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1. Introduction 

 

1.1     The Chiltern and South Bucks District Council (hereafter referred to as the Councils) Local 

Plan 2036 has now reached the submission stage of the plan-making process.   Under Regulation 22 

(1) (c) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, a local 

authority submitting a local plan to the Planning Inspectorate must prepare a statement setting out:   

 

 Which bodies and persons were invited to make representations under Regulations 18 and 

19; 

 How these bodies and persons were invited to make representations; 

 A summary of the main issues raised by those representations; and 

 How those main issues have been addressed by the Local Plan.  

 

1.2    This Statement of Consultation sets out how Chiltern District Council and South Bucks 

District Councils have satisfied the requirements of the Regulations.  It describes the community 

participation and stakeholder engagement undertaken so far in order to produce the draft local 

plan, and the key issues which emerged as a result. 

 

1.3    The collaboration and engagement required by the Duty to Co-operate is additional to 

other forms of statutory consultation.  Therefore this Statement of Consultation should be read in 

conjunction with the other documents published alongside this version of the Local Plan, including 

the Duty to Co-operate Statement, which sets out how and with whom the Council consulted to 

discharge its requirements under the Duty to Co-operate in accordance with the Government’s 

intentions under Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011. 

 

Background information on preparation of the Local Plan 

 

1.4    During most of 2015, Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council were 

separately preparing replacement local plans for their respective adopted core strategies and saved 

local plans and planned to roll their plan period forward to 2036. As part of that exercise both 

Councils also included a ‘Regulation 18’ Consultation aimed at seeking initial views on the scope of 

the plans and identifying issues to be resolved together with a ‘Call for Sites’ to provide the 

opportunity for potential development sites to be nominated for consideration as part of the local 

plan preparation processes. 

 

1.5    Following the decision to produce a joint Local Plan, the Councils carried out 3 rounds of 

consultations in order to engage with the public: the Initial (Regulation 18) Consultation 

incorporating Issues and Options in early 2016; the Preferred Green Belt Options Consultation later 

in the year; and the proposed submission Regulation 19 version of 2019.  These are outlined in more 

detail in the following section. 

 

1.6     The representations submitted on the Chiltern District Local Plan Regulation 18 

Consultation (which ran from January 2015 to March 2015) and the South Bucks District Local Plan 

Regulation 18 Consultation (which was carried out from February 2015 to April 2015) were not 

considered as part of the joint local plan moving forward. 
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2.     Regulation 18 Stage  

 

Reg 22 c (i) Which bodies and persons were invited to make representations to the Local 

Authority?  

 

2.1    To meet with the evidence required under Regulation 22 (1) (c) of the Town and Country 

Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (hereafter referred to as ‘the Regulations’), the 

Council maintains a database of consultees, which forms the starting point for any notifications of 

consultation activities.  The database is regularly updated to take account of requests to be added or 

removed from the circulation list as applicable, and to update any changes of contact details.    

 

2.2      The Regulations include a requirement to consult the public, including ‘specific and general 

consultation bodies’, as well as consulting those residents and/or businesses which the local 

authority considers appropriate.   

 

2.3      The ‘specific consultation bodies’ are defined in Regulation 2 of the Regulations.      A full  list 

of the ‘specific consultation bodies’ applicable to the Councils, which were invited to make 

representations on both the Regulation 18 Initial Issues and Options Consultation document and the 

Preferred Green Belt Options Consultation documents during 2016, is contained in  Appendix 4 of 

this document.  Broadly, this list incorporates statutory consultees, key strategic partners, service and 

infrastructure providers as well as environmental bodies.   

 

2.4     The ’general consultation bodies’ are also listed in Regulation 2 of the Regulations, and 

include: 

 

(i) voluntary bodies some or all whose activities benefit any part of the local authority’s area; 

(ii) bodies which represent the interests of different racial, ethnic or national groups in the local 

authority’s area; 

(iii) bodies which represent the interests of different religious groups in the local authority’s area; 

(iv) bodies which represent the interests of disabled persons in the local authority’s area; and 

(v) bodies which represent the interests of persons carrying on business in the local authority’s area. 

The exact organisations that fall into this group vary locally.  

 

2.5    There is a degree of overlap between the statutory and general consultee bodies, and 

organisations with which the Council must consult under the Duty to-Cooperate.  The Duty to Co-

operate Statement sets out how and with whom the Council consulted to discharge its requirements 

under the Duty to Co-operate in accordance with the Government’s intentions under Section 110 of 

the Localism Act 2011.    

 

2.6        The stage at which individuals, organisations and stakeholders will be invited to get involved 

will depend on the document, their function, if they have expressed an interest and where the 

Councils consider their input will be useful in preparing a sound document. However, the Councils 



Classification: OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE 
 

7 

 

Classification: OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE 

aim to be inclusive throughout all stages of the process and will involve the public and stakeholders 

as appropriate to the Development Plan document being prepared. In accordance with the 

Regulations, Chiltern District Council and or South Bucks District Council must consult with a number 

of ‘specific, general and government consultation bodies’ appropriate to the Local Development 

Document in question. 

 

Reg 22 c (ii) How were those bodies invited to make representations? 

 

2.7    Prior to commencement of the consultation on the Regulation 18 Initial Issues and Options 

consultation document 2,765 letters or emails were sent to individuals, local groups and 

organisations who had registered for their details to be held on the respective Councils’ consultation 

database.   Similarly, for consultation on the Preferred Green Belt Options Consultation document 

which followed on from this in October 2016, a further 3,234 notifications were also sent to 

individuals, local groups and organisations registered on the consultation database.   

 

2.8     The letters and emails sent to consultees contained detailed information on the subject matter 

for consultation, by the councils, when the consultations opened and closed, and provided links to 

the appropriate consultation documents.  Information on how to submit representations was 

included, and an explanation of where and how hard copies of the consultation documents could be 

viewed was explicitly stated.  Press releases, conventional media and social media updates were all 

used to raise awareness of the consultation period.  

 

Reg 22 c (iii) A summary of the main issues raised by the representations pursuant to 

Regulation 18  

2.9 The Councils received a total of 5,431 responses from a wide range of consultees, including 

developers and Registered Social Landlords (RSLs), other councils, statutory and other key 

consultees e.g. English Heritage, Environment Agency, Natural England, and amenity and community 

groups, and individuals  (See attached appendices for details of the bodies consulted).  157 

representations were received outside of the consultation period and were not considered by the 

councils. Comments made were very constructive and helped to shape and inform subsequent 

drafts of the Joint Local Plan.    

 

Table 1:  Summary of issues raised by Regulation 18 consultation  

 

 Subject Number  

of 

Responses 

% of 

Responses 

Green Belt 4,600 84.70 

Infrastructure 3,147 57.95 

Housing 2,855 52.57 

Traffic 2,630 48.43 

Education 2,529 46.57 

AONB 2,417 44.50 

Open Space/Outdoor Recreation 2,080 38.30 

Health (Hospitals and GPs) 2,030 37.38 
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Parking 1 494 27.51 

Transport (Inc. Public Transport) 1,447 26.64 

Flooding 1,433 26.39 

Character/Design 1,331 24.51 

Biodiversity 1,088 20.03 

HS2 1,074 19.78 

Woodland 916 16.87 

Affordable Housing 637 11.73 

Heritage 608 11.19 

Community Facilities 577 10.62 

Local Green Spaces/Public Open Space 523 9.63 

Pollution 452 8.32 

HELAA (Evidence Base Document) 424 7.81 

HEDNA (Evidence Base Document) 404 7.44 

Specialist Accommodation 376 6.92 

Ancient Woodland 268 4.93 

Part 1 Green Belt Assessment (Evidence Base Document) 229 4.22 

Duty to Co-operate 228 4.20 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 113 2.08 

Comments about the Consultation Process 81 1.49 

Infrastructure Capacity Study (Evidence Base Document) 37 0.68 

Sustainability Appraisal (Evidence Base Document) 25 0.46 

 

 The Green Belt was mentioned in 84.7% of responses; the highest across all issues. The main 

settlements where the issue of Green Belt was discussed the highest was in Little Chalfont 

(1,410 responses), Chalfont St Giles (483 responses) and Chalfont St Peter (378 responses). 

The Green Belt was also mentioned 903 times but to no specified settlement.   

 Infrastructure was mentioned in 57.95% of responses and the issue had the largest use in 

the responses regarding Little Chalfont (1,157 responses). The issue was also used 573 times 

without specifying a town.  

 Housing was raised in 52.57% of the responses. The issue was used most in terms of not 

specifying a location (596 responses) closely followed by Little Chalfont (518 responses). 

There was also a high use of the issue in responses in regards to Chalfont St Giles (380 

responses) and Chalfont St Peter (352 responses).  

 Traffic was discussed in 48.43% of the responses. The highest use of the issue in responses 

was in regards to Little Chalfont (947 responses) followed by Chalfont St Giles (448 

responses) and Chalfont St Peter (205 responses).   

 Education was mentioned in 46.57% of the responses. Little Chalfont had the highest 

number of comments regarding education (975 responses). The issue was also discussed in 

regards to Chalfont St Giles (513 responses) and Chalfont St Peter (357 responses).  

 The AONB (development as a threat to the AONB) was raised in 44.50% of the responses.  

Responses discussing Little Chalfont had the highest use of the issue (1,109 responses), 
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followed by Chalfont St Giles (574 responses). 407 responses mentioned the AONB but did 

not specify a settlement.  

  

2.10 The Council produced a Consultation Statement which reports in detail on consultation 

activity from the earlier Regulation 18 stage.  This is available from: 

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13475/Consultation-

Statement/pdf/Consultation_Statement_14_June_2019.pdf?m=636977513349170000  or its 

equivalent page on the Chiltern DC website.      

 

2.11 The Consultation documents, forms, exhibition material and other information were placed 

on the councils’ websites: https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplanevidence and 

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/planning/localplanevidence (note that these pages have now been 

renamed …planning/localplan).  Some examples of the consultation materials and other publicity for 

the Regulation 18 stage are, however, included at Appendix 1 of this document.    

 

Meetings to publicise the Regulation 18 Issues and Options consultation 

2.12 Invitations were sent out to all town and parish councils and key local groups to host public 

meetings during the consultation periods.  For the Regulation 18 Initial Issues and Options 

consultation, a total of 16 meetings took place across the two districts in the following locations:  

 

 Chalfont St Peter,  

 Amersham (x2 events) 

 Great Missenden,  

 Little Chalfont,  

 Chesham (x2 events),  

 Cholesbury,  

 Chalfont St Giles,  

 Ashley Green,  

 Beaconsfield,  

 Farnham Royal,  

 Iver,  

 Gerrards Cross,  

 Stoke Poges  

 Wexham 

 

2.14 In total, around 1,000 people attended these events.  An 18-minute presentation video was 

shown to attendees with opportunity given for questions and answers from leading district 

councillors and ward members.  For the Preferred Green Belt Options consultation, a video showing 

all 15 options together with drone footage was produced and shown in order to provide a context 

to the options. This was also published on the web via YouTube. 

 

2.15 13 public exhibitions were held at various venues early on in the consultation period, with 

estimates of over 1,500 people visiting them.  Two permanent exhibitions were on display at the 

main Council Offices in Amersham (Chiltern) and Denham (South Bucks) throughout the Consultation 

periods.  

