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WAYS YOU CAN HELP 
You can help by responding to the Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils’ public consultation. 

Responses must be received by 5.00 pm on 
Monday 12 December 2016. 

The Councils are consulting on 15 preferred 

options. The one at Little Chalfont is shown in 

orange on the map.  

The councils’ evidence, background documents and 
response form are at: 
www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan2014-2036 
 
For those who have time, we recommend reading 
at least pages 27-30 of the Green Belt Preferred 
Options Consultation Document, which contain 
proposals for the Little Chalfont site (shown there 
as Preferred Option 6).  

After this consultation the two district councils will draw up a draft local plan to put to further public 

consultation in 2017. By that stage the preferred options will have been decided in principle, so we need 

to comment NOW.    

Are we right to object? 

The District Councils have decided that release of some Green Belt is essential if the local plan is to meet 

government housing targets.  If it does not meet them, then in the absence of an agreed local plan 

government appeals inspectors might allocate Green Belt for housing in an unplanned way.  But in our 

view that risk does not justify release of the Little Chalfont site because:  

 Little Chalfont has already done its share. Between 2006 and 2014 our village grew by 12.4%. The % 

growth of neighbouring communities was Amersham 5.3%, Chesham 4%, Chalfont St Peter village 7.7%.   

 The Little Chalfont site does not meet the Councils’ own criteria for Green Belt release (see below). 

What are your community organisations doing? 

The Coordination Group set up by the LCCA and the Parish Council will prepare a full response, but to show 

strong local feeling it is vital that a large number of individuals respond too. 

You are of course welcome to respond by sending just your personal views on abandoning Green Belt, 

and on what impact growing our village by 30% would have on our infrastructure and lives.  If you would 

also like to look at some of the arguments the LCCA/Parish Council are likely to use in our response, read 

on. We are still developing our case, so new points may be added. 

GREEN BELT 

The site should not be released from the Green Belt, for the following reasons. 

1. Housing need should not justify use of the Green Belt. Once the principle of using Green Belt as a 

reserve of building land is accepted, none of it will be safe.   
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2. Urbanisation of this fine piece of mainly open land, which projects tranquillity into our village, would 

increase our housing by around 30%, fundamentally changing the nature of our community and 

environment. Larger settlements would not be so badly affected by the preferred options proposed there. 

3. Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  This is one of the Green Belt Purposes in the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF para 80).  The methodology used in the evidence documents 

indicates that any site containing less than 10% ’built form’ should be judged to meet the Green Belt 

purposes strongly. The District Councils’ own analysis finds less than 5% built form on our site. In fact, it is 

about 2.4% (source, Magic Maps).  On this point alone, the Little Chalfont site should remain in the Green 

Belt and be excluded from further consideration for development.  We intend to show that the site was 

scored incorrectly against the criteria, and therefore should not have been taken forward in the process. 

(Note: This is a critical issue and a full explanation of this paragraph is available on the website 

www.savelittlechalfont.weebly.com )  

4. Openness.  We disagree with the following description of the site in the Bucks Green Belt Assessment 
Part 1, Annex Report 1C – General Area Assessment pro-formas, where it appears as General Area 35. 
‘There are limited views out to the surrounding countryside from public areas in the land parcel and the 
parcel has a weak relationship with the wider countryside owing to the presence of built form on the 
southern boundary. Built form includes a large vehicle maintenance depot in the east of the land parcel, 
buildings associated with the golf club and a large detached property in the west of the land parcel. The 
presence of built form and enclosed character of the land parcel means that it has only a largely rural 
character.’ 

In our opinion there are limited views of the very small (only 2.4%) extent of built form, including the depot 
(which is not "large"), all situated on the fringes of the land parcel, so that the overall effect is of attractive 
open Green Belt countryside at the edge of the village. The site is therefore more open in appearance 
than is claimed in the evidence document.  Incidentally the depot includes the only steam engine 
workshop in South East England, which is a heritage asset.   
 

5. Duty to improve Green Belt sites. Para 81 of the NPPF calls on local planning authorities to ….plan 
positively to enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt, such as looking for opportunities to provide 
access; to provide opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation; to retain and enhance landscapes, visual 
amenity and biodiversity; or to improve damaged and derelict land.  This has not been done for the site, 
which used to contain a golf course and has since included an ugly derelict area round the former 
clubhouse.  If ways could have been found to improve the site as above it would not now be considered 
for release from the Green Belt.  
  
6. ‘Exceptional circumstances’ don’t exist. NPPF para 83 requires ‘exceptional circumstances’ to be 

demonstrated before Green Belt boundaries may be altered.  We argue that the evidence documents do 

not show such circumstances, and that the case made for them in the pro-forma about this site at 

Appendix 5 to the Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part Two Report is very weak.  It claims: 

 That the site fits Chiltern District’s Spatial Strategy because Little Chalfont is one of the main 

settlements for growth listed in the Strategy. But, as we have always argued, Little Chalfont should 

never have been in that list alongside larger settlements like Chesham, Amersham and Chalfont St 

Peter which have bypasses to prevent the kind of congestion caused by the A404 in our village centre.  

Little Chalfont has also taken more than its share of new development in the last ten years, including 

the large sites at Turner’s Field and Harvard Grange.  

