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 INTRODUCTION 

 This statement has been prepared on behalf of The Epilepsy Society (‘the Society’), the freeholder and 

promoter of land at draft allocation Policy SP BP7 ‘Land North East of Chalfont St Peter’. The Society 

has engaged in the Local Plan process both in its capacity as a major landowner in Chalfont St Peter 

and as a national charity. As a charity, it delivers world leading research, diagnosis and the treatment of 

epilepsy. In the field of epilepsy, it plays a nationally significant strategic role of critical importance, to the 

future health and wellbeing of the population. The primary purpose of the Society is to deliver a functional 

cure for epilepsy within the next 20-25 years ('the Primary Purpose').  

 The Society supports, in principle, the identification of part of its land for release from the Green Belt to 

help meet local development needs. The 16.3ha of Green Belt proposed for release under Policy SP 

BP7, ('the Proposed Release') has been assessed by the Councils as appropriate. It is not however 

sufficient for the Society to achieve the tangible clinical and research goals that are necessary to meet 

their Primary Purpose, nor to meet its current ongoing operational costs. The Society's current 

operational site is starting to constrain the Society's activities and the future of the Society in Chalfont 

will be put into question if it is not able to achieve its Primary Purpose by a greater release of Green Belt 

land than identified in the Proposed Release ('the Wider Release').   

 The Society’s land ownership extends to some 132 hectares ('the Society's Site) of which the Proposed 

Release is only a small proportion. The Society's Site sits adjacent to the settlement boundary and has 

the ability to contribute significantly to the Councils’ housing need in a highly sustainable location that 

can clearly accommodate more development.  

 The Society’s submissions to the emerging Local Plan consultation process have set out its requirements 

to meet its charitable objectives, including the benefits of how the Wider Release would deliver sufficient 

funding to facilitate a cutting edge research & development operation for the charity to achieve its Primary 

Purpose.  This would form part of the development of a sustainable urban extension to Chalfont St Peter 

on the Society’s Land providing additional much needed housing and important community benefits. 

 The Society supports the plan-led approach for Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire Councils in principle 

and it supports elements of the Councils' evidence base. That evidence base provides broad support for 

a spatial strategy that directs growth to the principal sustainable settlements, including Chalfont St Peter. 

It is clear that the Proposed Release in the emerging Local Plan will not provide the full extent of the 

potential benefits to the Councils' existing communities or the Society, which the Wider Release could 

deliver.  

 The Society recognises that a failure to secure an up to date Local Plan in the near future would be highly 

undesirable. It would have a serious detrimental effect on the social, economic and environmental 

prospects of the Chiltern and South Buckinghamshire authority areas. Effectively it would result in a Local 
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Plan vacuum. The respective current Local Plans are out of date, which renders them of no real 

assistance to current planning decision making.  

 Whilst there are a number of shortcomings in the emerging Local Plan of which the Society maintains its 

objections, there is an overriding need to get the emerging Local Plan adopted and to move onto the 

preparation of the Unitary Plan as soon as possible. Such need outweighs the plan’s shortcomings, but 

the clear identification of those shortcomings would be of assistance to the Unitary Plan process.  

 The benefits offered by the Wider Release should then be considered as part of the development of the 

new Buckinghamshire Unitary Plan. The Society remains of the view that the Wider Release will create 

significant and meaningful benefits in a sustainable location and will also enable the Society to achieve 

its purpose of finding a cure for epilepsy.  

 It is on this basis that these Hearing Statements should be read.  
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 MATTER 5: RESIDENTIAL AND EMPLOYMENT SITE ALLOCATIONS  

 We respond to the specific matters arising in relation to Matter 5 below. 

Issue 1 – Residential Site Allocations Methodology    

Question 1 - Is the approach taken to the assessment and selection of allocated 
residential sites, as set out in response to the Inspectors’ Initial Questions, justified? 
Does the submitted evidence demonstrate that the sites have been selected based on 
a robust, consistent and objective approach?  

 The identification of the Society’s landholdings site as a whole as suitable for residential-led development. 

Notably, it is clearly justified within the Council’s evidence base: 

▪ The Sustainability Appraisal to the Regulation 19 consultation (pg 66), highlighting in particular that: 

the site can make a very significant contribution to meeting the needs of the Districts; its highly 

sustainable location; the impact on the GB can be mitigated and a firm and defensible boundary 

either exists or can be provided; and the benefits of the release of the site and its subsequent 

development clearly outweigh the disbenefits: 

▪ Specifically, Appendix B of the SA (pages 95-113) provides an in depth assessment of both site 

1.10 and 1.10a as named within the Green Belt Part 2 Assessment. These are referred to as 

sites B.12 and B.13 respectively;  

▪ The Council’s GB Exceptional Circumstances report (pages 47-48), notes that ‘the site can make 

a very significant contribution to meeting the development needs of the Districts in a highly 

sustainable location. The impacts on the Green Belt can be mitigated and a firm and defensible 

boundary either exists or can be provided. The benefits of the release of the site and its subsequent 

development clearly outweigh the dis-benefits.’  

