
RESPONSE FROM SENSE 
CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN 2036 EXAMINATION 
 
MATTER 1 – COMPLIANCE WITH THE ACT AND REGULATION  
 
We write on behalf of SENSE a local action group formed in Chalfont St Peter (“CSP”) over fourteen 
years ago to assist local residents in dealing with village threatening planning matters.  We are a 
volunteer-run organisation, our website is available at www.sense4csp.org and currently we have 
over 1,000 Chalfont St Peter households on our mailing list.  We have extensive and detailed local 
knowledge of the village and its surrounding areas, engaged a barrister to represent us at the 
planning enquiry into the original proposed housing application by the Epilepsy Society in 2005 and 
have submitted numerous submissions to Chiltern District Council (“CDC”) over the years.  We also, 
in conjunction with Chalfont St Peter Parish Council (“CSPPC”), held a standing room only meeting in 
Chalfont St Peter  in June 2019 to discuss the Local Plan proposals. 

Representatives of SENSE (including the principal author of this further and our original submission) 
are part of a joint working party with CSPCC formed to respond to the Local Plan on an ongoing 
basis. We write this further brief response to the Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions Stage 1 to 
be discussed at the Stage 1 hearings in March 2020 . 

SENSE has decided at this stage not to participate in the Stage 1 hearings in person but do wish to 
appear in person or by professional representative at the Stage 2 hearings into the sites in question in 
Chalfont St Peter. 

The comments below are to be read in conjunction with our original submission which remains valid 
and indeed further validated by many of the Inspectors apparent concerns. The references below are 
to the individual questions raised by the Inspectors. 

Matter 1 – Compliance with the Act and Regulation  
 
Issue 1 – Duty to Cooperate  
 
It is apparent to us that the Councils have not approached all other local authorities under the Duty to 
Cooperate and have instead relied only on a memorandum of understanding with Aylesbury Vale 
District Council and there is nothing of any note by way of understandings, commitments or even 
satisfactory discussions with Slough, Hillingdon, Windsor and Maidenhead, Dacorum Borough 
Council, or Three Rivers District Council. Accordingly the Local Plan is unsound on this basis. 
 
Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal  
 
Question 2 
 
The Epilepsy Society Society site is inherently unsustainable.  The Councils ridiculous statement that 
“the wider area including Gerrards Cross functions as one urban area with shared facilities available”,  
means residents would have to walk about 5km through the village of Chalfont St Peter to access the 
facilities in Gerrards Cross. What absolute disingenuous nonsense! 
 
The Councils’ comment in their response to the Inspector’s questions that the Epilepsy Society Site 
“could be considered to be well served by public transport” is disingenuous, untrue and disgraceful. 
 
Question 3 
 
As can be seen by our submission, the Councils have certainly not considered sites on a consistent or 
transparent basis.  There are several examples within our submission of what appears to be more 
appropriate sites either rejected or not even properly considered by the Councils in the selection of 
the sites.  In particular, the two main sites in Chalfont St Peter are particularly unsustainable.  It is not 
clear as to what considerations were taken into account in selecting the sites to go forward and 
absolutely nothing which suggests consistency or transparency.  
 
 

http://www.sense4csp.org/


Question 4 
 
There is no evidence that the sites chosen in Chalfont St Peter have been tested against reasonable 
alternatives in any spatial strategy. These sites were chosen on a biased approach and before any 
evidence had been sourced to their suitability or sustainability. 
 
Question 8 
 
The answer is simply no.  Please see our submission – and those of many others.  The Local Plan is 
simply unsound.  
 
Issue 3 – Consultation 
 
It appears to us that local residents have not been adequately consulted.  There is no evidence that 
any of the public’s comments in relation to the Green Belt consultation have been taken into account 
at all.  There appear to be very few, if any, changes to the original proposals to what has finally been 
put forward by the Councils, indicating that the Councils’ minds had already been made up ahead of 
the process and that any  “evidence” that has been produced (such as it is) has been made to fit the 
predetermined outcome. 
 
The online portal itself was difficult and confusing and members of the public were incorrectly advised 
that comments could only be made using the form and on the portal.  This clearly prevented many 
local residents from having any say at all. 
 
For example, we understand the Chalfont St Peter Older Persons Action Group had one consultation 
in early 2016 which was confusing and poorly presented.  Comments were provided and as is 
common with all comments made to the Councils no feedback whatever was provided. Residents 
have no idea whether any comments have been accepted or not and no reasoning has been properly 
communicated for any decision.  
 
Issue 4 – Local Development Scheme 
 
It seems to us that the Local Plan will be super-ceded given the impending dissolution of Chiltern and 
South Bucks District Councils and the creation of a new unity authority for Buckinghamshire with 
effect from 1 April 2020.  Why is this current draft Local Plan being progressed at this stage when it is 
likely that a plan should be prepared for the whole of Buckinghamshire in line with the new unitary 
authority? 
 
We understand that this Local Plan provides for an increased carbon footprint of 21% when 
throughout the plan period, the current Government guidance is seeking to secure net zero 
omissions. Really? 
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