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Joint Response from: 
 

 Little Chalfont Parish Council & Little Chalfont Community Association 

Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) 
Incorporating Issues & Options 

Addendum:  Comments on Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1: Final Report. 

1. The complete version of the above-mentioned Report was only made available on 10 March 

2016, leaving inadequate time for us to consider and comment on that version before the 

end of the public consultation on 14 March. Therefore, in the letter covering our main 

response, delivered on 14 March, we reserved the right to add comments on the Report 

after that date. 

2. We make comment on the methodology wording changes that appear in the Final Report 

and on the two sites affecting Little Chalfont, namely RSA-7 & RSA-10. 

3. Section 4.2.1 of the Final Report lists changes made to the methodology published on 11 

August 2015. However, none of the following significant changes, which appear in the Final 

Report, are mentioned there: 

a. Section 4.2.3 in the 11 August methodology reads 'permanent man-made and 

natural features were selected as the basis ......... '. Section 4.3.3 of the final report 

reads 'permanent man-made and natural features were selected as the initial basis

 ............ ' 

b. The decision to choose sub-divisions for further consideration in Part 2 is given 

stronger emphasis in sections 4.4.4 and 4.4.5 of the Final Report, than in the 

corresponding sections 4.3.4 and 4.3.31 of the 11 August version. 

4. We find these changes to be disturbing as, without any reasons being given, they appear to 

increase the levels of flexibility and subjectivity in making final choices. Additionally, they 

show stronger emphasis in the Final Report on the decision to use sub-divisions and by 

defining them with weaker boundaries.. 

5. These changes should have been mentioned and explained in section 4.2.1. and their 

absence results in the intent being open to different interpretations, including the 

possibility that the methodology has been driven more by the development need than an 

independent assessment. This has not assisted the task of commenting on the Final Report 

and we therefore ask for clarification. 

6. We now comment below on the reasoning and recommendations in the Final Report 

concerning sub-areas RSA-7 (sections 6.4.15 to 6.4.16) and RSA-10 (sections 6.4.21 to 

6.4.23), both adjacent to Little Chalfont. 
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RSA-7 

7. We oppose release of this site, or any part of it, from the Green Belt. 

8. The site appears in three forms in the evidence documentation. First, it is part of General 

Area 22a, which was assessed in the GBA Stage 1 and found to meet the NPPF Green Belt 

purposes strongly. 

9. Secondly, the eastern part of the site, HELAA site CD0 135 'Land at Stony Lane', appears on 

its own in the map at Appendix 2 to the Issues and Options document. We understand that 

this is the area on which a developer wishes to build housing. In our view CD0 135 would 

meet the NPPF purposes very strongly, scoring 5/5 on Purpose 3 according to the criteria 

defined in your methodology. It has less than 5% built form (one small agricultural building), 

a strong unspoilt rural character, even topography and no internal woodland restricting 

views. Landscape quality is high (AONB). It is an open area not under urban influence and 

fits the definition of countryside. The eye is drawn naturally to the AONB woodland to the 

north and the open AONB areas to the east and west. As a site visit will show, the houses of 

Chessfield Park to the south are not prominent in the scene. 

10. Finally the site appears as RSA-7, where CD0 135 has been combined with Westwood Park. 

11. The reasons now given in the final report (sections 6.4.15 and 6.4.16) for the 'weakness' of 

RSA 7 are not, in our view, valid. The provision of playing fields in Green Belt on the edge of 

a settlement does not give a 'semi-urban feel' because it does not reduce the openness of 

the Green Belt. The National Policy Planning Framework (para. 89) allows open sports 

development as one of the appropriate forms of development in the Green Belt. Thus sports 

grounds do not diminish the importance of the Green Belt. Indeed, they reinforce the 

barrier between urban and rural areas. Recreational buildings of various kinds are permitted 

in Green Belt, and we are not told that this reduces its quality. As a site visit will show, in 

Westwood Park the visual focus is always on the surrounding woods and fields; the local 

housing is not a prominent feature of the scene. 

12. If, in spite of our objections, RSA 7 were to be identified as eligible for release from the 

Green Belt, the outcome could be permission for building on the part of the site which 

meets the NPPF purposes strongly (CD0 135), only because it had been artificially combined 

with an allegedly 'weaker' area adjacent to it. We would regard such an outcome as 

contrived, deplorable, and inconsistent with the proper purpose of a Green Belt review. 

