautiful tranquil
view —the River Misbourne wending its way south from the Missendens, a haven for wild life (particularly the
rare Water Vole - Nature Conservationists have stated that the Misbourne Valley is a prime location for this
animal), the destruction
of this environment would be totally incompatible with the feeling of the village. The same applies the other side
of the village towards Chalfont St. Peter — Lower Stone Meadow and then Silsden Meadow, the wildness of
which provides sanctuary for much wild life.The Misbourne Valley is going to be devastated for years while HS2
burrows underneath — below the River Misbourne lie some of the most important aquifers in Northern Europe
— will Misbourne flood or disappear? Who knows. Here is another point against development in Upper Stone
Meadow: not only disruption and spoiling the natural flow of the river, it is a flood zone. Although Misbourne has
behaved itself in recent years, one never knows when
it might gain enough water to severely flood again as it has done in the past. I remember very well instances
when the river has caused trouble and it has been very neglected over the years; there is a small band of
volunteers who now patrol the banks but they are limited in what they can do.The beauty of Chalfont St. Giles
Village Centre is enhanced by the green valley
coursing through, for it to disappear would destroy this for ever, CDC would have some extra cash in its bank
account from selling the land but at what price? BIG NO.
The green belt was created by foresighted people in the 1930s as a curb to building so that
villages, towns and cities would not run into each other, creating an urban mass. This is
particularly necessary in South-East England because of the density of London and because
of pressures due to its thriving economy; all the more reasons to keep the green belt
concept as originally envisaged and build elsewhere in more suitable areas. Green belt also provides areas where
people have access to the countryside to renew themselves physically and spiritually, which in this age of
increasing mental stress is vital for the whole community, not just locally.Much of this area is AONB; once built on
or obscured by building, particularly on the high parts, beautiful landscape is lost forever, it cannot be recreated,
for example, the view from the valley up to the area between Westwood Park and Chenies Manor. Every day and
when I was in full- time work, at least once a week, I walk to Chenies Manor from Little Chalfont, meeting many
fellow walkers on the way and I think it is absolutely vital to preserve that beauty and recreational opportunity
for future generations. My desire to preserve the green belt and beautiful Tand scape do not make me blind to
the need for housing, but there are areas in the Vale of Aylesbury that are neither green belt nor of landscape
value, such as flat agricultural land, where building would not obscure a beautiful view. Furthermore, Little
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Chalfont has taken more than its share, with about 300 new properties being built in two estates in recent years.
It is essential, therefore, that it be removed from the short list of places designated for growth in the Council’
core strategy. A huge concern for everyone who lives, works or goes to school in Little Chalfont is the inadequate
infrastructure; for example, due to pressure on places, a five year-old, who lives opposite Little Chalfont Primary
School, could not get a place and had to travel out of county. The A404, which runs through the village, taking
traffic from the M25, is at a standstill most days and this traffic will increase if there is more building in little
Chalfont.
The housing need assessment seems to be made on general assumptions with no logic or justification given for
the discrepancy between housing numbers in neighbouring areas. Why is the uplift in Chiltern so much greater in
terms of a percentage increase than other districts? It should be reduced to 0.74% in line with other areas. CDC
approved planning permission for over 600 new dwellings in Chalfont St Peter under the Core Strategy
arrangements. It is clear that this figure has not been deducted from identified dwelling numbers for CSP in the
HEDNA. This is totally unreasonable. An inaccurate calculation for the occupancy of dwellings has been used
(according to the Department of Communities and Local Government National Statistics) i.e. it should be 2.23 and
not 1.88. This equates to a housing need of 509. Approved planning permission already provides for over 600
dwellings, therefore no additional housing allocation should be sited in Chalfont St Peter . There are anomalies in
CDC’s reasoning behind sites being rejected for housing development due to their current employment land
status. Site CD90, the Grant and Stone site, was rejected for this reason, yet the HELAA makes no reference to
this condition when considering the Epileptic Society site as a whole, which includes Rowans Nursery and Model
Farm. These sites are in the green belt and should retain their employment land status.It would be far better if
we could transfer both The Academy and Lovel End Schools onto The Grange site. Both these schools are oversubscribed and cannot be extended and, with the new proposed housing, the situation will arise where there are
no places available for the children newly entering the system. If we do this then the current School sites can be
released for housing. Then the schools are in the middle of the village, both together and will enable most of the
children to walk and cycle to them rather than having to be ferried by car. Objectives that protect the green belt
and the AONB should be upheld. A more efficient approach towards using existing built up areas outside the
green belt should be adopted. Brown field sites in areas with good transport links and a more sustainable
infrastructure should be developed across the district as a first option, such as Amersham, Chesham and Little
Chalfont.A limited extension should be made to areas such as Great Missenden, Prestwood and Chalfont St Giles
as there are clear opportunities for development in these areas and Amersham, Chesham & Little Chalfont have
rail link.The options stated are badly drafted, ambiguous and contain too many elements to be answered
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efficiently. However I wish to make comment on those I see as a priority.Option J This option should be given the
highest priority as development near train stations must take preference, particularly for affordable housing.
Option A Compatibility with the green belt function must be ensured when relocating open space. If open space
is relocated, ease of accessibility for the community must not be less favourable.Option D This should be a
priority as these settlements are more sustainable.
Option E Settlements over a wider area will cause less impact. Several of the named areas have rail links which
correlate with Option J.Comments on sites within Chalfont St Peter. If it is deemed that some development has to
take place within Chalfont St Peter, then it should be on sites that retain the character and overall shape of the
village. There should not be any areas that protrude beyond the rounded boundary of the already built up area. 1
The Epilepsy Society Site The site known as the Epilepsy Society site fulfils the five purposes of the green belt and
forms a vital buffer between the settlements of Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill. Any erosion of
this natural barrier would go against the fundamental principles of the green belt and result in urban sprawl, with
the merging of neighbouring villages. Any development on this site would destroy valuable countryside within the
Colne Valley Park and areas of special character which include listed buildings. CDC has identified this area as a
heritage site, classifying its ‘evidential’, ‘historical’ and ‘communal’ value as ‘high’ in their BCCHTA. It is clear that
the green belt methodology review scores for this area are arbitrary and should be much higher than stated. It is
imperative that these figures are reconsidered.The developed area within the green belt contains two high
quality residential developments for the elderly, a medical research facility for epilepsy and residential
accommodation for adults with the condition. It is my view that the developed area of the site should retain its
C2 planning status within the green belt and further medical, care, or assisted living facilities should be built on
the site using the existing foot print.The site to the north of the built up area contains important open views
towards the Colne Valley Park and the area has been identified by CDC as high quality agricultural land. There is
no justification for removing this valuable parcel of land from the green belt. It is an important countryside area
and should be given special protection. The site also accommodates nine football pitches and changing facilities,
which are used extensively at weekends by 24 football teams. This is a valued public amenity providing an
essential recreational facility for the community. There are many well established and well used footpaths
crossing the site, along with ancient woodlands, which would be irreparably damaged if this area were to be
developed.The site accommodates several local businesses including an equine clinic, a construction company,
Chiltern Glass, a garden centre, a forestry company and an automobile repair business, among others. These
along with the epilepsy society itself provide valued employment in the area. It seems illogical that CDC is
proposing to remove the employment opportunity on the epilepsy site when they have rejected applications to
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reclassify other existing employment sites in CSP, such as the Grant and Stone and Wilcox Garage sites. I question
the ambiguity in CDC’s reasoning.Three sides of the epilepsy site are serviced by narrow and dangerous country
lanes, single track in some places, which have no pedestrian footpaths. Busses do not serve this area and there is
no station within walking distance. Part of the site is also within the HS2 safeguarded area. All the above points
mean development on the Epileptic society site is both unsustainable and undeliverable. It is abundantly clear
that the data in the Sustainability Appraisal Document in relation to Epilepsy Society site is wrong (page 146).
Data in the table mistakenly associates GC1 with CSP3. A planning inspectorate enquiry in 2005 found the
Epileptic Society site to be unsustainable for development. Nothing has changed!2. Mill Meadow.This site is in
the centre of the village and provides a host of well used public amenities including a community centre,
children’s recreation ground, a scout hut, Parish Council offices, a football stadium, a tennis club, allotments, a
memorial garden, a nature reserve and a large grassed area marked out as football pitches in the winter and a
cricket pitch in the summer. The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy is adjacent to the site and uses the open field
for sport and games lessons. The school does not have a field of its own and would be unable to fulfil its
obligation to provide a physical education curriculum if the site were developed. There are no suitable
alternative sites in CSP to relocate the facilities mentioned.The river Misbourne runs through the Mill Meadow
site and has flooded in the recent past. The whole area is on a flood plain and is at serious risk of flood.3.
Raylands Farm:The area fulfils the five purposes of the green belt and should therefore remain as a designated
green belt area. Access via Bull lane is already restricted and the roads on three sides of the site are extremely
narrow and includes single track sections. If Raylands Farm (or part thereof) is to be utilised in these schemes,
then the Bull Lane Tennis Club should be resited there and the Tennis Club grounds used for housing. This would
enable suitable provision for pavements etc to be built thereby much improving the safety aspects of Bull Lane.
Also, attention should be made as to the roads being built around that area as it would be best to provide a slip
road from Bull Lane through Raylands Farm and onto the A40 which would then avoid the existing bottle neck
where Bull Lane currently exits onto Bulstrode Way.4. The area identified for industrial development adjacent to
the A413: The area identified on this site far outweighs CDC’s requirement to provide land for industrial use
within the whole of the Chilterns and South Bucks. I question CDC’s reasoning for including such a large area of
land in Chalfont St Peter in The Plan. The site is within the Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a
particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities. The site hosts valued and much
used community facilities, which include a cricket and golf club and there are no alternative areas with CSP where
these facilities could relocate. The entire site is in a flood plain and the land fulfils the important green belt
function of separating the built-up areas of Tatling End, Gerrards Cross, Denham and Chalfont St Peter. The A413
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provides a natural barrier for development and the open aspect provides a highly valued green corridor leading
to Chalfont St Peter. If this were destroyed it would inevitably lead to the merging of distinct areas of existing
development.There are numerous office developments within Chalfont St Peter that are unused. There is clearly
no demand for more.There are far more suitable sites for industrial development within the district and the site
should be removed from The Plan.5. Winkers nightclub site and the scout camp field. The Winkers site is likely to
be developed under the current planning process following a recent JR determination; the current green belt
restrictions should remain. If part of this site should be removed from the green belt status then the main type of
housing required is the terrace or townhouse arrangement. There is a lack of houses to which the older
generation can down-size and the first home buyers can start. By building this type of quality housing we will
conserve space and release the larger houses currently occupied by those wishing to downsize who do not want a
flat with minimal storage space or having to leave their current community. This particular area must then have a
better transport system made available.The identified field adjacent to the scout camp is regularly used by the
scouting organisation, particularly in the summer months and young people from a wide geographical radius
regularly camp on the field. To lose this resource would restrict the number of young people who can access this
international organisation’s facility.Question 7Calculations for the unmet need seem illogical and arbitrary, as
stated in my answer to question 1 and does not take into account the 600 plus dwellings due to be built in
Chalfont St Peter under existing planning permission. This is unreasonable.Question 8Affordable housing must be
located in areas with a sustainable infrastructure, close to rail, tube and/or efficient bus routes. Where possible,
affordable housing should be located in areas offering gainful employment. Chalfont St Peter offers none of the
above. A limited number of affordable dwellings could be built on the Epileptic Society site within the build up
area to meet the needs of the care facilities. Question 9Future sites for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling
Showpeople should be dispersed more evenly throughout the district. There are already sites within Chalfont St
Peter, which have recently been extended by CDC. Question 10There are two new high quality developments for
the elderly on the built up area of the Epileptic Society site in Chalfont St Peter, however, these are far from
‘affordable’, with a two bedroom apartment on the Audley Homes site costing £650,000, plus a high yearly
maintenance charge. I believe the Epileptic Society site is an ideal location to place much needed affordable
independent living accommodation for the elderly. This could be in the form of a small complex of privately
owned or rentable dwellings built on the existing footprint. Specialist care facilities for the elderly or disabled
could also be accommodated on the site and facilities such as transport and recreational amenities could be
shared. At a Chiltern and South Bucks stakeholders meeting, Graham Winwright stated that there is no call for
warden controlled accommodation for the elderly. I wholeheartedly disagree with this. Question 11 and 12The
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importance of the Epileptic Society heritage site has been completely ignored by CDC in the Local Plan. No regard
has been given to the BCCHTA which identifies the site as ‘high’ in three of the four assessed categories and
‘medium’ in the fourth. There are four listed buildings on the site and it is of national historical significance, being
a centre of excellence for research and care of people with epilepsy for well over 100 years. The loss of this
heritage site and community amenity would be significantly detrimental to Chalfont St Peter and south England.
CDC should be protecting heritage sites and not destroying them. The NPPF also recognises the importance of
protecting such sites. Question 13Green belt status should be retained for all the proposed sites in Chalfont St
Peter, including the Epilepsy Society site in its entirety. However should part of it be removed, it is vital that the
area adjoining the Porthaven development and that currently used as football pitches remains as green space.
The footpaths and the space around the Audley development, including the lake, must be designated as green
space if it is removed from the green belt. Mill Meadow and the area adjacent to the scout camp are also vital
green space areas.Question 14The Epilepsy Society site should be considered as a conservation area as stated in
the BCCHTA.Question 16 The Settlement Infrastructure Capacity Study must be revised to take account of the 600
plus homes already due be built in Chalfont St Peter. CDC’s unbelievable decision to remove the educational land
status from the Holy Cross site means there is no room for expansion or relocation of educational facilities within
the village.The inadequate sewerage system in Chalfont St Peter, acknowledged by Thames Water, must be taken
into consideration when completing an infrastructure assessment of the village. The roads around many of the
proposed sites within Chalfont St Peter are extremely narrow. The size of the roads, not just their network must
be considered. The information regarding roads and congestion in Chalfont St Peter is inaccurate and must be
reassessed using a detailed study of the area. Question 17• The proposals within the Local Plan are far-reaching
and of significant importance to the whole district in terms of impact. Although the consultation period meets
legal requirements, it is unreasonable to expect the public to read and respond to such complicated documents in
such a short time frame. •Future consultation periods should be longer.•Dialogue between major stake holders
(including SENSE4CSP) should be ongoing throughout each stage of the Local Plan process.•The green belt should
be protected at all costs. •The Local Plan should ensure housing is sensibly dispersed throughout the district.
•CDC should declare any conflict of interest in terms of land ownership and possible financial gain as a result of
selling land parcels for development.•Figures on page 146 of the Pre-Mitigation Assessment matrix are clearly
wrong and do not relate to the area CSP area 3 as stated. •The information on sustainable transport and road
congregation in and around Chalfont St Peter are totally inaccurate and must be revised. • CDC and SB have a
duty to co-operate with neighbouring districts. There are areas in Buckinghamshire where large scale
development is much more suitable and sustainable. The duty to cooperate mush be upheld.Whatever decisions
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are finally made it is imperative that the Parish Council is given the opportunity for decision making regarding
changes within the village infrastructure.We truly need to rethink how best to use any large areas of land for the
benefit of the people in the Village and great care should be taken to look to the future and to be more proactive
rather than reactive.

Rep4922
Mrs Katherine
Durtnal

Rep4923
Mr Graham
Durtnal

The green belt land identified by SBDC between Rogers Lane and Park Road performs a strong green belt function
and should not be released for future development. This area of green belt currently meets many of the major
NPPF criteria namely:- it prevents the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas- it prevents neighbouring towns
merging- it safeguards the countryside from encroachment- it preserves the setting and special character of the
historically important Thomas Gray Memorial- its preservation encourages the recycling of derelict and other
urban land.These field are criss-crossed by several well-used footpaths, are home to important flora and fauna
(including orchids, pheasants, deer, bats, foxes etc) and part is already designated as a 'local wildlife site'.The
existing highways and drainage infrastructure was designed for a rural village and is already under duress from
new houses and failing to cope. Stoke Poges' small requirement for additional housing in no way justifies the loss
of this valuable green belt. Other brownbelt/backfill development should be considered, eg SPPC suggestions of
the Bayer site and Plough Lane Recreation Area. This vital green belt countryside must not be lost forever to
development over which we have very little, if any, control or need. Harm nature and we harm mankind.
I am against the proposed changes to the green belt status of the area between Rogers Lane, West End Lane,
Park Road, Church Lane and the B416 Stoke Poges.This area is extremely important to act as a buffer between
Stoke Poges and Slough. The biggest threat to Stoke Poges by urban sprawl is from Slough. The fields between
must be protected against development.The area is significant for wildlife; deer, foxes, bats, pheasants etc. I
believe part of the area is designated as a local wildlife site. This must not be lost.There is already a problem of
congestion for residents of Stoke Poges travelling south. This is caused by the mainline railway and the A$
through Slough. Additional housing south of Stokes Poges would make this bad situation worse.Drainage in
Rogers Lane and Elizabeth Way is currently inadequate with flooding on occasion. The current drains would not
support further housing.Public footpaths across the fields provide a great amenity for locals and should not be
removed.The roads around the area do not have and do not want street lighting.The fields between Grays
monument and Stoke Poges centre have historical importance and should not be developed. Alternative
proposals as suggested by Stoke Poges Parish Council and Arup would be far better.
The number of new houses proposed should be recalculated as the current numbers would totally alter the
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character of the area.
Green Belt Land - North of High Street, Old Amersham1) A key purpose of the green belt as set out in p.80 of the
NPPF identifies the preservation of the setting and special character of historic towns.2) Section 9 also identifies
the safeguarding of countryside from encroachment and checking of unrestricted sprawl.3) Any proposal to take
this piece of land out of green belt would have an adverse impact on the approach to historic Old Amersham
from the west and the Old Amersham conservation area with its many listed buildings. The attractive rural
approach should be preserved.4) This is agricultural land set within the Chiltern AONB.5) This land lies within
flood zones 1, 2 and 3 wih the River Misbourne running through it. The status quo preserves a good balance
between local ecology and the mitigation of potential further flooding!
I write to respond to the consultation concerning the Major Development plans that affect Little Chalfont,Chenies
and Latimer.1) Proposal for release of Green Belt land for housing and employment use. The Green Belt rules
have been operational for many years and, with a few departures which should be a continuing embarrassment
to those responsible, have generally worked well. However, once land is released it cannot ever return to its
former state so great care should be exercised to prevent irreversible damage to this extremely valuable asset.
The designation of land as Green Belt has had the effect of limiting the development of land adjoining the roads
between our communities and preserving the identities of the communities. Here in Little Chalfont, where I have
been a resident for nigh on 40 years, we have seen land released for development but in a cautious and careful
manner. The contemplated release of so much land is most alarming. The effect would come close to the joining
up of Amersham, Little Chalfont, Latimer and Chenies. It would also destroy substantial Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty. This surely cannot be approved. Some small adjustments to perimeters perhaps but no wholesale
abandonment of such substantial and prominent areas is totally disproportionate. I ask you to substantially
reduce the scope of these proposals for Little Chalfont.2) Designation of Little Chalfont as a major settlement for
growth Little Chalfont has grown substantially (I believe some 12.5% between 2008 and 2014). This has already
strained local facilities and much greater investment will be required if these proposals are adopted. The train
service is already under strain in that some Chiltern Line trains (both into and out of London) no longer stop at
Chalfont and Latimer station due to overcrowding and it is becoming more unlikely that a seat will be available on
any train in rush hours. It is becoming difficult to park in Little Chalfont and the traffic flows are substantially
upset by relevant minor incidents. So further growth of the degree contemplated is going to need very
considerable investment. The alternative of spreading the growth around a larger area might be accommodated
without such substantial investment. This investment would not arise immediately but once the Plan is approved
will be an inevitable and increasing burden in the future.To summarise: I consider the proposals to be
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disproportionate in scale, would cause an excessive reduction in the quality of life for residents and will require a
extremely large investment in local facilities which, if the proposals are accepted, will be unavoidable in the
future.
I wish to object to the attack on the Green Belt/AONB and the possible release of Green Belt land for
development. Parts of the Chess Valley are also under threat, despite being designated Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty. I firmly believe that Chiltern District Council should protect the Green Belt and areas of
outstanding natural beauty — once lost this beautiful countryside can never revert to its natural state. I would
not like these sites to lose their status and thus become prime development land. Any further development
should only be on brown sites and in—fills. The consideration of an industrial estate on either side of’ Amersham
Road (off Stony Lane and Lodge Lane) is totally unacceptable — significantly increasing traffic. particularly of large
vehicles (articulated lorries and large vans), noise and pollution. We had an industrial estate in Bell Lane and that
has now been built on fur housing so presumably “industry’’ wasn’t rushing there to rent out the facilities and I
have lived in Little Chalfont for over thirty nine years and have seen many changes — not all for the best. I do not
believe Little Chalfont should be identified as a main settlement for growth/expansion in any form. Over the
years properties have been built in and around Little Chalfont which not surprisingly has
increased the amount of traffic through the village. Many more people now drive to Little Chalfont underground
railway station from surrounding areas. this too increasing the amount of traffic. With the Bell Lane development
and the completion of the new houses in the “donkey field’’ Burton Lane our roads will become more congested.
Any further development and our roads will become gridlocked!! The number of proposed hotises is a far higher
percentage of any other town or Parish in the area and will ovenvhelm the village. The village centre has changed
over the years. with shop leases expiring and new tenants taking over
it with no increase overall of shop’’ capacity or services provided. The parking problem has
increased since the Bell Lane development, and often there are no places to park either at 7.45 am weekdays, or
10.30 am on a Sundavl The land at the side of the service road to the shops (previously a car—park) has been
derelict and an eyesore for a considerable while and I understand this will be developed soon, leading to more
congestion at the time of construction and after. (L J Patten) continued overI walk to the shops on a daily basis
and see the changes around Little Chalfont. from unkempt verges and parked cars on pavements (blocking my
way) to more children being delivered to the local school cars, and I believe Little Chalfont is ‘full’’
Aim further development of Little Chalfont will worsen the existing congestion problems: will
overpower local facilities which are struggling already : will necessitate extension of’ utilities (not more disruption
on the White Lion Road as the road is repeatedly dug up for new pipes to’provide additional capacity al ready):
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and overcrowded schools — where are the children to be taught? Surely not to be “bussed” to under—
subscribed schools a distant away. I very much doubt our local GP practice has the capacity to take on man new
patients. let alone the numbers envisaged with this increase of population. Our increasing number of elderly
residents will suffers as our local surgerfy will struggle to cope.We have only a good (but not excellent) train
service to London since the introduction of metropolitan semi—fast and all stations to London trains. This
encourages more people on to overcrowded Chiltern
trains, which on occasions are now reduced to only two carriages (even in the rush hour!) so transport links to
London will not be adequate.I understand developers are seeking to build large number of new homes on the
proposed sites. Will they be providing the funding for essential infrastructure or will it be down to central
government or will Little Chalfont have continual large increases in Council Tax for the foreseeable future? Whilst
I accept changes and progress, nothing can stay the same, the proposed increased in the population of Little
Chalfont to the extend being considered is totally unacceptable. The cost to the local community of both financial
and quality of life is damaging. The destruction of Green Belt and AONB will change Little Chalfont forever and
lead the way to “Big Chalfont” – a sprawling, ugly town on the outskirts of London!
I feel strongly that green belt land should not be built on, as it is for the general interests of everyone that it is left
as a natural area.I think that this is a legal matter to protect our natural environment for everyone to enjoy.
1- Housing and industrial buildings needs should not justify release of Green Belt land. The
Green Belt was created, for good reasons, as a constraint to building, not a bank of reserve
building and. 2. Much of the land round Little Chalfont (including the site west of Stony Lane, and that straddling
the A404 east of the village) is in the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. We should not destroy such a local
asset. 3. Little Chalfont has already taken more than its share of new housing with the estates by Bell Lane (253
homes) and behind Chenies Parade (45 homes). 4. Our infrastructure could not support new housing estates,
which bring pressure on school places, parking and other essentials.S. Traffic is already excessive; unlike
neighbouring settlements we have the A404 through our centre producing non-local traffic both light and heavy.
6, why on earth is the council also considering building business centres on green belt land has Chiltern District
look at how many disused old farm buildings could be converted.
6. It is time the village was removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the
Councils Core Strategy. If the strategy to build on green belt land is allowed, the door will
be open to remove the status of green belt land completely with in all regions of the UK. If
this status is abused what will prevent all our fields being built on, the precedent will have
been set. Are the councils saying that village life is a by gone era and all villages should be
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upgraded to the status of towns so that any green fields can be used for building purposes.
Shame on you Chiltern Council for considering this idea, you have failed your residents and
have it appears failed the residents who put you in power.
I have lived in the area of Nashleigh Hill Playing Fields, nearly all my life and have grown up helping in the Past to
Build Circuses and Fairs on that site. We also played lots of football and cricket; as well as played with all the
amenteties that where provided. In winter time we also had fun when it snowed sledging down the hill. We also
have people from all areas that come their to walk their dogs. There are also foxes and hedgehogs that come in
to our gardens for food & shelter. I therefore am completely opposed to any building of industrial estates or
housing estates within this area. I feel that there are area's of industry that can be used to its full capacity at
Ashridge Road: Chiltern Road: Springfield Road. I also think there is Bigger Potential at Bovingdon Airfield on the
edge of the Chesham/Bucks Area.
Housing supply and needs should be met within the Chesham area (not in Aylesbury)for the families that have
lived here like ours for over three and four generations.Allowing for families to live close by to help with looking
after children, grandchildren and in turn to help look after elderly parents with their needs and care, taking some
pressure off home helps and carers who are already under a great strain.QUESTION 2: DEVELOPMENT
OPPORTUNITIES Exceptional circumstances exist which permits a Green Belt Review of this established residential
site and is an anomaly which needs review and amendment. The site was number 10 in the study of minor GB
alterations. At this time the CDC had their 5-year supply and it was considered that the site would not give any
advantages in planning terms ‘unless additional housing development was considered at some stage in the
future” The site of Beechfield was sent into Call for Sites and is now No 0029. QUESTION 4: PLANS. VISIONS AND
OBJECTIVES In the Local Plan it must show sustainable development, meet the development needs of their area
and to be deliverable to be sound for the Local Plan to be adopted.QUESTION 5: SPATIAL STRATEGY OPTIONS
Option A: Disagree with relocating open spaces. Options C, D&E: Disagree with large proposed settlements and
large urban extensions. Smaller sites would be preferable around the settlement edges. Option F:Botley, Lycrome
road, Nashleigh Hill proposed sites would have a greater impact on the Green Belt. The areas proposed are more
rural than urban. The proposed sites are further away from the Chesham town centre, the railway station and has
poor public transport and no infastructure (the Botley area being over one kilometre away). If development were
to take place this would cause coalescence with Chesham and Botley. Having already taken the college site at the
top of Nashleigh Hill from the Green Belt (development already taken place) the proposed sites would increase
traffic on Nashleigh Hill, Broad Street and White Hill. These roads hardly cope in the rush hour and school runs.
Plus when any accidents occur on the A41, M25 or M1, this results in more traffic coming through Chesham,
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causing gridIock
Option G: We welcome and support a detailed Review of the Green Belt boundaries and any
existing anomalies. The Council in the Local Plan have an opportunity to address the inconsistency of the Green
Belt boundaries where it isolates and cuts through residential gardens. To not rectify this now in the Local Plan
could result in the Council not having enough land for development to fulfil housing needs up to 2026 and
beyond. As we all know, NPPF 83 and 85 carry considerable weight once these boundaries are established.Option
H:Agree.
Option J:We support sustainable options in built up areas and the Green Belt close to public
transport (ie trains and buses).Option K (Appendix 5):We feel the proposal is a very large part of the rural area of
Ashley Green and as such any employment development that might take place should be small in scale and in
keeping with the rural area. It would be better to explore intensification opportunities within or on the edge of
existing employment sites in the built up areas.QUESTION 6: DO YOU HAVE COMMENTS ON INDIVIDUAL OPTIONS
OR SPECIFIC SETTLEMENTS/SITES THAT COULD BE PART OF THESE OPTIONS Representing the owners of
Beechfield, Chesham, Bucks, H ELLA Site 0029. We have put previous submissions in the Core Strategy, DDP, in
the SHLAA of 2007 showing a potential for up to 24 houses and in the Strategic Housing Land availability
Assessment 2016 and as previously stated Call for Sites 2015.
1. Beechfield was built in the early 1920s. In the planning history the whole site has a long and established
residential use.2. Back in the Local Plan of 1989 the Inspector in the Local Plan Enquiry must have felt there were
exceptional circumstance as he recommended that the Green Belt boundary should be amended to exclude the
Beechfield site. The Council chose not to do this.3. Other exceptional circumstances exist due to the change of
development patterns. Permission has been granted for development of housing units on the Springfield
Industrial Site, which means that Beechfield will now be enclosed on all three sides by major developments.4. The
Beechfield site is more part of the built up area of Chesham than the Belt. The Springfield Road development site
extends further into the Green Belt than us. 5. The site is sustainable. It is within walking distance of Chesham
town centre and railway station, close to a good public transport, doctors, and has the infrastructure.6. In ARUP
Green Belt Assessment Part 1 Parcel 1GB it states:“the boundary between the land parcel and the built up area is
predominantly bordered by irregular features, some of which are lacking in durability consisting of the gardens of
residential properties” To the west of the Parcel where Beechfleld is situated, as you can see on the Ordnance
Survey Map, apart from farms, a garden centre and a school, Beechfleld is the only residential site that lies within
the Green Belt. Other important issues: affordable housing, older peoples’ accommodation, heritage, spaces for
young people.
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I am opposed to any further development within or surrounding Chalfont St Giles.
My reasons are many as stated below-Present homeowners reside in Chalfont St Giles for certain reasons, the
transquility, the outstanding beauty, the closeness of Nature, the Peacefulness of the Colne Valley, all of which
would be seriously compromised by a housing development. The local school would not be able to cope by a
large increase of students. The traffic pollution - both air and noise, would increase. The greenbelt surrounding
Chalfont St Giles has a very high watertable and has suffered long lasting flooding in the past. More natural grass
and soil would be covered by hard surface adding more to already oversaturated drains.
Pollution would run off nto the Misbourne River causing more water pollution. Residents of Chalfont St Giles have
chosen to reside here for the exceptional beauty of an 'age old village!
Beautiful views would be lost, overcrowding would occur, there is already a huge increase in traffic over the past
few years. Tranquility will be sacrificed, pollution will increase.
I am writing to you to object against the handling of the proposed development of multiple plots around the
environs of Little Chalfont. There has been little or no explanation on the process being used. More alarming is
the sub division of proposed plots — which seems to indicate that either decisions have already been made or
friendly developers have been
involved in the decision making process. I live in Snells Lane next to one of the proposed areas in Little Chalfont
(which will have to be renamed if these go ahead). There are many reasons why this plot should not be
developed: Access to the road is one lane wide Cokes Lane is already a busy road — and does not need more
traffic. The village can’t take more houses — no parking at station, schools all full, the parade of shops is teeming
already The green belt area around us has Muntjack Deer, Owls, Foxes, Bats, Newts —who all occupy this site. Is
there any consideration for these animals let alone the humans.I urge you to be more open about your process
and I formally object to your current proposal.
Little Chalfont will not be LITTLE if the proposed parcels of lands are removed from the
Green Belt. The village will sprawl its way towards Chorleywood and Chalfont St Giles and
Chalfont St Peter thus swallowing up great swathes of land in a designated area of
outstanding natural beauty. Perhaps Chiltern District Council will identify LITTLE Chalfont
as a village with very LITTLE I feel the process of deciding which parcels of land to test are flawed and the criteria
on which they have been scored, unjust. Some parcels of land have been divided into A and B and then
fragmented again. No explanation or obvious reason. Very underhanded. The impact of the proposals on Little
Chalfont would be far reaching, on our infrastructure. Our health, education and transport, including parking,
systems would all be sorely stretched to breaking point. The village cannot take more houses. Living in a Grade II
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listed Building in Snells Lane, the Green Belt land earmarked for testing in Snells Lane for residential development
is of great concern. The private lane struggles to cope with existing residential vehicles and as such is so narrow
that all vehicles bigger than an A4 Van have to reverse up the lane. I have included pictures of the rubbish
collection lorries reversing up the lane. Indeed, the lane is so narrow that access is limited and the furthest point
of access is directly in front of Snells Farm. All recycling bins have to be wheeled to the dustcart and larger lorry
deliveries have to be fork lifted up to houses. The proposed area is also home to Owls, Foxes, Bats, Newts,
Muntjack Deer and this week we have seen the return of the Badger in the undergrowth.Access into Snells Lane
from Cokes Lane is also difficult at the best of times. It is only wide enough for one vehicle. At the junction of
Snells Lane, where it meets Cokes Lane, the pavement has been replaced three times in 8 months as lorries,
dustcarts and indeed cars have crossed this, in order to turn left onto Cokes Lane. Visibility and a tight turn to
avoid oncoming traffic is both dangerous and a serious accident on this junction is inevitable. Cokes Lane does
not need more traffic. I am disappointed that Chiltern and South Bucks Plan has identified Little Chalfont as a
village that is in need of a higher proportion of new dwellings and other areas within the district are not being
considered. I formally object to the current proposal and I
would like to see more clarity in your process.
CDC has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within CSP- 1 Holy Cross site 2 Newlands
Park and the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy Site. In the first three years of the previous Core
Strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides
the largest single percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole.There is known
drainage issues in CSP, particularly with open raw sewage backing up in the centre of the village - on going during the 40 years I have lived in the village- Since the culvert was built in the present - taken the Misbourne
River under the road. - Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply not possible - Development
should be concentrated towards the centre rather than fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt
principles that brownfield sites should be development first, along with sites closest to train, tube and bus
services. All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at, or very nearly at capacity The schools will be unavailable to
accommodate children from the development already scheduled within the parish. Many years ago early 1970sGravel Hill School in Garners Road was destroyed and houses built- Many other parts of the district are
significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development.
Areas of land defined as green belt- are necessary for the present community of CSP to have opportunities for
outdoor sport and outdoor recreation- These areas should not be developed and sites include- Mill Meadow
where a much used community centre is most active a football club, recreation park the only one for teenagers-
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playing fields pitches football and cricket- tennis courts- scout headquarters and parish offices- which use to be
the Red Cross Centre fo the Elderly- The C/E School Academy adjacent to Mill Meadow does not have a playing
field with in the same grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons on a daily
basis for team games athletics and cross country activities Rendering the school unable to deliver an effective
curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development- The school did apply to move to the Holy Cross Site but
their was turned downThere are NO areas within the centre of the village where these facilities could be relocated.
Important Factor. Mill Meadow is on a flood plain- with a serious risk of flooding - Development - not suitable have we not learnt lessons from the recent floodings in UK
The Epilepsy Site - (ES Site) This is currently a major Development Site (MDS) within the green belt. Is the home of
the Epilepsy Society and provides two new care home developments as well as important recreational facilities
with 9 football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets and showers and changing facilities which are used by more
than 24 teams.
The ES fulfils as a whole all 5 stated purposes of green belt and provides an important buffer between
settlements of Chalfont St Giles Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. - Thus giving important agriculture forestry and
related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor recreation including Model Farm, Rowen's Nursery and
Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.
It is inherently unsustainable - it is not served by any appropriate bus service and is too far to walk to either Little
Chalfont or Gerrards Cross . The ES site is bounded on three sites by narrow and dangerous county which make it
even more unsuitable for development. The sheer size of this proposed development site is clearly excessive and
could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP The area identified for industrial development to the
east of the A413- This is The Colne Valley Park area- and a particularly important green space for biodiversity and
environmental priorities -The area is a flood plain and should not be developed on.
Having read the local plan for further development in Chalfont St Peter we are deeply concerned about the
devastating effect this would have on our village. Anyone that has tried to drive through Chalfont St Peter at
morning and afternoon peak times will realise that we are already very over crowded and that is without the
Grange Site development which will create even more chaos on our local roads. Schools are already stretched as
are local surgeries
We cannot possibly sustain a potential further 50% of the built up area to be developed, it would put a massive
strain on the infrastructure and fundamentally change our village beyond recognition.
I am 10 years old and I am a year 5 pupil at Little Chalfont Primary School. Today I am writing to inform you of my
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Mr Jamie Harrison

views against your idea of building hundreds of houses all over our lovely farm land. I would like to start with
saying this is a proposturous idea and this/these are the reasons why:You would be ruining out area of
outstanding natural beauty (A.O.N.B)
You would be causing major traffic-jams all the time.You would be causing unpeaceful choas through the "town"
which out village will become.Our village would have to change a lot of things in order for your absurd plan to
work. Please think about my views in advance and don't ruin our lovely village.
1. The infrastructure of Chalfont St Giles ie parking facilities etc. would find it difficult to cope with such increased
use2. Medical facilities, roads, schools are over used now + could not take more housing. 3. Not enough
employment locally for more houses to be built
4. It is the wrong place for this development an area of outstanding natural beauty should be protected at all
costs.
Possible development of land for employment options at Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross as shown on map
in appendix 5 for consultation.I object to the inclusion of this land for development because:1. It would destroy
major sports facilities which include Gerrards Cross Golf Club(GCGC) (All of the 3” hole, and parts of the 1st, 2nd,
4th and 18th holes); the Club
house, practice facilities and car park Also the adjacent cricket and hockey ground and Club house would be
destroyed.2. Without the Club house, GCGC would be completely unviable.
3. Substantial harm would be caused to revenue from golf societies and green fee golfers, who would inevitably
choose to visit other Clubs. 4. The status of GCGC as an important and attractive open space in the Green Belt
would be lost and deprive over 800 men, women and junior members of full sporting and other leisure
activities.5. If GCGC were subsequently to exist in a changed format, assuming it to be realistic, design and build
expenditure would be so prohibitive that it would require substantial financial assistance from a benefactor or
other sources. 6. Inevitably this mammoth disruption would cause many members to seek full
golf facilities elsewhere, which eventually could lead to GCGC ‘s demise. 7. GCGC protects wild life, such as birds,
game, deer and in particular water voles along the banks of the River Misbourne which flows between the Club
house and the golf course. Development would likely see the end of this protection.8. GCGC, which has existed
for nearly 100 years, has funded continuous improvements to premises and golf course and is a popular venue
for business
meetings and charity golf days. Substantial funds are raised throughout the year for charities such as the Rennie
Grove Hospice at Home, originally founded in memory of; Ian Rennie, a previous young member of the Club. 9. It
is totally unacceptable that development in this part of the Misbourne Valley should be permitted in direct
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RSK Francis
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disregard of The Olympic 2012 Legacy. It would damage and deprive young people of sporting facilities,
traditionally considered
a bedrock of their personal development. Expansion of employment opportunities, as put forward for
consideration in this specific location, would be unforgiveable in a country which has been a leader with the
invention of sports now played worldwide. 10. It would be particularly poignant if GCGC were to be adversely
affected by industrial development, now that golf is being included in the Olympic Programme.
The Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) document is not easy to take in! I do not feel able to comment
on such a wide range of issues and areas. However, I would like to comment on the selection of the area on the
edge of Chesham proposed for industrial development (Appendix 5)This seems to be a highly unsuitable area for
such development as it includes:
Wildflower meadow Wildlife habitat - badgers, owls, long established rookery etc.Recreation area. The fields &
woods are used and enjoyed by many walkers.The roads are unsuitable to sustain the increased volume of traffic
which would result from this kind of development - they are conjested at busy times anyway.It is designated an
'Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty'
The whole point of the Green Belt is to protect these beautiful areas from developments for future generations
to enjoy + to care for the countryside.Surely an area of Asheridge Road where there were once factories + left
unused- why not use this instead of ruinung more areas?
Francis Wood is Ancient Woodland, so surely this cannot be used!
To develop on the land north of Vale Road adjacent to Francis Wood would have a devastating effect on the area
of outstanding beauty enjoyed by many people in Chesham. If a development was to proceed it would change the
character of north Chesham for ever. In addition walkers would lose a very popular area and also wild life would
be affected.I and many residents in the area would oppose any major development in and amund Chesham on
the grounds that the existing infrastructure cannot cope with present demands. School classrooms are over
crowded. Waiting times at doctors suxgeries and local hopitals are too long. The condition of the roads in and
around Chesham are a disgrace with pot holes and debris. The Vale still continues to flood after heavy rain with
debris blocking the surface water drains.
Before any further development is considered the above issues need to be addressed.
I am sending a letter registering my support opposing the development of the area around Little Chalfont.I notice
in the publication of the ‘Sustainable Community Strategy 2013—26’ which states an objective of ‘Maintain High
Quality Landscapes’. If this is to be upheld, plainly the latest plans make a mockery of this.
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My wife and I are appalled by and strongly object to this plan to convert Green Field sites, some of them areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty, into housing and commercial property. Parts of the Chilterns in this region are
already due to be blighted by the HS2 project.Despite the attempt to introduce new local business, what will be
created will be very large numbers of new London commuters. This will put increased pressure on an already
overloaded railway system and lead to even more car parking problems in Little Chalfont and Chorleywood.
I have had a retail business in the centre of Little Chalfont village and many people would think that I would
welcome any additional development in the community. On the contrary, our village is very congested and
parking is completely inadequate. Any further expansion would be most unwelcome, and do nothing but harm to
our community. Green belt land should not be encroached and particularly in an AONB. What about our 'green
and pleasant land'?We have done our bit with over 300 new homes plus ongoing infill to date, and this is quite
enough. There are currently four developments of apartments in the village centre involving some 40+ units. It
has to stop, we are losing our quality of life.
I am a pupil at Little Chalfont Primary School at the age of nine. I am writing about the plan, it has not impressed
any pupils in my class.I don't agree with you as the plan will cause:
Pollution and traffic, You will distroy wildlife's home. Children with no education. Less wildlife and plants.Less
country side.
I would be extremely sad to have the Peace and Beauty of this area spoilt by development. It is a designated
Green Belt area and I firmly believe it should remain so.
Access would be very difficult via Lanes such as Holloway Lane. I really believe that this area should remain an
area of true Beauty and should not be built on.
Whilst I realize there is a need for more housing to keep up with our ever increasing population,
I also feel that we should not be using our valuable Green Belt land around the village of Little
Chalfont to do this. The Green Belt was created , for good reason, as a policy to control urban
growth and to keep the land open for us and future generations to enjoy. The village has
already taken on more than its fair share of new housing — including a large site on Bell Lane
which consists of 253 new homes and more recently a new development off Buttons Lane
which has 45 homes. This equates to a 12.4% increase in new properties, which is a much
larger percentage than neighbouring communities such as Amersham, Chesham etc. It is time
our village was removed from the short list of main settlements for growth in the Councils Core
Strategy.As well as Green Belt, there is our Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)which should be taken
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into careful consideration. Much of the land surrounding Little Chalfont is in the AONB —the purpose of which is
to ‘conserve and enhance the natural beauty’ . Not only are we privileged to be surrounded by such wonderful
places but they attract many visitors each year.Another important issue is the strain on our infrastructure —
which is already struggling with heavy traffic and poor parking. There would be more pressure on school places,
doctors and dentists etc. Roads would have to widened to accommodate the extra traffic— a very expensive
project in areas like Lodge Lane under the railway bridge! Also the care of road surfaces would have to be
stepped up with the increase in traffic flow — something the council appears to struggle with even now. Little
Chalfont station would require significant alteration, especially the car park which is too small for the ever
increasing amount of commuters.These are just a few points, but they are important ones and I think they should
all be taken into serious consideration before any decision is made to change our village and the beautiful
surrounding countryside.
I am responding to question 2 of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18)
Incorporating Issues and Options (January - March 2016)I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall road
Great Missenden should be made available for residential purposes because we will lose a vaulable village facility,
and there would be a loss of local skilled jobs. Accordingly, wicks garage should not be included in the HELAA sites
deemed suitable for development.
1. Any plan which is likely to increase the built up area by up to 50% is bound to be unacceptable to residents.2.
Our local traffic in country lanes is not able to cope with the huge increase in traffic.3. Local amenities will not
cope a) Schools b) Medicine facilities c) Sewage
A village in existence since before the 11th century will be swamped.
I have lived in this area around the Bucks border since 1983, and in Long Walk since 1988, having moved out of
London so that my family could grow up in the semi-rural environment that this area offers. It now seems that
the Green Belt status which has protected this area from becoming just another characterless suburb of London
is under threat from the proposed Local Plan. Whilst I acknowledge that a housing shortage is a problem that
needs addressing,
Little Chalfont has already been the target of more than its fair share of new housing in recent years, including
the substantial developments in Bell Lane and the Donkey Field behind Chenies Parade, especially when
compared to other local areas. Any further development would have a detrimental effect not only on the charm
and the beauty of this area, but on local services and quality of life for its existing population. In addition to this,
the proposed industrial development on such a large scale would further destroy the natural tranquillity of the
area, parts of which are designated as being in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It is these very fields which
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separate Little Chalfont from surrounding towns and villages and prevent it from developing into urban
sprawl.The local infrastructure already struggles with its existing population — schools are oversubscribed, with
catchment areas shrinking year on year, necessitating journeys from areas within walking distance of local
schools to other schools outside Little Chalfont such as Chenies. This not only impacts on these families but also
has a
detrimental environmental effect in the form of extra cars on the road. Medical and dental facilities are also
oversubscribed and could not cope with additional numbers moving into the area.Transport problems too would
be exacerbated with further development. Apart from
the A404 & A413, local roads are mainly narrow country lanes which can barely cope with existing traffic at peak
times. It is already almost impossible to park at Chenies Parade & Nightingales Corner in order to use the local
shops and services, and surrounding roads cannot cope with parked cars, as illustrated by the hazardous situation
in Burtons Lane until the recent, much needed, yellow line restrictions were imposed. Transport into and out of
London for local people would also come under further strain — already it is very difficult to find a seat on the
Chiltern & Metropolitan Line trains during rush hours, added to which the station car park is already inadequate
and could not accommodate further numbers of vehicles.When looking on the map at the proposed areas of
development around Little Chalfont & Chalfont St Giles, it is clearly on an overwhelming scale and completely
disproportionate. Little Chalfont is a village, and its residents wish it to remain so, and not be swallowed up in an
urban sprawl of overdevelopment of housing and industrial estates.I hope that the above points will be taken
into serious consideration to prevent what would be a disastrous and irrevocable step in destroying the semirural community which is so valued by its residents.
It will be an awful shame if this small, family owned garage is closed. Andy and Lucy have built up, in their time at
the premises a great number of customers. If a number of new houses are built at this site, I think it will be very
dangerous, due to the amount of cars that park on Rignall Road during week days. Don't shut down a thriving
little business.
I would like to raise what I feel to be an important issue. I have recently purchased a
property in Amersham and even after years of saving I still needed financial aid from my
family. Having been located in Amersham with my family and friends for the past fourteen
years I found the possibility of having to relocate rather distressing. I have recently set up my own business so
finding an “affordable” house was a must. Unfortunately after conducting extensive searches I was unable to
proceed independently further with my house purchase.
It saddens me to think that the local area will turn into a “senior citizens” community
194

Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Summary of Representation

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

as it offers a fantastic and safe environment for which any young family would enjoy bringing
up their children in. I feel that if something isn’t decided and acted upon now for the future the
local area will demise. In my opinion the obvious solution would be to start looking for new
land to develop upon of which new communities could then grow without over populating
existing ones. Isupport options F,G,H and J of the Emerging Chiltern & South Bucks Local
Plan - March 2016 at question 5.
I would like to express my views with regards to the Emerging Chiltern &
South Bucks Local Plan.The main thrust of my concern is the protection of the environment and the population of
bees. The present policies encourage ‘back garden grabbing’ which to me is shameful. If you can imagine bees
require flowers to flourish, and as such typical English gardens are important, so to see property tycoons making
a profit from building on the local neighbourhoods gardens is not acceptable for me. It seems to me that the
country is in crisis, and David Cameron has his mind fixed on building houses,which I do understand because my
young children will soon be looking for homes, and I would welcome them to have a home close to me, not 20
Rep4974
miles away, simply because it’s the only place where there’s first time buyers homes available. So nice affordable
Dawn Ambrose
first time buyer homes for me are also a necessity in our area. So what are we to do? Well the answer presented
to me is a necessary evil. I
believe it’s time for a review of the Greenbelt.Which I understand is a potential proposal in your consultation.IF
we look at the area carefully there must be places that we can consider more viable than the back gardens that
are currently being exploited. After all bees aren’t attracted to large open expanses of greenery, the like flowers
and more importantly gardens.
I welcome your views on my suggestion and hope you take this proposal seriously.
Rep4977
I would like to see the the garages adjacent to the house we live in developed. I feel it would tidy the area up and
Mr Mark Baylis
make good use of what is a piece of nothing land.
Rep4990 -Mr Abdullah Muhammad Siddiq; Rep4991 -Rokeya Miah;Rep4992 I currently live aboard and would like to self build a
– Mr Jawed Hamid; Rep4993 – Mrs Saima Khalid;Rep4995 – Hisham
house in the Chiltern area. But I am unable to due to
Mahmoud Aldindi ;Rep5010 -Mr Amjad Saeed; Rep5013 -Mrs Asma
the high cost of land. Recent government thinking has
Mohammad Zubair;Rep5014 - Mrs Kailash Rani;Rep5016 - Mohamed Ali
been to promote the self building in the UK, to boost
Babagas; Rep5094 – Mrs Sehba Nadeem; Rep5096 – Khalid Hamed E
general house building. With land prices being so high
Alsayyadi; Rep5115 – Mahammad Shoaib Polani; Rep5130 – Mr Osma
the only real way for me to self build is in the
Nadeem; Rep5131 – Mr Nadeem Ahmed Sddiqui; Rep5145 – Abduldziz
Greenbelt. I believe releasing strategically placed
Irahim M Alhussein; Rep5147 – Mr Omer Saeed; Rep5149 – Mrs Thorya
greenbelt sites will enable more individuals to self build.
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Abdullah M Khan; Rep5157 – Khalid Ibrahi M Alnafisah; Rep5158 – Salem
I understand that the greenbelt definiteiy has a place in
Abdulmohsen M Alaqail; Rep4985-Mr Abdulrahman Saleh Albahdal;
planning policy, a simple review of greenbelt
Rep4980 - Mrs Mariyam Ahmed; Rep4981 - Mr Mohammad Saleem Polani;
boundaries is called for. Which is why I support options
Rep4983 -Huq MD Mojahidul; Rep4984Mr Khaled Mohammed Al-Mardof
F, G and J of question 5.
Bahasan; Rep4979 -Mr Khizer Saeed; Rep5115 Mohammad Shoaib Polani;
Rep5094 Miss Sehba Nadeem;Rep 5096 Khalid Hamed E Alsayyadi; Rep5115
Mohammad Shoaib Polani
I have strong views on the Local Plan which I feel is a major mistake and grossly unfair for Little Chalfont, which
appears to have an imbalance of potential development bearing in mind the population compared with
Amersham, Chalfont St Peter etc, bearing in mind the large number of existing and planned developments
(Donkey Field, Bell Lane area near shops in L Chalfont etc) The question of infrastructure is one important pointthe current state of roads schools transport healthcare and especially parking is at or above capacity for the
existing population let alone a substantially greater number.A high proportion of the planned are is within an
AONB,and bearing in mind that HS2 (and possibly the waste transfer station) will be grossly impinging on so much
Rep5001
of the Chilterns AONB additional stealing of pieces is totally unacceptable. As for utilising some of the green belt
Mr Michael Cohn
for so called employment development (aka industrial development) this is totally unacceptable as the area is
simply not suitable for such development which in turn would require more housing.The Green Belt was set up
for a very specific purpose in 1954 and the need to preserve it is much greater today than it was then, this
country and indeed our county can be proud of the existence of the beltwhich serves to prevent the ugly urban
sprawl that we see in so many countries round the world. Can we really accept that Greater London should
spread outside the M25? I hope that you will take into account my and no doubt, many other local residents
views in maintaining the special character of the Chiltern area for future generations to enjoy.
While I am in favour of the increase in affordable homes in and around Chesham, I would like to bring to your
notice my objection to the proposed developments of industrial buildings and homes running along Vale Rd and
Rep5002
Nashleigh Hill. The impact of traffic on already busy roads would be huge. Nashleigh Hill is at a standstill at peak
Mrs Susan Clarke
times. Vale Rd is unsuitable for heavy traffic. It is a very beautiful part of the town and much used for walks and
recreation. Wild flowers are in abundance and wildlife will be affected.
I am very strongly opposed to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan proposed by Chiltern and South Bucks
Rep5003
District Councils. Having lived in the area since 1970, I have seen many changes
Mrs Pamela Cohn
especially the huge increase of traffic on our main roads which clearly at times presents problems . Also parking
within Little Chalfont is far from easy especially with lorries and vans occupying valuable spaces. Already under
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the present Council Plans Little Chalfont seems to have been allocated it’s fair share of future development .
Under the proposed plan surely the infrastructure would further crumble? Traffic,parking ,schools and health
services would as at present be unable to cope and become serious issue.Also importantly I consider I am lucky to
live in an area of outstanding natural beauty. Is it the desire of our local councils to encroach upon Greenbelt not
only for housing but also for employment development? Also the proposed waste transfer station and building of
HS2 should be taken into consideration in overall decisions.I feel very strongly that the M25 should be the
dividing line between urban sprawl and areas of AONB . Your proposed plans would result in greyness pervading
the Chilterns.
I hope you will take my views into consideration so that future generations can continue to enjoy the beauty of
the Chess Valley and the Chilterns.
I do not agree with the proposal on the consultation to increase the housing by anything like the numbers
suggested by the areas shown in Appendix 6 Composite Map showing Green Belt Options and Areas of Search.
The Built Area Extension Option Areas in Chalfont St Peter added together seems to be larger than for the other
settlements in the Chiltern District although the exact number of extra housing in Chalfont St Peter out of the
7300 proposal for Chiltern District does not appear to be shown in the consultation and I cannot understand why
this seems to be the case. Chalfont St Peter has already had its fair share of new development. There will be over
600 new dwellings within Chalfont St Peter, these include Newland Park, the Audley Homes development of the
Epilepsy site and the Holy Cross site. In the first three years of the previous Core Strategy (intended to run until
2026) Chalfont St Peter appears to have already taken the largest single percentage of the development
proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. I am very concerned about the proposed developments suggested in
the consultation for the following very important reasons:- 1. Medical services are in most instances already
badly stretched and I am extremely worried about the effect that the increase in housing will have on these
services especially as there is no suggestion in the consultation that there are any immediate plans to finance
significant additional medical facilities in conjunction with the very large increases in housing and therefore
population suggested by the consultation. 2. There has been a problem with sewerage backing up and flooding in
the centre of Chalfont St Peter and the additional housing can only make the problem worse unless significant
finance is made available to improve the whole sewerage capacity in the area. Without this extra capacity
additional developments of anything like the scale proposed are simply not possible. 3. There so not appear to be
enough school places in the area and I think that it will be very unlikely if the proposed development in the
consultation takes place in addition the approximately 600 dwellings already granted planning permission in
relation to the previous core strategy that there will be anything like enough school places without additional
197

Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep5005
Mrs Alison
Maloney

Rep5006
Mrs H. Laura
Tattersall
Rep5017
Mr Michael Reid
Rep5018
Mrs Wendy Reid

Rep5019
Mr & Mrs Stanley
& Margaret
Bowden

Summary of Representation

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

school places being found. I do not understand why the former Holy Cross school site was not kept for
educational land and I am also concerned that the C of E Academy does not have a playing field within the school
grounds and uses Mill Meadow which is one of the areas proposed for developed.4. I do not not think that areas
should be taken out of the Green Belt and/or the Colne Valley Park. The Green Belt provides an important
function of separating built up areas and the Colne Valley Park is identified as being a particularly important
green space for biodiversity and environmental priorities.
My main objection to the Local Plan 2014 - 2036 is that it includes the site adjacent to St Leonard's Road and
Stubbs Wood. The development of this site would mean the destruction of the woods known as Blackwell Stubbs
Wood. These woods represent a valuable local amenity and are used daily by walkers, joggers, dog - walkers and
families with children. They provide safe access to the Chess Valley walk. To destroy this part of an area of
outstanding natural beauty would be environmentally irresponsible. The woods provide habitat for badgers,
foxes, deer and many species of birds including wood peckers. A development of this size would also affect the
already over-stretched schools and increase traffic on what are basically small country roads.
Also Building on flood plains is short-sighted and irresponsible. The addition of large numbers of houses to
massively increase the size of a small village is ill-though out as there is no corresponding increase in facilities,
infrastructure, schools, roads, rail etc.
Growth & development needs to be organic & carefully considered.
REF. MILL MEADOW.This cannot seriously be developed. It would be terrible to lose our tennis courts and
football pitches, community centre, scout H.Q. etc & parish council offices. It must indicate that this suggestion
has just not properly thought through! During wet periods a lot of the area is nearly in flood.
It would be a disaster to lose Mill Meadow with the football club, tennis club playing fields for the school, dog
walkers, chiltern play ground community centre etc etc etc It is also very wet and floods at times.
The Botley Road recreation ground in area 1Gb should not be taken out of the Greenbelt. This is an invaluable
space for local children and adults, with play equipment and football facilities. It is well used and has been for
decades.It is used every weekend for football matches, both adults and children. On weekdays it is also used for
football training. A local group has arranged for funding for new play equipment. When the old equipment was
there it was very well used. The basketball hoop and hard-standing are used by teenagers and younger children
for tennis as well as football and basketball. Many people walk their dogs there. It used by the Scouts for the
annual Donkey Derby. Families use it for a picnic area and meeting point in the summer. It is a highly valued
public space. There would be no good reason to take this land out of the Greenbelt. Within the Greenbelt it is a
protected space. It should remain protected.
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Reference the points identified in your 2014-2036 local outline plan for Little Chalfont, I am very concerned about
the potential increase in population with the resulting impact on local education, transport, health facilities etc. I
do appreciate that some additional housing is required, in particular for local workers, however, I am concerned
to note that although two sites are already under development, further encroachment on Green Belt land is
envisaged, which will mean the village will lose its Village culture and will become an extended urban area. In
particular, the infill of the former Golf Club site will move the local wildlife, such as Muntjac deer, foxes, etc.
which have already moved on following their loss of habitat from the development of the Donkey Field. The two
current developments have already reduced our Green Belt area, and no further encroachment should be
permitted when there are other areas, possibly Brown sites, which could be utilised.
With regard to the possible classification of Little Chalfont as a Main Settlement for Growth, I regard this as
inappropriate since recent developments in Little Chalfont generally exceed those in nearby areas. It may already
be considered that much of the development in those areas is contrary to the principle of the Green Belt.
Consequently, substantial Housing or Commercial Development in Little Chaifont can only be regarded as
unacceptable and contrary to the principle of the Green Belt..Proposed areas for Residential and Employment
Development around Little Chalfont will further increase the existing high demand on Services. Education,
Transport and a variety of other factors. In essece, such development must be regarded as totally unacceptable.
Little Chalfont is an important part of the Chiltenis. an outstanding area of Natural Beauty, which is beneficial
both to the London area and it’s occupants. in this context, proposed changes to to the Green Belt must surely be
regarded as totally unacceptable.
During the 2015 consultation I commented on the need to introduce cycle routes separated from traffic, and
Graham Winwright asked me set this out: Can Chiltern and South Bucks please take a lead on this vital issue? This
is an “old chestnut’, as you can see from the attached letter from 2011( Please read), yet the lack of action only
heightens the opportunity being lost. Why this falls on deaf ears is a mystery, as the cost of obesity on the NHS
has increased further since 2011. Sustrans have cycle routes sign posted which serve Amersham, but they
“sentence” cyclists to dangerously narrow lanes, and even on their website on some routes there are warnings to
proceed with caution along dangerous sections I tried again this year, only to get a hopeless response from the
DoT ( attached), so there is no sign of any central planning for this. It shows that initiatives have to be taken
locally and that funding is available; not least with the extra funds as HS2 is dumped on our area. With our roads
already being at capacity at peak times, it is common sense to link our main settlements by cycle routes for
safety, health, economic and practical enjoyment reasons. The creation of routes based on selected bridleways,
footpaths and some linking strips alongside field boundaries and of course quieter roads is as cheap as chips,
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when compared with other transport projects and will give sustainable permanent benefits. Given what appears
to be limited resources in both CDC and SBDC, there are cycling groups locally who would willingly liaise and
report on options, so that a few routes could be proposed in a draft format for discussion, and I’m happy to meet
up to promote this. This is core in the NPPF, and as can be seen in other countries who have full regard to cyclists,
once a small network is established, this will readily spread, so let South Bucks and Chiltern please take the lead.
In response to other questions Eg 5 & 6: All options should be considered, as it is essential to provide extra
housing in this area over the next 20 years. There are villages which would benefit from more houses to help
infrastructure from schools to pubs, as well as sensible infilling where guidance or standards as to density would
be useful. The whole green belt cannot stay green forever,which is no difference to when the railways first came
and with them the housing demand and population grew. It is a matter of careful selection of what should be
released and what should be cherished long term. All needs should be identified locally and not as Qu 7 suggests
by passing off residential units into Aylesbury Vale. That would not help local families and their children in their
housing need,particularly when the numbers required have already been identified by CDC and SBDC.
I wish to object to the application of possible designation of land parcel 69. Development of Green belt land in
this area is completely unsuitable due to the weak boundaries that already exist between Fulmer and Gerrards
Cross. This parcel of land is unspoilt, consisting mostly of mature dense woodland, it also has a natural stream
running the through it so is environmentally important. With the close proximity of the M40 and M25 there are
major advantages to the existing properties with regard to air and noise pollution. The mature and dense
woodland acts as a boundary and if properties were to be put on this land they would be exposed to this to a
much higher degree. The last point I would wish to make is that the land is prone to flooding, has electricity
cables, pylons and phone masts on the land. As we all know health and safety is paramount. I strongly object this
land being declassified as green belt and completely unsuitable for development of any kind.

Rep5025
Elodie Ah-Sun

We don't need any more houses in little chalfont Because we have lots being built now.

Rep5026
Freddie Ah-Sun

We don't want any more houses being built because we like the woods at the botom of are garden and it brings
lots of nature. It makes it very pretty. I didn't get a place at Little Chalfont school even though we live really near
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it. I can never walk to my school because it is too far away.

Rep5027
Mrs Helene
Harmer

Rep5028
Miss Rosalind Long

The area marked as a potential development site is within the designated green belt and is in an area out
outstanding natural beauty. Development of the site would be an act of environmental vandalism. The proposed
valley site would be most damaging to the long distance vista which looks towards an undeveloped skyline
without housing. This is a rural amenity for the whole area. The site is both difficult it access through a steep
wooded valley and would be extraordinarily destructive of mature woods and open grasslands. The site has no
obvious access routes. It would be necessary to build signigicant roads feeding into narrow lanes like Holloway
Lane or Latimer Road. This new infrastructure would severely damage the rural environment and overwhelm the
existing narrow rural roads. The site is very rich in local flora and fauna. Blackwell Stubbs wood is home to
badgers, foxes, deer and many species of bird including red kites. Developing this site would be a significant loss
of valued amenity.
How can the local authorities even be mooting for development land which is not just Green Belt but also an Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty? I refer with particular concern to the land to the northeast of Amersham
identified as a ‘built area (residential) extension option'. which enjoys BOTH protective designations, when: a)
Chiltern District Council’s own website statement says of AONB ‘A high degree of protection is given to the AONB
by planning policy at all levels national, regional, county and local The purpose is to conserve and enhance natural
beauty which indudes wildlife as well as landscape features.’ b) The Local Plan’s own assessment of this
Amersham site is ‘overall the land parcel has a strong unspoilt rural character* (it indudes woodland, farmed
land, numerous footpaths, and views across to Latimer with the River Chess running through the valley below) c)
Parts of the Chilterns/AONB are already due to be ravaged by 1152 without any benefit to the locality, never
mind new homes or employment opportunities — how much more of its supposedly protected landscape
heritage can Bucks be asked to give up? D) Brownfield sites exist which developers should be encouraged if not
required to use first e) Developers have substantial holdings of non-Green Belt land which they should be
encouraged if not required to use first — or be forced to release.I appreciate that there are pressures on local
government to plan for and deliver more housing stock and employment opportunities in the years ahead, most
from a government whose policies militate against best land use by: charging VAT on the sale of brownfield sites

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)
development options to meet
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.

The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
to be considered in addition to
the opportunities that are
available on brownfield sites.
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for residential development (?); relaxing requirements on developers to make provision for affordable housing;
encouraging the sale of council housing without financing its replacement with the equivalent in new build;
capping council tax rises and starving local authorities of the funding which might provide the infrastructure
needs of sizeable new residential developments; and not caring much for the environmental*consequences of its
policies.
But, please, encroachments on Green Belt and AONB should never be the first - or even last — resort of
responsible citizens and their Local Planning authorities.
I am writing in response to the Local Plan ‘Issues and Options’ published by Chiltern District Council.I strongly
disagree with the proposals in the Issues and Options that the areas of Green Belt in Little Chalfont shown on the
maps should potentially be released from the Green Belt. Specifically:- The proposal that the fields on both sides
of the main road (A404) should be areas of search for an industrial estate. This area is unspoilt countryside within
the Green Belt and any release of land within in would lead to the progressive merging of Little Chalfont and
Chorleywood. - The area south of the railway bridge in Lodge Lane. This is an open area of land formally beautiful
as a Golf Course. A developer bought it some years ago under the pretext of building a house with paddocks. He
has since let the entrance near the lane fall into disrepair but the area remains intrinsically beautiful and open.
The railway line is a very effective boundary to the spread of Little Chalfont to the south.- In Stony Lane the field
to the left of the lane before the wood. This is an area much walked by local people. It is really valued as a
community asset, it also complements the woods and adjacent parkland as part of the Green Belt. I am also told
that there is a ‘Green Belt Assessment’ that I should read, however I have found this very difficult to find and
understand. My husband tells me that the full Report on this has only just been published today, just two working
days before the consultation ends. Surely this is a totally inadequate amount of time for the local people to find,
read and understand the Report? What sort of Community involvement is this? Apparently within this
Assessment Report is a proposal that the area of Green Belt from the railway bridge southwards to almost
Chalfont St Giles may be considered for release from the Green Belt? This would almost merge Little Chalfont and
Chalfont St Giles! It seems as if the District Council is intent on building a ‘New Town’ out of Little Chalfont.
Perhaps they should rename it ‘Chalfont New Town’? This seems to go against the whole purpose of the Green
Belt which I thought was to keep areas separate and protect the countryside from urban sprawl? If we really need
all this new housing then we should be looking to have it built outside the Green Belt further away from London.
The Green Belt in Little Chalfont serves not just this area but much of west London. If it is lost then all those who
come out here to enjoy the countryside near London lose this amenity.
RESPONSE TO QUESTION 4: While in general, I support a review of the Chesham employment area and its use of
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land, I would prefer to see an emphasis on more intensity of use and specifically of office requirements close to
Chesham station. The case has not been made for expansion of employment spaces on the edge of the town; it
needs to be especially strong if green belt is to be used for this.REPONSE TO QUESTION 5:The selection of options
here is complex and must take account of the specific nature of the housing and employment requirements. For
example, the considerable need for affordable housing and for housing targeted at retirement should be forcast
on the larger settlements, taking account of access to shop and with facilities. That suggests focusing on Options
A and C, with some consideration of E. Where more general housing needs are identified, pursuing of limited
green belt use on the edge of settlements seems appropriate, with some consideration of Option E.The specific
commerical uses need to be identified more precisely before final consideration of the areas identified for
expansion of employment areas can be undertaken. The large area north of Chesham is an exceptionally large
and extremely varied in topography and current use. While specific areas and more specific uses might be
unacceptable, the general search area is much too large and the case for it is not made at all. Having ribbon
development from Chesham to Ashley Green is not acceptable. In addition, public transport along this road is
totally inadequate. RESPONSE TO QUESTION 8. For much of the 20th century, council housing need likes need; it
should be reintroduced. RESPONSE TO QUESTION 10-The needs for specialist accomdation for older peple must
be studied in greater detail. There is a graduation of need for older people needing to care for themselves in
simpler accomdation through to explicit residential homes for the severly dependent. Almost all of them are not
provided within bigger settlements. RESPONSE TO QUESTION 16.I am especially concered that school provision
will be inadequate espcially given current government policy on local education authorities.
I refer to the above matter and have elected to make my response in the form of a letter,
rather than address online pre-formed questions.I am also purely addressing the contents of my letter to what I
consider to be the Council’s ill-considered proposals for the release of land in and around Little Chalfont.At the
outset, and in the broadest possible terms, I wish to register my strongest possible objections to the release of
vast areas of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Green Belt land that is on the edge of and/or surrounds
the village for wide ranging
future residential and employment purposes. I also wish to raise a general point that further highlights my
objections. This relates to the sheer scale of the proposed development that the Council is seeking to impose
upon Little Chalfont which is materially disproportionate to the current size and scale of the Little Chalfont
settlement (as compared to the more significant towns/settlements of Amersham and Chesham) and which also
takes entirely insufficient material regard to the scale of development that has already been absorbed by our
small village in recent years; again compared to the larger settlements of Amersham, Chesham and Chalfont St
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Peter.I shall now structure my written comments by focussing on my specific areas of objection. OBJECTION TO
COMBINED AREA 1 comprising:Land at the rear of Chessfield Park and Land to the east of the village beyond
Stony Lane and Church Grovel Lodge Lane
Objection 1 Land designated as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 1.1 In the overall hierarchy of
“protected” countryside/land within the UK, the AONB is almost unsurpassed in its strategic importance, indeed
only in fact outranked by the country’s designated National Parks. The importance of the AONB and its protection
is a fundamental and immovable issue.1.2 The Council’s own Local Plan supporting text to its surviving AONB
policy states as follows:‘Much of the countryside in Chiltern District comprises landscapes of high scenic quallty
and in addition, some is of special historic interest. The Council is committed to the conservation of these
landscapes, which range from those of national importance (the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty),
through those of significance at the County level (Areas of Attractive Landscape), to those relatively small areas of
value in the District context (Locally Important Landscape Areas). There are also Parks and Gardens of Special
Historic Interest which are identified separately. Most are located in the areas ofhigh quality landscape. These
landscapes are of importance due to their beauty, diversity, wealth of natural resources, features of cultural
heritage and their ecological, agricultural and recreational value. These varied landscapes contribute to the
distinctiveness and identity of the District They are a valuable amenity for residents and visitors alike and they
help to enhance the quality of llfe. The aim of landscape conservation is synonymous with maintaining a high
quallty environment and this can be linked with the health of the local economy The Local Plan policies aim to
protect the special quallties of these various categories of landscape. In such areas, planning control is stricter
than in the countyside subject only to Green Belt status, because the poilcies in this section of the Local Plan will
be applied in addition to the Green Belt policies. The majority of the high quality landscapes are also l
ocated within the Green Belt where most types of
development will not normally be permitted in accordance with Policies GB2 and GB3
in the Green Belt chapter. These policies will also facilltate the protection of these landscapes.Within the
Chlltems Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, as defined on the Proposals Map, the primaty objective is to
conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the
landscape. Development should conserve, and where considered appropriate and practicable by the Council,
enhance the special landscape character and high scenic quality of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Development which is not consistent with these objectives will be refused unless the appllcant demonstrates;to
the satisfaction of the Council, that veiy exceptional drcumstances outweigh the landscape objectives.Major
development will be refused unless an appllicant has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Coundl that the
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development would be in the national interest and no alternative site outside the Chilterns Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty is available. In pursuance of the primary objective as stated above, the Council will aim to keep
development to a minimum...The Chilterns are one of a number of areas in England and Wales which are
acknowledged by statute to be of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)
are areas of distinctive high quality landscape which is of national importance. Such areas are designated by the
Countyside. Commission, but designation is subject to confirmation by the Secretary of State for the Environment
The desination of the Chilterns AONB was confirmed in December 1965 The main purpose of designation is to
conserve and enhance “natural beauty” which includes protecting flora, fauna and geological as well as landscape
features. In pursuing the primary purpose of designation, account should be taken of the needs of agriculture,
forestry and other rural industries and of the economic and social needs of local communities. Particular regard
should be paid to promoting sustainable forms of social and economic development that in themselves conserve
and enhance the environment Recreation is not an objective of designation but the demand for recreation should
be met so far as this is consistent with the conservation of natural beauty and the needs of agriculture, forestry
and other uses. Central Government broadly endorses the Countryside Commission policies as described above
“.1.3 There is nothing set out in the above quoted text that has been overridden or overturned by more recent
Central Government planning guidance. The stated objectives for the AONB remain as strong as ever and
therefore it is illogical, inconceivable and unsustainable for the Council to simply ditch the crucial views that were
so strongly stated in its own Local Plan in favour of its growth agenda. In light of the Council’s own position on the
AONB, I consider it reasonable to suggest that to now envisage the comprehensive and wholesale development
of vast areas of protected AONB land, for either residential or employment development, is nothing short of a
blatant dereliction of its planning duties. The material harm to the AONB countryside that will arise is substantial;
in my opinion, more than substantial. Consequently it should be deleted from the Council’s proposals
immediately after the current consultation stage and should not proceed further. There is no justification in the
Council’s evidence base for doing otherwise. To bring forward such misguided planning policy is a flagrant abuse
of the Council’s planning powers. Obiection 2 Land designated as Green Belt1.4 The National Planning Policy
Planning Framework states ‘The Government attaches great knpoitance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of
Green Belt poilcy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of
Green Belts are their openness and their permanence “.1.5 Thereafter it clearly sets out the purposes of the
Green Belt - as follows:• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;• to prevent neighbouring towns
merging into one another;• to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;• to preserve the
setting and special character of historic towns; and• to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling
205
Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Summary of Representation