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13475/Consultation-Statement/pdf/Consultation_Statement_14_June_2019.pdf?m=636977513349170000
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13475/Consultation-Statement/pdf/Consultation_Statement_14_June_2019.pdf?m=636977513349170000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplanevidence
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/planning/localplanevidence
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2.16 Briefings were provided to all elected representatives, and elected representatives and Town 

and Parish Councils were asked to use their networks, meetings and communications to publicise the 

consultations and raise awareness.  Equally, a number of meetings for all County, District, Town and 

Parish Councillors and MPs with presentations on the Joint Local Plan consultation and the Preferred 

Green Belt Options consultation were convened.  

 

2.17 Invited public stakeholder meetings were held at the CDC and SBDC offices on 19th and 20th 

January 2016 respectively, for all parishes, local organisations and interest groups on the Joint Local 

Plan.   

Meetings to publicise the Preferred Green Belt Options consultation 

2.18 Consultation on Preferred Green Belt Options was carried out for a six week period from the 

31st October 2016 until 5pm on the 12th of December 2016.  This followed on from the Initial 

(Regulation 18) Consultation, where Green Belt concerns were raised as a major issue of concern 

with local residents and other key stakeholders.  The consultation contained 15 options (areas) being 

considered for release from the Green Belt as part of the emerging Local Plan in order to help meet 

the development needs for the Districts.   

 

2.19 For the Green Belt Options consultation, two invited public stakeholder meetings were also 

held on 26th October 2016 at Kings Church, Amersham and 31st October 2016 at South Bucks 

District Council in Denham.  In advance of these meetings, representatives of local groups were 

provided with information on the consultation start dates and potential dates and venues for the 

public exhibitions, and were invited to ask questions/clarifications and asked to use their 

memberships, networks, meetings and communications to publicise the consultation and raise 

awareness.   

 

2.20  Information on these meetings is available on the Council website at 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/article/7404/Green-Belt-Preferred-Options-Consultation-Oct-Dec-2016-

Public-Exhibitions (and its equivalent South Bucks DC webpage). 

 

2.21 3,027 responses were duly made as part of the consultation.  The Council received a further 

67 responses outside of the consultation period which were marked as ‘late’.  Of the responses, 2,810 

responses were submitted by individuals and 217 came from organisations. The table below provides 

a summary of the main issues raised under the consultation 

Table 2: Summary of Issues raised by Green Belt consultation 

Option Name  Summary of Main Issues  

1 Land North East of 

Chesham 

 Development would have an adverse impact on the 

levels of traffic in the immediate vicinity and the wider 

Town.  

 Strain on Infrastructure provision (i.e. education, health 

provision and transport).  

 Consultees raised the issue that improvements to the 

existing infrastructure provision would be needed 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/article/7404/Green-Belt-Preferred-Options-Consultation-Oct-Dec-2016-Public-Exhibitions
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/article/7404/Green-Belt-Preferred-Options-Consultation-Oct-Dec-2016-Public-Exhibitions
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should Option 1 be brought forward. 

2 Area South of  

Holmer Green 

 Infrastructure provision such as traffic, health and 

education.  

 Over 40% of the respondents were against the principle 

of development in the Green Belt.  

 Duty-to-Cooperate bodies and other key consultees 

raised concerns as to the impacts on biodiversity and 

visual impacts on the Chilterns AONB.  

3 Land East of 

Hazelmere  

 Infrastructure concerns,  particularly regarding education 

and healthcare  provision 

4 Area South of London 

Road West, 

Amersham Old Town 

 Impact of development on townscape and landscape 

issues, concern as to the impact on the AONB, concerns 

on traffic impacts.   

 Further concerns raised by DTC bodies and other key 

consultees on highway access, biodiversity, water quality 

and impact on AONB.  

5 Area South East of 

Whielden Street, 

Amersham Old Town 

 Impact of development on townscape and landscape 

issues, concerns on traffic generation.  

 Further concerns were raised by DTC bodies and other 

key consultees on highway access, and the potential 

impact of development on the historic character of 

Amersham Old Town.  

6 Area South East of 

Little Chalfont 

 Impacts on infrastructure provision; traffic generation, 

healthcare provision, education, parking and transport.  

Issues of biodiversity, townscape (character and 

overdevelopment) and landscape (AONB) were also 

raised. 

7 National Epilepsy 

Centre, Chalfont St 

Peter  

 Impacts on infrastructure provision (including health 

provision, transport, and education).  

 Impact of development on the Green Belt. 

8 Area South East of 

Chalfont St Peter 

 

 

 Impacts on open space provision, especially considering 

the loss of land used by the Paccar Scout Camp. 

 Infrastructure provision (education, traffic, transport, and 

health provision). 

 Negative effects on the character of the adjacent 

Established Residential Area of Special Character 

(ERASC) 

 Flooding concerns were raised by the Environment 

Agency.  

9 Area East of 

Beaconsfield  

 Impacts on infrastructure provision (education, traffic 

and health provision).  

 Overall effects of development on the character of the 

area. 

 Impacts on Green Belt. 

10  Land north of 

Denham Roundabout  

 Impact of the release of the Green Belt land on traffic, 

given that this option is situated off a motorway junction 
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11 Land North of Iver 

Heath, South East of 

Pinewood 

 Loss of open space 

 Impact of development on green belt 

12 Area West of Iver 

Heath 

 Potential impact of development on traffic generation 

13 Area North of Iver 

Station  

 Potential impact on traffic generation, given the 

proximity of this site to other industrial estates within 

the village of Iver.  

14 Area to the East of 

Ridgeway Business 

Park, Iver 

 Potential impact of development on traffic generation 

15 Land adjacent to 

Taplow Station  

 No notable issues raised 

 

2.22 Sections 6 and 7 of the Council’s Regulation 18 Consultation Statement can be viewed at 

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13475/Consultation-

Statement/pdf/Consultation_Statement_14_June_2019.pdf?m=636977513349170000  (or its Chiltern 

equivalent page).  That document provides a summary of all the representations received at the 

Regulation 18 stage, responses on the Green Belt options consultation, and on evidence base 

documents. 

 

Reg 22 c (iv)  How have any representations made pursuant to Regulation 18 been taken into 

account by the Local Plan? 

 

2.23 Following the closure of the Regulation 18 stage, the representations made by consultees 

were then considered in detail by the Councils.   Where appropriate, and, in accordance with 

national policy, these comments have been used to modify and shape the plan policies.  Thus it is 

considered that all stakeholders had an opportunity to help in shaping the development of their 

Local Plan.   

 

2.24 A “Green Belt Development Options Appraisal - Post Preferred Green Belt Options” 

document was published in November 2017.  The purpose of the document was to provide an 

interim assessment of the 15 Green Belt Preferred Options identified in the earlier 2016 Green Belt 

consultation document against the overall conclusions being drawn from other evidence base 

documents. This informed final stages of the evidence base work to help prepare the draft 

Regulation 19 Local Plan for consultation, and informed any interested parties of the emerging 

position likely to be recommended to the Councils.    

 

2.25 The policies and proposals of the Regulation 19 Local Plan were then drafted taking into 

account the comments from Regulation 18, the findings of the evidence base studies, and updates 

to national policies in the intervening period (where necessary).   

 

  

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13475/Consultation-Statement/pdf/Consultation_Statement_14_June_2019.pdf?m=636977513349170000
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13475/Consultation-Statement/pdf/Consultation_Statement_14_June_2019.pdf?m=636977513349170000
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3.    Regulation 19 Stage (aka Pre-Submission or Publication stage) 

 

3.1 Following internal review and amendments to the earlier draft version of the Plan, the joint 

Overview and Scrutiny committee recommended the publication of the revised Local Plan on 29 

April 2019, and the joint committee did likewise on 1 May 2019.   

(see: https://isa.chiltern.gov.uk/democracy/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=330&MId=3964) 
 

3.2 At the Full Council meeting of 14 May 2019, South Bucks approved the Local Plan 2036 for 

the publication (regulation 19) and submission (regulation 22) stages. Chiltern did likewise the 

following evening. https://isa.chiltern.gov.uk/democracy/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=232&MId=3674   
 

3.3 The Regulation 19 stage Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036 was then published for 

consultation on 7th June 2019.  Originally the District Councils invited representations on the Pre-

Submission Local Plan for six weeks (from 12.00 noon on Friday 7th June 2019 to 23.59 on 19th July 

2019).   However, following concerns expressed that the period for consultation was too short, and 

that the public would need more time to make their representations, the Councils extended the 

consultation period by another five weeks until 23:59 on 23rd August 2019.   The consultation period 

therefore covered a total of 11 weeks.    

 

3.4 All individuals, bodies and organizations listed on the Council’s Local Plan consultation 

database were invited to make representations.  The database includes bodies and individuals who 

had made representations at previous stages of the local plan.   Representations were invited on the 

‘legal compliance’ and ‘soundness’ of the Plan.   At Regulation 19 stage, the Council was also 

seeking to understand whether or not any consultees would wish to take part in the independent 

Examination of the Local Plan.    

 

3.5       The consultation database includes a wide range of people and organisations such as:  

 

 Local residents  

 Business groups  

 Faith groups  

 Schools  

 Neighbouring local authorities  

 Utility providers  

 Buckinghamshire County Council  

 Parish councils  

 

3.6  All general and statutory consultees (as defined by the Town and Country Planning (Local 

Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 were consulted including the Mayor of London, and other 

divisions of the Greater London Authority, such as Transport for London.  

 

How were the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036 – Publication Version and supporting 

documents made available? 

 

3.7  The April 2019 Statement of Community Involvement sets out, at sections 3.11 to 3.15, how 

bodies and persons are to be invited to make representations at the ‘publication’ stage in the 

https://isa.chiltern.gov.uk/democracy/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=330&MId=3964
https://isa.chiltern.gov.uk/democracy/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=232&MId=3674
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preparation of its development plan documents.  Through the SCI, the Councils committed to notify 

(by letter or email) all of the consultation bodies required by the Regulations.  Individuals who have 

requested to be included on the consultation database were also notified.  Anyone was able to have 

their details added to the database via completing the form at: 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/policyconsultation 

 

3.8   A combination of methods was used to publicise the Regulation 19 consultation event.   

 

3.9 On 4th June 2019, some 4,823 letters and emails were sent to notify those on the 

consultation database of the pending consultation event.  The Local Plan documents were thus 

made ‘available’ in line with the Regulations by providing links to online versions of the consultation 

documents, together with instructions on where hard copies of the documents were available for 

inspection.  Example copies of this are available in Appendix 3.  

 

3.10 The Council’s Statement of Representations Procedure was also available from the respective 

websites: 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13486/Statement-of-Representations-Procedure-for-the-

Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-

2036/pdf/Statement_of_Representations_Procedure_for_the_Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Local_Plan_2

036_Print_Final.pdf?m=636985483565570000  and 

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13486/Statement-of-Representations-Procedure-for-the-

Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-

2036/pdf/Statement_of_Representations_Procedure_for_the_Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Local_Plan_2

036_Print_Final.pdf?m=636985483565570000  

 

3.11 A Policies Map, Sustainability Appraisal Report, Habitats Regulations Assessment Report and 

Consultation Statement were published alongside the Regulation 19 draft Local Plan document for 

consultation.  Corporate notification of the consultation appeared on the homepage of the Council’s 

website. The Local Plan and supporting documents were available on the two Council websites 

www.chiltern.gov.uk and www.southbucks.gov.uk ,  while comments could also be submitted directly 

to the Council via the ‘Objective’ consultation portal https://chilternandsouthbucks.objective.co.uk  

For the convenience of users, a separate instruction note was also uploaded to the Council website  

explaining how to make and submit representations using the consultation portal.  