 Whilst the clarity of the decision-making process supported by the evidence base could be improved for 

the benefit of the reader of the emerging Local Plan, the evidence base clearly supports the identification 

of the Society's site for development in the emerging Local Plan. By way of example, the comparative 

assessment of sites B.12 and B.13 within the SA indicate that:  

▪ Cultural Heritage, Climate Change Mitigation, Climate Change Adaptation, Pollution, Waste, 

Transport and Accessibility, Housing, Health and Economy: There is no change in the scoring 

matrix for these indicators, yet the provision of more housing and a significant enhancement of the 

ES site would clearly have a significant additional benefit to the Housing, Health and Economy 

objectives; and 

▪ Landscape, Biodiversity and Natural Resources: The scoring matrix for these indicators are worse 

for B.12, yet as this does not reflect the promoted land it should be revisited.  
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 If these assessments were to be recast against the Wider Release submitted by the Society then the 

comparative distance between the two assessments would be far less significant. As such, they would 

support the proposals submitted by the Society, which are in turn supported by a significant landscape 

proposal that will deliver the ability to maximise Biodiversity Net Gains arising and manage natural 

resources. 

 As such, there is a clear case for the identification of the Wider Release in the emerging Local Plan and in 

the Unitary Plan.  

Question 3 - Has the site selection process for the residential site allocations been 
based on sound process of Sustainability Appraisal and the testing of reasonable 
alternatives? Are the reasons for selecting the preferred sites and rejecting others 
clear and justified? Do the reasons given in the SA and other evidence available 
comprehensively and consistently explain why the site allocations were selected or 
rejected? 

 There is significant cross over with the answer to this question and the above. However, it is relevant to 

point out that the post-mitigation assessment of sites B.12 & B.13 within the Sustainability Appraisal are 

marginal, with just Landscape and Natural Resources identified as the differences. It stands to reason that 

both are capable of mitigation in the Proposed Release and the Wider Release as promoted by the Society.  

 In the context of the difference between the Proposed Release and the Wider Release being promoted by 

the Society (which we consider is capable of delivering significant additional benefits with only a marginal 

increase in minor measures), the identification of the extension to the allocation to provide a greater 

quantum of development and contribute to the future survival of the Society is a clear and cogent 

Reasonable Alternative to the conclusion reached in paragraph 8.5 of the Council’s response to the 

Inspector’s Initial Questions. The Wider Release proposal has clear and substantial merits to be 

considered in the preparation of the Unitary Plan.  

Question 8 - How were site areas and dwelling capacities determined? Are the 
assumptions justified and based on available evidence? 

 Having specific regard to the Society’s promotion history of its landholdings throughout the preparation of 

the emerging local plan process; the information that has been used to form the basis of site capacities is 

provided within the call-for-sites submissions. It is clear how the Councils have come to the conclusion on 

capacity and whilst there may have been a better approach to determination of capacities, it is clear that 

the Councils have sought to make reasonable assumptions without going to the extent of undertaking 

detailed and potentially abortive work.  

 As a consequence, the site area and dwelling capacity for the Society's Proposed Release is based on an 

indicative assessment of only a part of the site which has not been justified through detailed assessment. 

Whilst this is acceptable in the context of the short-term nature of the Plan, a detailed capacity assessment, 

the like of which has been completed for the wider site, is capable of being addressed in the Unitary Plan.  
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Question 9 - Are all sites viable? How has viability been considered as part of the 
preparation of the Plan? 

 The development of the proposed BP7 allocation site would be viable in itself.  

 The real question that arises in the case of the Society's site is what role can an allocation play in 

meeting the objectives of the Society and the subsequent benefits to a much wider community in Chalfont 

St Peter, which are set out in submissions made to the Councils during the emerging Local Plan process. 

These are matters that need not interrupt the emerging Local Plan process, as the benefits of having a 

Local Plan in place significantly outweigh the alternative of a continued planning policy vacuum. However, 

it is critical that these matters are properly and effectively interrogated in the Unitary Plan process.   

CONCLUSION 

 It is possible to conclude that the allocation of the Society’s site within the emerging Local Plan is 

justified in planning and sustainability terms. Furthermore, the development of the Proposed Release as 

is intended is viable and deliverable. 

 However, the Proposed Release represents an area of what is necessary to secure a number of 

short-term options for the future of the charity. The Wider Release promoted by the Society should be 

considered in the context of the significant and tangible role it will play in delivering on the objectives of 

the charity in the longer term, alongside the substantial package of community benefits which could be 

delivered.    

  