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

of derelict and other urban land. 1.6 In my opinion the decision of the Council to suggest the release of land (i) at
the rear of Chessfleld Park and (ii) beyond the eastern edge of the existing settlement of Little Chalfont, is in
direct contradiction of the first three stated purposes of Green Belt in this country - even if Little Chalfont isn’t
regarded as a “large” built-up area.1.7 The consultation documents, suggesting the release of these areas of land
for development, definitely and comprehensively• FAIL to safeguard the countryside from encroachment• FAIL to
check the unrestricted sprawl of the built up area• FAIL to prevent neighbouring towns/settlements merging (or
being the first step towards merging).Insofar as the land at the rear of Chessfield Park is specifically concerned
1.8 The rear garden fence lines/boundaries of the properties on the north side of Chessfield Park represent a
permanent, distinct and clearly defined edge to the residential part of Little Chalfont at this point. To the rear of
these gardens is open and unbroken countryside stretching (north to south) all the way to the southern edge of
West Wood and (east to west) from Stony Lane to Westwood Park playing fields.1.9 It is also part of the open
land that currently separates Little Chalfont from Latimer -thus to allow and/or encouragement its future
development will result in a closer merging of neighbouring settlements, contrary to established Green Belt
policy. Consequently if this land at the rear of Chessfield Park is released unacceptable “sprawl”,“encroachment”
and “merging of settlements” will result and national Green Belt policy will be comprehensively ignored.1.10 To
reinforce and underline this particular point, I would draw the Council’s attention to a recent Inspector’s decision
into resisting a 230 house development in the south of England, where he stated:‘.the proposal would materially
enlarge the settlement resulting in a far less dear cut urban edge and substantially diminish the perception of
open countryside beyond its edges. Extensive landscaping would not diminish this impact..” He also stated:the
scheme would move the urban edge doser to another settlement reducing the gap of just over a kilometre to
about 850 metres. Protection ofsuch gaps is a long standing spatial planning tool in the borough” It is noted that
the distance between Little Chalfont and Latimer at this point is very similar to the quoted appeal case. I know all
about “each case on its merits” - but the Green Belt principles of protecting open countryside ‘gaps’ between
settlements and safeguarding the countryside from sprawl and encroachment are clear, obvious and
unavoidable. Insofar as the land to the east of the village (beyond Stony Lane/Church Grove) is concerned 1.10
There can be no doubt in anyone’s mind that the established carriageways of Stony Lane (to the north of the
A404) and Church Grove/Lodge Lane (to the south side of the A404) at the eastern end of Little Chalfont form the
clear-cut, distinct and defensible barrier to the extent of the built up area of the village.1.11 Consequently the
potential release of the land east of these points for so-called “Areas of Employment” represents another flagrant
and irresponsible act by the Council in its planning responsibilities and completely ignores the very clearly state
purposes of the Green Belt. To release this land will, again,• FAIL to safeguard the countryside from
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encroachment• FAIL to check the unrestricted sprawl of the built up area• FAIL to prevent neighbouring
towns/settlements merging (or being the first step towards merging). 1.12. It is specifically to be noted in
material planning terms:(i) that the settlements of Little Chalfont and Chorleywood will be materially closer if this
land is released for development (ii) that the settlements of Little Chalfont and Chenies will be materially closer if
this land is released for development (iii) that there are no further obvious, natural or defensible boundaries to
the future further sprawl or “spread” of the built up area of the village along both sides of the A404 if these
substantial parcels of land are released for development as a result of the current consultation exercise. 1.13. In
my many years in the planning sector I do not think I have seen such an indefensible, illogical or harmful
suggestion that affects the release of Green Belt and AONB land as currently envisaged by the Council to the east
of Little Chalfont. It breaks all the rules governing the good and sound application of forward planning. In my
opinion, no “growth agenda” pressures are of such weight to override the correct protection of AONB and Green
Belt land in the areas beyond the well established eastern end of the settlement of Little Chalfont. AREA 2comprising land bounded by Lodne Lane and Burtons Lane, including the golf course land. Objection - Land
designated as Green Belt (note - this partly reiterates my Green Belt comments re the combined area 1 above,
but are now focussed specific to “area 2”).1.14 The National Planning Policy Planning Framework states:-‘The
Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt poilcy is to prevent
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness
and their permanence “1.15 Thereafter it clearly sets out the purposes of the Green Belt - as follows:• to check
the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; • to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; • to
assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; • to preserve the setting and special character of
historic towns; and• to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban
land. 1.16 In my opinion the decision of the Council to suggest the release of land as referred above, is in direct
contradiction of the first three stated purposes of Green Belt in this country - even if Little Chalfont isn’t regarded
as a “large” built-up area. 1.17 The consultation document to release this land for testing for residential
development of this area, definitely and comprehensively • FAILS to safeguard the countryside from
encroachment • FAILS to check the unrestricted sprawl of the built up area • FAILS to prevent neighbouring
towns/settlements merging (or being the first step towards merging). 1.18 This area is part of the open land that
currently separates Little Chalfont from Chorleywood - thus to allow and/or encouragement its future
development will result in a closer merging of neighbouring settlements - directly contrary to national and local
Green Belt policy. 1.19 Taking a measurement of distance from the approximate centre of this release site shows
a reduction from approx 1.5km to just 1km between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood at this point - which in my
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opinion represent a material and substantial closing/merging of two separate settlements which, combined with
the erosion of the countryside and an unrestricted sprawl on the southeast flank of Little Chalfont cannot be
supported or sustained in planning policy terms and therefore should not proceed. Consequently if this land is
released then unacceptable “sprawl”, ‘encroachment” and “merging of settlements” will result and national
Green Belt policy will be completely and comprehensively ignored. Consequently I wish to register my strongest
possible objections.
I AM AMAZED THAT THE COUNCIL IS EVEN CONSIDERING THIS PROJECT FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS 1.
SCHOOLS, DOCTORS, DENTISTS, CANT COPE NOW. CHOICE IS NOT AN OPTION NOW.2. BLACK HORSE BRIDGE IS A
TRAFFIC NIGHTMARE NOW NO NEW ROADS COULD BE CONSTRUCTED TO AVOID FURTHER PROBLEMS. TRAFFIC
WOULD BE QUEING DOWN TOWARDS CHESHAM + AMERHSAM OLD TOWN DURING RUSH HOUR 3. SEWER PIPES
WOULD NOT BE ABLE TO COPE AS THEY ARE THE WRONG DIAMETER NOW. 4. YOU CANT REPAIR THE ROADS
NOW. HOW ARE YOU GOING TO REPAIR THE DAMAGE TO OUR ROADS CAUSED BY THIS PROJECT AND HS2. YOU
WOULD BE ALLOWING LAND OF OUTSTANDING NAURAL BEAUTY AND WILDLIFE TO BE DESTROYED 6. ARE YOU
GOING TO CONPENSATE US FOR THE LOSS IN HOUSE PRICES.
My favourite walk from my home starts from the end of Stubbs Wood and crosses the valley to Latimer. I do the
walk most weeks. The start of the walk gives stunning views over the Chess Valley- to have that view obscured
housing would be an act of mindless vandalism.
I would encourage you to pursue option A (more infill) and/or option E (expansion outside the area). The chilterns
are too beautiful to spoil with greenfield development.
My objection to area 15 is strongly linked to the objection I put forward on the 11/03/16 to area 16b, the land
being contiguous with similar topography and probably similar geology. The fields behind Botley Road stretching
from the Botley Playing Field through to the area behind Wannions Close and maybe further, slope very gently
towards Botley Road and are prone to quickly becoming extremely wet and muddy. Anecdotally — from
conversations with people whose families have lived in this area for generations — the fields around Botley, on
either side of the road, including those in area 16b and area 15,probably have springs in them. (The field
bordering Broomstick Lane in area 14a certainly has springs in it — small rivers appear in the field during wet
periods and the force of the water that cascades through the allotments onto Broomstick Lane, sometimes for
days on end when this happens, looks like water pouring out of a large burst pipe. Water also pours down from
the top of Broomstick Lane during rainy times. The lane resembles a thy river bed in dry times, which suggests the
water has always poured of the fields in this way.) Area 15 releases water onto Botley Road and the gardens of
houses along Bodey Road in a similar way to area 16b (which I described in my previous comments (11/03/16)and
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objections with regard to water pouring off the land behind the Hen and Chickens onto Botley Road and down
Tylers Hill). When I lived on that side of the road in a house between Lee Farm Close and Wannions Close, after
heavy rain, water would pour from the field behind (in area 15) down the garden (which sloped down from the
field) past the house and onto Botley Road. I have seen similar streams of water emptying onto Botley Road from
the driveway of Lee Farm Close and they probably originated from the fields behind as well. Streams suggest that
there may well be springs in area 15 and 16b. (Perhaps Botley Road itself, like Broomstick Lane, used to be a dry
riverbed in the summer and a river in wet times fed by springs in area 15 and 16b) The number of old wells in the
area also points to underground water and the possibility of springs. Botley Road always has large flooded areas
during wet times. I have lived on Botley Road, on both sides of the road on and off for 45 years. The gardens of
houses on the area 14a side of the road(even numbered houses built on land that slopes down from Botley Road
towards Broomstick Lane) have seen increasing amounts of water pouring into them over the last few years when
it rains. This might be due to changing weather patterns or more paved driving along the road, but building in the
fields in area 15 would almost certainly make the situation far worse. It could possibly lead to serious flooding of
Botley Road, its footpaths and the houses already along the road and or flooding of any new build houses. Even
houses further back, closer to Lye Green Road could impact on flooding in Botley because theland slopes gently
down towards Botley.I definitely think the possibility that there are springs under the land in area 15 and area
16b needs to be carefully investigated before this land is taken out of the Greenbelt. I also think that the slope of
the land in area 15 (and area 16b), the fact that the soil in this area is clay, the flooding along Botley Road and
increased water flowing into gardens adjacent to the road (which has worsened over the last 15 years) all need to
be analysed, and the impact that development could have needs to be thoroughly explored before this decision is
made. Development in area 15 and 16b would be very likely to cause flooding in Botley and any new housing
developments within area 15 and 16b could have problems with flooding as well. The old, privately owned
asbestos dump in area 15 has recently been disturbed (in February 2016) and the activities that occurred there
quite possibly made it dangerous in that vicinity, at least for a a while. There seems to be no legislation that can
control activity on an asbestos dump until after activity has taken place. Locals have been told to remain vigilant
and to report further activity, immediately if they see it happening. This is a stressful way to live. To build near
the asbestos site dump in area 15 would be inappropriate. Land near it should not be taken out of the Greenbelt.
The Botley recreation ground in area 16b should not be taken out of the Greenbelt. This is an invaluable space for
local children and adults, with play equipment and football facilities. It is very well used on the weekends and on
weekdays by young and old, for sports activities, playing, dog walking picnics etc and has been for decades. There
would be no good reason to take this land out of the Greenbelt. Within the Greenbelt it is a protected public
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space and it should remain protected.
As a local resident I am concered that the area chosen is not only green belt but also an area of outstanding
natural beauty. Also I am concerned that this will have a huge impact upon local drainage in an area well known
for flooding problems.
I am concered and wish to object to the proposal to include within the Local Plan the development of the land
between Bell lane and Stony Lane down towards the Latimer Road. This land forms part of a protected and highly
prized area of outstanding natural beauty and in green belt land. The current stage 1 proposals for light industrial
and housing will do considerable damage to the environment, the wood and diminish the Chess valley. The Stage
2 proposals would be the complete negation of the protection afforded for so many years to the Chess valley.
Both stages are objected to. The objections to stage 2 are even more vehement.
The chess valley is on the most beautiful and prized rural areas in the plan area. It is a most valued by walkers,
nature lovers and residents of the local settlements. It really should be unthinkable that the stage 2 possiblity of
Green Belt Status being altered. It would be perverse of those formulating this plan to include stage 2. Any
development incl stage 1 proposals would put uncontrollable presure of traffic on the A404 and the lanes
servicing Latimer Road.
1 Brownfield sites should be used before Green Belt land is released.2. The country as a whole, including
Chesham, needs more smaller units so that young families can afford to
live here and older people in large houses are able to ‘downsize’, leaving more family homes available. If essential
workers such as teachers, nurses, young doctors etc are to be able to afford to buy in the area, building large
‘affordable’ homes is not appropriate, as the definition of’affordable’ can be 80% of the market price.3. MY MAIN
CONCERN IS INFRASTRUCTURE
The traffic jam down Amersham Hill into Chesham during the evening rush hour is horrendous. Most people from
Chesham work south of the town in Wycombe, Watford, London, Slough etc. A few hundred extra houses in
Chesham will result in even more cars. I believe the ‘rule of thumb’ is at least one and a half cars per household.
How do you intend to cope with this problem? A good road from the proposed site to the A416 could encourage
more people to use the A41, rather than going through Chesham and Amersham, but that would put even more
pressure on a very busy section of the M25. 4. Would you build a new primary school? Ley Hill has been oversubscribed ever since I came to Chesham in the early seventies. I don’t know if there is room for expansion at
Bushwood. S. As Chesham grows we will need more dentists and doctors. Although they are relatively well paid
eventually, we need more genuinely affordable houses to attract young medics to the area. 6. Finally, I don’t
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think this consultation has been sufficiently advertised. I knew about it because I subscribe to the ‘Examiner’
newspaper, but I have spoken to several residents who have heard nothing about it before
speaking to me. It is too important to depend on word of mouth and a general house-drop should have been
made. (Or did I miss it?)
-Whilst acknowledging the difficulty faced by councillors.the plan seems to simply take extra land at the
periphery of all the more urban areas without consideration of their positioning in the AONB nor of questions of
accessibility, roads, public transport, schools, medical facilities or social amenities. It looks like a ‘one size fits all'
type of approach, a box-ticking exercise.-The plan calls for dwellings but does not indicate the number of people.There is no indication of the type of housing and whether it is to be mixed types/sizes or further ghettoisation.There seems to be a assumption that dwellings will follow in the current style rather than addressing the lack of
land. Have other land-strapped areas and their developments been examined? For example the nature of housing
in Switzerland? Multiple occupancy dwellings with the appearance and feel of single units, all with underground
car-parking, ideal fbr hillside sites.
-There seems to be little identification of brown field sites close to the existing town centres, nor areas where
there is poor quality housing or housing of little architectural merit or even housing built at a time when there
was plenty of land and which are no longer suitable for today’s needs (as they take up too much land) - all of
which lend themselves to re-development either voluntarily or under compulsory purchase orders. -The
development sprawl mooted for Chesham, Amersham, Little Chalfont & Chalfont St Peter are too large, too
extreme. Those development sites would impinge on the AONB and would alter the whole nature of the
areas concerned. They would by their size and location seriously increase road confgestion.
-The smaller development sites elsewhere and those at the periphery of the areas composite map 6 might at first
sight appear to be acceptable.In the meantime, has the Council considered just as a few examples -Amersham:
Woodside Road (both sides) through to Woodside Close as a redevelopment opportunity? -Station Road and the
hillside nature which could be better developed? -The use of space for parking at Challoner’s - the cars should be
underground with apartments developed above? -The hillside sprawl of Chesham with too few houses on too
much land, boxes on the hillside, with no use of the contours and landscaping to increase capacity (cf
Switzerland)?-Equally have the villages and hamlets of Chiltern District been asked, through their parish councils,
to identifypotential sites for modest development? Coleshill for example would seem able to absorb housing or a
change in the style of housing in certain parts without any detrimental affect to the village or AONB. No doubt
this would be the case too with measured development in the other villages and hamlets.
I would like to comment on the proposal about the "testing for residential development" on the "Emerging Local
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Plan for future development. The area for consideration of Quill Hall Farm is the option I wish to comment on for
example the area would use up some land which is currently in Green Belt and of a natural unspoilt are of rural
Bucks land which is presently used by many people for walks with families & dogs not to mention the farming
potential which is too often built on. Not to mention the fact that there are many more vehicles using these small
byroads as "rat runs" now so if more houses built it will cause problems for children especially as the local schools
are very close to the development but the roads are presently atrocious, especially Chesnut lane/Quill Hall lane,
holes are filled but this does not last so more traffic will heighten this problem. PARKING which is presently
horrendous around this area will be unmanageable and will be out of control even more. All utilities wil be
stretched & unless improved substanially will fail for all of us. We do need this unspoilt area local to us as to walk
in countryside is a great stress reliever & the trees help the area giving life to us they are the lungs of the town.
Speaking of the town, if more houses are build I hope they improve the facilities of Amersham there are no shops
worth visiting only places to eat. It is a dying town & not like it used to be in the 60/70's.. I think planning should
concentrate on bringing the town back to life, not building more residential housing bringing more and more
traffic to a relatively unspoilt area, the housing development on the Raans Road School & playing fields are
enough as the vehicles have increased. I know people want housing but perhaps build on brownfield sites first an
infill in town rather than encroach on the green belt countryside which we do need to preserve for future
generations & for all of nature.
I am appalled at the prospects being touted for local development in the Little Chalfont area.
As well as all the obvious disadvantages of building on areas of outstanding natural beauty and green belt, I
cannot believe the infrastructure of the village is substantial enough to take any more sizeable housing or
industrial development. As it is, it is nearly impossible to get appointments at either doctors or dentists and the
waiting lists at the local schools appear to be on the increase. Does the council not take into consideration the
wellbeing of its population in situ when looking at these situations especially when you consider that Little
Chalfont has had the biggest increase in housing development in the local area over the past few years?
One would be foolish not to realise that houses and other developments need to be put in
place in the South East, however, we must surely rely on our local councils to have joined up thinking when
dealing with this in terms of the local services, the wellbeing of the current residents and the outstanding
countryside that will be ruined forever.
There is no means of judging whether the total number of dwellings that Bucks are required to provide is correct
or not. Outside influences like the level of immigration and regional development plans over the next 20 years
could change this need significantly. We need a mix of housing to reflect the ageing population and for the
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younger age groups. More luxury homes are not needed.The site marked in Appendix 4 in CSG is not ‘built
up’.Although HELAA recommends that sites for less than five dwelling should be excluded, we believe that such
sites should be considered in a small community, and that sufficient numbers of such sites could meet a suitable
and appropriate target without major developments being needed.
HELAA also excludes sites within functional flood plains, so the sites near the River Misbourne should not be
included in the plan.There may be infill areas in ‘built up areas’ in the village; these smaller pockets of land within
the village would be suitable for smaller development. See Question 2.We agree with the approach which
protects the Green Belt and AONB.
Agree that options listed should be considered. We object to the “village extensions” which are out of proportion
to the present housing population and in the Green Belt.The suggested extension to Chalfont St Giles in Appendix
4 is totally inappropriate as it is in an Environment
Agency designated flood plain, it is in the Green Belt and AONB. The proposals will have a negative impact on the
key purposes of the green belt, which was established for the following reasons and remain appropriate:* To
check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. Building on this area would be “urban sprawl’ into the
countryside.* To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another.* To assist in safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment.* To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns. The centre of
Chalfont St Giles is protected by a Conservation Area.* To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the
recycling of derelict and other urban land. The plot in Appendix 4 is nether derelict nor urban. This area is
alongside the public footpath to Amersham much used by residents and visitors. Furthermore the proposed
development of Newlands Park will add a significant load to the infrastructure requirements of the village. Any
development between the two communities will undermine one of thepurposes of the Green Belt to prevent
neighbouring towns from merging into one another.Expansion in Aylesbury Vale will reduce the load on other
parts of Bucks. It would be valuable if there was a matching expansion of employment in Aylesbury Vale area to
reduce traffic movement in the county. To reiterate, we need housing that is affordable for eldery and young; not
luxury homes.Where permission is given for housing development, emphasis should be places on smaller more
affordable homes, not large expensive properties that tend to be favoured by some developers. 9. Need to
consider the issues of access and infrastructure support. We recommend expanding present lawful sites. There
are no obvious optional sites in Chalfont St Giles.
It seems to me urgent to allow more housing, particuarlly for young people (i.e. starter houses) and social
housing, in particular by shared ownership.The green belt land approaching old Amersham from the west, and
also behind the Jaguer garage are both suitable, and are not valuable green belt (not scenic, for example).
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I am sure councillors were not elected to the council to approve the desecration of our countryside, the Green
Belt. Once first one small infiltration of building on this land is allowed, the next will soon follow- it sets a
precedence for future erosion of our green spaces.
I am responding to the consultation on the CDC Local plan proposals 20 14-2036 in particular with regard to the
Little Chalfont area. I do not believe that the infrastructure in Little Chalfont can cope with any major new
development. Already it is extremely difficult to park to use the local shops and amenities and with no space
available for increasing parking any new major development will make the situation unbearable for existing
residents. Little Chalfont has already seen a substantial increase in housing over the last few years and simply
cannot take anymore.Little Chalfont is surrounded by narrow rural lanes. Many of the proposals would put
undue strain on these roads. In particular Burtons Lane, Lodge Lane and Stony Lane. They could not cope and
would become extremely dangerous. I recognise the need for additional housing in the area but believe that this
should come from developing brown field sites. Citygate has recently put in an application for flats at its car
servicing building which should be approved. This is opposite their showroom which although granted permission
has not yet been developed. Station Approach has a run-down appearance and would also be ideal for new
housing. I also feel that the land in Honours Yard could be better utitised. We are looking ahead as far as 2036 so
we must show some imagination. We should seriously consider the GE Healthcare sites. It is quite possible that
during this period GE will pull out of little Chalfont which would provide many opportunities for both housing and
employment development. My biggest objection is to CDC proposing sites which are currently prime agricultural
land which is in use. These fields create the unique look and feel to the area and this would be lost if such
developments took place.
I would like to point out that Little Chalfont has already been subject to multiple building projects in the past few
years: Bell Lane (253 units), Donkey Field off Burtons Lane (45 units), three sites on White Lion Road where
multiple dwellings have replaced a single one. Currently, there are four flats being adapted from office space at
Jane Duncan on Chalfont Station Road, Citygate has obtained planning permission to replace their showroom
with multiple flats, planning permission is being sought to build eight residential units on the dilapidated garage
area at the end of Chenies Parade and 11 such units at the Citygate workshop site by the station.We are
therefore already altering the nature of Little Chalfont, putting pressure on
availability of parking space, schools and other amenities. I’m not aware of any similar scale building work going
on in Chalfont St Giles or Chalfont St Peter.Apart from the former golf course in Lodge Lane, all the areas of land
pinpointed are within the Chilterns Areas of Outstanding Natural beauty and are an asset to the area as well as
allowing wildlife, flora and fauna to thrive. Several sites are used for agricultural purposes and to develop these
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into residences would be detrimental to the area.If there is a perceived need for additional housing in the area,
brownfield sites should be developed such as the Citygate site near the station and the former golf coursewhich
is neither used as a golf course nor accessible to the public.
MY REASONS WHY I AM AGAINST THE LOCAL PLAN FOR THE NORTH SIDE OF CHESHAM IE VALE RD INDUSTRIAL
UNITS 1 Why is it necessary to build on Green Belt land at the North End of CHESHAM as this is the only green
space in this area. The Childrens play area will be taken away so they will have lost a very precious space. 2 How
will the present infrastructure cope with all the extra lorries/Vans needed for industry.3 If these fields & woods
are to be built on where will all the extra water go when it rains heavily because Vale Road is already prone to
flooding and if water cannot soak into the fields and woods it will run down into Vale Road.
4 Why will Chesham need more industrial units when those already empty in the area find it difficult to fill.5 IF
Any compnay that takes one of the units decide to work 24 HRS a day how will that affect the resident health if
there is noise all through the night. 6 If this plan is allowed to proceed the householders properties will lose a fair
amount of their value so I expect them to be adequately compensated. 7 These fields & woods are a haven for
wildlife which is good for the environment and we do not want to see if built on
The proposed development which concerns me most is the large shaded section to the South of the Chesham
shuttle railway line, particularly the fields & very popular footpath from the end of Stubbs Wood leading down to
the wood (Blackwell Stubbs). This is where the residents of Amersham can come to breathe fresh air away from
diesel fumes & forget their worries & concerns for an hour or two. When it snows children from all around with
their sledges to enjoy the steeply sloping field & in summer they can see the cows in the field with their calves,
pick black berries in the hedgerows + gasp in amazement at the carpet of bluebells in the wood every May. They
can play in the old bomb crater + imagine horsemen of long ago galloping through the ancient pollonded
holloway. This is a little paradise which my children have enjoyed & I hope many future generatioons will live to
enjoy. Even if access could be found to the site, that could only lead onto already conjested roads which are full
to capacity at busy times. Chesham & Amersham are ancient market towns as main routes which have been in
existence for many centuries NS & EW & totally unsuitable for the amount of traffic they have to endure. What
we need to think about is a new road system with satellite towns nearby as we see the developments around the
M40 near Banbury etc. This would be far more useful than HS2! I was very surprised to learn in Question 4 Section 4.5 + suggesting a new settlement in or near the district, that so few were in favour of this suggestions.
We need well planned new developments on a sustainable road network with their own schools (Raans was
eliminated in favour of houses & now we don’t have places for the children already in this county) & a hospital
not in the middle of a busy town in a steep sided valley (HW), or on a narrow country road (SM), with adequate
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space for parking & quick & easy access for ambulances & a convient bus service. Lets plan for the long term, not
just the next 20 years when we will be in the same position if not worse! Our beloved UK has paid so much cash
into the EU over the years making improvements in so many countries. Traveling in Europe last year I found Berlin
covered in cranes & a similar scene in Warsaw with a wonderful road system all over Poland, compared to the
horses and waggons I saw there in the 1960s. Surely it is our turn now- in or preferably out of Europe, even if we
do have to pay for it ourselves - at least we will know where our money is going.
I am against the further development of Little Chalfont which involves using existing green belt land and Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty for any soft of development including additional housing, infrastructure or
employment development.The key reasons are as follows: The green belt and AONB were created to constrain
future building and protect for future generations large areas of natural beauty. The Chilterns are one of the few
areas close to London itself that both give local people and visitors who live in London the opportunity to get
away from the City and experience stunning landscapes and vistas. Hundreds of Thousands of people visit this
area to be able to walk through countryside away from housing development It is precisely because it is so
accessible to London that Little Chalfont’s green belt should be preserved rather
than nominating it as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’. Little Chalfont was always designed to be a Village with
appropriate infrastructure for a village. Their have recently been over 300 new houses added or planned in the
area equating to an increase of over 12%. This has already highlighted the constraints on the infrastructure and
the 45 new homes just behind Chenies parade are not yet occupied There are regular queues to park next to the
Rep5054
Village shop, Parking adjacent to the library can be full, the traffic on the A404 is getting heavier and passes right
Mrs Gillian Grimsey
through the centre of the village, again resulting in queueing and road repairs, the trains are full in rush hour with
no seats much after 07h00, doctors and dentist times to get an appointment are getting harder and longer, the
schools are all nearing capacity and their ‘actual’ catchment
area is getting smaller. Other infrastructure such as sport and recreation, social care, waste water have all got
limits. If the green belt land is used for development it will be lost forever and future generations will be left
wondering how such environmentally insensitive decisions were taken by our generation.If additional
development areas are needed then they must be within the current boundaries of the village The thorouhgfare
through Little Chalfont is becoming very dangerous as a result of traffic attempting to turn into the small
shopping parade and being unable to do so by virtue of so many cars waiting for a parking space, this creates a
tailback along the main road, how much longer do we have to wait for a serious accident to happen. I believe
Little Chalfont has taken more development than other areas and we should seriously consider thelegacy we are
leaving for our successors before proceeding with this misguided plan.
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With reference in particular to Q.6, I am concered that the council has identified Green Belt Parcel 69, between
Fulmer Drive and the M40, for possible development. I believe that the area fulfils vital Green Belt functions and
is unsuitable for development.
Most of the parcel of land consists of ancient woodland and is a natural wildlife sanctuary for many species of
birds and other wildlife. The trees themselves should be preserved and any development there would, in my
opinion, be an act of environmental vandalism.
The woodland also provides an effective check on urban sprawl from Gerrards Cross and forms a valuable gap
between G.X. and other settlements to the south. The woodland also helps to protect from air and sound
pollution caused by traffic on the M40 which would increase with the loss of said woods. Restricted access to the
area, the presence of pylons and high voltage cables and potential infrastructure problems all suggest that this
area is wholly unsuitable as a development site. I trust that my views will be taken into consideration when
dealing with this issue.
Being signposted as an historical town it is an important that the landscape and horizon to the town is not
changed out of all recognition. With the ability to change office space to residential areas brings many problemslonger delays at the bottleneck in the rush hours, less places to work in the town and the need to house older or
disabled people who need to have easy and central residential areas to use the town with greater accessibility.
The idea of connecting Lowndes Park with the town is a good idea and increase the popularity of visiting an
historical town with connections from the Romans, Lady Elgiva, multiple churches due to schisms in religious
thinking, the martyr memorial are testament to the free thinking residents. The beginning of Liberty's in the High
Street shows that Chesham was not just a sleepy habitat. Parking is a problem and more people would come to
provide money and activity to the town. The idea of bring Lowndes Park into the town seems an excellent idea
and could also solve the problem of parking space.
8. To meet the affordable housing needs it is understandable that it might be necessary to build higher or more
densely within existing boundaries, on brownfield sites or fill in naturally vacant sites. As a 40 year old who would
greatly benefit from increased availability of truly affordable housing I would never want to see green belt land
sacrificed to achieve this. 17. The biggest challenge within the local plan must be to protect our AONB and those
areas that truly give our part of the Chilterns its character. This is surely as big and important a responsibility as
providing housing when preparing for and protecting the future. To hear that green belt protection is potentially
under threat is a very worrying direction for the plan to take. In paricular in my local area expanding housing into
the Chess Valley - including the space between Bell Lane, Stony Lane and Westwood Park is an alarming step that
moves housing over a current natural boundary into one of the most precious areas left in our area. I am very
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concered that this would not only affect and alter the AONB negatively; distrupting and destroying wildlife,
altering the character of this area forever but also set a new precedent for further expansion once we begin to
undo what has been protected. At present the valley represents a natural balance to the congested White Lion
Road. So many visitors come here, from London in perticular to enjoy what many take for granted and something
that is already in continual decline, surronding the city- an area of truly outstanding natural beauty, surrounded
on all sites but on our doorstep. So much wildlife in habitats this pocket which you cannot witness once you cross
to nearby built up areas.I understand that meeting all the needs for housing and the numerous considerations
this includes is a difficult and enormous task but I feel that these aspects in paricular need further support to
survive and ultimately provide us and future generations with a healthy place to live. Thank you for taking my
contribution into consideration.
I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road, Great Missenden should be made available or
residential development as this would result in the loss of a valuable village facility and loss of local jobs.
Accordingly Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed suitable for development.
Question 16 Infrastructure I feel infrastucture delivery is very important and needs to be addressed and
provisions made before any proposed housing developments are started. It is already difficult to get an
appiontment with the doctor without waiting several days. Since the closure of High Wycombe Accident and
Emergency some people have quite a distance to travel to get to their nearest A.E hospital and of course the
provision of extra schools is essential. With regard to the possible proposal for light industrial development
between Chesham and Ashley Green this seems quite out of character in an area which at present in mainly rural
and residential. I am also worried about the extra volume of heavy vehicles which would be coming through the
village.
Great Missenden Garage, Rignall Road.I have just become aware of the designation of this site for housing and
would strongly object for the following reasons 1. It is most unusual to designate or allow a change of use of
existing premises unless they are defunct e.g. unused industrial buildings.2. A local plan has to provide facilities
for the locality e.g. schools, shops, a
service garage. If this site were to provide housing where is the site in the plan for a local service garage ?3. To
insist that another site for a garage is in the plan does not make economic
sense if it has to be acquired.4. The present garage site should be excluded from the housing
designation as it is a well-used good facility which should be retained.
I have received information regarding the above consultation and read it with dismay. I am totally opposed to any
redevelopment of this magnitude in our beautiful Green Belt area.

Classification: OFFICIAL

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

The Local Plan will need to
218

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep5062
Mrs Geraldine
Spencer

Summary of Representation
I have listed the main reasons for my opposition to the proposals contained in the Local Plan
Consultation below:• Land in the Green Belt was originally designated to check the unrestricted sprawl of large
built-up areas and to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. This Consultation seems to totally
ignore such ideals. Housing and economic development should not justify release of Green Belt land.• Much of
the land surrounding Little Chalfont is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). We should
not destroy such an asset which is highly valued by the residents of Little Chalfont and the Chilterns as well as the
many visitors to the area. Once lost, this will never be recovered for future generations!
• There has already been significant development within Little Chalfont (e.g. Bell l.ane 253
homes and behind Chenies Parade 45 homes). Indeed, illogically to my mind, the Council
have also accepted an application to build a shop/office unit and flats on land at the end of
Chenies Parade when the community are desperately seeking additional car parking spaces.
As stated above, I believe that the village should not be considered as a main settlement for
growth.• The infrastructure in and around Little Chalfont is already under severe pressure and thenew
developments mentioned above will only make these matters much worse. This could
not support new housing estates. For example, traffic is already excessive and we have the
A404 running through the centre of the village and this produces light and heavy traffic from
far and wide. Furthermore, if the area to the west of Lodge Lane was to be built upon Lodge
Lane, with its narrow width and limited passing space, especially under the railway bridge,
would be unable to cope.• Damage to the environment. These sites are important as water drainage land,
feeding the chalk streams which are already impacted by the extraction of water from the Chilterns.Ancient
woodlands and hedgerows will also be put at risk from pollution, root damage and water table changes. I also
worry about the effect on our wildlife. For example, if the woodlands on the land bordering Stony Lane are
reduced the Monkjacks that inhabit them will be tempted to “ investigate” residential gardens which could be a
problem to some people who will threaten them. I appreciate that housing is badly needed but I also feel strongly
that there must be brown field sites which could be used for this purpose. Little Chalfont, in my view, still retains
its charming village atmosphere which will be lost forever if such large developments are allowed to go ahead.I
anxiously await hearing the outcome and sincerely hope my comments, along with the many others, will be
considered and taken very seriously.
I oppose the development of the greenbelt surrounding Chalfont St Peter. Our village is already heavily congested
with Doctors Surgeries, Schools etc struggling to cope. The lanes are narrow & without footpaths & extremely
busy most of the time already. The infrastructure, therefore, simply can't cope with further development.I have
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lived in Chalfont St Peter for over 50 years & watched it change from a lovely village where we could safely ride
our horses to what is rapidly becoming an urban sprawl. What an unpleasant place it will become with the HS2
railway running underneath Vast housing estates, traffic jammed in all directions & not an open field in sight.
I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and
Gerrards Cross Map in Appendix 5 Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the green belt listed
in the Local Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at
Gerrards Cross Golf Club, including the club house and so make the club completely unviable whilst also
threatening the livelihood of some 20 staff. It would further greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities
in the local area deny hundreds of members the enjoyment of playing golf in a beautiful part of the Misbourne
Valley when they have done for nearly 100 years. Such development within the green belt would be considered
harmful to the principles of such a designation while conversely, the exisiting use is an acceptable use within the
green belt and wholly apppropriate in maintaining the openess of the green belt.
In response to the proposals of the Local Plan, we are writing to express our opposition. The main reasons why
these plans should not go ahead concern the violation of the Green Belt and AONB. To seek to remove this status
sets in motion a time in future when that land can be appropriated for building and lead to such an extensive
sprawl that there will be no green spaces left between our villages and towns and greater London. Having lived in
the area for 34 years we have witnessed this kind of threat to the land on a regular basis and it is important that
the green belt and AONB status be maintained in order for that sprawl to be prevented. Little Chalfont is already
a hub for traffic congestion and difficulties in meeting existing
social, medical, educational and other amenity needs of its residents. This proposal
would put even more pressure on local services.Currently, the areas outlined in the plan hinge on an existing road
system which is completely inadequate for the residential and business plans the Council proposes.The
development would entail considerable overall of these roads as well as increased spending on extending the
amenity infrastructures. This applies particularly to Lodge Lane, along with Burtons Lane and Roughwood Lane as
well as Stoney Lane and along the back road to Chesham which are heavily used as rat-runs by vehicles, especially
during rush hour. Widening the roads would bring increased traffic, noise, pollution and road danger and so
would considerably reduce the quality of life for all residents, existing and new. There are also a number of
cyclists who use these roads, and horses are ever present and any increase in traffic would be a further danger to
them and when many horses are already killed because of how
these lanes are used by speeding traffic.The environs of Little Chatfont are constantly under threat from
expansion and development plans. People need access to a safe and healthy environment in which to live. Our
220

Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep5066
Mrs Pamela J
Shakelian

Summary of Representation

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

children and grandchildren need to have green spaces, spaces we also share with other wildlife species, and
where they can learn about loving and
protecting the planet. Yellowhammers and Skylarks still fly above the fields along Lodge Lane and this songbird is
nationally endangered. We have already lost our Lapwings, another nationally endangered bird, and Starlings and
Sparrows are in sharp decline here. We are so incredibly lucky in the Chilterns to have such wondrous, natural
and beautiful landscapes where landowners have been generous in giving us easy access to it. Many of us work
voluntarily to maintain this lovely place, and people come from far and wide to enjoy our countryside, especially
the Chess Valley, and spend money in our local towns and villages. These proposals
would be a deterring blight and deny everyone that much needed quality of life. Once it has been destroyed it
will be gone forever. Please support this plea to look elsewhere for what we acknowledge is much needed
affordable housing.
I have lived in this area around the Bucks border since 1983, and since 1988, having moved out of London so that
my family could grow up in the semi-rural environment that this area offers. It now seems that the Green Belt
status which has protected this area from becoming just another characterless suburb of London is under threat
from the proposed Local Plan. Whilst I acknowledge that a housing shortage is a problem that needs addressing,
Little Chalfont has already been the target of more than its fair share of new housing in recent years, including
the substantial developments in Bell Lane and the Donkey Field behind Chenies Parade, especially when
compared to other local areas. Any further development would have a detrimental effect not only on the charm
and the beauty of this area, but on local services and quality of life for its existing population. In addition to this,
the proposed industrial development on such a large scale would further destroy the natural tranquillity of the
area, parts of which are designated as
being in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It is these very fields which separate Little Chalfont from
surrounding towns and villages and prevent it from developing into urban sprawl.The local infrastructure already
struggles with its existing population — schools are
oversubscribed, with catchment areas shrinking year on year, necessitating journeys from areas within walking
distance of local schools to other schools outside Little Chalfont such as Chenies. This not only impacts on these
families but also has a detrimental environmental effect in the form of extra cars on the road. Medical and dental
facilities are also oversubscribed and could not cope with additional numbers moving into the area. Transport
problems too would be exacerbated with further development. Apart from the A404 & A41 3, local roads are
mainly narrow country lanes which can barely cope with existing traffic at peak times. It is already almost
impossible to park at Chenies Parade & Nightingales Corner in order to use the local shops and services, and
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surrounding roads cannot cope with parked cars, as illustrated by the hazardous situation in Burtons Lane until
the recent, much needed, yellow line restrictions were imposed. Transport into and out of London for local
people would also come under further strain — already it is very difficult to find a seat on the Chiltern &
Metropolitan Line
trains during rush hours, added to which the station car park is already inadequate and could not accommodate
further numbers of vehicles. When looking on the map at the proposed areas of development around Little
Chalfont & Chalfont St Giles, it is clearly on an overwhelming scale and completely disproportionate. Little
Chalfont is a village, and its residents wish it to remain so, and not be swallowed up in an urban sprawl of
overdevelopment of housing and industrial estates.I hope that the above points will be taken into serious
consideration to prevent what would be a disastrous and irrevocable step in destroying the semi-rural
communitywhich is so valued by its residents.
As a resident of Chalfont Common I respond to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Consultation.The
existence of the Green Belt and the Purposes of the Green Belt are an important factor in determining the
environment of much of Chiltern and South Bucks.
The parcels of land identified for development fulfil some or all of the Purposes of the Green Belt. The objectives
of the Colne Valley Park are also an important consideration.In that context I wish to comment specifically on
Parcel 38a Epilepsy Centre.For this purpose it seems to me there are two elements to the site. The first to the
south of Tate Road and Micholls Avenue including Debenham House and Skippings Farm. This should remain in C
use category and remain part of the Green Belt.The remaining undeveloped and unbuilt part of the Site should
remain in the Green Belt.The developed part of the site has already been altered and updated to provide a care
home and “retirement village” as well as more modern and appropriate facilities for the Epilepsy Society. There
are also a number of other businesses and organisations occupying buildings within the Site.It is reasonable and
desirable for this to continue and to provide some employment and a base for local businesses potentially by
replacing existing buildings with more modern and appropriate ones on the existing footprint.
For this purpose the existing C2 planning classification should be maintained. For the undeveloped part of the site
there are clear reasons for retaining the area as Green Belt as it
fulfils the Purposes for which the Green Belt was put in place.In particular however the Site is very badly placed
for transportation and is a very poor site for both “affordable” and luxury housing.The main reason for this is the
distance it is from tube and National Rail stations. The site is a number of miles from Amersham, Chalfont and
Latimer and Gerrards Cross.Chorleywood is very inaccessible.The local plan already envisages increased housing
in the near vicinity of these stations and the existence of further housing in this site would add to capacity
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pressure in a very environmentally inefficient way. There are capacity constraints which are already getting worse
as for instance the opening of the Oxford Parkway route has shown at Gerrards Cross. This will get worse as the
line is extended to Oxford.If built HS2 will have little or no beneficial effect and there are no plans for any other
rail transport in
the immediate area. The same distance issue is true of major hospitals where the site is far from the main
hospitals of Stoke Mandeville, Wexham Park, and High Wycombe. Other sites are much closer to one of
them.Increased housing will almost certainly be associated with a population as at present depending to a large
extent on commuting although clearly some local employment would be generated. Such local employees would
however benefit from being close to their place of work rather than being in a fairly remote location.Whilst
widening roads, providing a regular bus service, updating the Misbourne valley sewerage system, and the
provision of local shops, schools and medical facilities would all “help” they would as a whole fundamentally
change the environment for the surrounding area which would nominally remain in the Green Belt.
Question I: Only that the increase seems a very high proportion of the existing population. This is a’semi’ rural
area and the concentrations of housing are well separated and lie well
with the Burnham Beeches. It would be a tragedy to change this to an Urbanised Conurbation!
Question 2: The main problem to implementation is likely to the provision of schools, shops
and highway and other infrastructure.Certain smaller sites are listed in the HELAA Document which are being
opposed by the Local Council — I would like to support these objections and in particular the sites E & W of
Purton Lane. Question 3 None to my knowledge.Question 4 1 don’t know if this is the right place for my comment
— but your plan must give proper recognition to the importance of Burnham Beeches in the overall plan of
things.Question 5 I do not have your Prime Document with me. But it would seem to me that the biggest danger
is for ‘gross over developement’ too little car parking — and with the roads filled with cars in effect families ‘living
in a car park’ Question 6 It must be prime objective to preserve as much Green Belt as possible.Question 8 What
is Affordable housing to one person is quite different to another! Some ‘affordable housing’ in London, is on sale
at very high price and is very much not
affordable. Unless the land can be made available at a reasonable price and the build is as of the ‘old Council
houses-- it will never be Affordable. Question 9 I, like most people , do not feel that we have to provide land or
facilities ! Perhaps we should buy a site near Dublin and solve our problems! Whatever numbers we have to
provide — 42 and 16 are ridiculously high figures
Question 10 We bought a Single Storey house some 32 years ago and are very pleased we did.
Bungalows are unpoular with Planners now-- but ground floor accomodation is very neccesary for those of
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advancing years — I can assure you! More ground Floor flats and ‘Sheltered Accomodation’ has to feature in you
plan. The numbers of over 60’s in the future must be planned for now — viz in the timescale of this plan.
Developers will not like it — but it is a must.! Question 13 A good site for Green Public Open Space would be
along Purton Lane.
Question 15 It concerns me that with such a large % increase in population — that you need to
begin to identify what additional GP facilities there should be — plus Emergency Service provision — village
centre Car Parks will need radical increases sooner rather than later. We have just lost one ‘shoppers’car park in
FC — so short sighted Question 16 The protection of the Burnham Beeches is vital Also it would be appropriate to
show on all your Maps those areas that are — as the crow flies’- 500 M from any part of the Beeches. These
which should also be protected , as a buffer.Question 17 There should be strong and firm proposals to protect
existing roads from further traffic. Bucks CC are notorious for neglecting ordinary roads from traffic, in effect ‘rat
running’ thro Residential roads — such as Crown Lane and Parsonage Lane
plus others. There has been a long battle between the villages in FC & FC, with the BCC to take
heavy through traffic off the A355 and put it on the ‘Motorway Box’ (M40, M25
M$ and the M$)) Strategies and polocies should be part of this exercise NOW
I would be only too pleased to outline the case as discussed with the BCC.
Development on greenfield sites is a very bad idea. With regards to the proposed site on the fields behind Quill
Hall Farm/Stubbs end close you will loose some beautiful woodland and ruin what is currently a beautiful view of
the chiltern hills. There are so many brownfield sites making Amersham town look scruffy why would we want to
ruin the nice bits around us
For example the Pheasant site next to Ivy stores has been standing derilict for ages and I believe planning
permission was refused for that. There are plenty of available sites along White Lion Road that are perfect for
sympathetic development with better transport links. Also a nice plot of land has been left for years next to the
tyer fitter on Grimsdell lane. Please look at brownfield sites before taking the easy but very damaging greenfield
option.
As a long term resident I am deeply concerned by the proposals to build on green belt land, particularly in
relation to Block Stubbs Wood and the fields nearby which are areas of outstanding natural beauty and are
regually used for walks. We have already seen great losses to green belt sites and to stomach more when there
are plenty of brownfield sites that could provide more intensive, affordable and productive housing would be
unpalatable.
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options in the Green Belt need
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the opportunities that are
available on brownfield sites.
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I am a pupil at Little Chalfont Primary School and I am aged 11. I am writing to you to oppose your plans of
building on the green belt around Little Chalfont. For the following reasons. If you carry out your plans to build in
our village it won't be little anymore therefore our village won't be called Little Chalfont. We will also have to
change the logos and our school song. Our school jumpers will also have to change meaning parents will have to
buy new ones meaning parents have to pay more money. Animals and plants will lose their place to live and what
once was beautiful greenary will be ugly buildings and factories. Loads of wildlife will be destroyed. Lots of
residents like to go for long walks out in the open. We could still could do that but it wouldn't be the same.
I am a student at Little Chalfont, I am aged 9. I opppose your ideas about building in Little Chalfont. I do not want
to become part of a town with busy traffic, horrid polution. We are an AONB and we are about to destroy it all. If
you had a dog you would like to take it through a peaceful wood with views of wildlife, not a poluted wood with
hooting in the background. You are losing homes aswell as making them. Foxes, Badgers, Mice, rabbits and hares,
all of them will lose their homes.
I have been a resident of Little Chalfont for the past four years having spent the previous 15 years living in
Lambeth, South London. I am married with two children; Henry, aged 12 and Evie, aged 10. We moved to the
area so that our children learn to enjoy the beautiful countryside that the area has to offer and we often engage
with it as a family. When I learnt of the plans that had been put forwards to relegate the green belt land to make
way for housing and commercial development, I was horrified.In objecting I would like to highlight the following:•
What justification is given to convert green belt land to create room for housing? Green Belt was a designation to
protect — the need for housing should not trigger a change in this designation. Would you consider demolishing
a National Trust building in the name of housing? Of course not. In my view, the same logic applies. • Much of the
land sits in an AONB which is another national designation created for a reason.I struggle to follow the logic that
allows someone to take an arbitrary volte face just because of a commercial driver.• I get the point that there is a
shortage of housing and we need to contribute to this issue. Aside from the point I make in this letter about the
flaws in the choice of land under consideration, I would note recent contributions to this target at both Bell Lane
and behind the Chenies Parade shops where a combined 298 homes have been created in recent years. Time for
other areas to pick up the slack. • This is a village with amenities that are scaled accordingly. Increasing the load
would have a very damaging effect on the traffic numbers (already excessive) and parking (already very
congested). In summary, I can only see bad things coming from these proposals a conclusion that I have reached
following a period of balanced reflection. Please rethink.
I am 11 years old, and a resident of Little Chalfont. I totally disagree with this news, and have several good
reasons for why it will thoroughly damage my life. Here are some. -In my, and many others opinion, Little
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Chalfont's current population is perfect, and I know it will never be the same if your plans fo forth. Streets will be
more crowded, and dangerous, and more awful results. -I play football at Westwood Park Football Club, in
Westwood Park. It’s a lovely club, that I adore and have been there for four years. It brings me and my friends
together and there are several friends, great friends, that I never see, unless I'm playing football there. Football is
my favourite sport and hobby, and I don't know where I'd be without football at Westwood. -We, as an area
family, occasionly go on walks though, the incredible natural beauty our area has. We moved here from London,
for this beauty and the opportunities the countryside has to offer, but if its taken away and replaced with
buildings, it’s the same as London again. We might as well go back.-Lastly, my saddest reason. The woods next to
Stony Lane, where we often walk, and makes us emotional. This is because our two beautiful bermese cats are
happily burried there. We loved these cats and your suggesting to dip then up? Destroy our memories? And our
feelings? "I hope you understand this land is part of me, part of us. We need to not more houses, (etc).
We are writing to object to the proposed plan to remove areas in Stoke Poges from the Green Belt which have
successfully allowed the preservation and enhancement of the village of Stoke Poges. These areas should not be
considered for future development because the increse in population and vehicular traffic will affect:-1. The
junction of West End Lane/Park Road is very dangerous and at the time of writing there are car parts left at the
side of the road from previous accidents. 2. The junction of Park Road/Church Road is very dangerous resulting in
numerous collisions.3. The car parking and congestion at the junction of Rogers Lane/Duffield home at school
opening and closing times has become intolerable. 4. The congestion at Park Road/Windsor Road junction 5.
Parking at Wexham Park Hospital is inqdequate.6. Parking at Slough and Gerrards Cross stations is inadequate. 7.
The surgery and school in Stoke Poges could not accommdate any further increase in population These areas
have footpaths across them which allow a green area away from roads, with non-existent footpaths, for residents
of Stoke Poges to walk to the shops, surgery, school, church and the historical site ajoining Stoke Poges church.
We have lived in Stoke Poges for 37 years and have enjoyed the semi rural character of the area. If the Green Belt
was removed it will be swallowed up into an urban sprawl.
Planning permission has already been granted for six hundred houses in this area and I feel that the number is
sufficient. The infrastructure of this village cannot stand further building. The doctor's surgeries and schools are
already full.
The amount of traffic generated by such building plans is horrendous. The roads are already full of potholes & the
big lorries must pass through these small roads cause even more damage.
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I'm writing to you to say I would not like the fields and green areas of Little Chalfont being filled up with tonnes of
houses I am against this decision it will affect our area I it will cause a lot of traffic 2, it will cause loads of
pollution, 3 the village will end up massive and it will not longer be named little chalfont more like enourmous
chalfont. So please change your mind and I hope you take my ideas into account.
After much consideration we moved to Chalfont St. Peter over forty years ago. One of the prime factors for this
selection was the delightful rural aspect of the village. Much has changed during that time with in-filling, both
residential and business. However, the major developments on designated Green Belt land beggars belief
especially as Chalfont St Peter has already had its fair share of new development. The area which affects the
village most significantly is Mill Meadow. The Academy have been fighting tooth and nail to obtain the Holy Cross
site to enable them to accommodate the ever increasing number of children in the area. They rely heavily on the
Meadow for their recreational pursuit and in an age when we are trying desperately to get children and adults to
lead a healthier and active lifestyle it is unbelievable that this site which is a flood plain should be considered for
redevelopment.The Community Centre is a pivotal part of the social life of the village and is used to maximum
extent 24/7. The newly formed U3A is a prime example of why this facility should remain. Since its inception just
a year ago, it now has a membership of 500. For many years the infra-structure of the village has been in question
and despite numerous remedial work to drainage etc, the problems still exists only to get worse should further
Rep5090
residential development take place. Our schools are full to capacity, the medical centres have more patients than
Mrs Ann Middleton
they know what to do with, resulting in waiting days for an appointment. The National Society for Epilepsy has
been a centre of excellence for this condition but due to the advancement in treatment the number of residential
patients has reduced considerably. This has enabled the Centre to sell off land to enable the development of a
sizeable retirement village as well as a large care home. Again the site provides important recreational facilities
having nine football pitches used by more than 24 teams. The site is inherently unsustainable. Only access is by
narrow lanes which were never meant for heavy lorries. It is not served by a regular bus service and is too far to
walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations, and any development is car
dependent. There would appear to be no need for further industrial development within the area
designated.There is an abundance of industrial/office accommodation which have not seen occupancy for a
considerable time. In addition to which the proliferation of empty shops speaks for itself.Any decision regarding
the suggested plan will need very serious consideration as well as listening to the views of those most closely
involved.
Rep5091
I appriciate that some development in Chalfont St Peter will become necessary, but the quota assigned is out of
Mrs Gillian Elson
proportion compared to other areas. It is far too large. There are other areas, i.e. Aylesbury Vale, which could be
Rep5088
Rebecca Begby
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developed without encroaching Green Belt and the AONB. How will the infrastructure support such a massive
increase in population? Roads, schools, doctors & hospitals are already overloaded, with the increase of the Holy
Cross site, already underway, to be considered as well. The biggest folly suggested is Mill Meadow development.
It is a valuable recreational area for the village in many ways, and the only place where the C. St. P. Academy can
play sport, which is vital for them. The village and surrounding area will be irrevocably harmed if such large
development takes place.
I wish to object to the possible designation of land as shown for Gerrards Cross Appendix 5.
The proposal takes a major portion of Gerrards Cross Golf Club including the club house which makes the golf
course untenable. The loss of the golf club would greatly reduce the amenities offered to residents in the local
area at a time when the population is rising!
The designated area is within the green belt which has a natural barrier of the exisiting A413.
Why we need land for employment is difficult to understand. We have existing office space in Chalfont Park and
in Chalfont St Peter which has been vacant for some time. Why we need such employment space is beyond me!
Loss of the amenities cricket and golf club would be detrimental to the whole local area and why anyone would
want to develop any land in a flood plain is again beyond me!
I welcome the opportunity to respond to the consultation paper on The Emerging Local Plan concerning housing
and economic development on a Greenfield site.1. The proposal includes 7 sites in the Gerrard’s Cross! Chalfont
St Peter area hut with no suggestion as to how many
dwellings this would allow per site The proposal also suggests the plan for South Bucks will mean live towns the
size of Gerrads Cross. When the presenter at the public meeting on 25 February was challenged about this
assertion he was not convincing and it appeared that he did not understood the numbers and the implications of
what he was saying. Without a detailed picture of the numbers not just for Gerrard’s Cross / Chalfont St Peter,
but for South Bucks
and Chiltern it is dangerous both for the potential loss of green belt but also on cost grounds given the high risk of
incurring unnecessary expenditure in the assessing, developing, acquisition of land and potential rectification of
mistakes as the project develops.2. The plan proposes the building of 7.500 home in South Bucks. Given the
higher density in South Bucks relative to other districts further north in Buckinghamshire an equilibrium needs to
be established now between the various local councils to ensure there is not a permanent distortion in favour of
development in the south of the County such that prosperity is not shared evenly across the County. This can
really only be achieved by weighting the development in favour of those other districts with a lower density
beyond South Bucks.
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3. The consultation invites comments on individual local parcels of land and I now want to comment specifically
on the area referred to as 47b. The land to the west of Bull Lane running along the A40 from Gerrards Cross
toward Beaconsfield. Assessing this land against the ARUP criteria and local knowledge suggests there are better
(ie less impactful use of green belt) sites available. ARUP comments that green belt be preserved to(a) Prevent
development that would result in merging of or significant erosion of gap between neighbouring settlements,
including ribbon development along transport corridors, (b) Protects the openness of the countryside and is least
covered by development, and( c) Prevents the outward sprawl of a large built up area area into open land and
senes as a barrier at the edge of a large built up area in the absence of another durable boundary.All of which is
aimed at safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.The land to the west of Bull Lane appears to satisfy all
of these criteria. Of particular note is the aesthetic and visual quality of the land, particularly relevant in relation
to the land going west from Gerrards Cross to Beaconsfield because the relief of the land affords pleasing rising
views across the countryside in both directions. To allow this land to be lost to green belt would have the twin
effect of making Gerrards Cross become more of an outward facing sprawl whilst also significantly reducing the
gap to the neighbouring settlement of Beaconsfield. In this way the County would lose that first and all important
view and sense of a green and pleasant land that one gets in passing through and beyond Gerrards Cross. The
same sense is not present as one approaches Gerrard’s Cross from the east for a variety of reasons.
ARUPs assessment that this land fails to meet the criteria should be accepted. Turning to local factors in relation
to the site and capacity of Bull Lane and potential implications if there were to be development on the vest side
of it. The triple juntiom of Bull Lane, Bulstrode Way and the A40 creates a major bottleneck to the flow of traffic
for up to three hours a day (90 minutes in the morning and the evening rush hour).This flows back into Layters
Way which drivers use as a cut through (as a resident of Layters Way we find we cannot leave our drive at busy
times because of parked cars and traffic speeding through). On one occasion a fire engine used Layters Way, I
imagine to avoid the chaos of the Bull Lane/ A40 Junction but because of the traffic and parked cars it became
trapped in Layters Way for several minutes. Further chaos ensued as complicated manoeuvres to reverse out of
the road occurred. Additionally, ambulances frequently use Layters Way and Bull Lane as a cut through. If
development is allowed to the parcel of land 47b it must neccesarily increase the flow of traffic through the triple
junction as drivers from any new development use it to travel north to Amersham and as a shortcut into the
centre of Gerrards Cross and Chalfont St Peter. The traffic at the junction is chaotic now and does not need a
further absolute injection of cars. Bull Lane is just that, a narrow lane, with no pavement and numerous twists
and turns with limited scope for expansion. Without a massive cost investment in infrastructure to allow
development close to Bull Lane will only make a bad position terrible, which in turn will cost significantly more in
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the intermediate term both in financial and green belt erosion terms. At the meeting a request was made for
thoughts on other sites that might be considered. In Gerrard’s Cross, there are two that stand out. Firstly, the use
of airspace, flying freehold that stands above the Waitrose and Tesco car parks. One of the requirements
mentioned at the meeting was for development to move away from expensive flats and for there to be outside
space for residents. The use of this ‘air space’ would create the opportunity to build circa 100 properties and if
the lessons learned in some of the North London developments were captured each apartment could have its
own outside space. It would also have the attraction of bringing people back into the town centre beyond shop
hours. The other area that is curiously not on the plan is the land to the north of the A40, to the west of the M25
and the south of the A413. When this is considered against the ARUP, it is odd that it is not included given it
appears a hostage piece of land yet a smaller and equivalent piece of land yet a smaller and equivalent piece of
land to the east of the M25 is.
I am writing to object to the proposed release of Green Belt land for further development within Stoke Poges. I
believe it would be a travesty to build within this area and would destroy an integral part of our village. I
understand the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently
open. The parcel of land proposed is bounded by West End Lane, Elizabeth Way, Rogers Lane and Greys Inn Road.
If this land is built on it would potentially change our village into a town. It would be inappropriate to develop this
site and harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved. This is an area of particular beauty which is highly
enjoyed by local ramblers and dog walkers.. Many friendships have been made and there is a real sense of
community within this area. If this area is built on, Stoke Poges is not in a position to sustain an increase in
population. The GP Surgery and Infant School are already over subscribed. In addition, the roads are unable to
accommdate an increase volume of traffic. There are ancient public footpaths that run across the whole site and
were taken into consideration for previous planning application refusals. I do hope that you can uphold my
objection to this application.
I believe it is vital the Local Plan includes provision of Off-Street Parking in Great Missenden and additional no
parking areas. During week days the village is choked wth parked cars. The worst areas affected are Upper Hollis,
Rignall Road and London Road. These roads become danger areas with little or no room for vehicles to pass. The
threat of head-on collisions is real and near misses are recorded daily. In addition to the risk of accident the build
up of parked cars is unsightly and wins the appearance of the village. I recognise the shortage of finds at this time
to effect improvement but it must be acknowledged that this is a vital need for when finds are available.
I have used Great Missenden Garage to service our family car for many years. I would argue that small family
businesses such as this provide a valuable service to not only local residents but the wider community. I live in
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Speen, Buckinghamshire. This garage is an asset to the community. I wish to register my objection to the land on
the garage site being used for development by the local authority.
It is with much regret that I write to express my serious concern regarding the proposals of extensive change of
land use in areas within and surrounding the village of Little Chalfont (with emphasis on the ‘Little’ in the current
village name, as pointed-out by my 10 year-old daughter). I could write extensively and in much detail to justify
and explain my concerns on both practical and emotional levels, but as I believe and hope you will have received
hundreds of similar letters to consider I will keep my objections brief. The land identify: Green Belt and Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty Further loss of our valued and treasured countryside would be tragic, not only for
The Local Plan will need to
local residents but for the many visitors the area receives who enjoy the English countryside and freedom it
identify sustainable
offers. Areas of land were identified as ‘Green Belt’ for reason of protection and preservation, which means
development options to meet
nothing if it can simply be removed. The land area The numerous areas identified as potential land for
needs taking into account the
residential/employment purposes would more than double the size of the current ‘village’. Little Chalfont would
scale of development and
simply become an area of developed land joining Amersham to Chorleywood, losing all identity of a single village. implications for individual
InfrastructureLittle Chalfont’s own amenities could not possibly stretch to serve such increased population, even
settlements.
if extended to the maximum within their potential footprints. A by-pass would be required to get traffic to the
M25! Alternative: if requirements are such that so many villages are to have such unrealistic and extensive
demands put on them,perhaps this is an indication that another New Town should be considered which could be
identified as a ‘main
settlement’ in itself, rather than the identity and structure of so many small settlements and their surrounding
countryside being compromised, if not ruined.
As a resident of Amersham for 48 years and one who regards its selling as extremely
precious, I was appalled to discover that an area of land to the NE of the town has
been designated as a possible site for new buildings under the auspices of the Local Plan Regulation 18.Surely this
cannot be allowed for a site which is both Green Belt and AONB otherwise there is no point in these designations at all.The view across the Chess Valley to the hills beyond is
tremendously beautiful, and should be preserved for posterity for all time.In addition, of course there would be
the problem of school places and other amenities to be found. I trust that the Planning Team will re-consider this
situation as soon as possible.
I am writing to complain about the plans of building in my community. I am a 10 year old student at Little
The Local Plan will need to
Chalfont Primary School. I have lived in Little Chalfont all my life and when I wake up I see fields, the same when I identify sustainable
go to sleep. This is an area of natural beauty, a thing that should not be destroyed with houses and factorys. I
development options to meet
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wish to oppose your plan for the following reasons: Firstly, I think that we may have many accidents when
crossing a busy A404. It could also cause pollution, loss of habitat for wildlife and no privacy. Traffic may be
caused equaling traffic - jams. This village would no longer be a village, more of a town.