 

3.12 Hard copies of the documents, together with the Statement of Representations Procedure, 

were made available to view at the following locations:  

 

 Chiltern District Council Offices: King George V House, King George V Road, Amersham, 

HP6 5AW. 

 South Bucks District Council Offices:  Capswood, Oxford Road, Denham, UB9 4AH. 

 District Council libraries across both areas:  (Amersham, Beaconsfield, Burnham, Chalfont 

St Giles, Chalfont St Peter, Chesham, Farnham Common, Gerrards Cross, Great Missenden, 

Hazelmere, Iver Heath, and Little Chalfont).   

3.13 This allowed for participation in the consultation by members of groups who, for example, 

were not registered on the Council’s consultation database, or those who struggle with computer 

literacy, or who do not have internet access in their homes.  

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/policyconsultation
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13486/Statement-of-Representations-Procedure-for-the-Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-2036/pdf/Statement_of_Representations_Procedure_for_the_Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Local_Plan_2036_Print_Final.pdf?m=636985483565570000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13486/Statement-of-Representations-Procedure-for-the-Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-2036/pdf/Statement_of_Representations_Procedure_for_the_Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Local_Plan_2036_Print_Final.pdf?m=636985483565570000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13486/Statement-of-Representations-Procedure-for-the-Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-2036/pdf/Statement_of_Representations_Procedure_for_the_Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Local_Plan_2036_Print_Final.pdf?m=636985483565570000
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/media/13486/Statement-of-Representations-Procedure-for-the-Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-2036/pdf/Statement_of_Representations_Procedure_for_the_Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Local_Plan_2036_Print_Final.pdf?m=636985483565570000
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13486/Statement-of-Representations-Procedure-for-the-Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-2036/pdf/Statement_of_Representations_Procedure_for_the_Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Local_Plan_2036_Print_Final.pdf?m=636985483565570000
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13486/Statement-of-Representations-Procedure-for-the-Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-2036/pdf/Statement_of_Representations_Procedure_for_the_Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Local_Plan_2036_Print_Final.pdf?m=636985483565570000
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13486/Statement-of-Representations-Procedure-for-the-Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-2036/pdf/Statement_of_Representations_Procedure_for_the_Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Local_Plan_2036_Print_Final.pdf?m=636985483565570000
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/media/13486/Statement-of-Representations-Procedure-for-the-Chiltern-and-South-Bucks-Local-Plan-2036/pdf/Statement_of_Representations_Procedure_for_the_Chiltern_and_South_Bucks_Local_Plan_2036_Print_Final.pdf?m=636985483565570000
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/
https://chilternandsouthbucks.objective.co.uk/
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Workshops and Events to promote the Regulation 19 Plan 

 

3.14 Two drop-in sessions were held at the Council offices (King George V House, Amersham and 

Capswood, Denham) on 17 and 19 June to publicise the consultation and assist people who wished 

to respond.    Appendix 3e contains a copy of a poster used to generate awareness of the sessions.   

The session at Denham on 19 June was far better attended (with 65 participants) than the session at 

Amersham, which only attracted around 20 people.   Questions at the Denham session related to the 

Beaconsfield Green Belt site allocation, the removal of Denham and Tatling End from the Green Belt, 

Penn Village remaining within the Green Belt, and the two Chalfont St Peter site allocations.  

 

Reg 22c (v) If representations were made pursuant to regulation 20, the number of   

representations made and a summary of the main issues raised in those representations. 

 

3.15 A total of 6316 comments were received from 2653 consultees on the Regulation 19 

consultation document.   Concerns were apparent as to the impacts on settlement character in the 

event of releasing land from the Green Belt.  Many felt that more should be done with regards to 

developing brownfield sites.   Various comments in the housing section touched on house prices - 

noting that the high costs of land in this area would mean that very little housing developed would 

actually be ‘affordable’. The need for new retail developments was also questioned by many 

responses, given the current challenging trading conditions on the High Street and increased rates 

of vacant units.    

 

3.16 Concerns about new development provoking a growth in vehicular traffic were apparent.  

Numerous responses noted the likely increased competition for parking spaces, while many 

consultees also discussed the potential negative impacts of development on already pressurised 

infrastructure (doctors, dentists, hospitals, schools and trains), particularly where sites in the green 

belt are located some distance away from town centres and facilities along busy main roads, thus 

increasing car dependency.  Some responses also pointed out that retail growth would necessitate 

more car parking, not less.  

 

3.17 Broadly speaking and, overall, the issues raised during the Regulation 19 were similar to 

those comments received at the earlier draft stage in 2016, namely in terms of the impact of 

development on the Green Belt; concerns about traffic generation and congestion; the impact of 

development on infrastructure or a lack of infrastructure to host new development; and the 

possibility of development as a threat to the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  

 

Why not simply halt work on the Local Plan, given that Chiltern and South Bucks Councils 

(CSB) will cease to exist from April 2020?  

 

3.18 Across different sections of the consultation document, a number of responses also asked 

why work on the Local Plan could not be stopped until the new Buckinghamshire unitary authority 

takes over from April 2020 onwards.  

 

3.19 On the surface, this question might not necessarily appear unreasonable.  However, if or 

when a Council doesn't have a Local Plan in place, then applications must be decided in line with the 

National Planning Policy Framework.   Furthermore, national policy (by its very nature) does not 
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define issues such as local settlement boundaries, or attempt to address locally-specific issues.   This 

simply means that, without an up-to-date Local Plan, a Council can very easily lose control over the 

types of development which occur within its boundaries. Without a new Local Plan in place, the 

merger of the four Councils into a single unitary authority then would complicate matters further 

still as many policies within the existing Development Plans for Chiltern (1997) and South Bucks 

(1999) are also outdated.   

 

3.20 Firstly, it is important to clarify that, post-April 2020; the planning process itself will still 

continue to operate much as it does today.   Although the individual councils will no longer exist, 

the decision maker for the CSB area will simply become the new Buckinghamshire unitary authority.    

Until then, the authorities retain full planning powers for their areas. 

 

3.21   As of September 2019, Aylesbury Vale DC (AVDC) and Wycombe are slightly ahead of CSB 

in their plan preparation – their respective hearing sessions have already taken place, and those 

Authorities must now work with their Inspectors to agree a set of modifications.  However, as both 

AVDC and Wycombe have pressed on with work on their own Local Plans,  had CSB taken the course 

of action which some representors hoped to see, this could conceivably have created a situation 

from April 2020 onwards where the former CSB area would also risk becoming ‘stuck’ with having to 

accept development which AVDC and Wycombe simply did not want, regardless of any poor design 

or negative visual or other impacts on the CSB area, and, irrespective of the type and scale of the 

development - unless such proposals would explicitly contravene the NPPF.  The CSB area would 

also be vulnerable to speculative planning applications due to the multiple planning policy voids 

which would be created.    

 

3.22 Regulation 10A of the Regulations and Paragraph 33 of the NPPF (2019) require that local 

plans are reviewed at least once every five years.  Reviews should be completed no later than five 

years from the adoption date of a plan, and should take into account changing circumstances 

affecting the area, or any relevant changes in national policy.   It is unlikely that any of the respective 

Local Plans will be adopted until (at least) Quarter 1 of 2020.   However, as the new unitary Authority 

will not come into being until April 2020 and the five year requirement will then pass over to the 

new body, this may mean that the first Local Plan for Buckinghamshire would not need to be in 

place until the monitoring year 2025/26.  This is subject to future clarification.    

 

3.23 The following pages in this section summarise the key issues raised by responses to the 

Consultation.  

 

Table 3:  Summary of main issues arising from the Regulation 19 consultation  

 

Foreword 

 

Paragraph/Policy 

of Local Plan 

2036 

 

Summary of issues raised  

Foreword Need to find a sensitive balance between the need for more housing in the 

Chilterns area and protecting the natural environment. 
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Increasing population in rural areas will require extensive infrastructure such 

as roads, schools and medical services. Traffic congestion has now reached a 

critical point in the area. 

 

Plan has failed to make a proper assessment of the availability of previously 

developed sites within the Green Belt 

 

Lack of correspondence with Slough BC on housing needs.  

 

Green Belt release around Beaconsfield has not been justified or 

demonstrated to be an 'exceptional circumstance' 

 

Concern is also noted that the plan fails to recognise the impacts of the 

Heathrow expansion and that more housing needs to be delivered, along with 

recognising added road pressures 

 

Councils should undertake a further Green Belt Review to identify additional 

land to meet the housing needs of the District 

 

 

Chapter 3 Sustainable Places 

 

Paragraph/Policy 

of Local Plan 

2036 

 

Summary of issues raised  

3.1 - Chiltern & 

South Bucks 

Business Plan 

2019/20 

No comments received 

3.2 - Spatial 

portrait  

No comments received 

3.3 - Key Diagram  

 

No comments received 

3.4 - Spatial vision 

 

No comments received 

3.5-Strategic 

Objectives 

 

No comments received 

3.6-Strategic 

Context 

 

In view of the economic strengths of the locality, the plan does not 

demonstrate enough ambition to achieve its true economic potential in 

compliance with Paragraph 80 of the NPPF. 

 

3.7  Sustainability 

Appraisal and 

See Section 4 
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HRA 

 

3.8 - 

Presumption in 

Favour of 

Sustainable 

Development & 

Policy SP SP1 

Policies in the local plan do not demonstrate sustainable development 

principles 

 

Policy is very vague.  There should be a specific check list of what should be 

done ahead of any planning approval 

 

Policy does not consider the development of brownfield sites.  Promoting 

Green Belt over brownfield land for development is unsustainable 

 

Concern that the proposed additional development will place pressures on 

social infrastructure and air quality, which will not lead to sustainable 

development. 

 

The Policy should outline where the presumption in favour or sustainable 

development would not be applied (for example where it is likely to have a 

significant effect on a site covered by the Habitats Regulations 

 

Policy should make reference that all housing development should be carbon 

neutral 

 

Reference should be made to infrastructure needs 

 

 

 

Chapter 4   Designing Places 

 

Paragraph/Policy 

of Local Plan 

2036 

 

Summary of issues raised  

4.1 – Process and 

Principles & Policy 

DM DP1 

 

Changes proposed to policy DM DP1 to include consideration of site setting 

in a Design and Access Statement 

 

The ‘Design Principles’ element of Policy DM DP1 is not properly “justified” in 

terms of NPPF paragraph 35 and is therefore unsound. 

 

4.2 – Designated 

Heritage Assets & 

Policy DM DP2 

 

The National Trust considers the Policy to be unsound as it fails to reflect 

national policy. It places development of heritage assets of grade II listed 

buildings at a higher test than national policy requires. 

 

4.3 –

Archaeological 

Heritage & Policy 

DM DP3 

By being focused on desk based studies only, DM DP3 allows for the 

destruction of Archaeological assets.  Virtually all of the proposed sites may 

also require a field evaluation. 
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Scheduled moments have the highest level of protection of any designated 

heritage site and should be included in DM DP2 

 

4.4 – Local 

Heritage Assets & 

Policy DM DP4 

Policy omits some important historic sites that have not been included on 

historic registers. In particular Gott's monument in Chalfont Common, an area 

proposed for development. 

 

Policy does not provide a definition of local heritage assets. This could be 

included in the glossary. 

 

A local list is not provided by the LPA as required by the NPPF. 

 

Clarification needed if policies which refer to ‘new buildings’ also apply to 

extensions. 

 

No reference is made to the Townscape Character study 2014 which is a 

useful document for retaining the character of rural roads. 