 That sustainable development criteria would be satisfied because the site is ‘well located to reach the 

services offered by Little Chalfont.’ But those services cannot cope with the present levels of use.    

http://www.savelittlechalfont.weebly.com/
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 That while all other impacts on sustainability objectives are adverse, neutral or uncertain, the 

development would produce a ‘moderate positive impact’ on housing and transport. This assertion 

cannot be correct for transport. A large development would increase congestion and render the 

narrow roads in the area more dangerous to cyclists and pedestrians. It is too far for pedestrians to 

walk to the village via Lodge Lane, which in any case has no pavements. Even if direct pedestrian access 

to the village were provided, it must be expected that the vast majority of movements to/from the site 

would still be by vehicle, increasing road congestion and pollution.   

7. Site is adjacent to the AONB. The AONB is a vital natural resource which attracts a huge number of 

visitors to the Chilterns and surrounding countryside. The site is adjacent to the AONB, so that the view 

from within the AONB, which enhances its natural beauty, would be damaged by further building on the 

site.  

INFRASTRUCTURE AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

The infrastructure Capacity Study produced in 2015 is too short on information to be of use in assessing 

the infrastructure implications; necessary information is still lacking. We are told only that a Development 

Infrastructure Schedule will be drawn up to accompany the draft local plan next year.  It is unsatisfactory to 

be asked to comment in these conditions.   

IF THIS SITE WERE DEVELOPED, AGAINST GREEN BELT RULES AND AGAINST THE WISHES OF OUR 

COMMUNITY, THE FOLLOWING INFRASTRUCTURE PROBLEMS WOULD ARISE 

 Need for a new primary school. By 2018/19 there will be insufficient school places for the present 
need.   

 Need for more secondary school places.  By 2022/23 there will be insufficient places for the present 
need.   

 Need for Increased GP medical services accessible on foot or by public transport. 

 Need to widen the railway bridge in Lodge Lane; other improvements to Lodge Lane; install a road 
island at the junction of Church Grove with the A404. (All these would have a negative impact on the 
immediately adjacent AONB.) 

 Lodge Lane is sometimes impossible to use in icy conditions because of the steep hills on either side of 
the former golf club entrance. 

 Increase to the already chronic road congestion on the A404 – especially during ‘school runs’.  

 The evidence documents ignore the extra congestion to be caused by flows of traffic from the Newland 
Park development, and other developments in the neighbourhood, to Little Chalfont shops and station.   

 A pedestrian access from the western end of the site directly into the village would be essential. 

 The site is not within walking distance of any sports facility or park.  

 The site is not served by public transport.  Need for an additional frequent bus service.  

 Longer platforms and more parking needed at the station. 

 Environment Agency Colne Abstraction Licensing Strategy – no new water available for new drinking 
water abstractions in Chiltern District. 

 Harmful impact of development of the site on watercourses, wetlands and their habitats. 

 Waste water. The present system is close to capacity. 
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 Need for only the minimum high density housing.  A large high density estate would be out of keeping 
with the adjacent built and rural (AONB) environment.  

 A Gypsy and Traveller site, mentioned in the Consultation Document as a possibility for inclusion in the 
development 'if required', would be subject to the objections we raised during the consultation in 
September/October 2013 on the ‘Delivery Development Plan Document: Public Participation: Sites for 
Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople.’ That consultation included potential sites at Honours 
Yard (within the Preferred Option 6 site), and in the green area east of Lodge Lane, and south of the 
railway.  It was decided not to proceed with those sites. 

A development site has to be viable. Mitigation of some of the problems above may not be possible, or 
affordable, which could well prove the site not viable.  

BIODIVERSITY 

 The site includes two ancient woodlands: Stoneydean Wood and the western part of New Hanging 
Wood.  While a 15 m wide buffer is suggested, that is the minimum requirement recommended by the 
forestry commission. However, any disturbance will impact the ancient woodland, a finite resource that 
cannot be replicated once lost. The Woodland Trust research refers to 50m to 400m buffer zones. 
(source: Woodland Trust, Impact of nearby development on ancient woodland, Dec 2012) 

 A large area of priority habitat inventory deciduous woodland runs East to West with minor gaps of 
open grassland, part of which has a blanket TPO covering the area around Pucks Paigles (TPO 
10/86(126).  

 The site contains a high spatial priority Woodland Priority Habitat Network (Wildlife Corridor) and is 
part of an East/West section ensuring migration and gene exchange, (source: Forestry Commission 
England, Strategic Development Team) 

 The site includes high spatial woodland improvement areas. 

 There are hedgerows within the site that are more than 60 years old as represented on Dec.1945 area 
photographs. (Source: Google Earth timeline). 

 The fields abutting Long Walk are rich in wildflower hay meadows. 

 An inventory of wildlife observed within and around the site demonstrated the rich variety of flora and 
fauna, including badgers, foxes, hedgehogs and rodents of various types, toads, frogs, newts and grass 
snakes, some 50 varieties of birds including protected species such as owls (barn, tawny and little), 
buzzards, bramblings, and bats of various species. 

This provides a strong case for the site to be left undisturbed and adds weight to the other reasons, 
outlined above, for the site to remain in the green belt.  

Your response  

This must be in writing, using the response form or an e-mail to planningpolicy @chiltern.gov.uk or a letter 
to Planning Policy Team, Chiltern District Council, King George V House, King George V Road, Amersham  
HP6 5AW. 
Your response will eventually be published on the council’s website with your name but not your address. 

We would very much welcome a copy of your response. Please email a copy to: 
savelittlechalfont@gmail.com.  
 

This handout has been prepared and produced by the Little Chalfont Coordination Group 
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