Rep5109
Jean Dessington

I have had many discussions with Neighbours and friends who live in the area and further afield about the cost of
the housing in our area, and the inability of the younger generations to be able to get on the housing ladder in
our area. In short not enough is being done to accommodate younger people and their requirements for first
time homes.(feel that more could be done to incentivise home builders in this area. Although in our
neighbourhood it strikes me as an impossible task on the base of the limited room available, sol appreciate that
this is a‘Rock and a Hard Place’ situation.So with this in mind, I understand that points F, H and J of at 4.7 of the
Chilterns and South Bucks emerging Local plan suggests removing certain land from to Green Belt. I would like to
state that I would support a decision to review the Green Belt in our area on the basis of creating more room. I
definitely DO NOT want to see our beautiful countryside concreted over, as much of the scare monger would
have us believe, but I feel if done sensibly it would have a positive effect on the community. I hope that you
consider my views in your consultation where relevant.

Rep5111
Michael Adams

I am a 9 year old boy. I don't agree whith that you are doing! Where you are planning to build is where I walk my
dogs. It will ruin the beautiful landscape of Little Chalfont. I like having a local park. No one wants you to build in
Little Chalfont so STOP IT! If you build it will not help the community at all it will make it more busy and me and
my family moved from a town to a village so I could go to a better school we would have to change the school
and village name to big chalfont.

Rep5112
Riley Mitchell

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.

The Local Plan will need to
identify sustainable
development options to meet
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.
I am a pupil at Little Chalfont Primary School, I am 11 years of age I am writing to oppose your plan of building
The Local Plan will need to
industrial and housing estate. Here are the reasons why:Firstly, more schools, doctors and dentists will be
identify sustainable
needed. There are also 58 parents trying to apply their children for my school's reception, however there are only development options to meet
34 places. I also have to travel quite a distance to get my local dentist and doctor. This proves that even with the
needs taking into account the
small amount of houses that we do not have enough educational and helpful places. Secondly, My Mother is a
scale of development and
livery at a yard by Loge Lane. When I have time, I go up there and see the horse. I also can see miles of beautiful
implications for individual
fields with horses grazing. Unfortuatly If you build on the land around that yard, myself and the other liverys will
settlements.
not be able to enjoy this lovely view. I hope you will take this letter in mind along with many others.
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Rep5114
Natacha
Hemsworth

Rep5118
Mrs Joana Mills

Summary of Representation
Subject: Response to the Chiltern District Council Local Plan to destroy our village
I strongly reject the conclusions of theChiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a
“main settlement for growth” and that the adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for
release for housing and employment development.
The main reasons for my objection to any housing / employment development on these
identified areas of land include, but are not Limited to, the following:• Any new housing would severely overload
the infrastructure of the area including roads, road junctions, parking, train services, health care water, waste
management and schools. All 3 of our children currently attend Little Chalfont Primary School. This year over 15
children in catchment for the school did not get a place. The school is massively oversubscribed good friends are
driving miles take
their children to school in the morning. The local doctors surgery is already unable to cope with the number of
patients it has. It has taken 2 weeks to get a doctors appointment for my daughter yesterday.• Little Chalfont has
already taken a greater share of housing (i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to other local settlements in the
area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4.0% Chalfont St Peter 7.7%).Further housing and industrial development
wold be very detrimental to the rural character and setting of our village Little Chalfont.• The land highlighted for
development is designated GREEN BELT and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and
national planning policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be
treated as a repository of reserve building Land.• The areas of green belt are regulary used by walkers and
children playing and also
visitors to the area. The Chilterns are considered an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. We want them to stay
this way! As residents on Chessfield park, we moved to Little Chalfont 10 years ago to benefit from it’s beautiful
surroundings and also because we wanted to live in a village, to belong to a community. By building a Large
housing development behind our house, it will not only obstruct the beautiful view of the Chilterns that we are
fortunate to have,
but, it will prevent people from using the public footpath that joins the park and fields to the mature ancient
woodland . I strongly believe this would degrade the village character. We are opposed to any development as it
is an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the rural setting of Little Chalfont.
Looking at the new CDC new local plan it appears that a significant proportion of Green Belt will be lost to new
development. Chalfont St Peter has already had its fair share of new development granting planning permission
for over 600 dwellings, including the Holy Cross Site, Newlands Park and and the Audley Homes development at
the Epilepsy site.There is known drainage difficulty, with raw sewage backing up in the centre of the village.
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The Local Plan will need to
identify sustainable
development options to meet
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.

The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
to be considered in addition to
the opportunities that are
233

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep5119
Mrs Kathrine
Wright

Rep5120
Hargun Singh
Greural

Rep5124
Mrs Georgina Cane

Summary of Representation
Additional developments of the scale proposed are simply not possible. Development should be concentrated
towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and villages causing urban sprawl and villages running into
one another. Develoment should be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be used first.
Development should also take place closest to train, tube and bus services. Schools, recreational and sports
facilities, Doctors’ surgeries, and care homes are all of vital importance. Mill Meadow proposed for development
includes the Community Centre, a football club. Scouts headquarters and parish council office, all of which could
not be relocated within the centre of the village. Mill Meadow is on the flood plain, and there is a serious risk of
flooding..The only area that is scheduled for potential industrial development round the A413 seems to be
sensible, but the area is also a flood plain. Further careful consideration is required.
I am very concered about the huge potential development being directed to C st P. I have lived in the village for
20 years. I feel very strongly about holding onto the green belt and uphold the five stated purposes of the Green
Belt. I have no objection to suitable development within the village on brownfield sites. Recently, CDC has
granted permission for over 600 dwellings including the Holy Cross Site, Newland Park, Audley Homes and
Woodland Manor Care Home at the ES Site. This has taken place with no regard to infrastructure - school places,
GP surgeries, drainage, bus services and roads. I particually dislike 2 site options:Mill Meadow - the amenity
facilities could not be relocated anywhere else in the village. - C st P Academy would loose its playing field - Mill
Meadow is on the flood plain Epilepsy Society - The ES North Site is within Colne Valley Park and designated
special protection - The ES Site has poor bus services & narrow dangerous country roads.
I am nine years old. I am writing to tell you that I do not agree with your plans about Little Chalfont and tring to
make it bigger. I don't agree with you because… - It will destroy wildlife
- Ruin the because you will need to cut down the trees- It will spoil the AONB - It will contaminate the air- Instead
of Little Chalfont it will become big Chalfont.
Regarding the possible sites for development in the Chalfont St Peter area. The worst possible site would be Mill
Meadow and the adjacent land. Mill Meadow is used by The Academy and its only space for sports etc. The land
adjacent includes The Football Field and Club, cricket pitch, Tennis Courts, Recreation Park and Swings, scout hut
and in particular The Community Centre which is used by over 1000 people a week. These amenities are in the
centre of the village within east readch of people who do not drive i.e. the elderly and youngsters. The ground is
on a flood plain and the drainage in the village is already struggling to cope. If the ground is built on there will
hundreds more people who will need schools, doctors etc and none of us will have our plesant amenities which
means more land will have to be taken elsewhere to give us back our community centre, playground etc. As there
is no other available land in the village, it will not be within walking distance of the village so to build on the Mill

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)
available on brownfield sites.

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

The Local Plan will need to
plan to meet employment
needs over the Plan period to
2036.
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Meadow site is madness.
We already have 600 houses being built in Chalfont St Peter and the land where Holy Cross convent was will have
over 200 houses which are being built, which could mean another 600 to 800 people in the village centre which
will cause a lot more congestion, we cannot take more on top - with no amenity sites?If we must have more
building in one area it makes more sense to use the land between the Epilepsy Centre and Newland Park or
Bulstrode Park (which is being sold for re-development), as there sites are large enough to build extra amenities
for the new houses i.e. shops, doctors and possibly a new school. With regard to the land along the A413
earmarked for employment use. We already have a number of empty office blocks that are currently vancant, we
do not need more.
I have lived in Chalfont St Peter for 30 years, and we are just about coping with the exisiting facilities, plans are
already passed for Holy Cross convert school and epileptic centre for about 600 houses its only common sense
that if mill meadow football field community centre.. Allotments ect. Ect. It will be over crowded to the extent of
chaos, our lovely large village will be completely ruined and congested, as far as I can see most of CSP population
Rep5132
90% are completely against this unfair intrusion, we will need to build more facilities, schools, doctors surgerys,
Mr Reginald Cane
another community centre, field for schools, more ponds, the loss of space in village centre theres land at the
epilepsy centre, there is further land that I can point out, this project will run the village way of life not such a
nice place to live, just like a lot more villages that will be towns that’s very sad, we do not want C.S.Ps getting any
bigger.
Rep5135 Mr Rupaya Begum; Rep5136 Mr Mohammed Ali; Rep4964 -Mr
I feel the council should adopt options F, G and J of
Yakub Ibrahim Patel; Rep4970 - Mr Satnam Singh; Rep4971 - Kafil Ahmed
question 5 of the Emerging Chiltern and South Buck
Chowdhury; Rep4972- Mr Kamal Uddin; Rep4982 - Mr Khaled Kamali;
Local Plan. This will make land available for building
Rep4987 - Mr Mizanur Rahman Choudhury; Rep4988 - Mr Priyesh Pravin
much needed housing. I understand that the greenbelt
Pindoria; Rep4996 - Nimendra Dissanayake; Rep4998- Aktar Ahad; Rep4999 - has a valid role in policy framework, the policy is
Mr Suresh Konduru; Rep5011 - Mr Muhammed Shafiqur Rahman; Rep5015 outdated and needs to be means tested for viability in
Mr David Raw; Rep5085 - Mr Mohammad Jamil Ahmed; Rep5086 - Mr & Mrs
today’s modern society. This is a more proactive
Abul and Jahanara Khair and Begum; Rep5100 - Mrs Erum Sohail; Rep5116 approach to fulfilling the need for housing , than
Mr Nitin Chaudhary; Rep5121 - Mrs Jaheda Khanom;Rep5123 - Mrs Shajia
cramming in high density housing with little gardens. I
Begum; Rep5126 - Syed Sadi Ahmed; Rep5127 - Mrs Fatima Shariq; Rep5128- would be grateful if you would take me views into
Abdul Jolil; Rep4997 - Wahid Al ;Rep5125-Oliver Wilson; Rep5146 - Mr
account.
Sazzadur Rahman; Rep5148 -Mohammed Ashrafuz Zaman; Rep5517 -Mrs
Rokeya Khatun; Rep4966 - Mr Ubaidur Rahman; Rep4967 -Mr Mashud Ali;
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Rep5113 Mr & Mrs Allel and Linda Hadri-Khoussa;

Rep5137
Mrs Christine Coen

Rep5138
Mrs Tris Carr

Rep5139
Mrs Janet Thomas

Rep5140
Mrs Mary Taylor

As a resident of Little Chalfont I want to object to the plan to consider residential and employment development
within the Green Belt surrounding Little Chalfont. The Green Belt is an important constraint to building, it
prevents neighbouring towns merging into one another, allows space for people and wildlife. We have growing
numbers of Red Kites in this area. We need to keep woodland and open spaces. Little Chalfont is already
struggling with traffic and parking problems. Schools are already full and there would be a problem finding
enough secondary schools to accomdate more people. Although Little Chalfont may have to take some more
housing it should be within the current village boundaries and a limited amount.
Extra traffic generated by the proposed development which would affect Uxbridge Rd, Church lane, Coronation
Rd, Black Park Rd and many others. Possibility of flooding in Middle Green
Lack of Schools:- children already being bused to infant, middle and secondary schools, already shortage of school
places in the area-No medical facilities.Sheltered Accomdation in the area was closed as residents found it too
difficult - transport use.The old B.P. Building (which is accessed from Uxbridge Rd) is under re-development to
become hotel and spa. Again generating more traffic. The roads can barely cope now! Langley Park was designed
by Capability Brown - Place of beauty with Black Park. Where familities enjoy pleassant days out. Please do not
destroy this!
I strongly object to having any houses being built in any area in Chalfont St Peter. Our roads area already like a car
park, the area on a flood plain; sewage will be a big problem.
I use the community centre, where will we go??? It’s a very busy centre used for so many different things. There
are a lot of houses being built on the Epilepsy site, also the Holy Cross Convent, which is my mind are one to
many. The lovely fields we now walk on, the government want us oldies to get more active, take one walks away
whats left. I object to everything. NO. NO. NO.
Consultation mc, particularly the area which applies to Prestwood. Appendix 4) There have been 2 recent
applications for building on part of this land (76 dwellings & LEAP Application CH/2015/1901/OA. Both were
turned down. On the consultation plan I note that even more buildings are proposed from Wycombe Road
through to Nairdwood Lane, taking Green belt land. Prestwood is a village, and should remain so. It does not have
‘town facilities’,
but these extra houses would completely change the character of Prestwood.
The surrounding roads are already overcrowded and too narrow to
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accommodate all the extra traffic involved (Green Lane, Lodge Lane,
Nairdwood Lane and Martinsend Lane. There would be bottle necks in Great
Missenden and if HS2 goes ahead, the quality of living in the area would be
ruined for many years.I appreciate the fact that houses need to be built but to completely change the character
of a village is unacceptable. Prestwood does not have the infrastructure to accommodate all this building. It
already takes a fortnight to get an appointment at the doctors, the schools are overcrowded and youth facilities
in the village are too few for the existing population. The Chilterns is an area where the green belt is constantly
being eroded. It
would not be right to take any more.
Rep5141
Mr Alan Davison
Club President
Chalfont St Peter
Garden Club

Rep5142
Mrs Y Merritt
Clerk of the Council
Chorleywood
Parish Council

Rep5151
Evelyn James

Further to your initial consultation version of the joint Local Plan between South Bucks and
Chiltern District Councils.Chorleywood Parish Council would like to make the following observations.Appendix 6
of the current consultation document shows potential land in Green Belt as identified through the Stage I Green
Belt assessment, on the edge of Little Chalfont and
Chalfont St Peter that could be considered for further development potential within the joint
plan period. These are the closest settlements to the Parish boundary within Three Rivers.
The Parish Council has concerns that the area identified between Lithe Chalfont and the
Parish boundary is to be considered for a “main settlement for growth” of associated areas
and is potentially earmarked for housing and employment development.
The Parish Council are concerned that the development contravenes the Local and National
Planning Policies on Green Belt Land , it should also be noted that this area falls within the
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and any development within this area will
have a negative impact on the surroundings.This will also have a huge impact on residents and services within the
Parish, and we therefore strongly object to these proposals and request that these areas are withdrawn from the
process.
I am a pupil at Little Chalfont primary school, and I am 10 years old. I do not agree with the plans for Little
Chalfont. This is my reason: - It will make Little Chalfont too busy and big-making it a Town. - It will spoil an area
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of outstanding natural beauty.- There isn't enough space in schools, for all the new children, and workplaces for
all the new adults. - And my two cats are buried in Stony Lane Woods, and you'll dig them up! :(
Rep5154 Mr Mohammad Zunaid Rahman; Rep5155 Mr Pritpal Singh Jalf;
It saddens me to think that the local area will turn into
Rep5156 Mr Nabil Karim; Rep5129 -Mr Jayesh Patel; Rep5143 - Ms Jannatul
a “senior citizens” community as it offers a fantastic
Furzzan; Rep5144 - Mr Shivakumar Krishnan; Rep5152 - Mr Shahbir Ahmed
and safe environment for which any young family
Chaudhury; Rep5153 - Mr Mentor Haxhia; Rep5464 - Mr Syed Sirajul Islam;
would enjoy bringing up their children in. I feel that if
Rep5465 - Mr Liaquat Khan; Rep5466 - Mr Dhurmaraj Budhan; Rep5467 - Mr
something isn’t decided and acted upon now for the
Mohammad Naushad Rahman; Rep5468 – Anon; Rep5469 Mr Poorampillai
future the local area will demise. In my opinion the
Sivaganesh; Rep5515 - Mr Prabah Aran Ramiah; Rep5516 - Ms Rajna Begum;
obvious solution would be to start looking for new land
Rep4965- Ms Dauinder Kaur Jalf; Rep4968 -Mr Amrit Patel; Rep4969 - Mr
to develop upon of which new communities could then
Aahsan Nawaz ; Rep4978 - Mr Ahmed Qazi; Rep4986 - Mrs Jomirun Nessa;
grow without over populating existing ones. I believe
Rep4989 - Miss Tahseen Rabi Kahn; Rep4994 - Dr Syed Muhammad Asad;
the answer is redrawing greenbelt boundaries, which is
Rep5000 -Ms Sharmin Shultan; Rep5012 - Ms Jannatual Shahena; Rep5036why I supportoptions F,G,H and J of the Emerging
Mr Ali Hussaini; Rep4975 Mr Stephen Cywinski; Rep4976 Ms Shahida
Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan - March 2016 at
Parveen; Rep5117-Mr Jagdish Singh Jalf
question 5.
Rep5159
Mr & Mrs V R
Nicholson

Rep5160
Mr David Porter

Many of the areas under threat from these proposals are AONB and Green Belt and therefore should never have
been included in the proposals, and should be removed from the plan. Also Little Chalfont has already had a large
number of new houses built with no improvement to the infrastructure. Our roads and parking are under
pressure. All this together with the pressures of HS2 will make living in this area unpleasant. An erosion of the
quality of life in this area.
In response to the future development of Amersham residential development. I would raise a point down the
area of Quill Hall/Raans Farm Area. There are enough houses in particular cars which are left everywhere they
can outside other peoples houses for days which is upsetting and annoying to residents when they cannot park in
front of their own homes. This area is possibly used as a 'rat run' by people and do not go slow and safely due to
the amount of children in the area, The woods and footpaths surrounding this area is used very frequently by the
residents around the area not to mention the amount of animals, birds etc which are presently living in the area
and are a joy to everyone who uses the area for their healthy walks and stress relieveing properties of the
countryside which will be covered in concrete and tarmac. Hopefully not causing a run off to flood the chess
valley road when the excess rain cannot disappear into the ground when it is all houses and cars causing a
detremental affect on the beautiful area it will swallow up. Needless to say the town of Amersham is dying as it is
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Rep5161
Mrs Christina
Pearce

Rep5162
Mr Andrew

Summary of Representation
with just eating places which causes rubbish to be left everywhere with take away packaging and drinking cans/ I
know people buy their goods "online" and this causes more and more lorries delivering groceries etc and these
vehicles are eroding not only the roads but the drivers do not seem to be able to keep to the roads and climbing
up the little we love of the green verges. Therefore perhaps more concern should be taken about our present
residents and problems to be area than make more residential areas and people to cause even more problems to
the area for the council to deal with.
As previous submission to CDC or South Bucks are now invalid, I am making a fresh submission.
I am encouraged to see that the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan is to be supported evidence, ongoing and
updated as items are identified to be addressed. I note in paragraph 1:13 of b that there are gaps in the evidence
base. Are there strong measures in place to identify and apply these? Para 1:13d. Who is responsible for testing
these key issues, and how are they to be identified? Para 1:13h. What measures are in place for welcoming local
community suggestions, and will individual suggestions will also be welcome?Para 1:13i. Who is empowered to
create opportunities for discussions with local communities, and will induviduals be able to attend too? Further;
on page 9, para 4.3, I do not agree that poorly placed employment sites are suitable for housing. My reading of
this document leaves many questions for me: I cannot find mention of plans in place for the following Provision
of a doctor surgery, shops or schools where the extra housing is being planned in Chesham; replacement facility
of loss of playing fields; provision of additional water supplies, sewerage and waste disposal for the housing
projects; additional roads for access to the proposed industrial development along the Vale. Should that
industrial development take place, what provision for flood defences for the town area envisgaed? The Vale is
notorious and seldom avoids flooding when the 7 springs rise each year, especially since the pumping station was
closed. Why are the unused industrial sites along Asheridge Road not being development and why were the very
large offices development in that industrial area are now obsoltete and empty? Please take my views into
account. With regard to many empty office blocks in Chesham and in the Chiltern Area, may I recommend you to
the prestigious campaign run by the "Big Issue". They use homeless people to carry out the conversions since
many, down on their luck at the moment, have useful skills and take a proprietary interest in their work and the
outcomes! When 10,000 more homes are offered in the town of Chesham, we shall expect a minimum of 20,000
more occupants. Both High Wycombe and Stoke Mandeville hospitals find it very hard to cope with the present
population. Is there a new hospital being phased into the plan? I found no mention of this in the current
document.
Chalfont St Peter is an attractive place to live because it is a delightful balance between town and country. By that
I mean that there are all the facilities of a town in terms of doctors, chemists, cottage hospital, shops, schools,
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library and sports facilities etc all surrounded by green belt which provides excellent recreational facilities in
terms of walking, cycling, and
sports. It is designated as AONB and all future development should be targeted to maintaining and enhancing this
environment. Development is a part of life and must continue but it should be done in an appropriate and
sensitive manner. Development should not be by spreading
outwards and using up green belt but by using brown field land in the village and developing enclosed land
contained within the village boundary. Ref Q 8 . . . Affordable housing. Such development will mitigate the need
for new infrastructure in terms of roads and traffic. It will increase footfall in the village centre. At present the
infrastructure is very hard pressed with roads,schools,parking and medical facilities already overloaded. In
addition sewage and flooding issues are frequent. Brown field sites exist, which scream out for development
before any other land is considered. Infill land along our ribbon developments exists as a second choice to pursue
before any green belt is even considered. Water supply to the area is limited and critical to any development.
Reliance on the local chalk aquifers is already overdone and exploitation has caused gross over extraction. Our
unique local chalk stream environment of the Misbourne although marginally improved is largely destroyed and
certainly unlikely to recover with further development. The overflow of sewage in the village in times of flood
highlights the sensitivity of the area to further development. One overriding issue which seems to be largely
ignored is the need for high quality and innovative public transport. The extensive and continuing use of the
private car will progressively spoil the area with congestion and in due course will lead to a form of gridlock.
Building new roads will help but not solve the problem. Q7 . ..Unmet needs. Infrastructure needs grossly
enhanced public transport and better intermodal hubs. The bicycle is an excellent mode of transport which is
largely ignored by our planners. How many modem family homes are built with a facility for storing cycles? Can
we not have more dedicated safe cycle pathways and good parking for cycles in villages, stations and bus stops?
Is the Boris bike idea capable of development in our area? Should buses not have cycle racks? Surely making it
safe for children to cycle to school creates a generation inclined to continue cycling in later life?
Q17....Opportunities and challenges The Green Belt should be safeguarded at all costs and encroaching on it by
devious means should be stopped. Government pressure to build more houses should be resisted until the
transport issues of the area are properly addressed. Railway links are essential and efforts should be made to link
up the highly used radial lines from London so that the areas for example between the Chiltern and Metropolitan
lines have a good integrated public transport system. There would seem to be a possibifity of a new rail link
running along the M25 to provide a service from the Chiltern line near the Gerrards Cross viaduct to the
Newlands Park and Epilepsy Centre areas connecting to the Amersham line near Little Chalfont. Such an
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investment would facilitate concentrated development and minimise the threat to the green belt. We have failed
to grasp this matter and in so doing have allowed a modem rail line (HS2) to run through our area and derive no
benefit from it whatsoever. Surely there is now a good case for us to have better links? Housing, particularly
affordable housing, should be built only where there is a commitment to providing good public transport.

Rep5163
Mrs Moira Watt

Rep5164
Dr J M Pentney

CDC has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within CSP. These include Holy Cross Site,
Newland Park and The Audley Homes Development of the Epilepsy Site. On the first three years of the previous
core strategy (intended to run until 2026) CSP. Too already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and
provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. Also there is
a known drainage issue in CSP. Additional development of the scale proposed area simply not possible.
Development should be concentrated towards the centre rather than the fringes of towns and villages to be in
line with the green belt principles that brownfield sites should be development first, along with sites closest to
train, tube and bus services. All schools within CSP are at, or nearly, capacity. They will be unable to
accommodate children from developments already sheduled within The Parish. Many other parts of the district
are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for development.