 

Policy  omits any formal recognition of the older residential parts of the 

district originally designated as 'Established Residential Areas of Special 

Character' (ERASCs) in the 1997 adopted CDLP - Policy H4 

 

Policy DM DP4 needs to be amended to refer to “a balanced judgement” that 

should be required in accordance with NPPF paragraph 197, rather than 

requiring the demonstration of public benefits (National Trust) 

 

Policy shows insufficient reference to locally listed assets.   Policy DM DP4 

should be amended to make reference to where locally listed heritage assets 

may be found, such as in Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

4.5 – Climate 

Responsive 

Development  & 

Policy DM DP5 

 

It omits any requirement for larger housing developments to provide access 

to electric charging points for electric vehicles.  This is particularly an issue 

preventing flat owners or occupiers driving electric vehicles. 

 

Policy should remove the 10 unit threshold and be more ambitiously worded 

to include “shall” rather than “consideration”. 

 

To be effective, the policy needs to take account of Paragraph 150 of the 

NPPF, where Local Requirements should reflect the Government’s policy for 

national technical standards. 

 

The local plan policies should recognise the potential that the canal and River 

Trust's waterways provide for facilitating the delivery of heating and cooling 

networks. 
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4.6  – Low Carbon 

Development & 

Policy DM DP6 

 

Achieving at least 20% of all their needs for the developments listed is not 

sufficiently justified and the Council should provide evidence to support this 

percentage.  It is not a “reasonable requirement” in accordance with the 

Planning and Energy Act 2008, which does not specify a certain percentage, or 

that needs should be from “on-site” technologies. 

 

Policy should remove the 10 unit threshold and apply to all development.  

This should be reviewed. 

 

Policy should recognise the role that increased energy efficiency can have in 

reducing carbon emissions. The use of modern construction methods and 

availability of low carbon energy from the National Grid has a role in 

achieving low carbon development.  The policy should be amended to reflect 

this principle. 

 

The Policy should elaborate on how low carbon technologies such as water 

resource management can contribute to low carbon development. 

 

The policy should ensure that the impacts on the road network are not 

degraded as a result of the granting of such developments. 

 

4.7 – Efficient Use 

of Land & Policy 

DM DP7 

 

The Policy is not positively prepared as  the plan relies on the use of Green 

Belt land and does not make the most efficient use of brownfield land 

 

This policy would encourage more blocks of flats at higher densities 

 

4.8 - Backland 

Development & 

Policy DM DP8 

Backland development is not possible without adversely and substantially 

affecting the privacy and amenity of existing and new residents.  It normally 

results in the removal of trees and hedges with impact on privacy of 

neighbours. 

 

The Policy is overly restrictive as it restricts tandem development in 

sustainable locations which could alleviate housing pressures elsewhere and 

minimize pressure on Green Belt land.   Therefore not positively prepared and 

inconsistent with national policy. 

 

4.9 - Reducing 

reliance on the 

private car & 

Policy DM DP9  

 

The highways network will still need capacity for electric vehicles and 

associated EV charging points infrastructure to run especially at peak times. 

 

The Policy should recognise waterways and towpaths in promoting active 

travel reducing congestion and carbon emissions 

 

The  Policy should be more specific towards creation and enhancement of 

cycle/walking travel routes connecting the development to railway stations, 

town/village centres and country 

 

4.10 – Health, Policy is consistent with national policy as the impact of crime and anti-social 



Classification: OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE 
 

21 

 

Classification: OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE 

Wellbeing and 

Health Impact 

Assessments  & 

Policy DM DP10 

 

behaviour on health and the community as a whole has not been addressed.  

All development should incorporate the principles and standards of ‘Secure 

By Design’ 

 

4.11 – New Streets 

& Policy DM DP11 

Streets, public footpaths and public spaces that collectively form the 

movement network for pedestrian networks will need to deliver strong natural 

surveillance to design out opportunities for crime, fear of crime and anti-

social behaviour.  The Policy should be amended to take this into account 

 

4.12 – New Street 

Networks &  Policy 

DM DP12 

 

It is quite common that in order to make efficient use of a site, there will often 

be the opportunity and requirement to include a cul-de-sac, or street 

requiring a turning head.  To suggest that any cul-de-sac, or street requiring a 

turning head, is undesirable is not considered to reflect good design practice. 

This is in conflict with the NPPF as it could prevent sites from being 

developed efficiently. 

 

Street trees should be encouraged to increase mental well-being, shade in 

summer and good water retention. 

 

The new street networks should ensure that there is adequate provision on 

footpaths to not only accommodate pedestrians but those in wheelchairs and 

with disabilities, and to ensure that these pavements and walkways are 

themselves connected with other network paths. 

 

4.13 – Quality and 

Street Relationship 

of Buildings &  

Policy DM DP13 

 

Policy should be amended to  include wording referring to appropriate 

surveillance should be present from the buildings to the street and vice versa 

safeguarding one another, whilst defensive space should be present to clearly 

distinguish between public and private realm. 

 

Policy should encourage the planting of street trees to increase mental well-

being, shade in summer and good water retention 

 

4.14  – Accessible 

Neighbourhoods 

& Policy DM DP14 

 

Policy should be amended to make reference to  safe cycling routes free from 

the fear of crime and ASB ensuring that travel choices are more likely to move 

from ‘walk’ to ‘cycle’ as opposed to from ‘walk’ to ‘car’ 

 

4.15  Blue and 

Green 

Infrastructure  & 

Policy DM DP15 

Reference should be made to continuing work with the Buckinghamshire and 

Milton Keynes Natural Environment Partnership and other partners 

 

Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure are not the same.  Policies and 

supporting text should make clear the requirements for each. 

 

There is an overlap between this Policy and Policy DM NP4 – Natural – 

Biodiversity and Geology, particularly relating to biodiversity net gain 

 

The Policy should incorporate the ability to demonstrate a biodiversity net 
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gain either on or off-site. The mechanism for off-site gains might involve the 

identification of Plan-wide projects which individual developments could 

contribute to.  This would provide a more flexible approach and help ensure 

the delivery of major housing sites. 

 

Blue and green infrastructure strategies for sites within the Chilterns AONB 

and Colne Valley Regional Park must be informed by the objectives and 

strategies of the AONB and Regional Park 

 

Definition of blue infrastructure should be included in the Glossary 

 

4.16 – Privacy, 

Daylight and 

Sunlight & Policy  

DM DP16 

 

Removing private land of existing dwellings does not satisfy the needs for 

privacy of existing residents 

 

Applications need to take into account all relevant considerations. 

4.17 – Minimum 

Internal Space 

Standards  & 

Policy DM DP17 

 

The policy is unsound as it has not been justified.  There is no evidence 

presented to show that increased pressure for new housing could lead to 

pressure to deliver smaller homes. 

 

No evidence that the Council should use NDSS 

 

4.18  – Outdoor 

Amenity Space 

Standards  & 

Policy DM DP18 

 

Question the sustainability of houses proposed for Beaconsfield. Developers 

need to contribute new amenities & not overburden the already over-

stretched facilities. 

 

Does the policy mean that no extra extensions can be built subsequently if 

the footprint is over 10 square metres? 

 

4.19 – Waste and 

Recycling Storage 

and Servicing & 

Policy DM DP19 

 

The policy is not consistent with national policy and smart meters should be 

promoted. 

 

Why do modern designs require waste and recycling bins? 

4.20 – Residential 

Water Standards  

& DM DP20 

There should be reference to measures to reduce burden on existing 

infrastructure and reducing volume of waste water by introducing water 

reduction measures in commercial buildings. This will also contribute to 

reducing the risk of flooding and associated pollution at times of high 

capacity and rainfall. 

 

Policy should set out standards for water capture and recycling not just for 

each home but for the development itself and have run off proposals.  

Rainwater harvesting should be incorporated on larger developments and 

grey water recycling measures adopted to reduce the strain on the water 

 

All new housing developments should also include a non-potable supply to 

each dwelling 
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4.21 – Public Space 

Management & 

Policy DM DP21 

 

No comments received 

 

4.22 – Building for 

Life 12 & Policy 

DM DP22 

The Policy should refer to the need for the assessment of new residential 

development against Building for Life 12. It is therefore inflexible in 

specifically referring to the standards within the document. 

 

4.23 - Shopfronts 

and Signage & 

Policy DM DP23 

 

Policy seems to limit good shopfront design to heritage locations. 

 

The design checklist doesn’t mention under first bullet local street character 

or neighbourhood character.  It should surely show consideration of these. 

 

The policy is not effective or sound as the wording used is not plain English, 

so creates ambiguity in meaning. 

 

4.24  Appendix - 

Design Checklist 

 

No comments received 

4.25 Appendix – 

Health Impact 

Assessments 

 

No comments received 

4.26 Appendix – 

Conservation Area 

 

No comments received 

4.27 Appendix – 

Privacy, Daylight 

and Sunlight 

No comments received 

 

Chapter 5   Living Places 

Paragraph/Policy 

of Local Plan 

2036 

Summary of issues raised  

5.1 -  Need, Supply 

and Shortfall 

Allocating urban sites for residential development, including the Chalfont and 

Latimer Station car park site, will ensure the plan is in line with national policy; 

will ensure better confidence of delivery for both the Local Authority and 

developer, and would make the plan sound 

 

Little attention has been paid to brownfield sites which could be jointly 

developed to benefit both Councils 

 

Identify additional sites for development in the two Districts now which would 

reduce the level of unmet housing need to be accommodated in Aylesbury 

Vale 
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Policy does not reflect local demographic changes and the subsequent 

change in housing needs 

 

5.2 - Site 

Allocations & 

Policy SP LP1 

SP LP1 is unsound because it does not identify sufficient land for Green Belt 

release to enable the Plan to comply with Paragraph 139e, therefore not 

consistent with NPPF, and does not demonstrate the duty to cooperate has 

been met. 

 

The exceptional circumstances required to release Green Belt land and change 

the Green Belt boundaries have not been proven. 

 

The plan fails to meet the areas objectively assessed need. 

 

Concern about removal of land from the Green Belt in Chesham 

 

Welcome affordable homes as part of all new developments. 40% is a 

reasonable figure, but affordable must be defined. 

 

Further green belt land release around Beaconsfield should not take place.  

 

5.3 - Providing 

choice in home 

sizes & Policy DM 

LP1 

Policy should make it clear that the mix is a broad indication of the Councils’  

expectations,  but that the precise mix within developments will be assessed 

and determined on an individual site-by-site basis 

 

Not enough allocations for affordable housing 

 

5.4 - Affordable 

Homes Major and 

Minor 

Developments , & 

Policy DM LP2 & 

LP3 

How will affordable housing will be delivered, if developers understate the 

value of property they propose to build or overvalue the land it sits on?  

 

The housing would be too expensive for it to be realistically considered as 

‘affordable housing’. 

 

Cap of 25% shared ownership units is inappropriate/unjustified and 

inconsistent with Homes England guidance. 

 

Paragraph 63 of the NPPF sets out that provision for affordable homes should 

not be sought from minor residential developments that are not major 

development, and does not refer to the capacity of the site. Policy DM LP3 

should be amended in order to be consistent with national policy.  

 

5.5  -  Rural 

Exception Sites & 

Policy DM LP4 

 

No need for affordable housing development at Chalfont St Giles for the plan 

period to 2036.  The area should not be included for Green Belt development. 

5.6 -  Rural 

Workers & Policy 

DM LP5 

No comments received 
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5.7 - Accessibility 

and Adaptability & 

Policy DM LP6 

 

 

Encourage adaptability of homes through applying the same requirements for 

market and affordable housing.  Amend the policy so that 25% of all homes 

(whether market or affordable) are constructed to Category M4(2) standard.  

 

The proportion of new homes required to meet optional technical standards 

on accessibility is not justified – policy asks for 25% but the HEDNA evidence 

shows that 15% of households with a long-term illness or disability that 

affects their housing needs. 

 

5.8 -  Older 

Persons, Specialist 

and Supported 

Living  & Policy 

DM LP7 

 

HELAA site ref SB0122 (Pickerage Farm) and Appendix LP1 have been drawn 

into the Local Plan incorrectly.  Site is not in a sustainable location & 

incompatible with DM LP7.  

 

Councils should look to allocate sites in sustainable locations to meet the 

needs of older people - in addition to stipulating the need for good access. 

 

Policy does not seek to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs and does 

not clearly demonstrate how the need for older persons will be met. 

 

The proposed provision for older people’s housing fails to acknowledge the 

desperate need for plan-led growth in the retirement sector 

 

More major development sites should be allocated 

 

Allocations should be made for specialist housing for older persons to meet 

increasing need. Many of the villages within the district including Prestwood, 

Holmer Green have small packets of land which could be removed from the 

Green Belt to help meet this need. 

 

5.9 - Self Build and 

Custom Build & 

Policy DM LP8 

 

Reduce the threshold to 50 homes.   The proportion of the site covered by 

self - build should be increased to 10% 

 

More needs to be done for self- build.  Allowing more self-builders allows 

people to actively contribute in building their community and increases the 

richness of the architecture. 

 

The self-build register does not provide an effective assessment of the 

demand for self-build plots and leads to an inflated sense of demand.  The 

Council should aim to work with landowners to provide self-build rather than 

state an unrealistic 5% requirement. 

 

It would be reasonable to return a self or custom-build plot to the developer 

after 6 to 12 months if there is no take-up.  Policy should include a 

mechanism for the return of these plots so that, where applicable, the 

developer could use them to increase the supply of market housing. 
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The developer should be able to build out the plots if there is no interest after 

12 months of marketing. 

 

5.10 -  Gypsies, 

Travellers and 

Travelling 

Showpeople  & 

Policy DM LP9 

 

The policy protects all existing Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople’s 

sites in the districts whether they are lawful or not.  There are existing harmful, 

unlawful sites in the Chilterns AONB which are subject to enforcement 

proceedings, as drafted the policy could undermine this.  

 

This policy does not protect Chiltern AONB or the Metropolitan Green Belt. 

 

Support on the basis that consideration has been shown to the provision of 

water supply and sewage disposal facilities for new pitches and plots, which 

may be proposed by the travelling community. 

 

Chesham sewage treatment works operates at or beyond capacity. 

 

Policy should make clear that some areas will be considered inappropriate i.e. 

within areas of Green Belt, AONB or other designated areas such as the Colne 

River Valley, ancient woodland or on land at risk from flooding; otherwise 

there is a policy gap.  

 

5.11 - Protecting 

the Built Stock & 

Policy DM LP10 

 

HELAA site ref SB0122 (Pickerage Farm) and Fulmer 1 site has been drawn 

into the Local Plan incorrectly.  Site is not a sustainable location. 

 

Loss of homes will only be permitted where essential modernisation is 

proposed, change of use to C2, or change of use to a primary health care 

facility.  There may be other circumstances beyond this scope where 

alternative uses to residential may be necessary, and may benefit the local 

community and provide public benefits. 

 

5.12 Appendix – 

Housing Supply 

Housing allocations in the Local Plan are unsound and not justified & based 

(in relation to Beaconsfield)  on a reclassification of Green Belt that is not 

justified 

 

Chapter 6 Enterprising Places  

Paragraph/Policy 

of Local Plan 

2036 

 

Summary of issues raised 

6.1 -  Retail 

Hierarchy & Policy 

SP EP1 

 

Specific requirements needed to support local businesses; residential 

conversion will have an impact on the town centre vitality and conservation 

area.  

 

Projections for retail floorspace demand seem excessive in light of current 

trends. 
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Objections to building retail on car parks. 

 

6.2 - Retail Need & 

Policy SP EP2 

Objections to the approach taken, due to the high number of supermarkets 

already in the area and the high levels of traffic. 

 

Existing car parks are well used and there are many vacant units so more retail 

on car parks are not needed.   There are many empty retail premises as it is 

and building on existing car parks seems pointless.  

 

Existing vacant retail units could be refurbished rather than building new retail 

development. 

 

More retail sites will mean a need for more car parking spaces not less. 

 

The lack of car park replacement (at Star Yard and the Station) would be 

detrimental to the existing shops in the town centre. 

6.3 - Retail 

Allocations & 

Policy SP EP3 

Beaconsfield has several empty retail units and already has 3 supermarkets. 

 

Retail space is not only not needed but unsustainable in terms of traffic 

congestion and impact on air quality.   It would also involve the loss of a 

nursery school and make traffic even more hazardous in the vicinity of 

Davenies School 

 

Proposal would lead to increased traffic and congestion, with an impact on air 

quality. 

 

Concerns raised in relation to the release of green belt land. 

 

Beaconsfield has low levels of unemployment and the loss of greenbelt for 

employment floorspace is unsuitable. 

 

Development will place further strain on the existing inadequate car parking 

provision. 

 

6.4 - Main town 

centre uses & 

Policy DM EP1 

 

Object to the policy due to existing levels of unemployment. 

6.5 - Markets & 

Policy DM EP2 

 

No comments received 

6.6 - Economic 

Development 

The provision of Motorway Service Areas (MSA) is a strategic and cross-

boundary matter. A site-specific policy should be included, allocating land 

adjacent to the M25 for MSA development. The site should be released from 

the Green Belt and Policy SP PP1 to be amended accordingly. 
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6.7 -Economic Site 

Allocations & 

Policy SP EP4 

No need for the 20,000sqm of floor space proposed in Beaconsfield due to 

the high level of employment in the area.  Workers will be attracted from 

outside the Beaconsfield area, thereby causing further congestion during peak 

hours. 

 

Loss of green belt for the proposal would be contrary to NPPF.  

 

No reason to build commercial property which will bring more traffic onto an 

already congested road system.  Congested roads and difficult travel 

conditions are not an attractive proposition for an employer or employees. Air 

quality would suffer. 

 

Evidence does not show a need for this floorspace, and it would prevent the 

re-letting of vacant employment space in the vicinity. 

 

6.8 - Economic 

Land  & Policy DM 

EP3 

Objects to the policy due to the existing supply of shopping options, 

unsustainable levels of housing development, and the subsequent congestion 

and air quality impacts.   

 

Concerns around the loss of a nursery school and increased congestion 

around a different school are also highlighted. 

 

6.9 - Pinewood 

Studios  & Policy 

DM EP4 

 

No comments received 

6.10 -  Smart 

Economic Growth 

& Policy  DM EP5 

 

There are already three major supermarkets and the town does not need 

anymore. Loss of a major carpark will only increase roadside parking.  

6.11 - Partial 

Change of Use of a 

home to a 

Commercial use & 

Policy DM EP6 

 

More clarity should be provided that this is only applicable if the use remains 

by the residents of the property.   In addition, mitigation/ considerations 

should be worded in the policy regarding visitor movement, noise, waste and 

traffic. 

6.12 -  Tourism  & 

Policy DM EP7 

Policy EP17 of the current South Bucks Local Plan is extremely valuable to the 

protection of Denham Airport but no equivalent policy is contained in the 

Draft Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036. A comparable policy to EP17 

is essential for the long-term protection of Denham Airport. 

 

National Trust supports the Local Plan’s objectives to support development 

proposals, but some minor policy changes suggested.  

 

6.13 - Local 

Employment 

Training and 

Policy as written does not comply with paragraph 56 of the NPPF, where a 

planning obligation / legal agreement can only be sought if it meets all of the 

following tests; 
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Businesses & 

Policy DM EP8 

(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 

(b) directly related to the development; and 

(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development 

 

Principles of the policy supported (to secure employment, training and 

business opportunities for local people through new development), but 

specialist skills are required in the construction of new homes and there might 

not be a suitable local labour pool available.  In order to be effective after 

"...legal agreement..." in the text of the Policy, the phrase "where it is 

practicable to do so" should be inserted.  

 

6.14 - Cultural and 

Social activities & 

Policy DM EP9 

 

Policy DM EP9 should be reworded in line with NPPF para 108 

 

Support for the Policy as written 

 

How will existing facilities be protected within this policy? 

 

6.15 - Public 

Houses, Social 

Clubs and 

Community 

Festivals  &  Policy 

DM EP10 

Concern about marketing of premises, before it can be assumed that the 

established use is no longer viable. 

 

Generally support the policy however suggests a change in wording to be 

more positive in protecting valued cultural facilities. 

 

Every effort should be made to retain and reopen facilities. 

 

Not all ‘community facilities’ are pubs.  Policy should be reworded to capture 

all types of community facilities  

 

6.16 - Standard 

Marketing 

Requirements  

 

 

No comments received 

6.17 - Hierarchy of 

Economic Sites 

No comments received 

 

 

Chapter 7 Connected Places 

Paragraph/Policy 

of Local Plan 

2036 

 

Summary of issues raised 

7.1  - Transport 

assessment and 

New developments should have footpaths/cycle paths as through-routes (like 

Milton Keynes). 
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travel plans & 

Policy DM CP1 

 

Concerns about impacts on key highway junctions and traffic congestion. 

 

Concerns about sustainability of sites and how the developments will impact 

on highway safety - the allocations are too far from nearby settlements and 

the station. 

 

7.2 - Pedestrian 

routes and 

cycleways & Policy 

DM CP2 

 

Policy should be amended in line with Section 104 of the Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan, by ensuring all development provides safe and secure 

pedestrian routes and cycleways. 

 

Measures do not address the needs of women to have safe access and for 

safe use of sustainable transport. 

 

Only the fittest of people will cycle to the village centre, most new residents 

are likely to use cars. 

 

Travel plans should include measures for cycle/walking connectivity off-site 

that links development with railway stations, town and village centres and 

countryside attractions/destinations. 

 

References within Policy DM CP3 and its supporting text should be amended 

to include reference to cycle parking and not merely refer to car parking. 

 

7.3 – Car Parking 

Standards & Policy 

DM CP3 

 

On Street Parking is a major problem for Chalfont St Peter which increases 

with new development. 

 

No explanation as to how the car parking standards will be applied which 

reduces flexibility of provision, in particular the reference to average levels in 

the residential parking standards does not account for different scheme 

characteristics and specific opportunities. 

 

Indiscriminate parking along bus routes disrupts public transport services. 

 

7.4  - Heavy Goods 

and Commercial 

vehicles in the 

Ivers & Policy DM 

CP4 

 

Concerns about the need for detailed assessments given the similar 

timescales of future infrastructure projects (including the new Heathrow 

runway, motorway expansions and HS2 rail line) and the additional 

construction traffic these projects will create in the Iver area, on top of 

movements to and from existing sites in the area and from nearby Hillingdon.  

 

Why are only the Ivers considered in HGV movements?  What about the A40 

in Gerrards Cross, Denham and Beaconsfield for instance? 

 

This policy should be a strategic policy linking into site allocations SP BP 10 - 

12. The policy effectively permits an increase in HGV traffic.  No development 

should be started prior to the completion of the Iver relief road. Requiring 

funding for the road through planning obligations is not enough; it needs to 
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be linked to construction as well.  