I am writing to protest in the strongest possible terms against the potential release of Green Belt land around
Little Chalfont for development as outlined in the Chiltern & South Bucks Local Plan. I fully endorse the detailed
response made to the Council by the Little Chalfont Community Association and Little Chalfont Parish Council. I
would particularly like to emphasize the following points:• Release of Green Belt land is contrary to the National
Planning Policy Framework and would set a dangerous precedent. The parcels of land that have been identified
for potential development do not have durable boundaries and many are currently only accessible via narrow
country lanes.• All of the proposed sites around Little Chalfont either are in or border Areas of Outstanding•
Many of the sites either contain or are immediately adjacent to areas of ancient woodland,_ which are important
habitats for a wide range of animals.• The infrastructure and amenities (i.e. school places, access to medical
services, parking, road capacity and essential utilities like water) around Little Chalfont are already struggling to
cope with the additional housing at the Latimer Sawmills site off Bell Lane, and will come under further pressure
once the development at the Donkey Field on Burtons Lane is completed.• The number of properties in Little
Chalfont has already increased by more than 12% since 2006. which is significantly more than other local towns
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and villages. • The proposed sites are all some distance from the centre of the village and the train station,
leading to a likely increase in traffic and pollution, and further exacerbating the parking problem.I therefore
strongly urge the Council to remove Little Chalfont as a main settlement for growth in the
Core Strategy, and ask that future development in the village is restricted to brownfield sites within the existing
boundaries.
1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)
A. The area is designated an AONB and cofflains precious chalk stream river.
B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats etc..
C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.
D. Contains woodland which should be or is already protected.
E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).
2. THE AREA SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLAIN
A. The village flooded most recently 2008-2012- 2014 the meadows are a natural flood plain.
B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre
C. Houses built on this area would be uninsurable
D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented
E. Governments are advising that Flood plains should be considered for development
3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE AND CHARACTER
A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools etc
B. Traffic on the A413 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour
C. The character of the village would be negatively impacted by such a large development
U. The character of the village has already been negatively impacted by HS2 and the possible
waste transfer station
E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other plans to build
near Epilepsy Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter
There is no means of judging whether the total number of dwellings that Bucks are required to provide is correct
or not Outside influences like the level of immigration and regional
development plans over the next 20 years could change this need significantly. The site marked in Appendix 4 in
CSG is not ‘built up’.There maybe in fill areas in ‘built up areas’ in the village.
Question 4: Do you agree with the approach to the Joint Local Plan Vision and Objectives and if not what changes
or additions do you consider are needed? Please explain your reasoning for suggesting any alterations. We agree
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with the approach which protects the Green Belt and
AONB.Question 5. Agree that all options listed should be considered.Question 6:
The extension to CSG in appendix 4 is totally inappropriate as it is in an Environment Agency designated
floodplain, its Green Belt and AONB. This area is alongside the public footpath to Amersham much used by
residents and visitors. Furthermore the proposed development of Newlands Park will add a significant load to the
infrastructure requirements of the village.
Question 7:Expansion in Aylesbury Vale will reduce the load on other parts of Bucks. It would be valuable if there
was a matching expansion of employment in this area to reduce traffic movement in the County.Question 8The
maximum 4700 affordable dwellings should developed.Question 9: Need to consider the issues of access and
infrastructure support.
No obvious sites in CSG.Question 10Accommodation for the elderly is needed in the village. None at
present.Question 11: The heritage of CSG is important for the residents and the many
visitors to the area. Milton’s cottage, the Parish Church, Jordans Meeting House, Captain Cook’s Memorial and
the Open Air Museum are among the key heritage sites.Question 12: The Chiltern Way footpath, the village pond
and path.Question 13: Local Green Space designations can be made as part of the Local Plan and so local
residents, community groups and other
local stakeholders are asked to identify areas that they would like to be considered. Importantly any nomination
should include supporting evidence. The playing fields, the allotments and the fields either side of the Misbourne
are all most important leisure facilities. This is an absolutely key issue. The agreed development at Newlands Park
will have a very large impact on the infrastructure requirements for the village. I don’t believe that the village
could absorb any other major housing development. At any development there is a need to make public
transport, walking and cycling easy to do and to make travel by car less attractive. If everyone who is housed in
Aylesbury or Chesham ends up working in London the A413 will not be able to cope with the increased traffic.
We moved to Chalfont St Peter 4 and a hlaf years ago to enjoy the village and lovely surrounding areas.We have
noticed the increase in car parking around the village, particularly at the end of our road. Where I haveseen 2
near fatal car crashes since Christmas due to the car parking along the green. Too many new buildings will spoil
the village surroundings please so not build on land (football club field, tennis club area etc) as surely this is a
flood plain area too. Not enough parking facilities available currently.
Traffic in village; Schools [linked to sentence below];Doctors not big enough for more people
Green belt
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I strongly disapprove of the potential development being considered at Stone Meadows, for the following
reasons. - Chalfont St Giles- Stoney Meadow. 1. It is in an area of a designated AONB.
2. The area is characterised by narrow lanes not suitable for supporting further development
3. The 'A-roads' in the area are also narrow 'simple carriagway' roads not suitable for extra traffic and they are
already congested.4. The character of the area is 'semi-rural' and further development will considerably change
the environment for the worse. 5. There are technically over flood plain, ownership and inconpatability with the
planned HS2 6. Further development will place unacceptable strain on exisiting infrastructure - schools, shops,
roads, drainage etc.
7. The development is not near a rail link, therefore there will be extra strain on the road system which is already
ill-equipt to support its current level of traffic.
Q2 Farnham Park has been previously rejected and should remain so.
The park is used by the local community for various sports, the local children use the play area and dog walkers
frequent the area.Q3 Wyvale Garden Centre and Allerds Farm site
The field opposite Old Beaconsfield Road. The car wash site near the shops in Farnham Common and part of the
main car park.
- 15k houses and 15 hectares? Where have those numbers come from? They seem entirely incompatible with the
AONB protections, which as I understand have the same protection status in law as the national parks under the
National Planning Policy Framework 2012. As most of the Chiltern area is either AONB or already developed, how
can any additional hectares, beyond a few patches here and there within areas already built on, be legally
delivered? If they are being centrally proposed have these suggested numbers been queried, rejected and
refused by our elected representatives? They go against national policy.- Green belt is also heavily protected,
with development only considered under 'very special circumstances'. How is the suggested use of greenbelt land
in any way 'very special circumstances'? This is just the regular, day to day pressures on land that have existed
since the green belts were introduced over 50 years ago, and is exactly what they are designed to prevent. By this
use of the term 'very special circumstances' there will be no greenbelt land left in 50 years time.Question 2;
Housing and Land Assessment: re: 3.2b. this seems unclear to me, does this suggest that even more areas may be
suggested beyond the maps of Appendix 2? Question 4: The approach and objectives:
- No I do not agree with the approach of the Joint Local Plan vision and objectives. 'Green belt protection should
be being considered in the context of development needs' - the two things are completely incompatible. You
either say 'This is the end of the Green Belt' or you protect it, chipping away at the edges is the same as saying 'we are illegally ending the Chiltern green belt and AONB'. - 'restructuring of Chesham employment base', tell me
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more about this? The Chesham employment base seems pretty healthy to me, certainly in comparison to most
areas in the UK, and I'm not sure how this justifies the near doubling of the size of the town. Why can this work
not be achieved using the current footprint of the town, there are many areas that are underused and I've
noticed many free warehouse spaces. I'd like to see the justification that says 'very special circumstances' and the
effective end of the greenbelt and AONB policies that have prevented this beautiful area becoming yet more
London sprawl like say Hillingdon.
- Why can the 'The Plan vision and objective' not be: 'protecting the unique area of the Chilterns for future
generations whilst maximising the opportunities to improve the lives of those who live there within the 'beautiful
constraints' of the AONB and the Green Belt'. Question 5: Which spatial strategies are appropriate?Options: Options A and B are the only ones that should be considered as part of this scope, options C-K are all
counter to AONB and Green Belt, and not legally justifiable.Question 7: Unmet needs?- What evidence is there
that these are unmet needs in this area? For housing, the Chiltern and south Bucks areas are part of the South
East and London housing market, it could be argued that there is an unmet need overall in the South East, but
you could pave over the whole of the Chilterns AONB, and you would not significantly affect the supply/ demand
dynamic in the South East. - As for industrial use, again, what evidence is there that this land is needed that
cannot be provided outside of AONB and Green Belt areas? - What consideration has been given to how tourism
would be affected, or future tourism potential impacted if vast swathes of land are covered in industrial estates tourism protection is something that is in the scope of Green Belt and doesn’t appear to have been covered in
this plan. Fast forward 50 years and its entirely conceivable that much of the South East from London to
Birmingham has been built over, those beautiful pockets, which have already been identified as AONBs - should
they not be protected for use as recreational and tourism areas for those in the wider metropolis? Need to
manage the amount of people living in a house which far exceeds their need in terms of size. Need to encourage
small businesses to utilize underused housing. Question 9 Facilitate the elderly in people’s families home rather
than create purpose built facilities. Question 11: Heritage contributes to quality of life. Protecting them should be
a high priority. Question 12: unprotected local assets: Amersham Old Town (known Roman remains, landscape
and atmosphere). Propose that the conservation area should extend to engulf the valley scape. Question 15:
Green Belt policies and NPPF – supporting tourism within the countryside. Question 16: Enhancing roads only
increases traffic. Cycling brings tourism and thus economic benefits and also health benefits.Cycling should be
further envouraged. Sustainable development not demonstrated within these proposals. Un-promoted and
unrepresentative: 29% of those responding are landowners and developers. These groups make up less than 1%
of those who live her – therefore, how representative are the view expressed in consultations. Not enough public
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awareness. Document written very badly to appeal to the masses. A vision: what is the vision for the future of the
Green Belt and AONB. With great foresight, Green Belts and AONBs were introduced to protect the beautiful
areas, and in this future metropolis these should remain as the parks and recreational areas - that is the service
they provide and they would do well economically from it, as beauty and open space becomes rarer and rarer
and demand increases for recreation and tourism in those areas. Where is the vision in this joint plan? it seems to
think south bucks is an isolated area that needs to continue paving over everything in order to meet housing and
industrial needs - but if everyone does this, then South Bucks will not be unique anymore, and would just be
more London sprawl. I think it takes real guts and vision to stand up to local short term vested interests, as it
would be all too easy to chip a bit away here and there, but this would eventually see the complete loss of
everything that is special about the area and the South East as well as the Chilterns would be far poorer for it.
Chalfont St Giles is a village of historic importance with a unique character. It is in an area of outstanding natural
beauty. We vehemently oppose any suggestion of downgrading green belt in Chiltern District for any purpose.
We are against any planning reviews for public open spaces. Green belt + public open spaces are for the benefit
of all, not just local residents. This area is already going to be greatly disrupted for many years with the
construction of HS2 so any building works in the area would create traffic choas as well as higher pollution levels.
Why is green belt being targeted before brown field sites and the possibility of change of use of exisiting
buildings? There would be inadequate infrastructure in Chalfont St Giles to support these building proposals public transport, school places + medical facilities. We wholeheartedly oppose all the options set out.
Blizzards Yard + the hatched area on the plan for Chalfont St Giles (known as Upper Stone Meadow) is not
suitable for development + could not be a deliverable site by 2036 due to the following reasons.- a) It is on a
floodplain of the River Misbourne + has severely flooded on several occasions notably in 2014 when not only this
area flooded by the centre of this historic village was also under water. This area is on the Environment Agency
Flood Map as a Flood Zone 3 with a large swathe of the proposed area being rate high risk of flooding.b) It is
directly above the route of HS2 + this is a safeguarded areac) The effect on the village economy would be
devastating.The parish council (Chalfont St Giles) has thoroughly investigated possible sites that are not identified
through the HELAA + have not be able to identify alternative sites. I would be strongly opposed to the
development of open spaces, sports + leisure areas, allotment. There is an acute lack of affordable housing within
Chalfont St Giles but this would best be served by allowing small scale affordable housing on induvidual sites
within the boundaries of the village on Non-Green Belt land. There is a need for accomdation for the elderly
within the village. This would be best served by allowing small scale development on Non-Green Belt land within
the boundaries of Chalfont St Giles. The proposed development of Upper Stone Meadow is not suitable for
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development because of the following reasons:- a) Chalfont St Giles infrastructure + character will be
immeasurably affected. The village is medieval village with a conservation area at its centre. Many of the
buildings still exist + many local street names recall the history of the area. There area a number heritage assets
within the village eg The Stone, The Rectory, The Parish Church, Miltons Cottage to name a few. Any
development will have an impact on the village - village resources are already streched
Both the infant and junior schools are full to capacity, the infant school does not have any areas it could expand
on having been extended 13 years ago. The junior school if enlarged, would loose valuable outside space of a
small track/playing field that is much needed for the health and welfare of the children. The rodas are already at
its maximum capacity. The impact of HS2 + a possible waste transfer station in the area will have detrimental
effects on the village in terms of traffic/congestion + this will be the exacerbated if Upper stone is developed for
housing. b) Upper (+ Lower) Stone Meadow sits within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty + is therefore not
approprite for development. The Misbourne is a chalk stream river - chalk streams are a globally rare habitat,
confined mainly to England + NW Europe. The river is home to a wide range of wildlife, including deer, wood
peckers, bath. This area contains woodland and the Chiltern Way. Over the last 8 years the Misbourne River
Action has worked along the Chiltern Society to ensure that this river bed and surrounding area remains a
valuable habitat over future years - any development of this area with reverse permanetly this work to preserve
the Misbourne River within Chalfont St Giles. c) This area - Upper Stone Meadow - is a key area for walkers, horse
riders, used by local scounting + guiding groups, dog walkers, cyclists + it has been known a wind surfer when the
river flooded. We should not loose this essential leisure facility for future generations to use.D) It is within a flood
plain. This can be easy on the Environment Agency plan - the area most recently severly in 2014 + before in 2002,
2008 + 1999. Any building in this area will increase the changes of further flooding in the village centre with
possible flooding within houses, resulting in houses built here as being uninsurable.
1. This land is Green Belt Land. To change this status is a betrayal of those pioneers who set up the green belt
legislation. Chalfont St Giles is very near the edge of London's urban sprawl and should be allowed to preserve
the rural area around it for the use of both the inhabitants of the villlage and for the inhabitants for the urban
sprawl. 2. The land chosen is manifestly unsuitable for development. It is close to the Misbourne River and will be
vulnerable to flooding if the present natural drainage is disturbed. The devastating consquences of building
houses in the wrong places has been only too obvious in recent years. In addition this is an area of natural
beauty, a rare chalk stream and a place enjoyed by many walkers and observers of nature. Even the wrecking ball
that is the new high-speed train line has accepted hat the line must pass underground/ The specific area targeted
also has historical significance. The Stone is an old house with links to events of historical significance. 3. The
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village of Chalfont St Giles cannot cope with the influx of the inhabitants of such a large development. Both the
schools and the doctors surgery are at capacity and there seems to have been no thought fiven to how the extra
population will be able to have the infrastrucure needed. 4. The actual work of building the houses which I
believe will close the Blizzard's Yard car park, will have a devastating effect on the local businesses. While I can
see that some development is necessary in order to provide more housing stock which is generally in short supply
it would clearly be more sensible to target this where it is most needed by developing on a smaller scale and
building the types of accomdation needed. More units for the elderly, particularly places for assisted living, which
would free up some of the current housing stock. I object strongly to the current proposals.
1. This is green belt land which suddenly is to be down graded to allow houses to be built. This is wrong. 2. This
location is close to the River Misbourne and the area has flooded on many occasions.3. The local schools with not
have the capacity to take all the extra childrens that 500 extra houses will generate.4. This meadow is a beautiful
part of the countryside which will be completely destroyed.
It brings great distress to hear of this plan. The amount of land to be used for the housing is a disgrace. While I am
aware that increasing needs for housing must be met, it must also be noted that this action would result in the
destruction of the heart of the chilterns. My frequent trips to other parts of the country have shown me that an
area such as the wooded parts of Latimer is one to be cherised. The rate that our environment is disappering is
enough to dishearten generations. The area which is planned to be replaced is the only area of its kind within
walking distance. I frequently visit there with family and friends and to see it replaced with common, overlooked
houses would be apalling. The area makes the chilterns unique. It gives them character and it is one of the few
places one can feel safe from the polluted, destructive society that grows around us. If you destory this area, you
will lose the heart of the Chilterns, you will lose the beauty, the originality and the one thing that makes the
Chilterns different.Otherwide, all you have is another overpopulated area, no uniquness, no beauty, no heart.
Who's interested in that?
In addition to the areas already identified in your documentation, there has been a recent proposal for the
inclusion of the ‘Wickes’ Garage in Great Missenden, currently trading as Great Missenden Garage (GMG) as an
additional site for potential housing.. I would object strongly to this. GMG is a thriving business that is well run,
and very popular within the community. There are no other suitable sites in the area, so we would lose this
valuable facility from our village.
It must not therefore be included in the HELAA sites, either now or in the future.I have no connection with this
business, only as a regular, very satisfied customer.Neither, the Green Belt, nor the AONB should be
included.Option ‘I indicates the incursion of development within the Green Belt close to Great Missenden Station.
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This is completely unacceptable as it would dramatically increase traffic in an already congested area of the
village,and overload local facilities. There must be NO development of the Green Belt within Great Missenden
Parish.
Affordable housing requirements can be met quite easily by utilising good design to increase housing
density.Adopting a ‘mixed housing approach would work, particularly in respect of housing for key workers, and
the elderly.Again, Green Belt Land must not be used for this group of people.We are fortunate in having lived in
this area for over thirty years, and in that time there has been a big increase in film and TV exposure which has
led to a boom in tourism. Our heritage assets, both housing and landscape have been the main reason for this
expansion, which has been welcomed. However, several local pubs have gone out of business, and there is still a
lack of facilities for tourists. This specifically needs to be addressed.Don’t sacrifice Green Belt land or AONB
status.
As a parent, and a teaching assistant at a local school, a major concern of this plan is the shortage of school places
already. If more families move to the area, where will the children go to school? Nearly every school in Little
Chalfont and surrounding is already oversubscribed with long waiting lists. The only school with available places
to people moving to the area is a schoool run by a rapidly failing academy chain. Another major concern is the
destruction of an AONB. As a family we regularly take walks through the Chess Valley and surrounding areas.
There is a plethora of wildlife in the areas concerned, and it is a real worry that this would be destroyed in the
process of building more homes. The wildlife we have remaining in these beautiful areas needs to be protected.
To build on Green Belt land goes against EVERYTHING that Green Belt land was made for..
C-St-Peter already has its full capacity of housing. To include the Holy Cross site - with the local infrastructure ie.
narrow roads throughout the village- which are already to capacity- in particular. Development of any kind at the
Epilepsy Centre would destroy this area east of the A413. It is difficulty to access the A413 now with addition of
the possibility of an extra 1,000 cars would be disaster. For those trying to get to work not to mention the extra
pressures on local schools, doctors, hospitals, transport.Even the master roads are to capacity at peak times
The green belts is what its meant to be and should remain so- especially for this ancient doomsday book (Village)
We write as requested in response to your long term planning proposals for development in the greenbelt and in
particular the land between Lyegreen Road and Botley Road. We fully appreciate the need for housing in the
Chilterns and that the land must come from the greenbelt. We presume that linking the two roads is to spread
the traffic generated and can understand that but it would surely be better to build behind the existing houses in
Botley Road than to take such a wide section of good arable land. Furthermore it would be better to use the
existing access into Allsorts Farm than to create a new access onto Botley Road between the Hen and Chickens
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and Botley playing fields where vision splays would be poor. We attach a copy of the relevant map from your
proposal and have marked on it a number of points of reference. Point B is the existing access to Allsorts Farm.
Point C to D marks the line of an ancient hedgerow with a very well established Badger set which should not be
destroyed.
I am the freehold owner and would like to promote my land as suitable for development as suggested in your
proposed locaL plan. I enclose rough plan of my land and a copy of page 45 of your proposal and as you can see
the land lies between licensed commercial retail premises and a commercial yard. The land has a substantial road
frontage to the A416 with excellent vision splays in both directions. There is easy access to all mains services,
including sewers, easy access to the A41 trunk road and therefore access to the motorway network. Although in
the greenbelt, the site is not affected by any other key constraints such as flood zones, adjacent to an area of
particular historic value or the AONB. Kindly acknowledge receipt of this letter and I look forward to hearing from
you.
Q3. There is an area on Lower Rd: Chalfont St Peter suitable for residential development at Grid Ref 003902. It
has been unused since the A413 bypass was contructed because it is inappropriately designated as Green Belt. It
is surrounded by roads on 2 sides and residential properties on 2 sides. It has no amenity value and its only
possible use is residential.
COMMENTS ON SITES IN CHALFONT ST PETER1. INFRASTRUCTURE. The schools are at capacity and residents have
difficulty gaining places at local schools. The drainage system is inadequate for the current population as shown
by frequent sewage overflows onto the street. Local roads, particularly in the Epilepsy Centre/Newlands Park
areas are inqdequate to cope with significant development. Public transport is inadequate for the proposed
developments- no railway service and inadequate bus services. Exisiting medical services can just cope with the
current population and it is very difficult to recruit additional medical staff. 2. GREEN BELT serveral of the
proposed sites contravene the purpose of the green belt to prevent amalgamation of settlements- in particular
the proposed developments at Newlands Park and the Epilepsy Centre come very close to Chalfont St Giles, Little
Chalfont and Horn Hill.
3. RECREATIONAL FACILITIES MILL MEADOW. We would lose All allotments in Chalfont St Peter
The Community Centre The Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and Millenium Wood
A childrens play area. Chalfont St Peter Saints football ground.The playing fields- Chalfont St Peter Academy
would have no recreational areas. Possibly the Tennis Club. EPILEPSY CENTRE 9 football pitches + pavilion AREA
ALONG A413 The cricket/hockey ground would disappear
Gerrards Cross Golf Club - 5 holes, the club house and infrastructure buildings would disappear - This would force
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the closure of the club which has no room to expand. FOOTPATHS Almost all footpaths around Chalfont St Peter
would be affected, with closures and severe degradation fo this amenity value.This comprises almost all the
recreational land in Chalfont St Peter.
FLOOD PLAIN The Mill Meadow and A413 areas are on both on floodplains - have we learnt nothing from the
recent catastrophic floods elsewhere?The MILL MEADOW, A413 and most of the Epilepsy Centre sites are
inappropriate for the proposed developments. THINK AGAIN!!!
The plan indicates “7300 housing needs” for Chiltern District. What does this mean in terms of actual population
numbers? Are these houses or households? How have you defined the size of houses required? What soft of
people will live in these houses? Families, elderly people, people on the first rung of the housing ladder? Different
groups will have different needs and will make different demands on the existing infrastructure? Chalfont St
Peter has already agreed to grant permission for more than 600 dwellings in the last few years so has surely
contributed enough to the district housing needs. Specific Points relating to potential sites in Chalfont St Peter
Mill Meadow This area is on the flood plain of the River Misbourne and, by definition, is
therefore unsuitable for extensive development. It has suffered significant flooding in recent years and it would
be ridiculously foolhardy to consider additional building here. It is a predominantly green site at the heart of the
village community. It contains a small nature reserve, the Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and the Jubilee Garden as
well as a children’s play area. It also has the parish council offices and community centre, the scout headquarters,
the village football club and also cricket and football pitches used by the Chalfont St Peter Academy school.
Finding alternative sites for all these amenities would be difficult if not impossible. The Epilepsy Centre Site This is
the land to the north east of the village between the current NSE
buildings bounded to the north by Gorelands Lane and to the east by Brawlings Lane. The core built area of the
Epilepsy Centre has seen considerable recent development which appears to be appropriate to the surrounding
area and has not yet placed undue strain on infrastructure. There may well still be pockets in the core area where
older buildings could be demolished and replaced by modern dwellings. Any further large scale development
would, however require considerable work on infrastructure. You should be aware that there are considerable
problems
with the sewage networks leading down to the A413 under Gables Close and Foxdell Way. The roads circling the
site are narrow and twisty, unsuitable for large vehicles and volumes of traffic. It is miles from the local stations in
Gerrards Cross and Little Chalfont and has only minimal bus services. Development of this site would also have
severe impact on the Green Belt, a large section of it being within Colne Valley Park, and the whole area fulfilling
all five of the the stated purposes of the Green Belt. Winkers Farm Site This site would include the existing Paccar
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Scout Camp. Any adverse impact on this site would be catastrophic for a site which currently hosts 40,000 young
visitors a year. The Camp has extensive woodlands and and is encouraging young people to understand and
appreciate this important legacy. They are currently working through a 25 year plan for these woodland areas,
which includes removal of
the pine plantation and planting of more traditional broad leaf trees. Surely no responsible authority could
consider the destruction of a national amenity which provides recreational and self development opportunities
for so many young people as well as promoting conservation.
Approval has already been given for some 600 new houses in Chalfont St Peter (CSP) An increase of 4552
households is used in the local plan for Chiltern giving within 14% (637) for CSP. Accordingly exisiting approvals
have already met CSPs share of new housing. Clearly CSP has already had its fair share of development.
Questions 2 + 3 - HELAA and Additional Sites
Currently HELAA only considers previously development land sites. There are some sites such as CD33 parts of
which may be acceptable for development if access could be made to the A40.
Question 5 - Spatial Strategy Options Option J should be first priority with development near to train stations
followed by:, Option A - making more efficient use of land within exisiting built up areas; Option D - should be
third and then ; Option E - and then ; Option H - and then; option I - and then Option B - as the sixth priority.
Option C - is unacceptable for the reasons given above as response to Question 1 Option G - is of low priority for
the reasons given in response to comments on the ESS site below under Question 6. Question 6 - Comment on
Specific Sites The Epilepsy Society Site (ESS) The site fulfils as a whole on five of the stated purposes of the green
belt and provides a vital buffer between settlements of CSP, Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill. The site is bounded
on 3 sides by narrow and dangerous country lanes. Having said that, some limited development should be
allowed near exisiting development, provided suitable infrastructure can be established as currently there is no
spare capacity within CSP e.g. for medicine, dentistry, schooling, water supply, drainage and transport.
Mill Meadow (MM) It beggars belief as to why the MM site has been selected as a candiate for removal from
Green Belt. It is a much used central amenity facility which includes the Community Centre, two large allotments,
CSP amateur football club, a scout HQ and Parish Council Offices. It also provides playing fields for Chalfont St
Peter C of E Academy which does not have a playing field within its grounds (something that was pointed out to
CDC when permission for the development of the Holy Cross site was put before CDC). The National Curriculum
calls inter alia for the provision of sports activities. Without the MM playing field, the Academy would not be able
to deliver an effective curriculum. The MM is also on the flood plain. Between 2010 and 2014 there was
prolonged and extensive flooding here. Building on the flood plain would exacerbate the impact on CSP Lower
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Road where raw sewage was forced up onto the street due to drains overloaded by flood water. The Area
identified for induvidual development East of the A413. The A413 is a natural barrier for development. It
provides as a green corridor, its important function of separating the built-up areas of CSP, Tatling End, Gerrards
Cross and Denham. The area is completely within a flood plain.
Chiltern District Council has granted permission for 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter although I understand
Holy Cross site cannot go ahead at present. Chalfont St Peter is a small village and the present developments
proposed are going to put severe strain on schools, already at mean capacity and the medical centre also under
strain. The proposed developments at Holy Cross, Epilepsy Centre + Newlands Park are not near any train
stations and this will cause more traffic on our already overcrowded roads. 600 dwellings will at least create an
extra 1,000 cars. The village is already experiencing major problems with heavy traffic. Lower Road has become
something of a car park and traffic has increased dramatically in the past 5 years and practically since permission
was granted for offices at Chiltern Hill (Chalfont Heights) also adequate parking was not considered when
permission was granted for these offices. There is a known drainage issue in Chalfont St Peter. Lower Road has
had major flooding at least twice. If the development at Holy Cross goes ahead who is going to take responsibility
for when raw sewage draining into the village. As for any further developments at the Epilepsy Centre, Newlands
Park, building on the green belt will have environmental consquences not to mention the destruction of an area
with natural beauty. Flooding is a major issue across the country where developments take place without proper
research into the consquences of over development on green belt! I would hope planners think long and hard
before making any decisions on future developments which could have a detrimental affect on our unique village.
Once green belt is destroyed - there is no going back. Besides there are other areas in Buckinghamshire
(brownfield sites) much more suited to development.
I wish to protest strongly about this proposed development in Chalfont St Giles. Having been burdened with HS2
within a stone's throw of my property a proposed residential development of 500 properties also now seems
likely. As a resident of this beautiful village we do not have the infrastructure for such a development - ie.
Schools, traffic, roads etc. Building on a flood plain against the Environment Agency recommendations. Green
Belt is precious and Chalfont St Giles is an area of outstanding Natural Beauty. Let's keep it that way.The
proposed development will change the whole character of this beautiful village. It will become a ribbon
development and encourage further such development of Green Belt sites in the future.
I sincerely hope the Council will reconsider this unnecessary and unwanted development. There are many other
less intrusive sites which could accommodate such development.
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I am unable to open any of the documents on my computer so cannot comment on paricular questions. I did
attend one of the public meetings. Serious concerns about the amount of green belt land being proposed for new
building in CSP. It would seem to be increasing the size of the village by about one third which will cause
enormous pressure on: 1. Drainage. I believe this is already a bit of a problem and will involve enourmous
expenditure to make it viable for all this housing. 2. Schools. The CSP Academy is over full but so far have been
denied a new school on the Holy Cross site.3. Playing Fields would be taken away so denying local residents
places to indulge in physical activity. We're always being told to be more active so should not be discouraged.
Also the CSP Academy has to use these fields for their outdoor activity.
4. These playing fields are on a flood plain which over recent years has proved to be a stupid decision in other
parts of the country 5. As the council has proved to be apalling at maintaining the exisiting roads how do they
intend to take on 1/3 as many again. More useless "sticking plaster" jobs? 6. Medical services here are excellent
but how you propose to increase it without over burdening the existing 7. One Big Building Site. On the Chalfont
Common side of the village life would become unbearable for residents for a number of years. The size of the
proposed Epilepsy Centre to Newlands Park is enormous, plus the one proposed for near the scout camp coupled
with the distruption caused by HS2 construction will make life very unpleasant. We chose to live in a semi-rural
location that your now propose turning into an urban sprawl. 8. How is CSP supposed to cope with this huge
influx of people? It will need more shops, more parking, more policing, more street lighting (!!!) etc.
I have lived in this village for more than 35 years, during which time I have seen many changes to our
environment, not always for the good of local residents. In particular the village has become more populated,
with more traffic, both pedestrian and vehicular. Our local roads are more congested and parking becomes more
difficult and more difficult to control. I am disabled and the parking issue is of particular concern. Not only is it
more difficult for me to park but I also find that other motorists bad parking causes obstruction and danger to my
life and to other disabled people living in this village. Poor planning by local government will undoubtably
increase congestion thus exacerbating the problems mentioned above. Recently, Chalfont St Peter has had more
than its fair share of new development. Chiltern District Council (CDC) has already given planning permission for
600+ dwellings within our village - ie Holy Cross, Newlands Park and the Audley Homes development on the NSE
site. As far as I am aware our village has taken the lion’s share of all the proposed development for the whole of
Chiltern District. This is simply not fair! Why can’t other areas take more development? Why does Chalfont St
Peter have to take the brunt? If St Peter takes much more development it will destroy the whole character of our
village. In my view it should be possible to concentrate development more in the centre rather than the fringes of
our village. If the outer edges continue to be developed there will be a danger of one community merging into
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another. This would seem to be against the principles of the green belt. In my view the green belt is sacrosanct
and needs to be preserved at all costs. We still have a number of brownfleld sites and these could be developed
without spoiling our lovely countryside. It worries me that the proposed developments would put pressure on
our infrastructure. Local schools are already at near full capacity. Doctors surgeries are also bursting at the seams.
Gone are the days when I could get a doctor’s appointment on the day of calling. I sometimes have to wait a
week unless I am expecially lucky with speed dialing at 8.30am. Parking is always difficult even with my blue
badge. There are known drainage problems in CSP and it is not uncommon to see raw sewerage spilling out in the
centre of the village. This problem will increase with developments of the scale proposed.I understand that the
Local Plan is considering change of land use, particulary for Green Belt Areas. I would argue that the 5 stated
purposes of the green belt are still very relevant today and as such, the Green Belt needs to be protected as the
bedrock of planning law.1. In order to check the unrestricted sprawl of built-up areas.2. To protect neighbouring
towns from merging into one another.3. To safeguard the countryside from encroachment.
4. to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns.5. To assist in urban regeneration by
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land The Green Belt in this area allows local residents of
Chalfont St Peter to enjoy the countryside which is on the
fringe of our town. 1f, for example, large scale development is allowed on the NSE site, then we will have lost the
countryside which currently separates St Peter from St Giles. The two villages will be effectively merged by this
new development. Entirely unsuitable country lanes will be subject to relatively high levels of traffic, causing
potential danger and blight to the countryside. The current agricultural use will be lost and that will lead to a loss
of emplyment potential. There will also be a grievous loss of the wonderifil open views from Chesham Lane
towards the Come Valley Park. We could also lose valuable facilities such as The Model Farm, Rowans Nursery
and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. Mill Meadow accommodates several important community facilities. Provides
recreational activities for thousands of local residents. Not dependent on either a car or public transport,
therefore perfect for able-bodied and disabled residents. Many other residents make use of the football club,
recreation park, playing pitches etc. Tragedy if these are lost due to modern concerns about child obesity and
type 2 diabetes. Mill Meadow has other important amenities: nature reserve, jubilee garden, Lady Gibb
Millenium Wood and access along the River Misbourne. Also, it is on the flood plain. Also concerned about
development to the north of Chalfont Heights between Winkers and Pacaar Scout Camp. Current infrastructure
could not support this development and the Scout Camp is very important for young people. Finally, the area
identified for industrial development to the east of the A413. Just as the Green Belt on the NSE separates
Chalfont St Peter from St Giles, this piece of land provides the important function of separating the built-up areas
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of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. This area is valued by local residents as a green corridor and
I have walked this area ever since I have lived here. I now use my mobility scooter but it is still an enjoyable
excursion into the countryside.
I believe that CSP has already developed too far and too fast. In the previous Core Strategy we have already taken
significantly more than our fair allocation for housing development (planning permission granted for over 600
dwellings). We are now told that this plan is dead and buried and we now have a new plan where CDC
conveniently ignore our previous commitment and allocation. This is despite the fact that the Core Strategy was
intended to last until 2026. This is grossly unfair. Other parts of Bucks should take their fair share of
development! As a result of this over-development we are experiencing infrastructure problems. Our country
roads cannot cope with the extra traffic, our schools cannot cope with the extra numbers and our doctors
surgeries struggle to give the service that they used to give. If our developments increase finther then it will be to
the detriment of everyone. Most of us chose to live in this beautiful area and we paid a premium for this
privilege. If we are not
careful we will destroy the countryside and negate the reasons for living here. There is a known drainage issue in
CSP, particularly with open raw sewerage backing up in the centre of the
village. Additional developments are simply not possible. Development should be focussed on the centre of the
village rather than on the outskirts. Surely, this is in line with current Green Belt policy? This policy has stood the
test of time and has acted as a valuable safeguard to
preserve our countryside. I see no reason to change this policy. We should first re-develop brownfield sites and
sites which are closest to train, tube and bus services. We should concentrate development on other pans of the
district which can cope better with development and have a more solid infrastructure for expansion. In my
opinion, none of the suggested sites could accommodate more development.Mill Meadow:This area currently
accommodates valuable community amenities. In particular the Community Centre is much used by local
residents. I believe that it is used by over a thousand people every week - during the day and in the evenings and
at weekends. There are no suitable alternatives nearby. The area also includes a football club, recreation park,
playing pitches (football & cricket) tennis courts, a scout headquarters and parish council offices. It would be very
difficult to re-locate these facilities. There are also allotments. The Chalfont St Peter C of E Academy, adjacent to
Mill Meadow, does not have a playing field within the school grounds. The school currently uses Mill Meadow for
physical education lessons on a daily basis and for team game, athletics and cross country activities. The school
would be unable to deliver an effective curriculum if Mill Meadow is designated for development. At a time when
the Government is concerned with problems of child obesity, it is surely vitally important that we encourage our
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children to play sport. What message would we send our kids if we denied them these facilities? The area is also a
much used public facility with a Nature Reserve, Jubilee Garden and the Lady Gibb Millennium Wood and the
ability to walk alongside the Misboume from the village centre across Mill Meadow and through St (lies. These
amenities are simply irriplacable due to the length of time taken for them to develop and their very position. Mill
Lane is on the flood plain. There is a serious risk of flooding. The area to the north of Chalfont Heights This is
Green Belt land to be enjoyed by everyone. There are public footpaths with lovely views of the open countryside.
Any further development in this area would be detrimental to local residents and to visitors who use these
footpaths and enjoy the peace and tranquity offered by the area. The local Scout Camp has been used by young
people for decades and we all benefit from this facility. It has provided a solid foundation stone for young people
– especially those who only know life in the town. The Epilepsy Society: This is currently a Major Developed Site
(“MDS”) within the green belt, is the home of the Epilepsy Society, and provides two new care home
developments as well as important recreational facilities with nine football pitches plus a pavilion with toilets,
showers and changing facilities which are used by more than 24 teams.• The ES Site could notionally be divided
into two parts. The area to the south of Tate Road and Micholls road (extended towards the long established and
well used track from Tate Road to Skippings Farm) lies the current built up area (“ES South”) and the area to the
north of that line including (for this purpose) comprises the Model Farm, Rowan’s nursery and Brawlings Farm.
(“ES North”)• ES North is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection in any event as
part of that park. ES South is currently used for care home and medical facilities and should be retained as such. It
is an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for CSP.• The ES Site fulfils, as a whole, all
five of the stated purposes of the green belt and in particular provides an important buffer between the
settlements of Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. The ES Site contains important open views from
Chesham Lane towards the Colne Valley Park. It provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment
uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, including the Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery and
Brawlings Farm Riding Centre.• It is inherently unsustainable; it is not served by any appropriate bus service and
is too far to walk to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations. My development is
car dependent.* The ES Site is bounded on three sides by narrow and dangerous county lanes which make it even
more unsuitable for development.• A natural boundary between ES South and ES North is easily defensible
(excluding the playing fields which is identified as green open space in the Neighbourhood Plan). The ES North
site should be retained in the green belt and Colne Valley Park with no development. ES South should be retained
as an MDS in the green belt for medical/care home use.• The sheer size of this proposed development site is
clearly excessive and could potentially double the number of dwellings in CSP.• Several local businesses use the
257
Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Rep5416
Mr Evan Bowen