 

Policy highlights the problem in Iver due to high levels of HGV traffic but does 

nothing to bring the solution to realisation, it is just rhetoric and inconsistent 

with other Local Plan policies. 

7.5 -  Development 

within the HS2 

Safeguard Area  & 

Policy DM CP5 

 

Any further CPO powers associated with HS2 safeguarding areas, once not 

required, should be resisted. 

7.6 - Area of 

Change & Policy 

DM CP6 

Policy is not sound and not effective because strategic cross boundary 

matters (Heathrow Runway 3; Western Rail Link – Heathrow;   Oxford to 

Cambridge Arc) have been deferred to a future review of the Plan rather than 

dealt with now.  

 

Traffic congestion appears to be considered only in the context of air quality 

& ignores the other problems associated with it, such as inability to plan 

journeys, or time wasted by sitting in traffic jams. 

 

Plan should include proposals for Misbourne Greenway, a major new strategic 

cycleway to improve the national cycle network, involving Sustrans and the 

Chiltern Society, linking Wendover to Uxbridge. 

 

Regarding cycle parking, equal provision should be made for both manual 

bikes and for the increasing numbers of electric or electrically assisted bikes.  

 

7.7  Transport 

Assessments 

 

No comments received 

7.8  Travel Plans No comments received 

 

7.9  Parking 

Standards 

No comments received 

 

Chapter 8 Healthy Places  

Paragraph/Policy 

of Local Plan 

2036 

 

Summary of issues raised 

8.1 - Appropriate 

Development in 

Local Green Spaces 

& Policy DM HP1 

 

Emphasis needs to be put on tree planting to help address climate change 

 

Creation of local green spaces can have a detrimental impact on biodiversity 

 

Loss of valued recreational green space will impact on physical and mental 

health of residents 
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8.2 - Appropriate 

Development in 

Public Open 

Spaces & Policy 

DM HP2 

 

Developments should be accessible to all. 

 

Policy fails to protect from proposals that involve light pollution e.g. 

floodlights associated with new sports facilities in parks 

 

No reference to community facilities as locations for social connection 

 

8.3  - Equipped 

Play Areas & Policy 

DM HP3 

Requirement for a development of more than 5 units to provide a Local Area 

of Play (LAP) and 10 units or more to provide both a LAP and Locally 

Equipped Area of Play (LEAP) is too onerous 

 

For large developments, arrangements must be made for footpaths/cycle 

paths to be planned to go through developments as in Milton Keynes to 

connect residents with retail outlets/the wider environment.  

 

Consideration needs to be given to the long term management, safety and 

liabilities of the play areas installed as part of development.  

 

There is a notable lack of reference to the Country Parks that have cultural, 

ecological, historical and health and wellbeing benefits to the residents of 

South Bucks and further afield. 

 

8.4 - Sport, 

Recreation and 

leisure facilities & 

Policy DM HP4 

 

Sport England does not consider that the policy is compliant with para 97 (a) 

of the NPPF. Marketing tests should be replaced  by a robust assessment of 

need to demonstrate the facilities or land used for sport are surplus to 

requirements 

 

Some inconsistencies between policies, such as this one to protect open 

space and others that have large allocations on removing open space. 

 

 

Chapter 9 Natural Places 

Paragraph/Policy 

of Local Plan 

2036 

 

Summary of issues raised 

9.1  – Chilterns 

AONB & Policy DM 

NP1 

Concerned about the impact of major development allocations on the AONB 

setting 

 

Concern about priority habitat and protected species 

 

Concern about water shortages in the AONB 

 

Criteria for development within the AONB should also consider proposals in 
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proximity to the Chilterns AONB that might impact its character and setting 

 

9.2  – Colne Valley 

Regional Park & 

Policy DM NP2 

 

A site immediately to the east of Tatling End should be released from the 

green belt. 

9.3 -Burnham 

Beeches SAC & 

Policy DM NP3 

Development within 400m of the SAC cannot provide appropriate mitigation 

and has not been justified as a metric. Such proximate development could 

cause pollution, hydrological impacts, effects on wildlife.  Development 

should not be ruled out in the 400m range but its impacts should be 

considered carefully. 

 

Avoiding development pressure around Burnham Beeches will lead to 

negative impacts on other sites in the South Bucks area; this approach is not 

sustainable 

 

Concern over impact of development on Water Framework Directive (WFD) 

and the SAC. More restrictions may be needed on the granting of planning 

consents near the SAC. 

 

9.4  - Biodiversity 

and Geology & 

Policy DM NP4 

Development will not necessarily improve biodiversity net gain 

 

Concern as to the negative air pollution impacts on Burnham Beeches SAC 

arising from pressures of increased visitors 

 

The policy is not compliant with councils legal duty regarding conserving 

biodiversity and does not provide adequately for biodiversity net gain and 

green infrastructure (as set out in the Government’s 25 Year Environment 

Plan) 

 

Policy supported as it promotes a gain in biodiversity. 

 

9.5 - Trees and 

Woodlands & 

Policy DM NP5 

 

Concerns raised over legal compliance, lack of soundness and failure to meet 

the Duty to Cooperate 

 

Concern about the damage to the existing biodiversity networks   

 

9.6 – River 

Character and the 

Water Environment  

& Policy DM NP6 

  

More housing would automatically lead to greater water stress and less flow 

in the river 

 

Concerns about the impact of the Chesham Wastewater Treatment Works on 

the water quality of the river Chess were also expressed.   

 

Policy should include more details on the importance of chalk streams. These 

are often over-extracted for public water supply.  

 

Policy does not give thought to the increase in water consumption and need 
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for upgrade in sewage treatment required by a larger population.   

 

Sewage discharge could lead to impacts on wildlife. 

 

9.7  -  Chesham 

Flood Alleviation & 

Policy DM NP7 

Policy should be amended to put in place measures for dealing with flood risk 

in Chesham and managing drainage. 

 

Concerns over the policy’s inadequacy to solve the problem of storm water 

runoff capacities in the town centre. 

 

Built-over land reduces areas where rain can percolate to the chalk aquifers to 

replenish the streams. This also exacerbates flash flooding. 

 

Policy should make reference to future flood risk in response to climate 

change.  

 

Protecting groundwater quality important - especially near the presence of 

any contaminated land 

 

The capacity of Chesham Sewage Treatments works can already be exceeded 

during periods of intense rainfall or high groundwater levels, and the 

additional housing stock would exacerbate this problem. 

 

9.8 – Flood 

Protection and 

SuDS & Policy DM 

NP8 

Policy should make reference to future flood risk in response to climate 

change. 

 

Protecting groundwater quality important - especially near the presence of 

any contaminated land 

 

Concerns over the impact of new housing on water quality in the River Chess. 

 

Flood risk should be given higher priority when considering places for 

development 

 

9.9  - Reducing the 

Risk of Pollution & 

Policy DM NP9 

 

Concerns over the impact of the Heathrow development on air pollution. 

 

Policy should aim to reverse and mitigate impacts rather than offsetting them. 

 

Concerns over the omission of the protection of groundwater, aquifers, and 

rivers and streams are expressed. 

 

Concerns over water pollution in the River Chess resulting from stormwater 

runoffs. 

 

Concerns over the plan’s impact on net carbon emissions, car volumes, and 

the resulting air and noise pollution. 
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9.10 – Air Quality 

& Policy DM NP10 

Support the aim to reduce reliance on private cars and encourage use of 

more sustainable modes of transport. 

 

Concern that traffic congestion and air pollution will only get worse given the 

area’s location close to the M40 and other key roads.  

Concern expressed about removal of land from the Green Belt. 

 

Concerns over the definition of the air quality zone boundary and the capacity 

to upgrade electric vehicle charging infrastructure are expressed. 

 

9.11  - Air Quality 

Assessments 

No comments received 

 

Chapter 10  Protected Places 

Paragraph/Policy 

of Local Plan 

2036 

 

Summary of issues raised 

10.1  - 

Metropolitan 

Green Belt 

Concern about methodology used to identify and remove villages from the 

Green Belt.  Government should define what they regard as a ‘village’ 

 

Approach does not comply with NPPF 

 

Use brownfield sites before Green Belt 

10.2 – Green Belt 

& Policy SP PP1 

Jordans village should not be released from the green belt 

 

Object to the major development planned to ‘infill’ Penn.  

 

Development is not sustainable or environmentally friendly - it will increase 

pollution and local traffic, impact on residents health, wildlife and biodiversity.   

 

Lack of infrastructure in the area to host development. 

 

The boundary for Dorney village is unsuitable 

 

Question soundness of addressing unmet housing need in Aylesbury Vale DC 

 

10.3 – Infilling 

within Villages in 

the Green Belt & 

Policy  DM PP1 

Penn Village should not be designated an infilling village due to its special 

character and location within the green belt.  Changing the designation would 

be against national policy and there is no evidence to support this 

designation 

 

10.4 – 

Replacement of a 

building in the 

Penn Village should not be designated an infilling village due to its special 

character and location within the green belt.  
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Green Belt & Policy 

DM PP2 

 

Jordans village should be retained in the green belt. 

 

Some restrictions must apply (building heights)  

 

10.5  – Previously 

Developed Land in 

the Green Belt & 

Policy DM PP3 

Plan should seek to meet more of the districts’ housing and employment 

need within the Local Plan area 

 

Object to DM PP3 on the grounds that it is more restrictive than the NPPF. 

 

Support the allocation of Dorney as an infilling village. 

 

Local Plan policy relating to limited infill in the Green Belt is not consistent 

with Paragraph 145 of the NPPF 

 

 

Chapter 11   Building Places 

Paragraph/Policy 

of Local Plan 

2036 

Summary of issues raised 

11.1 & Policy BP 

SP1 - Infrastructure 

Lack of infrastructure capacity (schools, health) 

 

How will new infrastructure be funded? 

 

Concern about increased traffic generation due to lack of public transport and 

existing   high levels of congestion & air pollution 

 

Development would not meet justify ‘Exceptional Circumstances’ needed for 

green belt release under NPPF 

 

11.2, 11.3 & Policy 

SP BP2 - Chesham 

The proposed site is too far from the shops and station for people to walk or 

commute to.   

 

Building on green belt will put more pressure on local services – i.e. increased 

pressure for school places, dentists and doctors waiting lists, car parking, 

sewerage.  

 

Use brownfield sites first instead of green belt. 

 

Consider higher density housing on Brownfield sites near or in town centre 

locations which are more sustainable. 

 

Green Belt must be protected for future generations. 

 

Need for new retail development is debatable - the high street is struggling 

and more people shop on line nowadays. 
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Lack of road and rail capacity.  Public transport poor, leading to more car use. 

 

Concern about adverse impacts on air quality.  Air Quality Management Area 

along Berkhamsted Road is already recording air quality that is considerably 

worse than   EU safe levels. 

 

11.4 & Policy SP 

BP3 -Holmer 

Green  

 

Southern part of the allocation means the site may not be deliverable.  

 

Insufficient justification for the requirement to provide a primary school  

 

 

11.5 & Policy SP 

BP4  -Amersham 

Old Town London 

Road West 

Oppose development of site which is green belt land & within the Chilterns 

AONB.  

 

Negative impacts on wildlife and increased risk of flooding. 

 

Access to local schools and medical services are already at a premium. 

 

Impacts on traffic congestion. 

 

Disproportionate amount of development for the area. 

 

Support the redevelopment of the fields at Bury Farm and its release from the 

green belt.  These cannot be seen from afar from any location other than the 

field above the Tesco Superstore, the land does not fulfil any agricultural role 

and should be developed. 

 

New development will make the area far more pleasant and attractive and 

help the housing crisis. 

 

11.6 & Policy SP 

BP5 -Amersham 

Old Town  South 

East of Whielden 

Street 

Suitability of this site must be questioned given its location in both Green Belt 

and the AONB. 

 

Concerns over local water quality due to the location of the site within a 

Source protection zone (SPZ) 2 for groundwater protection.  

 

Concerns over additional traffic, pressure on waste and water infrastructure, 

limited site access, overlooking of neighbouring properties, loss of wildlife 

habitat, and detrimental effects on the historic character of Old Amersham. 

 

Concerns of noise pollution, loss of access to sunlight, and loss of privacy. 

 

Development will exacerbate parking issues. 

 

11.7 & Policy SP BP 

6 - Little Chalfont 

A 700 home development is excessive, creating a disproportionate and 

unsustainable growth in population. 
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Severe impacts on wildlife if site developed. 

 

Impact on characteristics of the village.  

 

Infrastructure in the area simply cannot support such a huge development     

(lack of school places, lack of parking, lack of capacity on the trains). 

 

Reducing the amount of green belt land increases the risk of flooding. 

 

Lack of access to and from the site. 

 

Releasing land from Green Belt would be contrary to NPPF. 

 

Roads will not be able to cope with the increased traffic (700 homes = 1000+ 

additional cars). 

11.8 & Policy SP 

BP7 - Chalfont St 

Peter North East 

Infrastructure of the area cannot support this expansion – schools, roads, 

doctors are already overcrowded. 

 

Site in an unsustainable location. 

 

Plan should be put on hold until after the creation of the Bucks Unitary 

Council on 01 April 2020. 

 

Make more use of previously developed and brownfield sites.  

 

Release of Green Belt land is not justified or evidenced 

 

Traffic already a problem which compromises pedestrian safety. 

 

11.9 & Policy SP 

BP8 - Chalfont St 

Peter  South East 

No indication of how the infrastructure would be provided or funded.  

 

The sites are distant from schools, medical services, shops and public 

transport. 

 

Lack of public transport. 

 

Use brownfield sites instead of Green Belt.   

 

No ‘exceptional circumstances’ or justification for removal of the sites from 

the Green Belt. 

 

Negative impact on landscape character and wildlife. 

 

Removal of the trees will increase greenhouse gases. 

 

Threat to the scout camp. 
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11.10 & Policy SP 

BP9 - Beaconsfield  

No improvement in the existing infrastructure to support such growth (roads, 

sewerage, parking, schools, doctors etc). 

 

Flawed, incorrect and unreliable Government housing densities are being 

used for justification. 

 

The green belt land is not in a sustainable location, and is too far away from 

the new town, supermarkets and the train station causing an increase in 

traffic.  

 

Proposal is not compliant with the NPPF 2019. 

 

Use brownfield sites before Green Belt.  

 

Traffic in Beaconsfield is now more heavily congested and the main road is 

now operating at over capacity. 

 

Excessive strain on the roads and local infrastructure which already is 

struggling. 

 

11.11 & Policy SP 

BP10 - Iver Heath 

Use brownfield sites before Green Belt.  

 

Object to building on green belt over brownfield due to loss of wildlife and 

amenity. 

 

Area suffers from high levels of air pollution and high volume of HGVs for 

which our narrow old roads are totally unsuited, especially in the conservation 

area. 

 

Location of the relief road is not suitable. 

 

New potential car parking and huge increase in number of homes would 

cause more congestion and pollution. The increased provision of a medical 

centre would be negated by the increase in population. 

 

Main roads are already gridlocked most mornings and evenings due to the 

high levels of traffic.  

 

11.12 & Policy SP 

BP11 - Land North 

of Iver Station 

Land north of Iver Station is not a sustainable location for new housing - it 

not within walking distance of the centre of Iver & causing much more driving 

and congestion. 

 

Impacts on Wildlife. 

 

Severe air pollution and congestion in the area. 
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Local plan does not meet a sensible figure for the area's objectively assessed 

needs and does not allow for Slough's unmet housing needs. 

 

Plan does not recognise that the expansion of Heathrow will also put even 

more pressure for more housing in South Bucks. 

 

Land south of Iver High Street is more sustainable than land north of Iver 

Station as there will be footpaths and cycleways between the new 

development and Iver High Street. 

 

11.13 & Policy SP 

BP12  - East of 

Ridgeway Business 

Park 

Huge amounts of green belt land already being lost to development. 

 

Site is not in a suitable location, due to proximity to motorways it will be 

dominated by car use. 

 

Area suffers from high levels of air pollution and congestion.  Development 

could make this worse. 

 

Suitability of site for residential development is questioned, due to its 

proximity to existing commercial uses and the sewage works which lie to the 

east of the site. 

 

Impact on traffic levels from quarrying at New Denham, and from expansion 

of nearby Heathrow Airport must also be considered. 

 

11.14 & Policy SP 

BP13 - North of 

Denham 

Roundabout 

Site is green belt and not served well by public transport. 

 

Development would be contrary to the NPPF. 

 

Concern over traffic generation, flooding, pollution and parking. 

 

Not enough doctors, schools and roads to support further housing. 

 

Impact of development on wildlife. 

 

Use brownfield sites before Green Belt. 

 

11.15 & Policy SP 

BP14 - Land 

adjacent to Taplow 

station 

Question the need for more offices.   Allocation for office floorspace in this 

location is contrary to the strategic objective of focussing new development 

in accessible locations, reducing the need to travel and increasing 

opportunities for walking, cycling and use of passenger transport. 

 

Concerns about the traffic impacts of the development. 

 

Reg 22 (d)    Copies of any representations made in accordance with regulation 20. 
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3.24    The Council received in excess of 6,000 responses to the Consultation.   These have been 

submitted electronically, and are available for inspection via the Council consultation portal   

http://chilternandsouthbucks.objective.co.uk/creation/index.jsp   (NB:  unregistered parties will need 

to create a free account in order to gain access to the site and view representations).     A summary 

of the main issues raised by the representations was provided above.   A document showing all of 

the representations (in full) is also available from the Local Plan 2036 pages of the Council websites  

www.chiltern.gov.uk  and www.southbucks.gov.uk   

 

Reg 22 (e)    Such supporting documents as in the opinion of the local planning authority are 

relevant to the preparation of the Local Plan. 

3.25 Copies of the Local Plan, the other supporting documents and the Statement of 

Representations Procedure were submitted to the Secretary of State.  These documents are 

‘available’ to view on the Council websites  www.chiltern.gov.uk    or www.southbucks.gov.uk  via the 

Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036 page. 

 

3.26 In line with Paragraph 3.15 of the April 2019 Chiltern and South Bucks Statement of 

Community Involvement (SCI), hard copies of the submitted package of documents were made 

available for inspection at the main Council offices in Amersham (Chiltern DC) and Denham (South 

Bucks DC).    Via the ‘Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 2036‘  page of the Council websites,  the 

submitted documents could be accessed electronically from Council computers in public libraries 

during normal opening hours.   Alternatively, the documents could be accessed on personal IT 

devices at any time via the two Council websites.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fu6693381.ct.sendgrid.net%2fwf%2fclick%3fupn%3drNT54oRZURrmZcSaNpPyXcXP5HzLLg99bMIyvQECkMpoKhLt0hoxBdmdSYrV-2B8YC6vXPZKFlDVE-2B8SKjVxUBTfpWyj8uqgOX-2FXmAQTwlkSE-3D_onXnJGlRddgwjq9DW5Hkbe51-2FIKU0j-2FVBi0jxiNwEvglW5jSvBvY3t9cppTuLHcwGlHhn4xFx9HRHVGuGSACyYF2iPCuKZfrNejEW3mrYR6eXCrAPrYoPznpHzrKVm7jOw6CPrSsvMjowRPOidZIaSrKgLzvqNC3JkFtLdAyqu7WqeTrweVm16rhWXyCvBjzLje0ipqts0hvQEfu9QXK-2BsmQK3gJmjL8bkAGoTL9c7UwMXO2H2BMHyKiLSiMHHHf&c=E,1,KnnZRAe-ChonShWBE9SAvrhFeFIqo8bi7isWKmGS4BbGYoR6_EKbAhNS8LlsOH2g8QlAKEA_-pPZ2FFKaZlOG4mNC8AmbmbttczVMgsfom7l387LHtuW&typo=0
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/
http://www.southbucks.gov.uk/
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4.   Summary of key issues arising in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 

representations 

4.1    Alongside the development of the Local Plan, A Sustainability Appraisal (SA) has been 

undertaken and prepared by Lepus Consulting.   The SA describes the methodology by which the 

sustainability of the evolving strategy and policies of the Local Plan have been assessed,  and 

describes how the appraisal has informed the selection of sites and drafting of policies within the 

Plan.   

4.2     The SA report was published for consultation alongside the Local Plan 2036, and can be 

viewed at  https://chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan  and its equivalent page on the South Bucks DC 

website. 

4.3     69 representations were identified by officers as relating to the SA, of which:  

 56 expressed an objection to the SA or the Plan; 

 4 expressed support for the SA or the Plan; 

 1 expressed support for the SA but an objection to the Plan; 

 4 were neutral; 

 4 were duplicate representations.   

 

4.4    The following table shows a list of key topics and the number of reps in which they were 

discussed.  The principal issues arising from the SA responses are then briefly discussed.  

 

Table 4: Key issues arising from the Sustainability Appraisal 

Local Plan - adverse effects  Total 

Air quality 2 

AONB 5 

Biodiversity 6 

Built environment 1 

Climate change 3 

Distance to services and facilities 4 

Emergency services 1 

Green Belt 10 

Health and wellbeing 2 

Heritage 1 

Natural environment 6 

Public transport capacity 2 

Recreation 1 

School capacity 2 

Services and facilities 1 

Settlement character 4 

Site access 1 

Traffic 15 

Utilities capacity 2 

Water quality 1 

SA Total 

Fails to inform and influence the plan 7 

Methodology and findings 14 

Mitigation 2 

Reasonable alternatives 14 

Policy Total 

https://chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan
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Policy content or wording 6 

Spatial Strategy 7 

Other Total  

CIL charging schedule 1 

Duplicate 4 

Heathrow expansion 1 

HS2 1 

Local government reorganisation (Bucks UA) 4 

Not related to the Local Plan 3 

Omission site resubmission 7 

 

Reasonable alternatives assessment 

4.5     The most frequent and substantial issue raised through consultation relates to the assessment 

of reasonable alternatives.  Key concerns are raised around the lack of alternatives identified and 

tested in relation to overall growth levels.  Options have failed to assess; a lower growth scenario 

that considers the Green Belt and AONB constraints of the Plan area; meeting all local housing 

needs within the Plan area; and a higher growth scenario that supports delivery of unmet needs in 

neighbouring authority areas.  The SA is criticised for maintaining the export of c.5000 homes to 

Aylesbury Vale in every option under consideration. 

4.6      The assessment of locations for growth is also criticised for its failure to assess alternatives in 

relation to a zero Green Belt release option, development focused around railway stations/ transport 

hubs, and development of the Slough Northern Expansion Zone. 

4.7     Specific sites are identified and considered for their potential as alternative locations for 

growth.   These are then criticised for not having been considered in sufficient detail, this includes 

sites 1.17, 4.318, 2.29, 4.338, 1.30, Land North of Langley Park Road and Chalfont St Peter.  