Summary of Representation
ES site apart from the agricultural use. The ES Society is one of CSP’s largest employers.Area identified to the east
of A413: The area is in the Colne Valley Park – an important green space for biodiversity; area is within the Green
Belt – provides important function of separating CSP, Tatling End, Gerrard’s Cross and Denham; The A413 is a
natural barrier for development. The build to the east of it would erode the barrier; the area is in a flood plain;
the area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would inevitably lead to further
industrialisation.
Chalfont St. Peter has already taken far more than its fair allocation of the previous Core Strategy for Chiltern
District Council. It provides the highest percentage of the development with regard to the planning permission for
more than 600 dwellings within Chalfont St. Peter, spread over the Audley Homes development (Epilepsy site),
the Holy Cross site and the Newland Park site. This has been within the last three years and the Core Strategy was
intended to run up to 2026. The schools in Chalfont St. Peter are either at capacity or very close to capacity. Just
for the developments already scheduled for this area, the schools will not be able to take those children. I
consider that sites already within the centre of areas should be developed first, so as not to affect our precious
green belt. Sites should be near to public transport services.Chalfont St. Peter is at capacity and I consider that
other areas in CDC could sustain more development.I do not consider that the drains in Chalfont St. Peter can
cope with any more dwellings — it is well known that there is an existing issue in the centre, when raw sewerage
backs up into this area. The proposed sites for development simply cannot be serviced by existing drainage. The
Local Plan is giving consideration to using some areas of Green Belt for development. As I understand it, Green
Belt is there to stop or keep a check on the spread of large built up areas. The village of St. Peter will begin to
merge with Chalfont St. Giles and Little Chalfont with the plans proposed. Green Belt restrictions also help to
keep the character and visual appearance so attractive to Chalfont St. Peter, particularly as one drives along the
A413 approaching St. Peter. This visual introduction to the village would be lost, with some of the proposals for
industrial development along the A413. Areas of unused or derelict urban land should be given consideration
first. The proposals for the Epilepsy Site are just not sustainable. There is no appropriate public transport and the
distance precludes walking to Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross. The size of proposed development is vast and far
too large and could double the number of dwellings in St. Peter. The area identified for industrial development
around the A413 is within the Colne Valley which is a particularly important green space for biodiversity and
environmental priorities. It is in a designated Green Belt area and currently forms a barrier between St. Peter and
Denham, Tatling End and Gerrards Cross. This area is also in a flood plain, so is far from ideal for further building
development. The A413 area on the way to St. Peter acts as a natural corridor, valued by local people and those
visiting. To develop this area would take this away, its character would be lost and lead to the joining of separate
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areas close by. The local cricket, golf and other sports’ clubs are in this area and would be affected. These clubs
provide a necessary recreation and social slot. The use of Mill Meadow for development would be a travesty. The
whole area is much used by the local community and some of these uses could not be recreated elsewhere in the
village. The Chalfont St. Peter C of E Academy uses this area extensively and would not have anywhere else for
the pupils to have PE lessons, team sports, athletics etc. As with the A413 area, this is also in a flood plain and
poses a serious threat of flooding. The public use this area for its Nature Reserve, the Jubilee Garden and the
Milennium Wood and the walk along the River Misbourne all the way to St.
Giles. These amenities are not replaceable or relocateable. I consider it far from appropriate to use Green Belt
areas within St. Peter — access to open land would be lost, as would sport and recreation facilities. The
attractiveness of St Peter would be lost. In general, the proposals are not sustainable, are inappropriate and will
affect St Peter adversely and to an extent which is not reversible. These areas one lost, cannot be regained and St
Peter would be worse off for them.
CSP is a lovely country village which has grown extensively over the last 50 odd years to to build on green belt
such as the community centre, football and cricket pitch areas, Mill Meadow, the nature reserve, jubilee garden
and Lady Gibb Millenium Wood would all take away the rural life of the village. Also where would all the children
go if the CSP Church of England academy could not accommdate the sports activities on Mill Meadow which they
have used for over 50 years. It would be sad for the school to lose this especially when children need to keep fit
and well.
To have more houses would obviously mean more cars and roads around the village get very congested at certain
times of the day, and it would get worse, at present the state of the roads are very bad with very bad pot holes,
and flooding in heavy downpours. There are offices and shops empty in CSP so why build more offices and
factories along the A413. I hope some of these issues can be resolved amicably.
Whilst recognising the need to provide space for new construction and the numbers (of dwellings) imposed on
the Local Authority, the erosion of green belt should be avoided if at all possible. Chiltern District Council has, in
the recent past, granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within Chalfont St Peter (the Audley Homes
development on the Epilepsy Society site, Newland Park and the Holy Cross site) and it is understoof that
Chalfont St Peter parish provides the largest percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern District as a
whole. This must be taken into account when planning further development.Traffic distruption, particularly
around 7am on weekdays when large construction vehicles are awaiting access to the Audley Homes
development gives an indication of the impact on road traffic of construction work and the roads in and around
the village do not have the capacity (or the width) to support major construction traffic. HS2 construction traffic
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will also have an impact for much of the duration of the plan.The infrastructure within the village is already under
strain- road capacity and repairs, drainage, utilities and to support the additional 600 dwellings already planned,
significant improvement and investment must be made. For any additional construction, it is essential that
upgrading the infrastructure in included in the overall plan. Raw sewage backs up in the village centre now during
periods of heavy rainfall, with a significant number of additional dwellings, this is likely to become worse. In
addition to roads, sewers utilities etc, the village will need extra schools (with sports facilities), doctors, dentists
and areas for leisure/recreation.The Epilepsy Society site is extremly large and, in addition to the really
constructed Audley Homes development, incorporates recreational facilities (Football pitches and pavilion),
agricultural land, farms and Rowan's nursery. Should contruction go ahead on this site it will effectively merge
Chalfont St Peter with Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill and go against one of the five stated purposes of the
including land within the green belt. In addition, the North section of the Epilepsy Society site is within the Colne
Valley Park and Continuation
this is an important consideration when planning future construction. Construction within this area is far
removed from any of the local village centres and the majority of residents will have to rely on their own vehicles
for transport. All roads around the site are narrow and not suitable for significantly increase traffic. Construction
on this green belt site will increase the size of Chalfont St Peter by 75-100%, significantly increase road traffic,
pressure on utilities and drainage and merge Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont St Giles and Horn Hill into one
conurbation. In addition, open space and recreational facilities will be lost. The Mill Meadow area is on a flood
plain and construction on this site will, consquently, be at a severe risk of flooding. Currently, the area includes a
football club, tennis courts, scout headquaters, recreational areas and the parish council offices and community
centre. In addition, the Chalfont St Peter Academy uses Mill Meadow for physical education lessons and games as
there are no suitable facilities within the school grounds. Should this area be used for construction, alternative
areas will need to be found for the current users. Where? The river Misbourne flows through this site and
provides opportunities for members of the public to walk between Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St Giles and
enjoying the Nature Reserve.I do not believe that the need for additional industrial development to the East of
the A413 (South of the village) outweights the impact that any development would have on the current users of
the area/ The area is again on a flood plain with any development inpacting significantly on the cricket club and
golf club. This would further erode the important leisure and recreational facilities of the area. The area is also
part of the Colne Valley Park. I believe that Chalfont St Peter has done a lot to support the requirement for
additional residential dwellings, through the Audley Homes Development, Newland Park and Holy Cross sites. To
continue building on the areas proposed would significantly change the village – turning it into a town – with
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double the population, reduced leisure and recreational facilities, congested unsuitable roads, creating
infrastructure and a shortage of schools, doctors and dentists. There would effectively be one large sprawl from
the A40 in Gerrard’s Cross, through CSP to CSG and on to Little Chalfont. I acknowledge the need to change and
be flexible but we should take a disproportionately large chunk of the District’s commitment.
The development proposals, as represented on the poorly presented map information distributed to local
libraries, show high disproportionate growth proposed for Chalfont St Peter. Proposals for the eastern side of the
A413 are for very little short of a 100% increase in the built area which, if completed in their totality, taken
togeher with what may or may not happen at Newland Park, will leave minimal seperation between CSP and
Chorleywood. If we take Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross as a totality, which for all practical purposes they
are, the NE to SW axis is set to grow by the best part of 2km or approximately 25%. However, its dressed up, the
plan is set to set in train irreversible changes to the area. There is enough pressure on the unique character of
Chalfont St Peter as it is: The Grange is set to become a housing development. Building on Mill Meadow (a flood
plans, as I am sure is on record) will remove yet more green space, allotments, school playing fields and other
amenities. In essence, a very bad idea. Moreover, much of the planned development area impinges on the Bucks
AONB and Colne Valley Park. The proposal takes us to the point where, given not much additional creeping
development, its possible to imagine a Gerrards Cross/ Chalfonts / Chorleywood/Rickmansworth super
conurbation; which no one other than speculative land developers would wish to see. All this is before
consideration of what infrastructure needs to be put in place to accomdate the current proposals. As it is, water
supply, drainage, medical provision and school places for Chalfont St Peter are barely adequate (despite County
Hall's protestation to the contrary for school places). Bucks highways already have a notoriously third world
quality. The road system as it is is no way suitable in the event of future land development. In all, it's a case of
"back to the drawing board"
Chalfont St Peter has already had a great deal of development in recent years including the Holy Cross site, and a
large development at the Epileptic Centre:This will strain the drainage system; which over flows in time of heavy
sacrifice.
Chalfont St Peter(CSP) currently has 3 areas with significant housing development ie. The Epilepsy Centre,
Newland Park and Holy Cross site. This should be taken into account when considering further development and
should be included in the share of proposed development within the Chiltern area.• The sewage network is
currently under considerable strain with householders having to take action themselves in some areas to avoid
raw sewage overflows.
The current schools are full and will not be able to accommodate further children that large developments will
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bring in to the area. Further development of CSP in areas designated as Green Belt means that the stated
objectives and benefits of creating a Green Belt are being ignored. Specifically development will create the ‘urban
sprawl’ that Green Belt is aimed at preventing, the neighbouring countryside will be ruined and there is no
discussion about recycling derelict and other urban areas.• One of the current uses of most of the proposed sites
is for sport and outdoor recreation (including football pitches, cricket pitch, children’s
playground, allotments, a nature reserve, public footpaths and school sport and athletics facilities) Mill Meadow
• This area already has well used amenities ie. Community Centre, football and cricket pitches, football club,
scout headquarters and council offices. All of these would have to be relocated in the village. Where? • The CSP
Academy uses the playing field for PE lessons daily, this is an essential part of the National Curriculum — there is
no alternative area for them to re-locate these activities. • The whole area along the Misbourne including Lady
Gibb Millennium Wood is a well loved and used recreational area — it has taken a long time to develop the
Nature reserve, it must not be destroyed. This land is on flood plain — there should be no further building on the
Misbourne flood plain, it was not many years ago that these buildings were subjected to flooding from the river
— flood plain development should be avoided at all costs. The Epilepsy Centre • This site is already subject to
recent development of two new care facilities and has a significant number of football pitches that are used
regularly. The current medical facilities are welcome and appropriate. This is a very suitable area for the building
of further medical facilities as well as some redevelopment around some of the older buildings (taking into
account the needs of the current residents)- Development of the current farmland towards Newland Park is not
sustainable due to the very narrow winding roads, the distance from train stations and local facilities and also
very limited public transport. Travelling is totally car dependent.• If this site were fully developed it could possibly
double the number of houses in CSP • Losing the Epilepsy site would affect what is one of the largest employers
in CSP.
Particularly in respect to Mill Meadow: This floods in wet weather. The River Misbourne is a rare chalk stream.
The Middle School has no playing fields, apart from the Mill Meadow: It is in the Green Belt, which was set up in
part, to prevent ribbon development. As a community, Chalfont St Peter already has a high amount of building in
prospect with the Holy Cross site proposing nearly 200 new houses. This will already put pressure on the drainage
system, which is old fashioned & already needs replacing.
- New development will cause further drainage issues, my garden has previously been flooded already, more
buildings and less greenry will only cause more issues with water not draining well in the area. - Worry of over
population in the village with more houses/flats, equalling more cars, more pollution.
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As a long standing resident of this village, I worry about the effect of additional problems with sewage & flooding,
especially building on Mill Meadow. Also extra people waiting for doctors appiontments, as we already service
Gerrards Cross residents here. It would seem to be sensible to develop brown field sites first, as well as any
derelict land outside the village boundaries.
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Q5/6 Chalfont St Peter has not been slow in recognising the need for change as illustrated by the recent building
of a nursing home plus the development of a residential site for the over 50’s. This is in addition to the major
developments taking place at The Grange and Newlands Park. Any further inroads into the Epilepsy Centre would
prove detrimental to the patients and local residents by encroaching on the sheer tranquillity of this area.
Additionally, this area is actually situated within the Green Belt, which now has even a greater significance owing
to minimising pollution by acting as a green lung. Likewise, Mill Meadow, close to Chalfont St Peter, requires
looking after. This area is well visited by dog walkers. The local school has no sports ground as such and
subsequently uses this area for its sports day and other sporting activities. Consequently, this area is by no means
not a quiet out-of-the-way backwater. Nearby are the local well-supported allotments which are, however,
subject to flooding in the lower located plots. Additionally, there is also here a nature reserve. Accordingly, any
possible development would naturally adversely affect this area. Surprisingly, another floodplain area proposed
for development is to the east of the A413 where there is a long-established golf course. This section of the A413
has witnessed a high volume of car incidents and this is borne out by local signage. Q9 We have within Chalfont St
Peter vicinity a gypsy housing site located in Roberts Lane. Q10 Our village has several residential and nursing
homes and this demonstrates our commitment to move with the times. However, we, with good reason, are
fearful of over-development, which would totally destroy the character of our village and, quite honestly, our way
of life. Q11/12 Chalfont St Peter is a Domesday village. Its historical buildings include: the Monument situated
outside the Epilepsy Centre, the Greyhound (dating back to “Hanging’ Judge Jeffries’ days) and The George Inn.
Various historical plaques are displayed throughout the village and this contributes to a true sense of village
pride. Q16 Several years ago a Public Inquiry into an application for a housing development on the Epilepsy site
was refused on a number of grounds, including the narrow lanes plus lack of public transport to service this area.
Quite simply, we do not have the infrastructure to support any substantial housing projects, principally due to
limited medical and educational facilities and the ever-present ongoing problems we experience with sewage and
drainage.
Q5/6 Regarding Chalfont St Peter, land at the old convent (previously The Grange) is already
designated for development, as well as land at Newlands Park. A nursing home for the elderly has recently been
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built and a residential complex for the elderly is in the process of completion, both on the Epilepsy Centre site. To
make further encroaches into land held by the Epilepsy Centre (most of it in the Green Belt) would destroy its
rural beauty: it would end up as a built-up conglomeration of housing. This would affect the tranquillity that
exists there, both for patients and residents alike, and for all of those of us who enjoy the peacefullness of a long
walk through the grounds and along the well-trodden footpath behind the Centre. Beyond are agricultural fields
with footpaths (the Chiltern Way) enjoyed by countless walkers, both young and old — there is nothing so
uplifting as walking across fields full of swaying wheat on a Summer’s day, something I enjoyed as a child, and still
do. This green lung is vitally important and needs to be protected. Mill Meadow, near Chalfont St Peter village
centre, also needs protecting from development. I have often spent a delightful interlude sitting on the bench
there, watching children enthusiastically playing their games, and school children on their sports days.
Additionally, it is very popular with dog walkers and therefore brings a social aspect to this area. Mill Meadow is
very well used and is by no means an isolated area — a noted footpath follows the River Misboume here
between Chalfont St Peter and Chalfont St Giles. I should add that the meadow is on a floodplain and, during my
time here of 21 years, I have witnessed several floodings of the area, when the lower allotments to the other side
of
the river to the meadow have become a lake, with waterfowl (including swans) thereon! There is also, close by, a
nature reserve alongside Lady Gibb Millennium Wood with footpaths running through, backing onto the
Ambulance Station on the A413. All these would be affected if this area is considered for building upon. Part of
the area east of the A413 identified for industrial development is again on the flood plain with the River
Misboume running through. There is a long-established golf course there. It would be a sacrilege to have an
industrial development preceding one’s entry via the A413 into Chalfont St Peter, where a plaque proudly
announces its Domesday heritage. It should also be noted that the stretch of the A413 between the A40 and
Kingsway roundabout is designated as a “high crash area” and this is supported by signage.
I cannot think of any Green Belt land in Chalfont St Peter that could justifiably be used for
development.Q9 There is already a Gypsy site in Roberts Lane on the Chalfont St Peter boundary.QI0 To my
knowledge, Chalfont St Peter already has two nursing homes and several residential homes for older people
within its boundaries. I believe this demonstrates that Chalfont St Peter has made good allowance for this sector.
Q11/12 Regarding Heritage Strategy. Chalfont St Peter is a Domesday village. It has historic buildings (eg, The
Greyhound and The George Inns; the Monument on the edge of the Epilepsy Centre) and the CSP clock at the
bottom of Goldhill. Various plaques have been positioned throughout Chalfont St Peter
depicting ‘olden times’ and these form part of a heritage trail. This gives residents a sense of cultural belonging
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and neighbourliness, and pride in their village. Q16 The lanes around the Epilepsy Centre are narrow and would
not support a heavy increase in traffic and this was borne out at a Public Inquiry some years ago in respect of a
proposed application for a housing development on the Epilepsy site; the application was refused on this and
other grounds. There
is very limited public transport in this area. Regarding Chalfont St Peter as a whole, there have always been
serious problems with sewage sewage/drainage in the village centre, plus flooding, despite attempts at tackling
the situation. There are also the educational and medical needs to be taken into account - our local schools and
doctors’ surgeries do not have the capacity to accommodate an influx of people, which more development of
Chalfont St Peter would bring. Roads surrounding the Epilepsy Centre are narrow, and Denham Lane becomes
even narrower past Robertswood School, with many bends and no pavement either side. Market Place (ie, the
‘main road’ in the village centre, which is lined with shops and goes up through the village towards Goldhill)
already suffers terribly with traffic congestion, and drivers have constantly to make way for oncoming traffic,
especially buses and large vehicles, and not just at peak times.
Q1 The document does not satisfy me that there is sufficient planning around mix of affordable
housing for vital local staff in health and social care or that it does not just release green areas forupmarket
developments that will not meet the overall housing needs Q5,6 the Green Belt around the perimeters of
settlements should not be an option in any circumstances. Q8 (and possibly Q5,6 as well) Comments on the
Green Belt Assessment:l am deeply concerned about the adverse impact on the surrounding area, loss of the
rural nature of the land surrounding villages, the creep of development between settlements which will end in
merging Little Chalfont and Chenies on one side of the A404 and significantly extend towards Chorleywood and
Chalfont St Giles on the other. In particular I wish to register a protest against the potential declassification of
subdivided parcels of land within the Chiltern Green Belt. The housing need does not constitute the ‘very special
circumstances’ required to take land out of the Green Belt — and indeed the Green Belt was instituted
specifically to protect against the unchecked spread of housing. In particular I would take issue with the that part
of the assessment report that designates a section of parcel 22A as “For Further Consideration in Phase 2” i.e. the
areas bounded by Bell Lane, Valley Road and Stony Lane. In the Arup report this parcel as a whole scores highly
and the report states: ‘In addition, it should also be noted that, at the local level, the parcel plays a role in
protecting the gap between Little Chalfont and Latimer, identified as a Row of Dwellings in the Chiltern Local
Plan, restricting them from coalescing.’ Any development in this area, and destruction of the ancient woodland
along the valley, would have a devastating impact on the Chess Valley, which is part of the AONB and a big
attraction for walkers and tourists in the Chilterns. The photos contained in the report fail to convey the impact
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on the whole valley that this would have as they are taken from road level — the view from either side of the
valley is much more indicative of the damage that would be done.Removal of extended areas of Green Belt for
development will cause economic harm through: • loss of scope for rural businesses • traffic queues and wasted
time • loss of tourism, day trippers and the direct effect on businesses in the Chiltern Specific concerns on the
proposed developments on the perimeter of Little Chalfont to the south and east: The inadequacy of the local
infrastructure to support this number of houses, which will virtually double the size of Little Chalfont and
consequent detrimental impact on:• Schools, both primary and secondary • Doctors, dentists and other health
services• Traffic, increased emissions particularly from queuing traffic, reduced air quality, increased wear and
tear on roads • Parking • Water and waste management — particularly the impact on the Chess river.
Environmental harm through:• pollution of the air and water • drying up of the river Chess through water
extraction — the Misbourne has already been lost • loss of biodiversity and habitat for wildlife Traffic: Of
particular concern is the impact on the junctions of Lodge Lane and Stony Lane with the A404 at the entrance to
Little Chalfont. There are already traffic flow issues here, and with the proposed ‘employment areas’ on either
side of the A404 and a housing estate down Stony Lane, the traffic queues at rush hour would have a significant
impact on residents trying to access the main road, M25, schools and Chalfont & Latimer station. Stony Lane
already suffers from excess HGV traffic due to increased use of satnavs, and the road surface, especially the
crossroads with the Valley Road and Latimer village is in constant need of maintenance. Increased traffic from
both the housing estate and the industrial estates would exacerbate this.Parking at the station would also be put
under pressure, as would the commuter trains.Degradation of the landscape and rural surroundings: Impact on
local residents who use the area extensively for walking, cycling, running.Impact on tourism — the Chilterns have
more than a million visitors each year, and the Chess Valley walk is one of the most popular, particularly as it is
accessible from a number of rail stations and can be explored with minimal environmental damage. The route of
one of the most popular paths is directly affected: walkers passing through Chenies village, past the historical
Chenies Manor and along the footpaths through what is currently fields, would find one of the most attractive
views in the county, across the Chess to Latimer village and the Old Mill Farm on their right and an industrial
estate on their left, closely followed by a housing estate. The area to the south of Little Chalfont, encompassing
the Lt Chalfont Golf Club, has less impact on the landscape; it would be possible to build extensively on this area
which is in a contained small valley without undue detriment — and there are already houses along the roads
which form its boundaries, so it does not extend beyond the current perimeter in the same way as the areas
around Stony Lane. There are concerns however about the capacity of Lodge Lane, which is constrained by a
narrow railway bridge.
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I am an 11 year old pupil from Little Chalfont Primary School. I am writing to express my views against your
development plans. First of all, I live right next to a large field where I often see deer, rabbits, foxes, owls and
other animals, and if houses were built here their habitats would be destroyed, leaving them with no where to
go. Also, if there was more people living in Little Chalfont there would be far more traffic and pollution and our
village name could no longer be 'little chalfont' because it would not be little.
I am a student at Little Chalfont Primary School, age 10, and I wish to oppose the local plans for the following
reasons:It would destroy habitats for local wildlife which would leave the area dull and lifeless. Also it would
increase pollution as more people would be driving to their new work buildings which would create large traffic
jams.
VAG Members response to the consultation document. We held a meeting recently to discuss a proposed
response by the Village Action Group as requested.Not many of our group could attend, however, and I attach
the agreed notes of those who did attend. NOTES OF ThE MEETING OF THE VILLAGE ACTION GROUP HELD ON
THE 1st MARCH 2016. Overall the members present agreed that they would accept higher densities of housing on
larger sites but these should be smaller 2 bedroom homes for first time buyers and key workers or for the elderly
to downsize, thus freeing up larger family homes. It was agreed that affordable housing is desperately needed for
our young people and key workers. Suggested that houses would be more affordable if built as a shell and not
fitted out. Affordable housing for rent can only be built at a lower cost if the land price is reduced. Suggested that
if a parcel of land is taken out of the green belt this could be designated for affordable housing, thus giving it a
lower land value.
Looking specifically at the suggested areas which are being tested in the green belt in Chalfont St. Peter:Mill
Meadow - all agreed that this should not be taken out of the green belt. It was
acknowledged that this is owned by Chiltern and is currently designated for community
use and as public open space. It houses a Community Centre, Football Club, Tennis Club, allotments, play area,
playing pitches, Scout hut, Parish Council offices and is used by the Middle School for recreational purposes as
the school has no such facilities on site. The area is well used by the public as a river walk. The area is on a flood
plain. Chalfont St. Peter’s Neighbourhood Plan — Policy 04 — would like to see the boundary of the AONB to
include the area of the Misboume Valley from this point to the AONB boundary in Chalfont St. Giles. Epilepsy
Centre - part of this site which already has areas of developed land could be used for additional housing for the
elderly. It currently has two new facilities and there is room to expand between these developments. There was
strong objection to the development of any land beyond the centre of the site to the North which is currently
farmland and has a number of football pitches well used by young people. The site we believe does fulfil the
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purposes of the green belt allocation as it does provide a narrow buffer between Chalfont St. Peter and Chalfont
St. Giles on one side and Maple Cross! Rickmansworth on the other side. Winkers Farm/Paccaar Scout Camp - If
some green belt needs to be sacrificed in our village then it was felt that this would be the best area. It might be
that not all of the fields would need to be developed. As this is on the edge of the settlement this is one area
which could take a higher density. Land to the East of the 413 - this is currently an area of commercial buildings, a
golf course and a sports club. Members felt that there would possibly be room for limited infilling in the current
industrial area but were strongly opposed to taking the area beyond this and developing on the green belt. This is
a buffer between Chalfont St. Peter and Denham/ outskirts of London. On the other side the golf club and sports
club are important facilities for the village and we do not believe could be accommodated elsewhere. Again the
Misbourne flows through this area so could be susceptible to flooding. Land to the West of the 413- it was agreed
that this area is better suited to housing as there is already housing on the other side of Lower Road and is the
closest local area to the station. Any housing should be mixed use. This area would be suitable for higher density
smaller homes for key workers or starter homes. Rayland’s Farm: there was concern that if this area is taken out
of the green belt for building, this could lead to further erosion in later years. As the present time Chalfont St
Peter has two areas which have been given planning permission — 200 houses and a care home on Holy Cross
site and 300 houses on Newland Park. Added to this is the Audley Development and with minor infilling this
equates to at least 600 houses already in the pipeline.Our village is already suffering from parking and sewerage
problems and these will need to be addressed if we are to accept any further houses. CDC will also need to be
sure that our schools and medical facilities are able to cope with any further demand.
I strongly object to the proposed development on Upper Stone Meadow in Chalfont St Giles.The resulting
increase in population, the effect on the village's infrastructure, schools etc, would be extremely detrimental. The
loss of this area of green belt would change the face of the village, while the vastly increased volume of cars
would cause congestion and pollution to the village.
1/ The Failures of the Council to Take into account:- Bad Road conditions when allowing expansion of Housing in
the New Development in Lyecrombe Rd. does not give a great Deal of confidence in the proposed large scale
development in N.E. Chesham. 2/ The density proposed is greatly disproportionate to this area and not evenly
spread throughout the area. 3/ The Effect on Local Schools, Medical Centres Services such as Water, Drainage
will be massive.
Air Pollution would increase and needs to be within harmful quantity/quality with the harm,
4/ Infrastrucure - ie. Widening Roads, installation of pavement will involve high costs when you consider the area
concerned are mainly country homes. 5/ Pollution will increase to the detriment of the Elderly, school children
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the massive increase in motorists, not to mention safety of pedestrians.6/ Whilst noting that housing needs to be
increased, the saturation of N.E. Chesham would be to increase the noise and pollution of what is now of a fairly
Balanced Environment for exisiting Elderly Residents and Families.
I strongly object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and
Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for Strategic Employment Options within the Green Belt in the
Local Plan Initial Consultation document. The proposal would cut across the lower part of the course at Gerrards
Cross Golf Club, including the Clubhouse, as thus make the Club completely non viable. Additionally, I would
greatly reduce the sporting and recreational facilities in the area and deny hundreds of members and
visiting casual golfers the enjoyment of playing golf in a beautiful part of the Misboume Valley.
Such a development within the Green Belt must be considered harmful to the principles of such a designation
while conversely the existing use is an appropriate and acceptable use within the Green Belt.The area is in the
Colne Valley Park and is identified as being a particularly important green space for biodiversity and
environmental priorities. This area is valued by residents and visitors as a green corridor and to destroy it would
inevitably lead to further industralisation and amalgamation of separate and distinct developed areas.
I am responding:a) as a resident and owner of land that has been identified 'for testing for residential
development'b) as a fellow of the royal statistical society and retired consultant to central and local government
and the audit commission.1. Our property Our land is plot 5 on the attached map and is quite unsuitable for
development. There is no access to this plot other than through our house and we are not planning to move.2.
Little Chalfont We do not believe Little Chalfont should be seen as a 'main settlement for growth' in future. The
green belt around the village should continue to be protected Since 2006, 307 new properties have been
approved or built adding 12% to the housing stock All the green belt areas being considered for development are
on the outskirts of the village and would be bound to increase traffic on the A404 and parking in the village. This
week cars were queuing to park by the shops and in the cokes lane car park.Green Belt General The forcast
population growth is based on a very short baseline and cannot be expected to continue. The Chiltern green belt
is a community asset beyond the locality with east access via the metropolitan line and chiltern rail services. The
methodology is clearly flawed with smaller parcels of land identified which would lead to piecemeal
development. The road network cannot take additional traffic. All local lanes are narrow with poor maintenance
and visability.
The proposed development of Blackwell Stubbs Woods and Quill Hall Lane Farm. This has to be one of the most
ludicrous plans that Chiltern District Council Planning Department have ever created, indicating clearly that they
have lost their ability to understand the reasons for
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the creation of the Green Belt and just how important it is to maintain an attractive, pleasant and ecologically
diverse and rich environment for everyone in Amersham, Chesham and the surrounding areas to enjoy and what
makes the Chilterns a great place to live. This proposed development is against all of the stated policies of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which should need to be taken into account when considering
development in
Green Belt designated areas. As I am sure that you are aware, the purposes of these stated policies are as
follows:• To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas• To prevent neighbouring towns from merging
into one another• To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment• To preserve the setting and
special character of historic towns• To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land.Once an area of land has been defined as Green Belt, the stated opportunities and benefits
include:• Providing opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban population• Providing
opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation near urban areas• The retention of attractive landscapes
and the enhancement of landscapes, near to where people live• Improvement of damaged and derelict land
around towns• The securing of nature conservation interests • The retention of land in agricultural, forestry and
related uses. If we look at your proposed development in relation to the points listed above by the NPPF, we find
the following:1. This development will restrict and indeed remove access to open countryside and will itself
destroy open countryside and spectacular views and vistas of the Chilterns Hills and its outstanding natural
beauty which can be viewed from the footpath at the end of Stubbs Wood. In no way does is the countryside
protected from encroachment!2. This area has a pathway to the woods and has some of the best views to be
found anywhere in the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and is walked regularly by both
locals and visitors to the Chilterns.3. The hills in this area have been used for not far off 100 years as place of
recreation when there is snowfall as some of the fields designated are used for sledging (occasionally skiing)
because of their steepness and this would be denied to future generations if this development went ahead. 4. In
your own document dated February 2014 on Study of Potential Minor Green Belt Alterations shown in Appendix
1, you identified that the NPPF restrictions on green belt development should remain in place (see Appendix 1)
and you specifically state that this area ‘is still part of the Chilterns ANOB. Development of this area would cause
considerable harm to the ANOB and the open setting of Amersham’. I cannot understand why you continue to try
and develop this land when you have said yourself that it is not in the interests of Amersham and destroys an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 5. The woods and fields designated for building a development are
ecologically diverse. You will be destroying the habits of Muncjac and Roe Deer, Badgers, Owls, Red Kites,
Woodpeckers and Bats all of which are a regular feature of the woodland areas alongside Stubbs Wood. The
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woods have old trees, concentrations of native wild Bluebell all of which would be lost. This development seeks
to ride roughshod over the protection of any and all conservation interests.6. This development completely
ignores the stated aim of retention of lands in agricultural, forestry and related uses. In addition to the above,
this development has to be rejected on the following grounds:• Building houses on dense, steep-sided woodland
(owned by the Woodland Trust) is probably one of the most ridiculous development plans that you could have
dreamed up• Building on steep-sided hills will mean the need to terrace and cut into the hillside which will create
even more of an eyesore• There plenty of other opportunities for building, developing and reclaiming brownfield
sites or allowing reasonable infill building in and around Amersham and Chesham rather than taking and then
raping and pillaging virgin farm and woodland in the name of development. If the Planning department bothered
to look carefully at the land outlined, there is an area of scrubland close to Eagle Close which is screened, selfcontained and could be realistically be developed in a smaller way with minimal impact on the ANOB• The roads
and highways around Amersham are gridlocked in rush hour, there rail system is now so crowded that rush hour
starts at 6.30am, there are few amenities available locally and the schools are at bursting point. How can you
defend large-scale building in an area that is already at infrastructure maximum capacity? This proposed
development must not go ahead; it is morally and ethically wrong and is against all the stated aims of the NPPF
Green Belt development and, indeed, the planning department of Chiltern district council itself. This
development will undoubtedly be fought at every step because it will be blight on the Chilterns Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty, the Green belt and will leave lasting legacy of hideousness for future generations.
There remains absolutely no reason for this development to go ahead to destroy an area of ANOB in Amersham
and Chesham Bois.
I am a student living with my parents at the above address and wish to register my discontent at the proposed
plans to build on green belt land in Little Chalfont and ruin the lovely countryside.You are not being responsible
as a council. Green Belt is to stop building — it’s not spare land in case you need extra building land. This area is
an AONB — don’t destroy this local asset.There are loads of new housing estates that have been built in the area
recently. Give us a break and build elsewhere.There aren’t enough schools, parking, etc for more people. The
traffic is bad enough as it is.Why not redevelop grotty bits in cities rather than keep eating up more countryside.
What happened in Manchester/Salford has been fabulous — a whole area regenerated for the better.
Regarding the industrial employment area in the Vale. The proposed area for this development is absolutely
barabaric, to ruin an area of outstanding natural beauty and green belt including the loss of wildlife habitat also
recreation area enjoyed by many, this must be saved for future generations.The infrastructure of Vale Road is not
capable of any further heavy traffic, also the volume of water that will cascade down the steep hillside will cause
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further flooding and will be a total disaster for Vale Road residents. I cannot believe anybody would contemplate
such a disasterous plan and I will strongly oppose it.
As a long term resident in the area I am writing with my view on the draft plan as follows:
1) I am extremely concerned by the proposal to utilise large areas that are currently designated as Green Belt and
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. This is in complete contradiction to the reasons these areas were
designated as such in the first place. Green Belt has worked and should be left alone. 2) As regards Little Chalfont
this has already had a large number of new homes or being built, which is a greater proportion than other local
places, which should now take their share.3) As a result of this increase there are enormous pressures on the
infrastructure. Parking in Little Chalfont is extremely difficult with queues to get into the shopping parade often
blocking the A404. Schools are overcrowded and medical facilities stretched, as is transport to London at peak
times. Local roads are narrow and frequently inpassable. Finally I understand that the Council is required to
allocate more land for new homes, but feel that this should be done using infill sites and NOT green belt which
will destroy the character of the area and create one large urban sprawl.
I/We are opposed to any future development of the land owned by Chiltern District Council known as Stone
Meadow (upper and lower)1. AN AREA OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY (AONB)A. The area is designated an
AONB and contains precious chalk stream river.B. Rich wildlife, flora and fauna including deer, woodpeckers, bats
etc..C. Used as a key area for walkers, horse riding, scouts groups, dog walking, cyclists.D. Contains woodland
which should be or is already protected.E. Contains the Chiltern Way (public right of way for walkers).
2. THE AREA SITS WITHIN THE FLOOD PLALN A. The village flooded most recently 2008- 2012- 2014 the meadows
are a natural flood plain. B. Any building in this area would worsen future flooding for village centre C. Houses
built on this area would be uninsurable D. Measures to reduce future flooding have not been implemented E.
Governments are advising that Flood plains should be considered for development 3. IMPACT ON THE VILLAGE
INFRASTRUCTURE AND CHARACTER A. The village resources are already stretched i.e. doctors, parking, schools
etc
B. Traffic on the A4 13 is already at maximum capacity at rush hour C. The character of the village would be
negatively impacted by such a large development D. The character of the village has already been negatively
impacted by HS2 and the possible waste transfer station
E. Already likely to suffer congestion and impact on village resources from other plans to build near Epilepsy
Centre on border with Chalfont St Peter.
I am writing regarding the planning proposals for Little Chalfont and would like to say that I fully
endorse the joint response from the Little Chalfont Parish Council and the Little Chalfont Community Association.
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However I should like to make the following personal comments:
development options to meet
1. Whilst recognising the need for more housing in the area, I am concerned that Little Chalfont has already taken needs taking into account the
more than its share of new housing. In percentage terms, the amount of new building in the village between 2006 scale of development and
and 2014 is far more than any of the neighbouring communities such as Amersham and Chesham.2. The
implications for individual
infrastructure in Little Chalfont is already under huge pressure causing problems with excessive traffic through
settlements.
the village, parking and difficulties at doctors’ surgeries and finding school places.3. Whilst have no particular
objection in principle, to the proposed development of the disused golf club site in Lodge Lane, l am concerned
about the increased traffic it would create in Lodge Lane which is narrow and dangerous. It would also increase
traffic in Church Grove which is already used as a short cut, with cars coming through at speeds far in excess of
the 30mph speed limit. This makes coming out of driveways along the road extremely difficult and dangerous.4. I
am horrified to learn of the proposal to use the field at the end of Church Grove and adjacent to the A404 as an
area for employment development. This is an AONB and, it would be an act of vandalism to destroy a beautiful
view not only for us but for future generations. What is the point of designating areas as AONB and then building
warehouses on them? 5. These proposed developments would change the whole character of the village which at
the moment is a community with its own distinctive identity and adjacent to beautiful countryside, designated as
Green Belt and AONB. These proposals would transform it into just another urban sprawl.
I reject the conclusions of Chiltern District Council that Little Chalfont should be classified as "a main settlement
The Local Plan will need to
for growth" and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land be considered for housing and employment development.
identify sustainable
The main reasons for my abjection to this proposal includes the following. The green belt was created to preserve
development options to meet
areas of natural beauty for recreation, as a visual amenity prorroting good health and well being, also to prevent
needs taking into account the
urban sprawl. It is the duty of the council to protect it for future generations.Little Chalfont has two new housing
scale of development and
estates, an increase more than surrounding towns. Further building would mean Little Chalfont would no longer
implications for individual
be a pleasant village in which to work, live or visit. Traffic is already excessive because the A404 runs through the
settlements.
centre. More building would generate extra traffic and the need for more parking, schools, medical care and
other essential services.
Personally, would vote for residential development on the Beel House site. It is near a school, the station, and
shops. It would not impact on Green Belt or the countryside generally.
Summary of Representation

Re: Proposed Inclusion of Area for Development Adjacent to Quill Hall Lane (including Market Reading Field, Quill
Hall Farm and Blackwell Stubbs) parcel 22b, Amersham. Like other Amersham residents we have considerable
concerns about the encroachment of housing into Green Belt areas.As residents of Quill Hall Lane (QHL) we are
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Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

aware of specific issues which am relevant to the proposal to designate the area between Raans Farm and St
Leonards Road as available for building.We strongly oppose the inclusion of this area in the District Plan on the
following grounds:1. Significantly change the size and shape of Amersham . The retention of its natural boundary
has allowed this area of Amersham to keep its rural nature (with two farms) and prevented the slide of
Amersham into urban sprawl. The current limits of the housing in QHL are the historic boundary of Amenham-onthe-Hill at its eastern edge. By developing this area the boundary between Little Chalfont (recent Bell Lane
development) and Amersham will be significantly reduced. This contradicts the District’s objective, to prevent
towns running together. resulting in urban sprawl.2. SignIficantly detract from natural landscape and appearance
of the area:The reasons for the limits to building in the QHL area, historically, are obvious. QHL lies at the edge of
the escarpment which falls down into the Chess Valley. Since we must assume that retention of the beauty and
integrity of the Chess Valley (with its Chess Valley Walk) remains a key District objective, building on the top of
the escarpment can only undermine that objective. The presentation of the appearance of this area, adjacent to
the Chess Valley. is reflected in the siting of the Metropolitan Line railway in a cutting, as it runs along the edge of
the escarpment. Additionally, the existence of Rights of Way (which are well use directly from QHL and Stubbs
Wood into the Chess Valley, acknowledges this area as the start of open Chiltern countryside, on the eastern
edge of Amersham. Listed as an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty the vistas from the top of the escarpment
are exceptional and should be preserved for future generations to enjoy.3. Resticted access and traffic
congestion:
We also oppose this area’s inclusion in the plan as potential land for development on practical grounds,
specifically road traffic access. Vehicle access in and out of QHL at its southern end (where it joins Raans Road)
has been drastically restricted by uncontrolled parking on Raans Road, since the major two stage housing
development on the former Raans School site was recently completed. Added to this is the heavy traffic from the
industrial estate which makes Raans Road, for 100 yards and more, a single lane road. In addition, uncontrolled
parking from the industrial estate is spilling over into the southern end of QHL leading to an effective single lane exacerbated by the Jewson’s Builders’ Merchant site at a very dangerous corner. At its northern end, where QHL
runs into Chestnut Lane, the road narrows to a single lane, and further on becomes a de facto single lane through
permanent resident on-road parking. QHL leading into Chestnut Lane is already a difficult and busy route and it is
hard to see Chestnut Lane absorbing any additional traffic without major congestion and Health and Safety issues
for families walking their children to Chestnut Lane School. Other potential access roads, such as
Roundwood Road, Grove Road and New Road are also unsuitable for larger volumes of traffic. There is also an
area ofunadopted road along QHL which is not suitable for through traffic.
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Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

4. LimitatIons of infrastructure:We feel strongly that the current infrastructure could not support a development
of this size.All roads in and out of Amersham are grid locked during peak times. Within the town centre itself
traffic congestion [additional page missing]
I was informed by an acquaintance that lives in long meadow of the proposal for industry in the area directly in
front of our house. I was to say the least astounded that this area could pass from an area of outstanding natural
beauty to a massive industrial estate. Why would you give any consideration to this proposed carbuncle, I cannot
believe that there is nowhere more suitable to house this industrial mass. This area I consider to be the Newtown
end jewel in the town. At the southern end is the moor, river and Woodside and riverside walks. In the centre of
the town you have the pond.Lowndes Park with the facility to walk and enjoy fresh air.
At the Newtown end we have this beautiful valley, woods a children’s play area, wildlife, i.e.badger & foxes dens,
a red kite and rookery, also bats are always evident. To further advance this we have a very rare ancient wild
flower and grass meadow, one of very few in the country. Are we to sacrifice all this for the ever advancing out of
town retail park and out of place industry. I consider some things are more precious than some faceless retail
giants profit.
The area that runs parallel with vale road is enjoyed by upwards of 50 people every day with dogs being walked
and later children and whole families just sitting and relaxing, where do you propose they will all go. we are
always being told that children should exercise more and child obesity a national concern, and then you propose
to remove a large facility that denies these children the opportunity to practice “what the government and
councils preach”. Having spoken to people that live in this area I was really surprised at the anger evident ,and
would
urge you to dismiss this idea that would blight this town.Objection to proposed industrial development attached
for Vale Road.
Planning Policy Team. As residents of Farm Road,Chorleywood, on the boundary with Little Chalfont, where my
husband and I have lived for forty three years I am writing to register our concerns about the new planning
proposals for housing in Little Chalfont. Development on Green Belt land will completely change the rural
environment of this area. At the moment Little Chalfont is a small, charming village with infrastructure just about
able to cope with its residents. it is hard to imagine how the very narrow country lanes,small railway station,
already
packed to capacity with commuters, local schools and overflowing car parks could cope with
hundreds more.The Green Belt land and areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty are the green
lungs of this area and we urge you to consider all these factors very carefully before
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finalising your planning decisions.
I am writing to let you know that I wish to object to the release of the Green Belt and Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty in Little Chalfont for development, and feel that our village should not be on the
“short list of main settlements for growth” within the Councils Core Strategy.
I live on Lodge Lane which is in the Green Belt and is registered as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. If the
proposed land is released and housing estates built, not only will the countryside be destroyed forever but the
local wild life will also be driven out. In the woods behind my house we have a badger run, hedgehogs, deer,
foxes and bats as well as many species of birds. There is also a Tree Preservation Order on this woodland. I feel
consideration must be given to this. There have been 2 new housing developments built recently and there has
been an increase in traffic as a result. The small roads and lanes in and around Little Chalfont are in a very bad
state and the lanes get very congested already. If the suggested developments take place the current roads and
lanes could not cope. New primary and secondary schools would need to be built, and we would need more
doctors and dentists, as getting an appointment is already a challenge unless your condition is thought to be
“urgent”.
We have a main road going through the village centre, the A404, which causes significant congestion already
especially when there are problems on the M25. To add more local traffic which these developments would bring
would make getting around very difficult and parking to make use of the local amenities impossible.
I object to the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan on the following grounds.
The area shown lies within the Green Belt and has long been designated as an area
of outstanding natural beauty. The Chess Valley is a green corridor between Chesham and Rickmansworth towns
and is accessible only from narrow rural roads, many without pavements, and is criss crossed by official
footpaths. The proposed site includes old woodland, part of the woodland encircling the Chesham Bois district,
which should all be preserved at all costs. It also includes steeply sloping land hardly suitable for building. It is also
a habitat for various birds, animals and plants which need protection.Between the two towns the buildings are
sparse and mainly built years ago. Recent development is only limited infill along the lanes and the buildings are
on good sized well wooded plots which merge naturally into the Chess valley. In Bucks they blend in well with the
Chess Valley where they are visible. New development would involve road construction and would have to be via
rural lanes. It would surely be high density and would stick out like the proverbial sorethumb. The Chess Valley is
popular with walkers and ramblers, many of whom come some distance to explore the area.
Please protect the Chess Valley from unsuitable building.
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Q1 Why do you want to put a garage and staff out of work (Wicks Garage)
Q2 Both of our cars are serviced at our garage, both my wife and I used our local garage for 5 years or more and
the staff are very well respected and their service is 100%. After any small/ full service there have been no come
backs, 2 xM.O.T's each year. Item no 3
We do not agree that the site of Wicks Gararge should not be made available for residentail development. With
this in mind leave well alone. Accordingly Wicks Garage should not be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed
suitable for development. N.B. I have sent a very strong letter of complaint to No 10 Downing Street and to my
Local Conservative MP. Think before going on with this mad idea or the gloves will come off.
Having looked at the maps and read the plans I am shocked to see that such a small
area should have to provide space for so much new housing and industrial sites. Each
of the villages in question have their own individual character and identity and to link
them together would take the soul from each of the villages in question.The infrastructure can not cope with
developments of this size. If these suggested developments were to be agreed this beautiful area would become
one huge urban sprawl. Surely there are other areas that could cope with some of this development,Chesham
perhaps. Where there seem to be a number of empty buildings and factories.The land in question on the plans is
Green Belt or AONB. To use Green Belt seems a crime. If Green Belt was to be eroded it would have a huge
impact on nature and wild life not to mention the people who live here and love to walk and enjoy the beauty of
the country side in this area.The area on the map which is AONB surely is legally protected. The section between
Stoney Lane and Bell Lane is one such area. It is not only local residents who will be affected but people who
come from far and wide to enjoy the beauty of this wonderful area of the Chilterns. Wild life and nature are in
abundance around this particular area. It would be a crime to see this eroded for ever.

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

The Local Plan will need to
identify sustainable
development options to meet
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.
The Local Plan will need to
plan to meet employment
needs over the Plan period to
2036.
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Summary of Representation
I cannot believe that the council wants to ruin the Chalfont St Peter area even more!
The area is already overflowing. There are insufficient parking spaces now for buildings which are already here.
Just take a look at Lower Road. You have no idea of the misery caused to residents living in the road from
inconsiderate parking or to the frustration from congestion to drivers trying to go about their daily business. We
already have planning permission for 600 homes in the area. The infrastructure cannot take any more. It is
sacrilege to build on green belt land. Why can't brown field sites be chosen? Who does Chalfont St Peter have to
take it all?There just aren't enough facilities in the village to accommodate more people wherer it be for doctors,
schools or shops. Mill Meadow is on a flood plain. It has a community centre which is always full to overflowing
now, where will more people be able to faciliate the centre's use and green spaces. The Colne Valley Park is in
the Green Belt. It is also in a flood plain. It is a valuable green space for the public to use and has an important
function of separating built-up areas of Chalfont St Peter, Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. Industrial
sites should be built away from housing development.

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)
The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
to be considered in addition to
the opportunities that are
available on brownfield sites.
The Local Plan will need to
identify sustainable
development options to meet
needs taking into account the
scale of development and
implications for individual
settlements.

I am one of the thousands of people per week who use the Community Centre for learning and enjoyment. To
take this would be devastating to the community including children. I have lived here since 1968 and to see the
playing used by the school and the community is so rewarding, to lose this would be dreadful. Every year, more
than once, we get flooded in the village, Chalfont St Peter, by sewerage etc, more house make it unbearable.
it has just come to the attention of my wife and I, of the proposed plans for the housing and industrial units, in
the area of Nashleigh Vale, as as far as Ashley Green. We were very concerned residents living in this area, we
voice our concerns and list our objections to these proposals. 1.) The area is Green Belt and farm land and so this
would result in the loss of wildlife and flower meadows. The loss of recreational area for local residents. 2)Traffic.
Vale Road is unsuitable for heavy traffic and Nashleigh Hill (the main road into the town). With extra volume will
case further congestion, already at certain times the traffic reaches gridlock. 3) Sewerage and drainage. At
present, they soak up the excess of intense rainfall. What happens when concrete roads prevail. Will all pipework
for sewerage and drainage have to be renewed in Vale Road? 4.) The increase of noise and disturbance to
residents, plus the outlook onto green space unite, which will result in loss of value to our properties.
My worry is that if they build houses across the woods, think of all those dogs and people who really want a nice
weekend walk and all those birds will be forced from their homes. Also, there is a badger set in the wood. And I
think that if there is lots of houses, it will be a bit crammed.
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Summary of Representation
I refer to the above matter and have decided to respond by writing a letter, rather than
address online preformed questions.I wish to register my very strong objections to the consultation proposals
insofar as they affect Little Chalfont. The reasons for my strong objections are as follows:I feel the changes
proposed will dramatically alter the feel and character of Little Chalfont as a village which I have lived in for the
past 36 years.• I feel additional development, both of housing and employment land, will overload the local
facilities, especially regarding the village shops, schools and other local amenities. • At the moment as you drive
out of Little Chalfont towards Chorleywood you get a real sense of entering the countryside. I think that the
proposed development beyond Lodge Lane/Stony Lane will mean that this is lost and before we know it there will
be development all the way through to Chorleywood. As far as I am concerned this completely destroys the
character, setting and feel of the village and is therefore completely unacceptable. • Finally I am extremely
unhappy about the massive loss of the Green Belt in and around the village and I do not think that this should
occur under any circumstances. We live in a very beautiful part of the country and the Green Belt is in place to
protect that beauty.I would ask that my objections are taken fully into account by the Council as part of this
consultation exercise.
Question 1: There is no means of judging whether the total number of dwellings that Bucks are required to
provide is correct or not. Outside influences like the level of immigration and regional development plans over
the next 20 years could change this need significantly.
Question 2: The site marked in Appendix 4 in CSG is not ‘built up’.Question 3: There may be infill areas in ‘built up
areas’ in the village.Question 4: Please explain your reasoning for suggesting any alterations. We agree with the
approach which protects the Green Belt and
AONB.Question 5: Agree that all options listed should be considered.
I would like to respond to CDC and South Bucks Local Plan Consultation as follows.
Chalfont St Peter has been developed over the years. CDC has proposed planning permission for 619 dwellings
within Chalfont St Peter, including Holy Cross, Newland Park, Dudley Home development at the Epilepsy Centre.
Schools in Chalfont St Peter are always struggling to accommodate children in the village. The academy I believe
has a waiting list. Where are the extra children from the developments going to go?The local plan is considering
the change of use to some of the Green Belt areas. This contradicts the 5 stated purposes of including land within
the green belt. The Epilepsy centre has been at the site since 1895. To develop more on this site is unacceptable.
The site is used for numerous football towns in the area which is a great benefit on the youths' health and fitness.
Why not develop the Epilepsy centre as a medical centre, a cottage hospital and if necessary, more care homes.
The narrow lanes within the area could not cope with the generation of traffic ie Chesham Lane, Gorelands Lane,