Duty to Cooperate 

4.8     The SA was  criticised for not exploring the social, economic and transport effects of exporting 

housing needs to Aylesbury Vale Borough Council or testing scenarios which contribute to meeting 

the unmet needs of Slough Borough Council. 

Individual SA topic area issues 

4.9     The assessment findings and methodology for a number of the SA topics are criticised as 

inadequate.  This predominantly relates to assessment of the biodiversity, landscape, water 

environment, accessibility, climate change and housing topics.  The failure to adequately and 

accurately assess these topics are criticised as failing to meet the SA legislative requirements to 

‘identify, describe and evaluate’ the likely significant effects.   

4.10     The SA has also been criticised for a lack of consistency in its approach to assessment across 

the various SA topics, and a lack of clarity around the sequential steps taken between 2016 and 

2019. 
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The SA process 

4.11    A key criticism arising in relation to the SA process is the lack of time between production of 

the draft Plan and publication of the documents, with critics arguing that there was insufficient time 

for the Local Plan to adequately consider and address the findings of the SA.  Further to this,  the SA 

was criticised for consistently failing to identify reasons for selection and rejection of alternative 

options and site options. 

Evidence updates 

4.12    Circumstantial changes and evidence updates have not been reflected in the SA – namely the 

emerging Unitary Authority area, the status of Climate Emergency, and consideration of the 

Landscape Capacity Assessment for Green Belt Development Options.   

Cumulative effects 

4.13    The SA was further criticised for failing to address the cumulative effects of development 

alongside the plans for expansion at Heathrow Airport and the development of HS2. 

Site specific 

4.14    Site specific criticisms of the SA findings are made in relation to sites BP2, BP5, BP6, BP7, BP8, 

BP9, BP11 and BP12.  The SA is also criticised on a number of occasions for inconsistency between 

the narrative findings and the identified site scores. 

General 

4.15   Finally, the SA was also criticised for a general over-emphasis of the effectiveness of policy 

mitigation. 
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5.      Conclusion 

5.1      It is considered that this Statement of Consultation demonstrates that the Councils have met 

the procedural requirements of plan preparation, as governed by the Regulations.  

 

5.2      Consultation has been an integral part of the development of the Local Plan 2036 throughout 

its preparation.  Details of the consultations and supporting materials are available for inspection on 

both Council websites.   The views of consultees were used to shape policies in the plan, and to 

inform the decision making of elected Councillors through the democratic process. 

 

5.3       The establishment of an extensive evidence base has, alongside preparation of the Local Plan 

itself, enabled the development of a justified, robust and sound Plan for submission.  
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Appendix 1:  Regulation 18 Stage 

Appendix 1a):  Council Website Homepage, 19 January 2016 
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1b) Local Plan – Regulation 18 consultation webpage, January 2016 
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1c) Regulation 18 publicity – Bucks Free Press article announcing launch 

of consultation, 19 January 2016 
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1d) Twitter screenshot from 19 January 2016, after a presentation on the 

Local Plan  
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1e) ‘Buckinghamshire Business First’ website screenshot from 8th 

February 2016 advertising the Local Plan consultation 
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1f) Twitter screenshot from 17 February 2016 during a public meeting in 

Chesham on the Regulation 18 Local Plan 
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1g) Article in Buckinghamshire Examiner, 10 March 2016, prior to the 

closure of consultation  
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1h) Twitter screen shot – final day of Reg 18 consultation (14 March 

2016) 
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Appendix 2:  Green Belt Consultation 

2a) Screenshots from “The London Bulletin” website, 10 November 2016, 

during the Green Belt Options consultation 

 

 

http://londonbulletin.co.uk/chiltern-south-bucks-councils-consulting-residents-on-important-green-bel-

p2542-270.htm#.WCRbTrBBSOs.gmail 

 

http://londonbulletin.co.uk/chiltern-south-bucks-councils-consulting-residents-on-important-green-bel-p2542-270.htm#.WCRbTrBBSOs.gmail
http://londonbulletin.co.uk/chiltern-south-bucks-councils-consulting-residents-on-important-green-bel-p2542-270.htm#.WCRbTrBBSOs.gmail
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2b) Twitter screenshot from 24 November 2016 advertising the Green 

Belt Options consultation 
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Appendix 3:  Regulation 19 Stage 

3a) Copy of Regulation 19 Stage Representation Form and Guidance 

Notes (June 2019) 
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3b) Facebook posts publicising the Regulation 19 consultation  
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3c) Text of email sent to Parish Councils (before extension of the Reg 19 

consultation period was agreed) 

Dear Town and Parish Council Clerks 

I am writing to let you know that we shall be commencing public consultations on the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 

2036 Publication Version and the Chiltern and South Bucks Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Draft Charging Schedule 

(DCS) on 7 June 2019. The consultations will run for six weeks until midnight on 19 July 2019. 

This is the final opportunity for comments to be submitted on these documents before they are submitted for 

independent examination. 

Details of these consultations will be published on the CDC website nearer the time at 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan 

The evidence which supports the Local Plan and CIL DCS is available at: 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplanevidence 

Our preferred means of receiving responses to the consultations will be via our Objective consultation portal. A web link to 

the consultation portal will be added on 7 June. 

As you are statutory consultees, we shall be informing you directly of the consultations on or before 7 June. We shall also 

be providing you with paper copies of the principal consultation documents. 

For anyone wishing to know more about how to respond to the consultations, we will be holding a drop-in session in 

KGVH in Amersham on Monday 17 June from 9.00am – 9.00pm. Officers will be on hand to explain how to log onto the 

consultation portal and to help anyone wishing to submit their comments on the Local Plan or CIL DCS on the day. 

For your information, I have attached some Frequently Asked Questions about the Local Plan and a flyer about the drop-in 

session. 

If you have any queries, do please us know. 

Regards 

John 

John Cheston 

Planning Policy and Economic Development Manager 

Chiltern District Council & South Bucks District Council 

Email: John.Cheston@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk 

Telephone: 01494 586506 

Mobile: 07725 752395 

 

 

 

 

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplanevidence
mailto:John.Cheston@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk
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3d) Template letter issued to consultees confirming extension of the 

Regulation 19 consultation period 
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3e) A poster used to publicise the Regulation 19 drop in sessions at the 

Council offices 
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Appendix 4:  List of Specific Consultation Bodies for Chiltern and South 

Bucks DC 

This appendix lists the types of bodies, groups and organisations that the Councils will involve and 

consult with, where appropriate, during the preparation and development of the Development Plan.  

This list also applies to successor bodies where re-organisations or name changes occur.  The 

following organisations are currently considered to comprise the list of specific consultation bodies 

(statutory consultees) as defined by the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 

Regulations 2012 for Chiltern and South Bucks.    

 

a) The Coal Authority  

b) The Environment Agency  

c) The Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (Historic England) 

d) The Marine Management Organisation  

e) Natural England  

f) Network Rail Infrastructure Limited (company number 2904587),   

g) Highways England  

h) A relevant authority any part of whose area is in, or adjoins, the local planning 

authority’s area: London Borough of Hillingdon, Buckinghamshire County Council, 

Hertfordshire County Council, Greater London Authority, Aylesbury Vale District Council, 

Dacorum Borough Council, Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead, Slough Borough 

Council, Three Rivers District Council, Wycombe District Council, Beaconsfield Town Council, 

Burnham Parish Council, Denham Parish Council, Dorney Parish Council, Farnham Royal 

Parish Council, Gerrards Cross Town Council, Hedgerley Parish Council, Iver Parish Council, 

Stoke Poges Parish Council, Taplow Parish Council, Wexham Parish Council, Amersham Town 

Council, Ashley Green Parish Council, Chalfont St Giles Parish Council, Chalfont St Peter Parish 

Council, Chartridge Parish Council, Chenies Parish Council, Chesham Bois Parish Council, 

Chesham Town Council, Cholesbury Cum St Leonards Parish Council, Coleshill Parish Council, 

Great Missenden Parish Council, Latimer and Ley Hill Parish Council, Little Chalfont Parish 

Council, Little Missenden Parish Council, Penn Parish Council, The Lee Parish Council, Seer 

Green Parish Council.  

 

i) any person— (i) to whom the electronic communications code applies by virtue of a 

direction given under section 106(3)(a) of the Communications Act 2003, and (ii) who 

owns or controls electronic communications apparatus situated in any part of the local 

planning authority’s area: 

British Telecommunications plc, Mobile Operators Association, Hutchinson 3G UK Ltd, NTL,  

Cable and Wireless, O2 (UK) Ltd - Telefonica Europe plc, Vodafone Group Plc, Virgin Mobile 

Holdings plc, Virgin Media, EE  

(j) if it exercises functions in any part of the local planning authority’s area—  a Primary 

Care Trust established under section 18 of the National Health Service Act 2006 or 

continued in existence by virtue of that section;   NHS Buckinghamshire CCG  

- a person to whom a licence has been granted under section 6(1)(b) or (c) of the 

Electricity Act 1989 EDF Energy Plc, Southern Electricity Plc, National Grid  
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- A person to whom a licence has been granted under section 7(2) of the Gas Act 1986 

British Gas, Scotia Gas Networks (SGN, also known as Southern Gas Networks), UK Power 

Networks 

- A sewerage undertaker; and a water undertaker; Thames Water Property Services Ltd, Affinity 

Water, Three Valleys Water, Thames Water Utilities Ltd  

- The Homes and Communities Agency (now known as Homes England)  

-  “local policing body” means a police and crime commissioner (in relation to a police 

area listed in Schedule 1 to the Police Act 1996) Thames Valley Police 

 

List of General Consultation Bodies (General Consultees)  

The list of general consultation bodies, as defined by Regulation 2 (1) of the Town and Country 

Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, comprises of any bodies or organisations not 

listed in Section a) above.   These bodies include:  

(a) Voluntary bodies, some or all of whose activities benefit any part of the Local Planning 

Authority’s area;  

(b) Bodies which represent the interests of different racial, ethnic or national groups in the 

Local Planning Authority’s area;  

(c) Bodies which represent the interests of different religious groups in the Local Planning 

Authority’s area;  

(d) Bodies which represent the interests of disabled persons in the Local Planning 

Authority’s area;  

(e) Bodies which represent the interests of persons carrying on business in the Local 

Planning Authority’s area.   

In addition to the bodies falling within the definitions of a) and b) above, the Council holds a 

consultation database which contains the contact details of groups and individuals expressing an 

interest to be kept informed of planning activities in the Borough. This database was created at the 

start of the Local Plan process and is regularly updated.  Any group, organisation or individual can 

register their details on the database to receive notifications of future Local Plan consultation events.   

There are currently over 5,400 individuals and companies registered on the database.  
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Duty to Co-operate Bodies 

 
There is a degree of overlap between some of the DTC bodies and the lists of specific and general 

consultees.  More information on the Duty to Co-Operate, and how the Councils met the duty while 

the Local Plan was being prepared, is contained in the Duty to Co-Operate statement.  

 

- The Environment Agency 

- Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England  (Historic England) 

- Natural England 

- The Mayor of London 

- The Civil Aviation Authority 

- The Homes and Communities Agency (Homes England) 

- Buckinghamshire Clinical Care Commissioning group 

- The Office of Rail Regulation 

- Transport for London 

- Transport for Buckinghamshire  

- The Highway Authority – (Bucks CC and Highways England) 

- The Marine Management Organisation 

- Each Local Enterprise Partnership 

- Each Local Nature Partnership 
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