Council Response (see also
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Summary of Representation
Deadhearn, Chalfont Lane. The only way to travel to Little Chalfont, Amersham and Gerrard's Cross stations is by
car. The bus service is not appropriate for the numbers. We need recreation and sports facilities (outdoors) as our
population seems to be increasingly getting none of these. Please reconsider the developments, as we will need
more doctors surgeries (due to unhealthy lifestyles) and schools. We need outdoor sport facilities.
Wick’s garage is a valuable asset to the village, long used and trusted by residents and a wider community, and
the loss of it would cause significant upset and inconvenience. The loss of jobs would also be a cause of concern
locally. I hope that this proposal will be reconsidered and
overturned.
I am strongly opposed to the proposed developments. Chalfont St Peter has already had its fair share of new
development - over 600 dwellings for which CDC has already granted permission. In the first three years of the
Core Strategy, Chalfont St Peter provides the largest single percentage of the development proposed for CDC as a
whole. Many other parts of the district are more appropriate for development. There is a known drainage issue in
Chalfont St Peter. Schools in CSP will be unable to take children from the developments already scheduled within
the parish. There are numerous infringements of the Green belt areas around the village in the proposed
developments - which renders them unacceptable. The proposal to build on Mill Meadow seems particularly
inappropriate, anti social and crass. This area is widely used and enjoyed by the community and the CSP C of E
Academy for many different activities which are essential to a thriving and happy community. Apart from such
considertations, Mill Meadow is on the flood plan so obviously unsuitable. With regard to the Academy, I was
deeply disappointed that the school was not able to relocate to the Holy Cross Site - which would have been an
enlightened and creative solution. Depriving the Academy of the use of Mill Meadow for sporting activities will be
greatly to the detriment of this excellent school and its pupils. It is hard to imagine how such an inappropriate
development could ever be seriously considered.
I trust that the two District Councils will show due consideration to the local community and will not agree to
these proposed developments.
I am strongly opposed to the proposed large-scale development in Chalfont St Peter. Planning permission has
already been granted for dwellings on the Holy Cross site, Newlands Park and the Epilepsy site totalling 600
homes in the previous core strategy which is significantly more than its fair allocation. As is widely known, there
is a drainage issue in Chalfont St Peter where open raw sewerage backs up in the centre so additional
developments will obviously make matters much worse. The schools within Chalfont St Peter are already very
nearly at capacity - where are many many more children going to be educated? I was particularly concerned to
hear that Mill Meadow is proposed as a site for development. This land is crucial to the health and well-being of
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the village. I walk my dog across this land every day and am aware that it is in constant use. Children play on it
and the Chalfont St Peter Academy uses it for many sporting activities. As this school was denied its opportunity
to re-locate to the Holy Cross site where they have had ample playing fields, it is now proposed to take Mill
Meadow away. The school has such limited space in the playground that they already have to have a staggered
system for play time. Mill Meadow is used every Saturday and Sunday for football by literally dozens of children.
It is grossly unfair to take this area of recreation away. Furthermore, the land is on a flood plain which obviously
makes it totally unsuitable for building homes. I can only hope that CDC and SBDC will have the good nerve to
prioritise the well-being of those who live in our community and that access to open space is a vital part of this.
We frequently hear that children today do not take enougb exercise and there are proposals to remove their
facilities.
The Association looked at the wider needs for community facilities in the Amersham on the Hill area. There were
a number of sites which were managed by a number of different groups. There is a need for a hall large enough
for 250 + people in theatre auditorium size that could be used for physical exercise e.g dance. It would be
essential to have adequate parking provision as the current parking is inadequate as it is also used by the
swimming pool complex. Whilst the Drake Hall complex could be slightly altered by creating a two tier structure.
It would be better to treat the whole agreed complex of the Leisure Centre County Association Drake Hall
complex, Youth Club and library as one development. That would require extra parking space and should include
the creation of an underground car park.
I am responding to Question 2 of Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18)
incorporating issues and options (January-March 2016). I do not agree that the site of Wicks Garage, Rignall Road,
Great Missenden should be made available for residential development. Wicks Garage is the only working garage
within easy walking distance of Great Missenden. It carries out a wide range of servicing MOTs and repairs on
site. It is a very valuable local facility. There would be a loss of local jobs and skilled workers if it closed. I do not
agree that Wicks Garage site should be included amongst the HELAA sites deemed suitable for development.
Mill Meadow should not be removed from the greenbelt for development due to public amenitiy use, e.g.
children's play area, football club, school sports field etc. Also NSE area of Chalfont St Peter should not be
developed. There are medical facilities in this area many sports pitches and if fully developed would link Chalfont
St Peter and Chalfont St Giles.
1.) Chalfont St Peter has held its fair share already of new developments. Planning permission for over 600
dwellings which include the Holy Cross site, Newland Park and the Audley Homes development at the Epilepsy
site. In the first 3 years of the previous core strategy (intended to run until 2026) Chalfont St Peter has already
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taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single percentage of the development
proposed for Chiltern District as a whole. 2.) There is already a known drainage issue in Chalfont St Peter,
particularly with the open raw sewage backing up in the centre of the village. Additional developments of the
scale proposed are simply not possible!!! 3.) Development should be concentated towards the centre rather than
the fringes of towns and villages to be in line with green belt principles that brownfield sites should be developed
along with sites closest to train and tube and bus services. 4.) All schools within Chalfont St Peter are at, or very
nearly full to capacity, they will be unable to accommodate children from the development already schedules
within the parish. 5.) Many other parts of the District are significantly more sustainable and appropriate for
development.
Green Belt --> Rules . The Local Plan is considering change of land use, particularly for Green Belt areas. According
to the National Planning Policy Framework there are five purposes of including lands within the green belt. 1.) To
check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas;2.) To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one
another; 3.) To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 4.) To preserve the setting and special
character of historic towns;5.) To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other
urban land. 2C. Purpose of the Green Belt Once an area of land has been defined as open green belt the stated
opportunites and benefits include: - 1.) Providing opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban
population;2.) Providing opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation in the urban areas;3.) Retention
of attractive landscapes and enhances landscapes common to near where people live;
4.) Impovement of damaged and derelict land around towns;5.) The securing of nature conservation interests;
and 6.) The retention of land in agricultural forestry and related uses.
As the Chiltern District Council has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings to be provided, I
feel that the people of Chalfont St Peter should not be deprived of any more of its Green Belt!!!!!!!!!!
As a District and Parish Councillor for Chalfont St. Peter, firstly I wish to add my support to the
responses of both Chalfont St. Peter Parish Council and Sense.Chalfont St. Peter is an ancient village and has a
population of approx. 13,000.It does not have a station and bus links are extremely poor and residents are
heavily dependent on public transport, resulting in parking issues throughout the village. Large new industrial
buildings have insufficient parking for staff leading to poor parking on surrounding roads.We have schools and
many children arrive by coach and car from surrounding areas which again leads to problems around these
schools.
A lot of the heritage of our village was destroyed in the 1960’s by the building of the A413
and I helped to form Ceffimde Inheritance, our Heritage Group, to endeavour to help to keep
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what we have left. We were delighted when Bucks County Council chose Chalfont St. Peter
for an Historic Towns Assessment fimded by English Heritage in 2011.Thames Water have acknowledged that the
village has sewerage problems — see Maple Lodge(Chalfont St. Peter area) Drainage Strategy. In this document
they state “concerns have been raised with Chiltern District Council regarding the capacity of the sewerage
system and waste water capacity in relation to new development and we have requested that drainage
conditions should be imposed on recent planning applications” One such application was in respect of
the 300+ dwellings at Newland Park where they stated that they were “unable to
determine the waste infrastructure needs and had concerns about the potential impact of this
development”.There are already over 600 dwellings approved for Chalfont St. Peter on the Holy Cross
site,Newland Park and the Audley Development on the Epilepsy Site quite apart from smaller individual
applications or infilling. I would suggest therefore that this village has very little scope for any further large scale
development. No account has been taken in the past of the fact that surrounding areas use our schools and
doctors surgeries — principally Gerrards Cross and neighbours — as they do not have these facilities and they
were subject to South Bucks planning. Now that Chiltern and South Bucks are working towards ajoint Local Plan
these anomolies should not occur.I understand from a resident that appointments are difficult to obtain at our
Calcot Surgery.Option A - I agree that we should be making more efficient use of land and would support
increased densities on larger sites. I do not support relocating open space.Option B - We need to keep our ERASC
areas. In Chalfont St. Peter they have helped to
stop the blocks of flats such as those being built in Packhorse Road, Gerrards Cross. Our Neighbourhood Plan has
character areas and states that new build or extensions should not detract from the surrounding
character.Option C — Do not support extensions to Chalfont St. Peter. As specified above we already have
permissions for 600 plus houses in the pipeline and we do not have the infrastructure to support anything other
than possibly a small increase.
Option E - Would support this option as these areas have not had a lot of additional dwellings a fact that our residents have continually expressed.Option F — Yes, if these areas do not meet the criteria for
Green Belt Green Belt Options suggested for Chalfont St. Peter1) Mill Meadow - I do not support this area coming
out of the green belt.This area is currently designated for community use and as a public open space.It is used
extensively by our community — it houses a Community Centre, a Football League Club which also provides
training for young children from a very early age and a nursery, a tennis club, allotments, children’s play area,
playing pitches, scout hut and Parish Council offices. It is also used by the Middle School for recreational
purposes. The area is well used by the public for walking. It is susceptible to flooding. Chalfont St. Peter’s
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Neighbourhood Plan — Policy 04 — would like to see the boundary of the AONB extended to include the area of
the Misboume Valley from this point to the AONB boundary in Chalfont St. Giles. The Parish Council have
provided the Lady Gibb wood and a nature reserve in this area for residents to enjoy whilst out walking.2) The
Epilepsy Centre - I would not support this area coming out of the green belt. One of my first jobs as a Councillor
was to defend this area. It had been suggested that the central built up part should be removed as it was felt that
planning permissions were more difficult to obtain. I argued that if we did this, the site could be sold for housing
and we would lose a valued historical facility which provided jobs for our residents. I believe this is still true. I am
happy for this central previously developed part to continue as an MDS within the green belt for the building of
facilities for medical and care use as currently stated. Care homes are on the list of facilities we need to cater for.
This part of the centre does have listed buildings and a listed monument at its entrance. The area to the North is
at present agricultural and also houses a large number of football pitches well used by Chalfont Saints Football
Club. This part of the site does fulfill the purposes of green belt as it does provide an important buffer between
the settlements of our village and Chalfont St. Giles, Little Chalfont and Maple Cross. Past of the site is in the
Colne Valley Park. It is surrounded by narrow country lanes and is totally unsuited to any further development as
it is very close to Newland Park. I understand that it is on the safeguarded route for HS2. 3) Winkers Farm/ Pacaar
Scout Camp - I would agree to some development here as it is on the edge of residential settlement.4) Land to
the East of the 413. This area still fulfils a green belt purpose acting as a buffer between Chalfont St. Peter and
the A40 Denham/ Gerrards Cross. On one side it has important recreational facilities of a golf course and a
cricket/hockey club. The Misboume flows through this area so could be liable to flooding. This area is used by
residents for walking. It is in the Come Valley Park. 5) Raylands Farm I do not support this option. Question 12 by designating land for affordable housing making it cheaper to buy. Ouestion 14 - by designating certain sites,
i.e. Epilepsy Centre for such a purpose.
Questions 15,16,17 The Chalfont St. Peter Neighbourhood Plan has local green space designations. We are
extremely supportive of having a Heritage Strategy including finishing the
conservation area review. The response from Sense makes a very important point when looking at Chalfont St.
Peter as a whole with its 13,000 residents. Many of the sites listed to be tested are open space and sports and
recreation facilities. We are already a large village and with 600 houses already having planning pennission, this
will mean that we will need additional facilities, not the loss of our existing facilities. It is going to be extremely
important over the whole of the two Districts to get the correct infrastructure in place to serve the new dwellings
in terms of education, road network, health facilities, parking, community buildings, sports facilities, green
spaces, transport, footpaths etc.
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I am Kaden Adams aged nearly 7, who attends Little Chalfont Primary School.I am against the proposed
development around Little Chalfont for the following reasons:• I use Westwood Park to play football and do not
want to loose this• I walk my dogs in the woods• I enjoy playing on my bike in the woods with my friends and my
brother• I like family walks with my family and Grandma on Sundays. We moved here from High Wycombe
because we liked being close to the countryside, if the building of the houses goes ahead, we will not be a village
anymore.I want to grow up and play in woods and the park, and I do not want to loose this. Please consider the
children, and don’t build the houses.
I am writing to inform you that I do not agree with the plans you have proposed. The reason for this is as follows:
1. Much of the land around Little Chalfont is A.O.N.B and it would be extremely unfortunate if this happened. 2.)
Our infrastructure would not be able to support all the new people as all children will have only 1 park to play in,
the traffic would be terrible and the pollution would be horrible, especially on my road, Amersham Way and the
surrounding roads. 3.) my school Little Chalfont Primary, would have to be expanded and the classes which are
already cramped would be even more so. 4.) Little Chalfont will have to have is name changed to Big Chalfont
which sounds absolutely ridiculous. Also, my school will have to change its name, branding and school song. As
well as this, we own a star in the name of Little Chalfont Primary which will have no meaning in the future if this
plan goes ahead.
I am a pupil from Little Chalfont primary school and I am eleven years old. The reason I am writing to you is to
oppose your plans for Little Chalfont development plans.The first reason is; if there are more houses, there
would need to be more schools. More than 60 children applied for reception but we could only take half of them
so there is not not enough schools ar the moment, so if your plans went ahead, there would be competition for
schools (of which there already is). The second reason is that 'Little Chalfont' will not be little any more. Meaning
the name will have to be changed to Big Chalfont or Large Chalfont which (I personally feel) sounds really quite
stupid. Our school jumpers and cardigans will all have to be changed and all the road signs will have to be altered
which would be taxing and hard. The third reason is the industrial states you have proposed to build are in the
field opposite my house.Those fields are amazing walking routes and have outstanding natural beauty residing in
them. Not only would the factorys kill all that nature it would create an extremely busy junction, making it a
hazard for people around it.
I am against the further development of Little Chalfont which involves using existing green belt land and Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty for any sort of development including additional housing, infrastructure or
employment development. The key reasons are as follows. The green belt and AONB were created to constrain
future building and protect for future generations large areas of natural beauty. The Chilterns are one of the few
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areas close to London itself that both give local people and visitors who live in London the opportunity to get
away from the City and experience stunning landscapes and vistas. Hundreds of Thousands of people visit this
area to be able to walk through countryside away from housing development It is precisely because it is so
accessible to London that Little Chalfont’s green belt should be preserved rather
than nominating it as a ‘Main Settlement for Growth’.Little Chalfont was always designed to be a Village with
appropriate infrastructure for a village. Their have recently been over 300 new houses added or planned in the
area equating to an increase of over 12%. This has already highlighted the constraints on the infrastructure and
the 45 new homes just behind Chenies parade are not yet occupied!There are regular queues to park next to the
Village shop, Parking adjacent to the library can be full, the traffic on the A404 is getting heavier and passes right
through the centre of the village, again resulting in queueing and road repairs, the trains are full in rush hour with
no seats much after 07h00, doctors and dentist times to get an appointment are getting harder and longer, the
schools are all nearing capacity and their ‘actual’ catchment
area is getting smaller. Other infrastructure such as sport and recreation, social care, waste water have all got
limits.If the green belt land is used for development it will be lost forever and future generations will be left
wondering how such environmentally insensitive decisions were taken by our generation.If additional
development areas are needed then they must be within the current boundaries of the village. The thorouhgfare
through Little Chalfont is becoming very dangerous as a result of traffic attempting to turn into the small
shopping parade and being unable to do so by virtue of so many cars waiting for a parking space,this creates a
tailback along the main road, how much longer do we have to wait for a serious accident to happen.
I believe Little Chalfont has taken more development than other areas and we should seriously consider the
legacy we are leaving for our successors before proceeding with this misguided plan.
I am writing because I have become aware that the Council is proposing a new ‘Local Plan’ covering not just
Amersham , Chesham and the rest of Chiltern District but also all of South Bucks District Council. I have read
through the document entitled ‘Issues and Options’. Much of this seems to revolve around proposals to ‘test’ or
‘search’ areas of Green Belt in the Amersham or Chesham area for either new general housing or Industrial
estates. I would like to register my strong disagreement with these proposals.The Green Belt was established
after the Second World War with the objective of keeping permanently open to countryside around London. The
Green Belt is not meant to be a ‘land bank’ for whenever another housing estate is needed.
If all, or most, of these areas of Green Belt are released then there is likely to be a continued erosion of the open
countryside between Little Chalfont and Chorleywood. This is true of the proposed Industrial Estate along the
main A404 and also the land south of the Metropolitan Line Railway line. This forms an effective buffer to
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building and allowing development south of it risks the progressive erosion of much more countryside. I am also
concerned at the proposal to build on the field off to the west of Stony Lane. I grew up in Little Chalfont and often
walked around the countryside from Westwood Park to Chenies with my friends. The view across the Chess
Valley is amazing and the land in Stony lane is an integral part of this and the Chilterns Area of Outstanding
natural Beauty as well as being a great local amenity. My father has told me about a Green Belt Assessment’
which apparently has also been carried out. Although this was referred to in the issues and Options’ document I
could not find the ‘Interim Report’ that was referred to? Instead all I could see was a set of maps and some
tables. These were almost impossible to understand as an ordinary resident. I do not think sufficient time has
been allowed for normal residents, who will potentially be very severely affected, to find and read these
documents. I am told that they contain proposals that could lead to all the land down between Nightingales Lane
and Lodge Lane being taken out of the Green Belt. I think that this would be awful and lead to the virtual joining
together of Chalfont St Giles and Little Chalfont. Surely this is what the Green Belt was designed to stop?Chiltern
District Councils ‘Vision’ for its area should include a strong commitment to preserving and enhancing the Green
Belt in the area for this generation and generations to come.
The local residents' association have made me aware that apparently there is a consultation taking place on a
new Local Plan. As an older resident of Little Chalfont, I had not heard of this until recently. I was very concerned
to hear that the draft plan suggests that large areas of the Green Belt around Little Chalfont are proposed for
potential removal from the Green Belt. I have lived in the village over fifteen years. It is one of the most beautiful
place I have ever lived. The easy access to the countryside is one of the main features of the village.- I object
strongly to any attempt to remove the area from Stony Lane to Chenies from the Green Belt and build an
Industrial estate here. This is prime Green Belt and stops the village sprawling into countryside and if lost would
eventually lead to Little Chalfont and Chenies joining up as where would the building eventually stop? - I also
object to the removal of the Golf course site from the Green Belt. I remember when this was a beautiful area. A
developer bought it and has let it deteriorate. He should not be allowed to get away with ruining Green Belt land
like this and then profiting from it being built on. The golf course is also part of the relatively narrow area of
countryside that separates Little Chalfont from Chorleywood. I am concerned that if the Golf course is built upon
then gradually the building will spread down Lodge Lane and eventually on the east side to join Little Chalfont
with Chorleywood. - I object to the area of Green Belt in Stony Lane being removed from the Green Belt. Again
this is I bellieve owned by developers who have tried to profit from building on Green Belt land before. To release
this land from the Green Belt would undermine the openness of the countryside in this area and lead to more
urban sprawl into the countryside and could result in future years in pressure to develop the local Westwood
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Park and open the woods. This would impact on our local area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in the Chess Valley.
All local authorities have a responsibility to protect and enhance the AONB. In addition, if all this new house
building goes ahead, I am concerned at the impact on the local roads and railway. The roads are already
extremely busy and I risk my life crossing the road almost every day. With more traffic how will our local roads
cope? We will need lots of additional big junctions and roundabouts which will change the character of the
village. Lastly, in the village today, I was told that a new report has been published which suggests that even more
Green Belt might be released. This was, I am told only published yesterday. How are we as ordinary residents
supposed to know about this report and read it when there is so little time? I don’t own a computer and have had
to ask my son in Law to type this letter for me. How do I as an elderly resident without internet find all this
information, read it and let you know how I feel when the library is closed most of the weekend and my letter has
to be with you on Monday. I feel that your process is discriminating against the older residents and those who
lack computers. Please address these concerns on behalf of senior residents.
The area of Vale Road often floods with heavy rainfall. With the destruction of our natural landscape and being
replaced by concrete and tarmac, where would the excess water go? My view would be straight to the bottom of
the valley and no doubt would flood my house. Examples have been seen all over the country where failing to
maintain and preserve the natural surroundings has had a devastating effect on families and communities. As
previously stated, we often enjoy exploring the wildlife which makes its home in the outlines area. Providing
shelter and food to foxes, red kites, badgers and a number of other birds and insects. It was also home to a
wildflower meadow than provided an array of beautiful flowers for everyone to enjoy. Chesham is a 'notorious'
'bottle neck' when it comes to traffic. There is gridlock everyday and to drive to the other end of town, I need to
leave my house at 7:30am as if I leave at 8am, it would take at least 20-30 mins to drive 3/4 miles - How is the
introduction of a number of heavy goods vehicles going to effect an already pressured infrastructure. The road
conditions are often full of potholes and when the repairs take place, the introduction of traffic lights makes
Berkhampstead Road a no go area. I was shocked to hear of this plan and consultation period only on 11th March
- you would receive more opinions if you actually contacted local residents via post or by putting up a public
notice in proposed areas. We even made a call to the council's planning dept. who were unable to provide any
details of this proposal??As a local resident, I have a number of concerns relating to the proposed industrial/
employment area. As a young faily, we often use the land outlined in your proposal, whether it is exploring the
wood and discussing the wildlife that it is home to, or the use of the playground (which has not had any attention
unlike some other play areas have) my children love the rocking horse and the climbing frame. The Nashleigh rec
is used all year round by all sections of our community. A number of people use the land for exercise, dog walking
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and when the snow lands the field is awash with families enjoying the steep provided by the hill. Vale Road itself
is a narrow road and due to cars being parked on both sides, makes two way traffic impossible. It would not be
suitable for any traffic created by this proposal. As a lifetime resident in Chesham, I am very sad to see the
proposals for the town, as no other town have been outlined for Industrial area as big as the one in our town.
This proposal would cause systematic destruction of this beautiful town and have a devastating impact on
generations to come. My standard of living would be impact and this would create an eyesore for myself and my
neighbours. There is already a shortage of primary school places as my son could not be offered a place at the
school 2.4 miles away from our house. The creation of houses will lead to families living nowhere near a school
where their children can attend and be educated to a great standard.
Having lived in Amersham/ Chesham Bois for 45 years and seen many changes in shops and housing over this
time, and having attended various planning events in the town, I firmly believe: - 1.) Amersham and district must
have a proper Community Centre, Swimming Pool, indoor leisure activites, large hall with ancillary rooms to
enable young and old to keep fit, exercise, be entertained etc. 2.) Following the loss of Iceland and seen the result
in the town, I firmly believe we must have a store similar to Iceland eg Aldi, Lidl, Morrisons. There are many
residents would cannot afford Marks and Spencers and Waitroise and cannot go down to Tesco.3.) Chesham Bois
Tennis and Squash club is on a good residential site and would like to move and have indoor tennis courts. But it
needs council help to find and acquire a suitable site in its catchment area. 4.) We do not need any more
restaurants - there are four in the immediate vicinity of Iceland - one of which is hardly used at present. 5.) We do
need shops that serve the needs of the community so people do not have to travel to Watford or High Wycome.
Cargo is a similar loss - the nearest similar but not as comprehensive as Cargo is M and Co in Chesham. 6.) The
flats proposed above the site: who are they intended for? Clearly not families. To sum up: Amersham should be a
place where the whole community can work, shop, rest and play and it must servce the whole community and
especially the youth of the town to keep them busy and involved in their future - hopefully the next volunteers!!!!
I strongly disagree/ oppose the proposed building of any commercial/industrial units on the proposed land in
Chesham. The following reasons are why. 1.) Congestion The traffic passing through Chesham is already too great
and congestion is a big problem during the day.
Any form of Roadworks or traffic incident brings traffic to a halt backing up Nashleigh Hill and along Vale Road.
Vale Road is unsuitable to take heavy traffic due to its narrowness and heavy parking on both sides of the road.
2.) Recreational Area . My family regularly use the land outlined to walk and play all year round. People
congregate in abundance in this area from all the local areas to sledge in the winter due to the steep incline of
the hill. Our neighbours walk their dogs here and a steady flow of people pass by our window everyday to
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exercise themselves and pets. The loss of the playground would mean travelling into Lowndes Park or driving to
Ashley Green for similar facilities. 3.) Flooding . The loss of green belt to tarmac handstanding will result in
greater flood risk to Vale Road which has a history of flooding and suffers whenever heavy rainfall is experienced.
4.) Wildlife.The loss of wild grass land, hedges and woodland will have an effect on local wildlife. It will become
an eye sore to local residents used to countryside on their doorstep. Recently one of the fields on the land was
used for a study of wildflowers and was left unmanaged for botanist's to study.5.) Utilising unused commercial
areas. Unused units in and around Chesham are not in use at the moment such as in Ashridge Road where sites
have been left abandoned and demolished. In summary
My house price will fall ;My standard of living and well being will be affected. My children will lose their play
areas. Chesham's road infrastructure can't deal with the traffic as it is. Why is it that Chesham has got the largest
proposed employment industrial area? Why not Gerrards Cross or Amersham? Which are closer to better
motorways and have bypasses.
Q4 - The plan needs to take into account to protect the environment and quality of life in the Iver area. As it
stands, we have the M25 and M40 and M4 motorways nearby. There is the threat of more developments in the
pipeline ie - 3rd runway at Heathrow, HS2, Network Rail's proposals for tunnel linking Langley Station to
Heathrow. All this leads to stress due to crowded roads with HGVs and other traffic thundering through our
village. Also, there is the question of pollution and ill health. Q5. I think the Ivers and Richings Park should be give
some sort of protection against development onto the Green Belt. Q6. Only brownfield sites should be
considered for development.Q11. Local heritage is important - gives a sense of community. Iver has had many old
and fine houses destroyed. Q16. Any development allowed in the Iver Richings Park area should be 'Taxed' i.e the
developer will have to give something back to the community eg - better roads, planting of trees etc. Q17. The
Ivers and Richings Park have a number of development schemes in the pipeline and if they go ahead, there must
be a majoy effort to preserve the Green Belt. Already the Green Belt has been eroded due to the Pinewood
Development. Also to finish - communication of development plans has been very late - many people are
unaware of what is going to happen in their area - not through lack of interest, just through lack of
communication.
I have lived in Loudhams Wood Lane for 34 years. Although the postal address is Chalfont St Giles, my home is
closer to the village centre of Little Chalfont and very much affected on two sides by the plans to develop the old
Little Chalfont Golf Course and land to the north of Long walk. I have been used to regular local country walks in
delightful open green countryside. through narrow lanes and footpaths and am horrified at the proposed
development plans which will destroy this tranquil amenity. As a retired teacher, I know that the excellent
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schools in the area are full to capacity. Large scale new development would create a grave problem with
additional premises being required and where is there sufficient land for suitable playing fields? Whilst
developers may be persuaded to pay for new Primary Schools, our prized Grammar Schools would have to be
extended (no new ones allowed), most probably to the
detriment of present and future pupils. Locally, we have had to put up with plans for HS2 and the Industrial
Waste Site being passed which will result in very heavy traffic ie: lorries carrying soil and waste on a regular basis.
Traffic congestion through Little Chalfont is already a nightmare and extra cars and lorries from new
developments in Lodge Lane and all along the A404 would exacerbate the problem. Parking is already a real
problem at Chalfont and Latimer Station and chaotic in the village itself. An increase in the local population would
make this far, far worse and there does not appear to be any available land in the village centre for additional car
parks.I came to live in delightful countryside, surrounded by Green Belt Land, and have no
wish for it to be turned into a busy urban area.
I took up a position in the London office of my Company 35 years ago and chose to live
and enjoy the countryside at Chalfont St Giles rather than the city. Loudhams Wood Lane
is on the boundary of Little Chalfont and I am horrified to see plans put forward that will
totally change the environment in which we live. The proposal to build on the Green Belt land west of Lodge Lane
including the former Golf Course and farmland north of Long walk will directly affect the amenity of houses in
Loudhams Wood Lane. The Green Belt was introduced to protect the open spaces and to prevent the outward
sprawl of London. It is unthinkable that the proposed plans suggest that many areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty would be used for development of housing and business parks. Little Chalfont is surrounded by
designated Green Belt areas which has prevented it being merged with the nearby town of Amersham and
villages of Chorley Wood and Chalfont St Giles. It is of great importance to us, as residents, that these places keep
their individual identities. The village’s infrastructure is unable to cope with further large scale development,
either residential or commercial. We currently have grave problems with parking, road traffic and utility services
in Little Chalfont. Also the schools are oversubscribed and healthcare services are struggling to cope. Any increase
in population would only exacerbate these problems.Little Chalfont has already seen recent developments of
over 253 homes in Bell Lane and 45 behind Chenies Parade. The suggested allocation of proposed future
development is totally out of proportion to those in other local areas and I feel we should be removed from the
short list of Main Settlements for Growth in the Council’s Core Strategy.
Looking at the industrial plans as part of the proposal. This area seems completely inappropriate for the following
reasons. Vale Road and the surrounding area could not handle the extra traffic this would generate. There would
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be an increase in noise to the local residents and severe disruption to everyday lives. There would be an increase
in flooding along Vale Road; if the area is built on, loss of wildlife habitat/ wildflower meadow. Also, a loss of
recreational area for residents, and play area for children and future generations. There are other industrial units
in Chesham, many still not occupied so why do we need to build more.
Chalfont St Peter has already taken significantly more than its fair allocation and provides the largest single
percentage of the development for the Chiltern District as a whole. The Sewage problems in Chalfont St Peter
would make additional developments of the scale proposed simply not possible. All schools in Chalfont St Peter
are at or very near capacity and would not cope with the extra developments. Mill Meadow should be the last
place to be built up as the area would lose the conmmuntiy centre "football club" recreation park, tennis courts,
Scout headquarters and Parish Council Offices with no area within the village to rehouse.I am totally against any
development on Green Belt Land industrial or housing.

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

Once you start to use dedicated Green Belt land for building, you create a precedent and make It more difficult to
sustain developers for ever more. You must not destroy this beautiful, natural asset. A large housing estate has
only just been completed! Where are the necessary education and medical facilities for residents? There exists
an already large volume of traffic in Little Chalfont. Additonal traffic would make movement impossible as
between Chorleywood and Amersham, often at a standstill. The roads in this area are already in a disgusting
state; Bell Lane Estate, the council never has funds for proper road maintenance. People who live here choose to
do so because of the nature of the surroundings; don't destroy all that people need for fresh air and easy access
to country walks. Another 1000 houses etc would destroy Little Chalfont.
1.) Traffic passing through Little Chalfont on the A404 added to local traffic is already a major concern making
more congestion and pressure on parking especialy at peak hours. 2.) A development of 45 houses and flats off
Burtons Lane together with two other sites within the village centres, marked for development, will cause further
congestion.3.) The Green Belt is meant to protect the area and will be swalled up if the village is exploited further
spoiling the AONB and the nature of the area. Bell Lane estate provided 253 homes already a large develpoment
for the village. 4.) Pressure on schools, doctors suregeries, dentists etc will increase to intolerable levels. 5.) Land
between Maplefield Lane and Appleton Close is privately help and surely should not be included. I doubt if
anyone wants their back garden to be earmarked for housing.
I oppose the development plans in Chalfont St Peter especially where the community centre is currently
positioned. The centre is an integral part of the local community and the Samurai Fitness Group currently runs 2
very popular classes at the centre for children aged 4 and 6 and 7-11. I feel that the centre is a vital meeting point
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for our students and a great asset for the communtiy. If it is lost, I feel the students will lose a venue that is
ideally located with plenty of parking and space around it for the class to go outside when the weather permits.
Having lived in Gerrards Cross for 54 years, I am appaled at your suggestions for building on beautiful green belt. I
particularly abhor the employment area suggested for Chalfont Park, east of Gerrards Cross and Bull Lane fields,
west of Gerrards Cross. I hereby propose two brownfield sites which will be no loss to the Green Belt, are not
visible as those above and where gravel related extracation from the past can be repaired by redevelopment.
Pickeridge Farm and Dukes Valley Farm are areas which were owned and extracated by Drinkwater Safely many
years ago, around Stoke Poges. Pickeridge Farm is derelict and needs comprehensive redevelopment. Dukes
Valley Farm has a mixture of commerical and residential uses co-exisiting and could form residential housing land
without destroying the Green Belt beauty.
My second suggestion is Honours Yard, Lodge Lane, Chalfont St Giles. This site of 5-10 acres consists of a former
quarry which now houses low-grade industrial buildings and can repair facilities. It would make very pleasant
housing land and it is virtually invisible compared to the other valuable fields suggested by the council in your
draft local plan options.
I wish to oppose the proposal to develop Green Belt Parcel 69. The reasons for my opposition are: - 1.) The
existing landscape provides a barrier to noise and pollution from the motorway. Removing the barrier would
exacerbate the problem for existing residents and would be interolerable for residents of any new development.
2.) The area is a haven for wildlife.
3.) Access for construction could be different and cause problems on already busy roads, particularly Windsor
Road. 4.) The area is a clear space between Gerrards Cross and Fulmer and prevents the two merging into an
urban sprawl. 5.) South Bucks DC have appointed Arup as planning consultants and are ignoring their advice. I
suggest that South Bucks DC review their intent to proceed with developing Parcel 68 and accept the advice of
Arup.
I wish to register my oppostition to the proposal to use Parcel 69 on the Green Belt consultation plan. It is a
completely inapropriate place to build more homes due to the proximity of the M40 motorway due to the
pollution and noise entailed.
I am concerned that Chalfont St Peter will cease to exist as a village and will become a town if the proposed
development is to take place. The existing schools, doctors and dentists are presently full and parking is very
scarce - we all know more housing is required by does it have to be on such a large scale? How will the existing
infrastructure cope with the additional demands which will be put upon it? If the proposed development at
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Newland Park goes ahead, there will need to be alterations to the surrounding approach roads. What is
happening to the Green Belt?
In response to Questions 11-12-13-17, See Appendix A Question 11: one very important factor that makes
Chalfont St Giles such an attractive and desirable place to live is the heritage of a broad strip of green open space
that runs through the centre of the community - The Misbourne Valley. Loss of this precious amenity would
fundamentally damage the village ambience and it must be protected at all cost. Any future development should
take place at the periphery of the current built-on area to avoid damage to this, our most precious asset.
Building is currently ongoing at three sites and should be included in any question of building requirements.
Depsite the aforementioned being underway, there is no position for additional amenities in medical care,
schooling. In respect of Mill Meadows not only is the proposal to build on a flood plain but removes the village's
main source of leisure activities with the loss of the community centre, football pitches (used by school when
government are concerned about youth inactivity.) Chalfont St Peter Football Club, allotments etc. There is no
near train station to Chalfont St Peter and development at the Epilepsy site would leave all isolated from
amenities and transport on unsuitable roads for access which will have to be by car as not close enough for
walking to any nearer hub. There is also a question of HS2 passing through with concrete air and emerging access
towers along the tunnel route at the back of the Epilepsy Centre currently in use. The stretch of land along the
Misbourne Valley from Denham/ Tatling End to Chalfont Heights will be an eyesore and sits within the Colne
Valley Park. Offices currently by the golf course still remain empty after many years. It is a natural track
separating the communities of Chalfont St Peter,Tatling End, Gerrard's Cross and Denham. Car is only the real
option in reaching any development.
I have just seen the map of the proposed development for Little Chalfont and surrounding towns. The first
question that springs to mind is why Little Chalfont has to virtually double in size while other towns have smaller
developments? This is on top of recent housing developments on Bell Lane and off Burtons Lane. At present the
facilities for schooling, doctors’ surgeries, parking and road access are near full capacity. Questions that I should
like to ask you are: Where, on the maps, are the provisions for extra schools? How are the roads to be improved
to carry the increase in traffic? Will the doctors’ surgeries be able to meet the added demand? How will refuse
services be affected? Will the frequency of collections be further
reduced? This whole area is due to be in turmoil for several years while HS2 is being built, with
heavy lorries causing extensive traffic problems. Perhaps the imposition of the new high speed line is a cause for
the Council to seek amelioration from the Government for the
demand for increased housing in this area. I do not relish the idea of our Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding
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Natural Beauty becoming one big building site.I expect the Council to accept that Little Chalfont should not be a
prime target for extra housing in the proposed plan.
I reject the conclusions of the Chiltern District Council, that the village of Little Chalfont be classified as a 'main
settlement for growth' and that adjoining areas of Green Belt land should therefore be considered for release
for housing and employment development. The main reasons for my objection to any housing/employment
development on these identified areas of land include, but are not limited to, the following: 1) This land is
designated as Green Belt and its development would therefore be in contravention of local and national
planning policy. Green Belt land was specifically created to prevent urban sprawl and should not be treated as
a repository of reserve building land.2) Except for the former golf course on Lodge Lane, all the identified areas
of land are within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), an important national asset much
appreciated by local residents and visitors to the area. Use of this land would be in contravention of local and
national planning policy. 3.) Any housing and/or industrial development would be very detrimental to the rural
character and setting of Little Chalfont village. 4) In recent years Little Chalfont has taken a greater share
(i.e. 12.4%) of new housing compared to other settlements in the area (e.g. Amersham 5.3%, Chesham
4.0%, Chalfont St Peter 7.7%). 5) Any new housing estates would severely overload the local infrastructure
including roads,road junctions, parking, train services, schools, healthcare, water and waste management. In
particular, I would like to draw your attention to the fields between Stony Lane and Westwood Park, which
have been selected as a planned test area for residential development. Further to the objections listed above,
this is an area of open rural land crossed by a well-used public footpath and borders on mature ancient
woodland to the north. A housing development would constitute an unacceptable form of urban sprawl
that would severely impact the adjoining ancient woodland and the open space of Westwood Park and,
furthermore, degrade the village character of Little Chalfont. It should also be noted that this area of land was
one of the sites excluded in the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) at Stage 1. Of equal
concern are the fields to the east of Stony Lane, Church Grove and Lodge Lane, which have been selected as
planned test areas for employment development. In addition to the objections highlighted above, this is an area
of open rural countryside that forms an important buffer zone between Little Chalfont and the settlements to
the east. Any development here would be an unacceptable form of urban sprawl that would completely alter the
rural setting of Little Chalfont.
The Green Belt is a national asset and should be preserved for future generations. The Green Belt was created in
1954 to prevent the outward sprawl of London, with five key purposes. The
importance and purpose of Green Belt land was reiterated in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in
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March 2012. Much of the land around Little Chalfont and in Chiltern District Council is Green Belt land, which has
been successful in achieving these five key objectives for over 60 years.The Green Belt is an essential
characteristic of the area around Little Chalfont: it defines the character and the way of life of its residents, who
chose to live there precisely because of that sense of green space. It is where we escape the built up environment
all around us, where we and our children experience nature and walk our dogs,
and preserves the unique nature of each separate settlement in the Chilterns.It serves its intended purposes well,
and is an asset for the nation and for the local people, not something to be eroded or damaged because of short
term pressures for additional housing. Once lost, it can never be regained.We therefore have a duty to protect it,
and the Council should therefore resist any attempt to see it released. No area of Green Belt land should be
released or built on until every other unprotected area in the South East and beyond is developed.The areas
planned for testing for residential and employment development located in the River Chess valley between Bell
Lane and halfway towards Chenies lies in one of the most beautiful valleys within the Chilterns.Any future plans
to develop within this area would be an act akin to vandalism. Transport Local roads are narow, often country
lanes, and already face severe congestion. The A404 in and out of the village is frequently a bottleneck in both
directions (toward Amersham and in Chorleywood toward the M25), and the road to Beaconsfield from
Amersham is heavily overused. This has been getting worse over time, and long queues and delays are already
common.Sewage Infrastructure The sewage plant opposite the Chesham Recycling Depot already struggles with
the high volume of effluent especially during heavy rainfall, frequently resulting in an overflow into the River
Chess, causing pollution to this river, which is one of the finest “Chalk Stream Rivers” within the Chiltern area. My
further development close to the Chess Valley will exasperate this situation and is likely to make the River Chess
become so polluted that it will become a polluted river devoid of any wildlife.
1. (a) I agree to cooperate with 2 other councils, i.e. Chiltern District Council and Wycome District Councils. If we
work together, it will be more objective provided that it is recognised that South Bucks Disctrict Council was
formely Eton Rural District Council for many years. In Principle, we live in a rural area and not an urban area.
Therefore, it is important that our environment is healthy for the next generation and that pollution is monitored
with the increased traffic on the A4 from Maidenhead to Bath Road, Taplow. The number of HGV's on the Bath
Road has increased as a result of the large scale development and regeneration of Maidenhead. In addition, we
have H.G.Vs in the area for the Skindles and Paper Mill development in Mill Lane, Taplow. We have lost 111 trees
as a result of the new development in Mill Lane and the Old Court Hotel Site. As a result the wildlife has
disappeared in our area. What attention is given to creating new biodiversity modification sites? In Taplow, we
are dependent on the use of equestrian land for young people and for visitors to enjoy the green link between
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the River Thames and Jubilee through Cliveden, the wooded plateau zone across Littleworth Common and
Burnham Beeches. We also need to retain the common land on Cliveden Road, the common land in front of the
'Feathers' public house and common land in Hay Hill Play Area. Q2 and 3 Then maybe an opportunity for
development in the Taplow Mill Site where the gasometer is removed. At present, there is 49% contaminated
land in Taplow according to the Home Search Internet Site. Some of the land here is in Flood Zone 2 and 3. Since
2003, the Bath Road is flooded everytime it rains causing grass verges to be slimy and dangerous for pedestrians
and dog walkers, as well as for children who walk to school. Residential Area of Exceptional Character application
for this area was not accepted since years ago. Now we are in a Conservation Area as well as, Taplow Village and
the riverside, perhaps this could be a consideration in the future. Perhaps, a farmer could use some land for
development with a restriction to be occupied by workers on the lands. This would create employment and also
provide a home for workers. Q9. The site where Datchet Reservoir is now was partly occupied by Gypsies for
years. Q10. South Bucks have already provided housing for the elderly in the new development of Taplow, Paper
Mill Skittle's site has provided very good accomodation for the elderly over the past decade. Q11. English
Heritage have played a significant part recently in explaining how a view was important in a historical
environment.
Q12. Yes. There are 2 capstans on the Taplow Riverside frontage used many years ago when horses towed barges
along the towpath now designated as the Thomas Path. Will write and send further details on this issue.Gaiety
Row should be listed next to Brunel Bridge.
Q14. Rural settlements as such, even limited infilling will be inapproporiate in these villages. They should be
retained as they are at risk of flooding.
I am not on email. I found out about these proposals very late to do any research re: your document. These area
proposed for re-development in land adjoining any including Blackwell Stubbs Wood goes against: Heritage
Preservation wildlife habitat protection. Public access any other aspects such as a sound barrier to noise. (TFl
took down many precious trees) Trees are important for quality, flooding reduction and removal of pollutants.
There are so many derelict offices, it would be sensible to use brown field sites.
Although I have lived in other parts of England and abroad, I write as one who, all their life, has considered Little
Chalfont their 'home base'. I have seen a great deal of change in and around the village, with the building of much
need houses, using small fields, or filling in large gardens. This has happened gradually and sensitively so that
generally the new buildings have blended in around the village, maintaining the village atmosphere. However, at
a 12.4% increase between 2006 and 2014, I feel that we have already built more than our fair share of new
houses and we should not justify release of this green belt land, which is, in part, an AONB, a loval asset but
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accessible to all.As well as destroying the atmosphere of the village, the infrastructure cannot support more new
estates, schools, doctors surgeries and parking are already under pressure with the added problem of even
increasing traffic. Releasing this land could also encourage developers to demand more land of this kind. We
must fight to keep the green belt green.

Rep5540
Vinodchandra G
Patel

Rep5544
Mrs Barbara
Kinglake

Rep5545
M G Richardson

I would like to object to your planned proposal for testing areas around Little Chalfont to test for residential
development and planner area for employment development. Most of the area you are planning to develop fall
in the green belt land or in the AONB. Finally, I believe that Little Chalfont has had fair share of residential
development over the past few years.
I wish to protest against the plan to seek to declassify large areas of Green Belt (orange on the map)around Little
Chalfont. Whilst I understand new housing is required, Little Chalfont already has a higher percentage of new
homes than other main settlement for growth areas in the district (12.4% compared to 7.7% for Chesham). The
infrastructure would be unable to support the plans - already there is a queue to park in Chenies Parade. The
schools, health services and sports facilities would be inadequate. For example, facilities at Westfield Park are
already extremely busy with many cars parking in Chessfield Park. The Green Belt was cleared to protect the
countryside from encroachment and the merging of towns. Also, much of the land is in the area of outstanding
natural beauty, eg land west and east of Stony Lane and also the otherside of the A404, east of Lodge Lane. Once
destroyed, the land cannot be reclaimed. Why designate land as Green Belt and AONB if it can be revised at will?
The land around Little Chalfont is visited by many for walking and recreation. It is most important that we
maintain these amenities around the capital especially considering the area Is one of the most heavily visited in
the UK.
I feel compelled to write to you to object in the strongest possible terms to the Council’s proposals in its Local
Plan, insofar as they relate to Little Chalfont I hope that the Council’s decisions will fully reflect the views of
individual residents, of the Parish Council. and of the Little Chalfont Community Association; this is an acid test of
the Council’s declared commitment (in its Core Strategy document) to enable “communities to shape the places
in which they live”.I attach the higfrst priority to preserving the Green Belt. The Green Belt was created to be
preserved —not to be raided by bureaucrats or property developers. Its purposes, inter alia, are to check the
unrestricted sprawl of built—up areas and to safeguard the countryside from encroachment. Its fundamental
purpose is to be a constraint on building and development. We all know that once it is destroyed, Green Belt land
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does not return. I should expect the Council to fight to preserve all its Green Belt, and not to assist in its
destruction or diminution.The “development options” identified by CDC are not just Green Belt, however, Many
of them are also Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Where the land is not itself AONB, it looks out onto AONB.
It beggars belief that our local representatives might wish to destroy AONB anywhere in the Chilterns, and
particularly around Little Chalfont Our local council should be striving to preserve AONB, not to destroy it The
protection of AONB was one of the principles underpinning local objections to the ill conceived HS2 project; it
would undermine those efforts if CDC were now seen to be promoting the destruction of AONB here.
The Green Belt and AONB factors alone seem decisive. But they are reinforced by the strain already being placed
on Little Chalfont’s infrastructure — on its oversubscribed schools, on its parking(including commuter parking),
on its roads (particularly the A404) and on its dentistry and healthcare.Over the last decade Little Chalfont has
already taken more than its fair share of new properties — over 300, more than a 12% increase. These
developments are already imposing additional burdens on local infrastructure. They should not be increased.
Little Chalfont has already grown; it should not now be identified as a “main settlement for growth”.
I am not versed in the small print of planning laws and planning policy. The validity or otherwise of the Council’s
Local Plan should not rest on technicalities. More important are common sense
considerations — preservation of the Green Belt; of AONB; and of the nature of our current village and
community. These are overriding arguments for rejecting the Local Plan proposals and looking elsewhere for
development opportunities; settlement growth should not take place in Little Chalfont.I recognise that there are
huge profits to be made from property development; that developers may want to disregard Green Belt or AONB
considerations in their pursuit of this money; and that developers — perhaps with varying degrees of
scrupulousness — will try to put sustained pressure on the Council in their quest for financial gain. That is exactly
why we look to the Council to represent local interests and to defend them resolutely - to stand up to harmful
pressures from outside our community.If not now, when?
Rep5546
Mr Alan Plumpton

The present road system is overloaded any further load will be a disaster. The woods are used extensively for
leisure and provide sanctuary for many local fauna. There are public footpaths regularly used as exercise and
encourage nature visits by children.Care should be taken not to damage any water courses and all brownfield
sites should be developed first. The area is of outstanding beauty as the valley view is magnificent.

Rep5547
P Maley

We have been residents in Little Chalfont for over 30 years and previously lived in Chorleywood for 8 years. We
know and love the area very well. We are very concerned to see the draft plan for a massive reduction in the
Green Belt and wish to register our objections. The green belt is enjoyed and well used by very many people in
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this area. Little Chalfont already has a lot of new housing and there are huge problems with traffic and parking at
the moment. Roughwood Lane is also a concern as it barely copes with the traffic as it is now and Lodge Lane
near the railway bridge would be a dangerous and unsuitable exit from any future housing. Another concern is
the schools and medical facilities which are already overstretched. Surely houses and flats could be build in
smaller numbers on non Green Belt land or by infilling.I realise that new homes have to be provided in our area.
Finally the area close to Chenies Manor which is marked for searching for employment development is
completely inappropriate!
I am opposed to further encroachment on supposedly protected green belt for the following reasons. 1.) The
green belt is not only important for residents and visitors but also for future generations. Therefore the original
intentions of the green belt should be upheld and not abused for relatively short term convenience. 2.) It is
apparent that health and education facilities are under great pressure due to the population increase from the
additional housing particularly in recent years, mainly from Bell Lane and the Donkey Field Development as well
as numerous smaller developments on individual sites. 3.) There has been ongoing development of brownfield
sites where bungalows have been converted to two storey dwellings as well as houses demolished for
apartments. 4.) Little Chalfont is an area of A.O.N.B and should be respected. 5.) The Chilterns Area is also much
appreciated by visitors particluarly from London using the Metropolitan railway and should be preserved
indefinitely.
I have lived in Little Chalfont for 40 years and do not wish for housing to be used to justify the release of Green
Belt. It is also an area of outstanding beauty with many visitors each year.
Unfortunately, it appears that nowhere on any ‘plans’ has allowances been made to improve on the
infrastructure of the Village. Our roads are extremely busy — the A404 is used by much traffic from outside the
area as access to the M25. The schools are full and parking is at a premium. Any extra housing could result in at
least 2/3rds of properties having two cars. Where will they go!It seems that Little Chalfont may well become
Great Chalfont! Please listen to the people of the village.
Any plans for the development of Chalfont St Peter must recognise the crumbling infrastructure. Clearly the E.S.
Site is important as a new established centre for the elderly. Audley is not a care home. It is sheltered
accomodation for the retired. So the environment and infrastructure should reflect this - Rickmansworth Lane
has collapsed this year already.The National Epilepsy Site is one of national importance. Historic buildings and
research combine to make a unique place. The rural setting should not be destroyed by other developments on
an infrastructure that is demonstrably flawed. There should be no further development untill these is a
considerable imporvement in access and infrastructure in the Chalfont Common area.
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Complete Agreement with all 5 paragraphs.Complete agreement no's 1 to 5. Defined green belt
Complete agreement no's 1 to 6. Mill Meadow Should be retained exactly as it is - flooding is only an occasional
hazard. ES Site Item 1. (MDS) Should be retained . Item 4. (ED Site) Should be retained Industrial development
(A413) Complete agreement no's 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5
Item no. 4 flood plain - only occasionally.
Chalfont St Peter has had its fair share of new development. Sewage/ sewerage issues in CSP. More
developments will exacerbate this problem. Education and medical facilities have not been taken into account.
Flooding will be exacerbated. Traffic will become unmanageable with more development. Pleasant open spaces,
woodland and natural landscape is very beneficial for peoples mental and physical well-being. Mill Meadow must
be protected as it is a beloved open space, used by a wide cross-section of society. Jubilee Garden and the Lady
Gibb Millennium Wood. On a whole, this area is a valuable asset hosting a wide range of wildlife, as well as
drawing in tourists, ramblers and visitors. The ES must be protected, providing all five of the stated purposes of
the Green Belt, providing an important buffer between Chalfont St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill. It also
provides important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses and opportunities for outdoor sport and
recreation, including the Model Garm, Rowan’s Bursery and Brawlings Farm Riding Centre. Area identified for
industrial development to the east of the A413 – Within the green belt and provides the important function of
separating the built-up areas of CSP and Tatling End, Gerrards Cross and Denham. Proposed industrial
development would be against the tenets of National Planning Policy Framework namely: to check the
unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. Industrial/ commercial accommodation in the area is unnecessary for
local employment reasons. Many office blocks stand unoccupied. Rylands Farm – attractive, open land known to
be rich in fauna and flora in the green belt. How can this decision be objective when the CDC itself are
landowners on a number of sites?
In the first 3 years of the previous Core Strategy, which was intended to run until 2026, Chiltern
District Council has already granted planning permission for over 600 dwellings within the
immediate area of thalfont St Peter— e.g. the Holy Cross site, Newlands Park and the Audley Homes
development at the National Epilepsy site. Therefore, Chalfont St Peter has had it fair share of new development,
indeed the largest single percentage of the development proposed for Chiltern DIstrict as a whole.Education
facilities at all levels within Chalfont St Peter are at, or almost at capacity. Children from the developments
already scheduled within the village will be unable to be accommodated and will require to be bussed to schools
outside the area, so the thought of even more housing being built in Chalfont St Peter will cause more problems
with congestion on the roads in the area, which is already extremely heavy at certain times of day. With this in
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mind it seemed very shortsighted in the first place not to build another school on the site of the Holy Cross
school, especially as the Middle School (Chalfont St Peter Academy) is at fuIl capacity and may now, according to
the new proposals, face losing its only open space for PE lessons, cross county, general sports etc should Mill
Meadow be built on as proposed.
Mill Meadow is also a very well used amenity which indudes the Community Centre, Scout HQ and parish council
offices, a football club (which also houses a pre-school facility), playing pitches, tennis courts, nature reserve,
Jubilee Garden and the Lady Gibb Millennium Wood. Also the River Misboume flows through with public
footpaths alongside allowing beautiful walks in the area and to Chalfont St Giles. These are irreplaceable
amenities for wildlife also and is a valuable asset to the local economy in terms of its attraction to locals, tourists
and walkers alike. However it is also a flood plain for the River Misboume so would not be practical for large-scale
building of homes. There is a well known and documented drainage and sewerage issue in Chalfont St Peter —
there have been numerous occasions when raw sewage has backed up in the centre of the village and
developments of the scale now proposed would obviously exacerbate this problem as well as the problems
caused by flooding from heavy rain which also occurs along Lower Road and near the Greyhound in the centre of
Chalfont St Peter.
Health provision in Chalfont St Peter at GP level does not appear to have been taken into account. Currently there
are 2 GP surgeries — Misbourne Surgery and the Calcot Medical Centre serving both Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards
Cross and their environs. These facilities are already stretched to capacity without the prospect of the increased
number of patients resulting from planning permission already granted by CDC for over 600 dwellings within
Clialfont St Peter let alone the further developments under consideration, which seem totally inappropriate.Local
roads in Chalfont St Peter and its environs are already congested and have not been helped by lack of parking
provision for office workers when the new offices were built off Chiltern Hill. Lower Road is now an accident
waiting to happen between Hither Meadow and Kingsway with parking on both sides of the mad during the
working week with very few passing places. Emergency vehicle access is severely compromised as a result and is
only likely to be made even worse by the large scale development now proposed.There is a wealth of scientific
and medical evidence which shows the benefits to be derived from access to open spaces to both physical and
mental health and much of what is set out in the Consultation Document would therefore be damaging and
detrimental to both current and future resident of Chalfont St Peter and its environs, greatly limiting
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation.
The Consultation Document contains proposals for National Epilepsy Society site which is
currently a Major Developed Site set within the Green Belt and provides 2 new care home
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developments and important recreational sporting facilities which are used by more than 24 teams of all
ages.South of the Epilepsy Centre lies the current built-up area which includes care home/medical facilities which
should be retained as such and would be an ideal site to provide further care home and/or medical facilities for
Chalfont St Peter.The Epilepsy site as a whole provides an important buffer between the settlement of Chaifont
St Giles, Chalfont St Peter and Horn Hill containing important agricultural, forestry and related employment uses
and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation. North of the Epilepsy site (Model Farm, Rowan’s Nursery,
Brawlings Farm Riding Centre) is within the Colne Valley Park and therefore deserves special protection as it is
part of that park.The site north of the Epilepsy Centre is not served by any public transport and is too far to walk
to either Little Chalfont or Gerrards Cross which are the nearest rail stations. Thus any development here would
be totally car-dependent — adding to vehicle congestion, pollution and parking problems. This area is also
bounded on 3 sides by narrow dangerous country lanes which make it even more unsuitable for development
and should be retained in the Green Belt and Colne Valley Park with NO development However I believe the
south side of the site should be retained as an MDS in the green belt for care home / medical use. Area identified
for industrial development east of the A413. This area is within the Colne Valley National Park and is an important
green space for biodiversity, wildlife and environmental priorities. The area is within the Green Belt and provides
the important function of separating the built-up areas of Chalfont St Peter, Gerrards Cross and Denham.
Proposed development would be against the tenets of National Planning Policy framework — to the unrestricted
sprawl of large built up areas. The A413 forms a natural barrier for development and providing
industrial/commercial accommodation here is unnecessary for local employment reasons as, to the south of the
proposed area for industrial development and adjacent to the A413 in Chalfont St Peter, are the office blocks in
Chalfont Park which have remained unoccupied for several years now. One of the reasons often given for this is
that the location is too far away from the centre of Chaffont St Peter and also too far from the rail link at Gerards
Cross. Bearing in mind the 600 dwellings already approved by Chiltern District Council for Chalfont St Peter, the
sheer size and scale of the new development proposals for Chalfont St Peter in the consultation document is
dearly excessive, and could potentially double the number of dwellings in Chalfont St Peter which would sadly
then become just another part of suburbia.
I am a resident of Little Chalfont having lived here since 1981 and have cherished living in such a rural idle. I have
attended the presentation on the proposed development for both residential and so called Employment
development. In the past I have objected to the development of the ‘Donkey Field’ in Burtons Lane, albeit small in
number but still involving circa 50 new homes and of course the much larger development down Bell Lane, which
involves 253 additional homes, both of which will impact of local services. I am selfish enough at the age of 71 to
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be less concerned about the availability of school places but equally conscious of the concerns that the proposed
massive developments will have on local school facilities and the educational needs of those currently living in
the Little Chalfont area who cannot make use of the schools currently built. Medical facilities are one of my
concerns and given 50 houses being erected on a relatively small field (Donkey Field) I cannot imagine the
number of new units that the proposed land will accommodate and the stress on local services. There is the
possibility that thousands of houses will be built as the size could certainly accommodate such a programme
given the size of the Bell Lane development. The Donkey Field residents will own some 100 vehicles (two per
family). We have yet to determine the impact this will have on accessing Burtons Lane and then getting access
onto the A404. The impact that vehicles will have, if approval is given to the proposed development, will be
enormous. The proposed areas of ‘employment development’ does not necessarily mean that employment will
be available to local residents. There will be an additional impact of employees driving into the area with a
further impact that commercial vehicles will have.The Green Belt is known as such for good reason. Why would
the District Council wish to develop on Green Belt and if not, as yet, to be developed to be approved for future
development. Why oh why would there be this desire to impact on areas of natural beauty.I am strongly against
these proposals.
Your proposal for the Iocal Plan Consultation in and around Little Chalfont. You propose to build in parts of the
green belt and AONB land in and around Little Chalfont.Green belt and AONB were created for reason. You are
trying to release some of that land or all for the land for Housing or Commercial use. I strongly object to the loss
of their amenities. Secondly Little Chalfont has had its fair share of development over the past few years. There
was a
large housing estate built in Bell Lane. Currently a large building of an estate is going on in Burton Lane and finally
several developments in White Lion Road. I think that this developments are sufficient for the present
infrastructure in Little Chalfont to cope with. By infrastructure, I mean Parking Facilities, Traffic on A404 through
the centre of Little Chalfont, Education Facilities and Medical Facilities.
I am very sceptical about even bothering to respond. I wrote numerous letters, attended umpteen meetings and
answered many questionnaires on the Holy Cross debacle all to no avail - we don’t even know whether they are
using plan A plan B !!!!! How ever, here we go again - Chalfont St Peter is already having over 600 houses built
without any new infrastructure being added. Public transport is sparse and traffic, parking, school places.
Doctors, drainage, sewage, are all at bursting point, and Lord help us when the sewer bursts!!!!! The majority of
the open spaces mentioned in this insane report, are used by everyone in the village and the decision to build
office/industrial sites along the A413 beggars belief when so many office spaces have been vacant in the village
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for years. VVe all know London is at full capacity and that new housing is wanted for all those who have flocked
to our shores. These people will need to live near work or transportation hubs to get to places of employment
none of which are available in Chalfont St Peter.I pray that ‘not so’ common sense will prevail but I doubt it,
when have the opinions of ordinary folk ever been heeded?

Rep5567
Mr Peter Dodd

Rep5569
Mr Frederick Fox

Rep5570
Mr Anthony King

With respect to the fauna in Upper Stone Meadow, I have personally recently observed Kingfishers on the Stone
Meadow side of the Ford, a Barn Owl, a Tawny Owl,Green Woodpeckers, Spotted Woodpeckers, a sparrowhawk
and Red Kites, all within the boundaries of Upper Stone Meadow. (Appendix A) Kingfishers have also been
observed in the river in Lower Stone Meadow. These spaces must never be lost to the village.
Slough Borough Council has ample areas within its own boundaries for building so I disagree with building in
green belt as there is more suitable land east of Slough. We should protect Green Belt and not swamp Green
areas, we also have an abundance of wild life deer, fox, badger,as well as so many birds, wonderful owls, herons,
Jay's, as well as squirrels and regular visiting birds, there are so many different species of wildlife in this area.
There is also a Church St Mary's which is 900 years old and would be criminal to surround it by a housing estate
its part of our natural countryside and must and should be preserved.
Chalfont St Peter has under the previous core strategy granted planning permission of some 619 new houses
which is the largest single percentage of development proposed for the whole of CDC. Therefore, this needs to
be taken full account of in any fresh allocation. Infrastructure issues already exist with regard to sewage/ schools
and hospitals. Country roads already overloaded with traffic and unable to sustain growth. Focus for any
development should be aimed at existing centres and brownfield sites and not compromise green belt.Q5.
Spatial strategy options. Options C/G/K are not acceptable as mentioned above with regard to option C, Chalfont
St Peter has already had to cope with development of some 600 houses which is disproportionate. With regard
to option G and specifically the Epilepsy Centre, any development should be minimal and only focus on the
pristine built footprints. Q6. The Epilepsy Site green belt land meets alone the stated purposed of the National
Planning Framework. The built up part of the site is ideally suited to provide further medical and care home
facilities. The area needs a green belt buffer between Chalfont St Peter/ Chalfont St Giles/ Horn Hill and
Newlands Park. 'Methodology and assessment of land parcels' No green belt parcels should be released.
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Rep5571
Mrs Tanya Phillips
King

• There are numerous potential development sites and opportunities in the neighbouring authorities of South
Bucks, Wycombe and Aylesbury Vale, Dacorum and Three Rivers, which are NOT on Green Belt land or ADNB.
CDC has a duty to co-operate with the authorities and vice versa.CDC must argue for development to occur first
in land which is not Green Belt or AONB.
• There has been far too much development in Chalfont St Peter (Holy Cross, Newland Park) as opposed to other
settlements and Chalfont St Peter is already the biggest village in the country.
• Any further development in Chalfont St Peter particularly on the outskirts will lead to urban sprawl and will
seek to merge settlements with adjoining settlements.• CDC must make more efficient use of land in the existing
built up areas (not the Green Belt) and possibly reallocate open space elsewhere in the District to the Green Belt
for example Open space in Chalfont St Giles (Bowstridge Lane) could have limited development as long as
equivalent parts of the Green Belt are fully protected and maintained.• Brownfield sites should be developed as a
first option wherever possible.• Any urban extensions of the main settlements in the District should be in our
greater built up towns of Amersham and Chesham.• Limited extension should be made to areas such as Great
Missenden and Prestwood as there are clear opportunities in these villages for development.• The policy should
be a combination of all of the above but look to spread development throughout the District • Chalfont St Peter
has recently been overburdened as the chosen biggest development site given recent proposed developments at
Holy Cross and Newland Park • Traveller’s sites should not be concentrated in Chalfont St Peter but dispersed
more evenly throughout the area. My views on Specific questions 8? Do you have any comments or suggestions
on how the councils can meet its local affordable housing need?
Developments of flats should generally be avoided and any affordable housing, the need for which is considerably
overstated, should be built in town’s centres or within walking distance of a railway or tube station and never on
the edge of villages or in the Green Belt. Do you have any comments on the Settlement Infrastructure Capacity
Study, infrastructure needs or issues and CIL? • Chalfont St Peter has an inadequate drainage system. No further
significant development should take place in CSP without a major re construction of the sewage system.
• If the Newland Park development proceeds, road and utilities need to be urgently improved.
• Schooling remains a problem made worse by CDC’s highly questionable decision to allow the Holy Cross to
close. Allocating educational land for housing increases the shortage of school places in Chalfont St Peter already
incapable of sustaining planned developments • Proper provision for school places needs to be considered as
there is no room for further expansion at the Community College and there are clear site restrictions at the
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Academy school. Do you have any other points you would like the councils to take into account in the preparation
of the Joint Local Plan? For example are there any challenges or opportunities you think the new Joint Local Plan
will The Green Belt is seriously under attack and seen as an easy target for development. This must be avoided at
all costs to aid biodiversity, encourage wildlife, decrease pollution and reduce the effects of climate change for
future generations• Major Developed Sites that are currently in the Green Belt should remain in the Green Belt
and the Core Strategy policies adopted in relation to these areas should be maintained.• It should be a condition
of any redevelopment of Green Belt sites that current use and scale of the site is maintained. In particular the
Epilepsy Society site in Chesham Lane where building on that site should be allied
to care home and medical use only with no loss of Green Belt area. Importantly retaining playing fields and
maintaining green open space on that site. Similarly any redevelopment of Newlands Park must bear in mind well
defined sustainability issues.• Redundant buildings on developed Green Belt should be redeveloped
appropriately in accordance with the previous policies on that site, and with no greater footprint than at present.
It is crucial to maintain the
character and openness of the entire development• Chiltern District Council (“CDC”) must stand up to the
unrealistic housing demands of National Government by making a plan, monitor and manage approach to
providing new homes Not make provision on the basis of a crude “predict and provide” policy which simply uses
past trends to determine future needs. CDC should not simply set a general target for housing but use its Local
Plan to disperse housing sensibly throughout the District with affordable housing in appropriate places and
housing required only to meet established local needs.• The London (Metropolitan) Green Belt performs a crucial
function, especially in Chalfont St Peter where CDC should protected the Green Belt further by specifically
allocating policies to maintain and invest in it despite any pressure it may be under• Any HS2 development will
further damage the Green Belt and air quality in this area.
I have lived in Little Chalfont/ Chalfont St Giles since the early 1970s and love and appreciate the natural beauty
of the area and its open spaces. I am, therefore, most concerned to see the proposals for further widespread
development of housing and industrial units within the draft Local Plan. I appreciate there is a need for some new
houses in the area but do not consider that this justifies the erosion of large swathes of Green Belt land within an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which we consider to be a great asset to the local community and to visitors
to the Chilterns. We have already seen and are continuing to see housing development in Little Chalfont: 253
homes in Bell Lane; 45 behind Chenies Parade and recent intensive development on the Old Donkey Field, a
hugely disproportionate increase compared to other local areas. Further development can only ruin the character
of our village and put tremendous strain on our already overburdened infrastructure. Already children and
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denied places at schools within walking distance of their houses. Medical services and transport into London will
be unable to cope with increased demand. Traffic congestion and parking are already a problem, and local roads,
many of which are no more than lanes, would present huge problems as a result of the increased number of
vehicles generated by the proposed development. In short, I feel that the plans would be disastrous for the
beautiful area and all who call it home. The Chilterns and the Chess Valley are too valuable for such destruction.
The Green Belt was created in 1954 and as yet, it has not been deregulated so any changes surely must be
approved by law. No consideration in the proposal has been given to the existing AONB. Those who drew up the
proposals have disregarded the countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. Why has Little Chalfont been designated
as the main settlement for growth when neighbouring communities over the past years have had less
development? The proposed areas for the development east of the village centre do not appear to have natural
boundaries. There are only narrow lanes unsuitable at present to take expansion. I object most strongly against
the area designated as employment development. It would take away the countryside approach to our village
and destroy the surrounds of the grounds and outlook to Chenies Manor House. This historic house attracts
thousands of visitors each year. The employment development site would be taking over agricultural land which
produces arable crops. The golf club site I believe is already owned by developers but the road Lodge Lane is very
narrow and also restricted by the width of the railway bridge. The amount of development proposed would
destroy the character of the village and put a strain on roads links parking schools and utility services.
I have lived in Little Chalfont on and off since 1969, and permanently since 1988. One of the
reasons for moving to this area was the beautiful countryside just a stone’s throw from my
door.I understand that the council needs to find areas for new homes in this area, however by
removing the existing green belt this would completely destroy the area of its character and
beauty. This green belt around Little Chalfont contains ancient woodland, many footpaths
and corridors for wild life. The areas that you propose to release are designated as Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. They are designated as such for a reason, to keep the
countryside as a facility that everyone can enjoy. To build on this will remove the
enjoyment from EVERYBODY. The green belt was created after the Second World War to
prevent urban sprawl, to remove this from around Little Chalfont would eventually lead to
us ‘joining’ up with, Amersham, Chesham and Chorleywood. Once that happens we would
be part of an urban sprawl down the A404 to London.From information that has been given, Little Chalfont
compared to Amersham and Chesham has had more than its fair share of new housing in recent years especially
with the Donkey Field and the Sawmills sites. This over the last 10 years has risen by 12.4% whereas Amersham
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and Chesham’s increase is only 2% and 4%. Why should we have more housing forced upon us when other areas
are not having their fair share? In addition to the above I would like to state the following;1. Parking in Little
Chalfont is near enough impossible. There are not enough spaces for the shop or the station. 2. Transport into
London by underground is already severely overcrowded in peak times, sometimes you find it hard to actually get
on the train never mind find a seat. Is TFL going to run more trains? Are they going to extend the platforms so
that more carriages can be added? I don’t think so.
3. The A404 is already congested and any new housing would just make the problem worse. I work in Amersham
and it has taken me some days up to 40 minutes to do a 10 minute journey. All this new housing will just
introduce more cars onto already over congested roads. Some of the roads mentioned as ‘boundaries’ are narrow
country lanes. Lodge Lane is narrow and has a pinch point under the railway bridge. Roughwood Lane is single
track with passing spaces, how are these going to cope with extra traffic? One of sites mentioned are the fields on
Long Walk through the old golf course up to the railway line. Both Long Walk and Loudhams Wood Lane are
private roads with no right of access. Traffic would have to use either Lodge Lane or
Burtons Lane, another road heavily congested.4. There is no mention of more schools, both primary and
secondary. The schools in Little Chalfont are already oversubscribed. No mention of extra doctor or dentist
facilities, where are these children going to be educated, where are these people going for their health care? I
note that you wish to have certain areas of the green belt used to create Industrial Estates, one to run from the
edge of the village to Chenies Manor an area of historical importance.This would completely destroy a beautiful
area of countryside.
Finally I would like to object to the way in which your consultants Arup have come to their
decisions. They have divided up existing areas of green belt into sub-sections, these areas
of green belt should be viewed, as a whole not in bite size chunks. In eroding these areas
you destroy the integrity of the whole parcel of land.ONCE GREEN BELT IS GONE-ITS GONE.
I wish to object to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St Peter and
Gerrards Cross map in Appendix 5, Areas of Search for strategic employment options within the Green Belt listed
in the Local Plan initial consultation document. This proposal would not only destory existing Green Belt but
would cut across an almost 100 year old golf course including the club house and bridle paths etc. thus
demolishing the golf course and denying hundreds of members and local residents the enjoyment of playing golf
in a beautiful part of the Misbourne Valley. This area is within its Green Belt and the W/N Valley Park is a
particularly important green space for biodiversity and environmental issues. It also includes an area alongside
the Misbourne which is flood plain unsuitable for sustainable development. Any designation of this land for
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employment would inevitably destroy greenbelt, significantly reduce the amenities for hundreds of residents and
would certainly lead to futher industrialisation and amalgamation of currently separate and distinct developed
areas.
Although my address is correctly shown as located on Amersham Road (A404), the actual entrance to my
property is from Stoney Lane. I have lived at this property for well over 40 years, and during that time my family
and I have enjoyed many pleasant walks and outings in the
surrounding countryside, particularly through the woods and round the back of Chenies Manor. I was therefore
staggered to read of the possibility of the land on the opposite side of Stoney Lane being developed en—masse
for housing. The Green Belt land as treated for the excellent
purpose of being a constraint to building, and not as a bank of reserve building land. Over recent years I have
noticed constant “nibbles” of Green Belt land for building, but these latest proposals is one massive “swallow.”
This particular area, west of Stoney Lane, and that straddling the A.404, east of the village, is a designated area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and I consider it would be critical to destroy such a local assets. The area is
becoming “swamped” by more recent housing developments, e.g., Bell Lane (253 houses, and behind Chenies
Parade in the village centre most recent developement would bring unsustainable
pressure on school places, parking and other essentials,as well as heavier traffic on the A404, where, over recent
years , I have observed heavier traffic flows. I therelore wish to protest in the strongest possible terms at this
latest substantial desecration of precious Green Belt.
I have recently moved to the beautiful area from Norfolk and have enjoyed finding my way around the
"Chilterns". I can see why the space is designated as an AONB. What I don’t understand how it is being
considered for residential or employment development - doesn’t this contravene the essence of the AONB? The
need for more open green areas is very important for physical and mental health hence the N.H.S getting
involved making sure this is taken into account when planning new towns,the (RHS) Royal Horticultural Society
emphasises the need for green spaces for our well being - let alone the need for providing food. Little Chalfont is
a village with a small parade of shops - already full schools - a medical centre feeling the strain,all of which will
have to cope with the new housing being built now let alone any proposed development. The main 404 road
goes through the village with very heavy traffic use, passing close to several schools - causing significant hold ups
when new cars are being delivered to local garages here and in Amersham - the popular station meets
commuters adding to the mix especially during the rush hour times - parking problems getting worse - All these
issues would be compounded with extra residential and industrial building. The close proximity of the M25 can
mean extra traffic when this busy road becomes blocked. I realise that people do need afforable housing but
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Green Belt land was surely created as a way of containing urban sprawl, not just to keep it to build on at a later
time. I think the Councils Core Strategy Plan should remove Little Chalfont from the list of main settlements for
growth, before this delightful area gets swallowed up into a vast housing/ industrial estate. This area is very
popular for walkers, cyclists, including many children.

Rep5586
Mr Paul Lincoln

The development is not suitable for Little Chalfont. The area is saturated now with extra houses already in Bell
Lane. There is no need for this development. Bell Lanes already a race track and more houses will only make
worse. Green Belt release is not acceptable. We are in a AONB, not an industrial estate/ complex.

Rep5587
Keith Dewick

I strongly feel that the need for extra housing should not justify the release of Green Belt for just such a scheme.
It was originally developed to keep land open. According to statistics Little Chalfont has already taken to building
more houses than other surrounding areas. Why should this be? Also why should you inflict commercial and
industrial sites on our ‘green and pleasant land’. Traffic around here is already heavy and extra housing would
impinge even more. How are our roads going to cope with extra ears etc — no mention made of the Donkey Field
development which will mean extra movement through the village. I do feel that the views of the villagers should
be listened to and given plenty of thought.

Rep5588
Mr Kenneth
Huxham

The proposed area of Upper Stone Meadow is not suitable for any housing development. It is in the Green Belt
and is an AONB. Most importantly it is also in an Environment Agency designated flood plain. Furthermore this
area runs alongside the Chiltern Way footpath which is an amenity which is much used by residents and visitors
to the area. The potential development of the Newlands Park site, with perhaps 300 dwellings, will put a
significant load onto the infrastructure of Chalfont St Giles. This will include demands made on the schools,
doctor’s surgery and volume of traffic on the roads to and from the village centre. I therefore do not think that
there can be any major developments within the Parish of Chalfont St Giles.There are possible infill sites available
the village which would provide a modest number of new dwellings. Response to Question 2The HELAA identifies
Blizzards Yard Car Park as a site for development.I think this is not a suitable site for several reasons:1. It is in the
flood plain and has been flooded. 2. The car park is important to maintain the viability of shops in the area.3. It
would affect the general character of the area.Response to Question 3 I do not support the development of open
spaces, sports and leisure uses.Response to Question 4 I support the need to protect the Green Belt and the
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Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty as these are fundamental principles of the planning
system.Response to Question 5 Chalfont St Giles does not have any areas available and suitable for large scale
development but some in-filling may be possible provided it does not overfill the land available. It is essential
that the Duty to Co-Operate is pursued with neighbouring authorities.Response to Question 6 The extension to
Chalfont St Giles in Appendix 4 is totally inappropriate as it is in an Environment Agency designated flood plain, it
is in the Green Belt and an AONB. The proposed development at Newlands Park will add a significant load to the
infrastructure requirements of the village.Response to Question 10 Accommodation for the elderly is needed in
the village, none at present Response to Question 11 There are a number of heritage sites in Chalfont St Giles,
which are very important for residents.Response to Question 12The village pond and green.Response to
Question 13 I support the protection of the fields along the Misbourne river between Chalfont St Giles and
Chalfont St Peter, and between Chalfont St Giles and Amersham as they serve to provide a green separation
between the two villages which is essential to retain their unique identity. Response to Question 14 It would be
beneficial if the draft Neighbourhood Plan for Chalfont St Giles could be completed.Response to Question 16 The
agreed development at Newlands Park will have a very large impact on the infrastructure requirements of the
village. I don’t believe the village could absorb any other major housing development.Response to Question 17 In
any development plan there is a need to make public transport, walking and cycling easy to do and car use less
attractive. If all the additional people who are housed in Aylesbury end up working in London and driving in by
car, the A413 will not be able to cope with the increased traffic.
I am against all the proposals that involve building on the green belt. I am very sad at the prospect of the
destruction of the view from the footpath at the end of Stubbs Wood.
We moved here 40 years ago to be in a village and can't believe the increase in the volume of traffic coming
through the village and also the increased parking in local roads, some of which we know comes from local
business people. The is before any development takes place. As things are at present, we need resident parking
restrictions with no parking between 11-12 am on local roads as it is clear office workers are not prepared to park
and pay in the car parks and some roads are becoming dangerous e.g. Lower Road and North Common Road near
the clock tower. The site on Mill Meadow is surely a flood plain and is frequently flooded and ths development
will be lost e.g. tennis club, playing fields, football club and playground etc. which I fear will not be replaced. Even
if other sites are selected, the increased traffic in the village should be a major concern.
Along with the majority of residents in Little Chalfont we were appalled at the Draft Planning Proposals. The
The councils consider that
Green Belt was created seventy years ago as a restraint to building for the preservation of the village
options in the Green Belt need
communities it surrounds, and now to erode these areas would eventually lead to the loss of village individuality. to be considered in addition to
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Furthermore, the drive for new housing and industrial areas should be targeted away from the South East where
the infrastructure is already reaching saturation point. Top ups in this area should be prioritised on brown field
sites not Green Belt as we in Little Chalfont have expanded enough.

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)
the opportunities that are
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Q1.) I cannot comment on this as I have not required information and is too complicated for a lay person. I do
feel that the whole of Iver should be looked at in relation to the greater picture of what is being proposed re
other infrastructure proposals. Q2.) Again this question is beyond my knowledge. Q3.) Information for this is not
know to me as a local resident. Q4.) I certainly feel that any plan should support the maintenance of the
environment and the green belt gives us a lung for the area faced with huge developments. The quality of the air
we breathe is of huge concern in Iver as we are surrounded by motorways and the airport in close proximity.
Huge numbers of HGVs come through the village. This we need the open spaces and we have already lost a large
chunk of green belt to Pinewood expansion. The population is also suffering as there are numerous. The
population is also suffering as there are numerous large infrastructure projects proposed in the area which can
further impact on the residents quality of life. Q5.) I am not sure that I am equipped to answer this but I could
urge that you would consider points from question 4 to make a special consideration to Iver/ Iver Heath/ Richings
Park not to over expand. Q6.) You could perhaps use areas that are currently industrial sites (Brownfield) to build
housing which would help the HGV problem. Q8.) I do not know what the demand for affordable housing is, so
can't really connect as I have not the knowledge about regulations of new builds. Q10.) If elderly accomodation is
required (L and Q) are currently planning on closing sheltered flats in Iver) It should be in the centre of the
community to allow independence with access to shops and services. Q11.) Local heritage is important and gives
a sense of belonging and part of a long, existing community Q14.) There was a movement to have an Iver
Neighbourhood Plan that seems to have been halted due to an objection by Pinewood Studios. This needs to
happen and soon. Q17.) I feel that consultation has been poor. The presentation to Iver village residents was on
one evening poorly advertised and presented with no microphones and was thus inaudible to those other than
close to the speakers. Shame on you to discriminate against those with a hearing disability.

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

The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
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the opportunities that are
available on brownfield sites.
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I was born in 1994 and live in Little Chalfont. I went to school here and I totally love the village way of life, which
is in danger of being destroyed by the possible removal of the green belt that surrounds It. Why do you want to
destroy such a valuable and beautiful part of the county. This area gets huge amounts of walkers, cyclist every
week to walk and cycle the beautiful countryside. They spend huge amounts of money in the local shops and
pubs. They want to see rolling hills not houses and warehouses. I can understand that the council needs land but
to remove the green belt would destroy the character of the area. From information given, Little Chalfont
compared to Amersham and Chesham has had more than its fair share of new housing in recent years with the
Donkey Field and the Sawmills sites. Over the last 10 years this has risen by 12.4% whereas Amersham and
Chesham’s increase is only 2% and 4%. Do
you think that is a fair divide? The area is already overcrowded, transport into London by underground is a
nightmare, you can hardly get on a train at peak times never mind get a seat. Parking in Little Chalfont is well
nigh impossible both for the shops and the station. The A404 is already congested and any new housing would
just make the problem worse. The roads mentioned as boundaries’ are narrow country lanes. Lodge Lone is
narrow and gets even narrower at the railway bridge, is TR going to widen the bridge? Roughwood Lane is a rat
run at the best of times, it is a single track with passing spaces, how are these going to cope with extra traffic?
The fields on Long Walk through the old golf course up to the railway line are one of the sites mentioned.
However both Long Walk and Loudhams Wood Lane are private roads with no right of access to other people.
Traffic would have to use either Lodge Lane or Burtons Lane, a road nowhere near wide enough. What about
schools for all these children, both primary and secondary are oversubscribed. What about extra doctors and
dentists to cope with this influx of people. There is no mention of that. Why have Arup divided up existing areas
of green belt into small chunks, is that a way to make planning permission easier to obtain? These areas of green
belt should be viewed, as a whole and we should be applauding how well the green belt has worked in keeping
urban sprawl at bay, not destroying it.
The reasons for my objections are that the proposals will:a) Result in the destruction of the rural community of
Little Chalfontb) Erode the Green Belt The Green Belt was created as a constraint against building. Building
houses does not justify the use of Green Belt land. c) Some of the land is designated as ANOB. d) The construction
of vast new housing estates will put excessive pressure on an already buckling infrastructure notably schools,
traffic, water/sewage supply, medical services and electricity supply etc etc. Why are such large areas being
proposed? We all know that we need more housing, but surely a better solution would be to build many smaller
developments spread throughout the district. It was have far less impact on just one area.
I wish to refer to the proposed development areas shown on the Core Strategy Plan for Little Chalfont.If all the
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‘planned areas’ shown on the consultation map were to be built upon Little Chalfont would double in size. .My
identify sustainable
wife and myself have lived in the area for over 50 years and we moved here because the village was restricted in
development options to meet
size and protected by the surrounding Green Belt areas. Over the last few years the volume of traffic on the roads needs taking into account the
and those attempting to park in the village, particularly around the shopping areas, has become ridiculous. Any
scale of development and
more development without providing more parking in the centre of the village and the provision of other facilities implications for individual
is unthinkable. Already neighbouring residents to us are having to drive their children to schools in Chalfont St.
settlements.
Peter and other villages as the local schools are unable to accept their offspring. The two recent developments at
Latimer Saw Mills and the Donkey field, plus at least two others in progress along White ILine Road, have , and
will , result in the facilities for schools and parking to become more overloaded.I object most strongly to the size
of all the proposed areas being considered for development and the possibility of the destruction of Green Belt
land. Whilst I appreciate extra housing is required in all areas and Little Chalfont could provide an additional
modest amount of land for development, the total areas shown on the plan would destroy our village.
I object to the proposal that part of Gerrards Cross Golf Course be considered for commercial development. The
entire course is a local amenity used by the public, visitors as well as members From a wider perspective, the land
forms pan of the Coin Valley Park, already under recent attack. A large area of the Park has been given over to a
factory’ estate (Pinewood), HS2 will have a big impact and this project would make it clear to one and all that the
Authority has no regard for the upholding the Colne Valley Park’s intended purpose. If approved, other planning
drifts are certain to occur. This proposal will surrender any pretence that the Colne Vally Park matters any more.
I wish to object most strongly to the possible designation of land for employment as shown on the Chalfont St
Peter and Gerrard's Cross map in Appendix 5. The proposal would cut across the lower part of Gerrards Cross golf
club making the club completely unviable and the cricket club.
It would deny hundreds of members enjoyment and also stop many walkers who use the footpaths across the
course which is an appropriate use in maintaining the structure of the Green Belt. The A413 is a natural barrier to
development separating the built up areas of Chalfont St Peter and Tatling End, Gerrard's Cross and Denham. To
build east would erode this and put pressure on the varied wildlife (including water voles) in the area. The area is
a lso a flood plain and valued by residents, club members, vistiors and walkers as a green corridor.
It seems a destructive development to look at this area when there are so many unused acres of land in this
vicinity.
When we moved to Little Chalfont 47 years ago, a bypass was planned to Little Chalfont. The council
subsequently sold the land - so no bypass - and with the opening of the M25 the A404 because a feeder road and
the village atmosphere was destroyed with heavy traffic.
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If these plans went ahead pressure on local facilities would be increased. Parking has always been a problem and
in growing with the local roads having to accommodate commuters who park all day where there are no
restrictions. It should be noted that many years ago we had to fight to stop what is now a station car park, being
sold off for development. We dread to think what the position would be now had those plans been passed.
We are responding to Question 6 - Comments on individual options generally or specific settlements/site options
that could be part of these options? During the previous Local Plan Consultation in 2014, we responded to the
proposal regarding the ten properties to the east end of Wood Lane. One of the ten properties, Grass Walk, was
to be included in the village of South Heath, and said village was proposed to be excluded from the Green Belt.
The six properties to the south were be included in a new GB4 area and the three to the north were to be left
without designation. In this current Consultation, Spatial Strategy Options point 4.7 reads: “Given the overall
levels of need and limited scope for development to meet that need the councils consider that there are
exceptional circumstances to review the Green Belt. A Green Belt review and overall levels of need means the
Joint Local Plan will have to consider and test different spatial strategies from those set out in existing
development plans. Also the Plan will need to review the existing settlement hierachy. The councils therefore
intend to test a number of spatial strategy and hierachy options to comprise:...’ We believe Option F “A review of
settlements within the Green Belt with a view to removing larger settlements currently within the Green Belt and
the explore development potential - e.g. South Heath” and Option H “Review the scope for allowing limited
infilling within villages and generally built up frontages with the Green Belt” are pertinant to our comments. We
ask that our 2014 Representation be re-read in light of the above and attach a copy of Part B. We believe
an inconsistent approach was adopted last time in respect of the proposed allocation of areas with GB4 status
and we gave good examples of those inconsistencies in our Representation. We believe sympathetic infilling
could take place north of Wood Lane and the accompanying plans show the area as it is now and how it could
look with new properties which would be compatible with the prevailing pattern of development in the area. As
this area will sit between South Heath village itself and a proposed new GB4 area on the south side of the lane,
infilling would not have a wider Green Belt impact as the land is effectively enclosed by development.
My response refers specifically to option C and the area to the north east of Amersham is bounded on its north
and east by the Chesham branch line as this is the only area of which I have knowledge.Much of the area being on
the slopes of the Chess Valley it is clearly visible from a considerable distance and would significantly affect the
open and the quiet character of the Chess Valley. I believe it is a designated AONB. Access to this area for the
increased number of vehicles which any development would bring requires considerable improvement to the
local roads. The local first and middle schools, Chestnut Lane, Elangeni, St George's and Chesham Bois are already
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overloaded with many children having to travel to schools some distance away. In addition, local GPs' surgeries
and dental practices would be under pressure from the increased population.
I am deeply concerned that an area area to the north east of Amersham covering 33-8 hectares running from St
Leonard’s east down to the railway line has been earmarked for 'testing for residential development'. This area is
not only Green Belt but is designated an 'Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty' which surely affords it greater
protection. Indeed to quote CDC's own website: "A high degree of protection is given to the AONB by planning
policy at all levels national, regional, county and local. The purpose is to conserve and enhance natural beauty
which includes wildlife as well as landscape features." When has any government minister asked local authorities
to look at AONBs as possble testing sites for residental property'? I understand the need to build more homes
and that some areas of Green Belt could be released for housing but why are you willingly suggesting the sacrifice
of an 'area of outstanding natural beauty'? HS2 will destroy enough of the Chilterns as it is so why is CDC offering
up more parcels of land to be lost forever? Of course future generations need somewhere to live - hopefully
somewhere they can afford but we also need to protect areas that we have enjoyed for them to enjoy in the
future. Only when every last innovative and thoughtful solution has been explored to solve the housing problem
such as using existing brownfield sites to the full and requiring developers to use the land they already have,
should we reluctantly turn to the Green Belt but please never 'areas of outstanding natural beauty'.
Question 6 My response refers specifically to Option C and the area on the map in Appendix 2 to the north east of
Amersham bounded on it’s north and east by the Chesham branch line as this is the only area of which I have
knowledge. An application (No. 89/2041/CH) was made for development of part of this area which was refused; I
don’t believe anything has changed regarding this area since then. It is, as you say, in the green belt and an “Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty” and “Locally Important Landscape”. Paragraph 4. 16 refers to “open space value”.
Apart from the deleterious effects upon the two footpaths (CSB/3/1 & AMS/48/1) which cross this area, part of it
has, for many years, been a focal point for sledging. Whilst this is an inconvenience to the local residents and
more so to the farmer it should not be overlooked
in considering the change of use. Much of the area being on the slopes of the Chess valley it is clearly visible from
a considerable distance and would significantly affect the open and quiet character of the Chess Valley. General
Although, I believe no further reason not to development the area is needed the following additional points must
also be considered and acted on before any development be allowed to proceed.(1) Access to this area for the
increased number of vehicles any development would bring would require significant improvement to the local
roads. Any connection of Chestnut Lane through Quill Hall Lane to Park Road and Roundwood Road would create
a through route that presently does not exist.

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

The councils consider that
options in the Green Belt need
to be considered in addition to
the opportunities that are
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The part of Chestnut Lane and Quill Hall Lane to the west of the proposed development is effectively a single
track road as there are always vehicles parked along the south side. The road could not safely accommodate the
combined effects increased traffic from the proposed development as well as that consequent upon it becoming
a through route. This is of particular concern for the children attending Chestnut Lane. (2) The local first and
middle schools; Chestnut Lane, Elangeni, St. George’s and Chesham Bois are already overloaded. A development
of this many houses in their catchment areas could put unbearable pressure on these schools to the detriment of
all pupils. (3) I understand, although I’m sure you have better information than I that the local General
Practitioners are more than fully occupied by their existing patients and would have difficulty coping with the
additional load from any development of this site.
Built Area Extension Options.Land adjoining NE boundary of Amersham and Chesham Bois.
I wish to submit that for the following reasons, the area shown on the eastern boundary of the settlement is not
the right location to concentrate future Housing development, and
that there are other areas of the Green Belt where it would cause much less environmental damage. 1. There is
no satisfactory access to the land for heavy traffic, and this could not easily be rectified.2. This area is a
considerable local amenity. The established Footpaths are well used by both Residents and Visitors alike. When
there is snow, it is where the children bring their
sledges and toboggans. 3. It is an extremely important Wildlife habitat, the more so since the damage done
recently by the severe clearance to the Railway banks. 4. The Northern part of the site has very steep gradients
which will preclude it’s efficient use for development.
5. The Chess Valley is a particularly beautiful part of the Outstanding Natural Beauty Area, part of this site has
been classified as a Locally Important Landscape Area and is adjoining an Established Residential Area of Special
Character.I believe it would be unforgivable not to protect this Landscape for future generations.
I have lived in Chalfont St Giles for 39 years and do think we need more housing which should be affordable and
built in units of 20-30 not on huge estates. There is land around which could be used for small estates of small
houses. This country does not need more large 5/6 bedroom houses. Building on a flood plain is surely mad as we
hhave seen in recent years in Sommerset and Gloucestershire - these houses have been flooded 2 or 3 times in
the last 10 years. Although building between St Peter and St Giles may seem logical it will cause chaos on the
A413 which is never quiet - our existing schools, doctors surgery will not cope with this proposed development. I
urge the council to look at smaller developments - dare I say the allotments behind Bottrells Lane.
I object to the Chiltern Local Plan Consultation Document because: - 1) our village Chalfont St Giles does not have
sufficient infrastructures even for the present population. 2) Going by what is being being built at present the
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proposed houses would be large unaffordable houses, especially looking at the location you suggest, that it would
be of no use to our commuity, so would do nothing for the housing shortage.
South Bucks Council have consistently refused to grant planning permission for development of residential
housing at the brownfield site known as the Anamaz Site on the A40 at Tatling End. This is obviously less
destructive to the environment than that proposed at Chalfont St Giles.
I visited this village over 30 years ago for walks and came back to live with my family in December 2002 due to my
son's ill health. This is an amazing village to live in, please do not change it.
The proposed land is green belt and an area of outstanding beauty. I feel strongly that this needs to be protected.
The Land was also recently flooded. Secondly 500 additional houses would bring a huge amount of traffic to our
quiet village and put a strain on our infrastructure. The doctors is already busy. The local Hospital (Wexham Park)
struggling with the number of patients. The local school is a small village school without capacity for this kind of
expansion.
The proposed area of Upper Stone Meadow is not suitable for any housing development. It is in the Green Belt
and is an AONB. Most importantly, it is also in an Environment Agency designated flood plain. Furthermore, this
area runs alongside the Chiltern Way footpath which is an amentiy which is much used nationally as well as by
residents and visitors to the area. The potential development of the Newlands Park site, with perhaps 300
dwellings, will already put a significant load onto the infrastructure of Chalfont St Giles. This will include demands
made on the schools, doctor's surgery and volume of traffic on the roads to and from the village centre. I
therefore do not think that there can be any further major developments within the parish of Chalfont St Giles.
There are possible infill sites available in the village which would provide a modest number of new dwellings. The
HELAA identifies Blizzards Yard Car Park as a site for development. I think this is not a suitable site for several
reasons: 1. It is in the flood plain and has been flooded as has the library approach.2. The car park is important to
maintain the viability of shops in the area.3. It would affect the general character of the area. I do not support the
development of open spaces, sports and leisure uses.I support the need to protect the Green Belt and the
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty as these are fundamental principles of the planning system. I had
thought this was the planning intent behind the purchase of the fields in question by the District Council earlier
this century - to PROTECT the Green Belt, not a sinister purchase to make money by using it for housing at some
later date which is the case here/ Chalfont St Giles does not have any areas available and suitable for large scale
319

Classification: OFFICIAL

Classification: OFFICIAL

Name

Summary of Representation

Council Response (see also
Volume 1 for generic response)

development but some in-filling may be possible providing it does not overfill the land available. It is essential
that the Duty to Co-Operate is pursued with neighbouring authorities. The extension to Chalfont St Giles in
Appendix 4 is totally inappropriate as it is in an Environment Agency designated flood plain, it is in the Green Belt
and an AONB. The proposed development at Newlands Park will add a significant load to the infrastructure
requirements of the village, to the schools, the surgery and the traffic. I support the reinforcement of social
cohesion in existing Traveller communities by seeking to intensify exisiting plots on current sites. Accomodation
for the elderly is needed in the village, none at present. The then existing flats for old people behind the Church
in Chalfont St Giles were abandoned by the council when these perfectly good houses which merely needed
reordering within, reducing the number of dwellings, were demolished and then rebuilt at great expense and let
to miscellaneous outsiders not to old people as in the past. There are a number of heritage sites in Chalfont St
Giles which are very important for residents and to visitors to the area, such as Milton's Cottage, the Grade I
church, the Open Air Museum, etc. The NPPF recognises the importance of protecting heritage assets, as well as
undesignated heritage assets, and these should be given protection. The village pond and green and many others,
including the fields along the River Misbourne between Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter and the fields
along the River Misbourne between Chalfont St Giles and Bottom House Farm. I support the protection of the
fields along the Misbourne river between Chalfont St Giles.
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