Individual responses to your consultation will, we expect, have shown that a large number 

of Little Chalfont residents would agree. 

13. There are many other good reasons for preventing development on both the Stony Lane site 

and Westwood Park: both are in the AONB, adjoin Ancient Woodland and the Chess Valley, 

carry important recreational walking routes, and would present sustainability problems if 

developed. See Annex A in our main response - written before we received the final version 

of the Report - where we have described these factors in more detail. We would add that 

the improvements which would be necessary to Stony Lane - a narrow and winding lane 

where passing is not possible in places - to accommodate more traffic would result in an 

urbanising effect through loss of the essential countryside/rural feel of this area. 

RSA 10 

14. We oppose release of this site or any part of it from the Green Belt. The site includes 

General Area 35 (HELAA site CD0 082), which in the GBA Stage 1 assessment scores 

moderately well against the Green Belt Purposes, including 3/5 for Purpose 3. We think 

Area 35's score for Purpose 2 should have been higher than 1/5 because the present houses 
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along Lodge Lane and Long Walk are 'rows of dwellings in the Green Belt' with that special 

status. This fact is not noted in the Report, but it means that a move of regular housing out 

to Lodge Lane would be a very significant advance towards Chorleywood. Thus we do not 

accept the statement in 6.4.21 that Area 35 makes 'only a minor contribution to preventing 

coalescence of settlements'. Area 35 has greater coalescence interest than the report 

suggests, and should therefore be considered with a stronger presumption against release 

from the Green Belt. 

15. The former golf course in the northern part of the site meets Purpose 3 particularly well. In 

our view, taken on its own it could earn a score of 4/5. It has well under 5% built form, well 

defined boundaries, is mainly open internally and forms a charming open scene on the 

margins of Little Chalfont, projecting tranquillity where it penetrates well into the village. Its 

loss would damage the amenity of the houses in Village Way, Loudhams Wood Lane, 

Burtons Lane, The Retreat and Oakington Avenue, and the tranquillity of the AONB wood on 

the eastern side of Lodge Lane, which contains a beautiful and much used footpath to 

Chenies. From Lodge Lane the golf club site appears very much part of the open countryside 

to the east, because the houses on its western edge are invisible behind trees. 

16. General Area 35 appears in RSA-10 merged with part of General Area 29, which has been 

broken up by division along Lodge Lane. The western part of General Area 29 has been 

identified as an option suitable for testing for housing, and extended along Roughwood Lane 

which is not an effective boundary, nor is it a road which could accommodate traffic from 

new housing. 

17. In our view, the reasons given in sections 6.4.21 to 6.4.23 for the 'weakness' of RSA 10 are 

not valid. Paddocks, grazing land and the former golf course do not diminish rurality at all. 

They are normal occurrences in the wider green belt in the UK, and do not reduce openness. 

The residential developments and 'ribbon developments' mentioned are established 'rows 

of dwellings in the Green Belt' which conform to normal planning practice. Extended 

development along Lodge Lane and Roughwood Lane would bring merger with Chalfont St 

Giles very close. 

18. There are other good reasons for preventing development in RSA-10. Part of the area is in 

the AONB, and the rest closely visible from it - so that the beauty of the AONB would be 

diminished by deterioration of the view outside. There would be sustainability problems, 

difficulties of transport access, and the bad effects of extra traffic on narrow roads in the 

vicinity such as Roughwood Lane, Lodge Lane and Church Grove. Improvements to local 

roads to accommodate this traffic would result in an urbanising effect on the area and the 

loss of countryside/rural feel. See Annex A in our main response - written before we 

received the final version of the Report - where we have described these factors in more 

detail. 

Character of Little Chalfont 

19. The Final Report does nothing to alter the prospect made clear in Appendices 2 and 5 to the 

Issues and Options document, and in maps 6.1a and 6.1b of the earlier Part 1 Green Belt 

Assessment report, that the options to be considered for growth would change the integrity 

and character of Little Chalfont greatly for the worse. Little Chalfont is a small settlement 

tightly surrounded by Green Belt. The impact of release of our adjacent Green Belt would be 

greater than the impact of similar change on bigger settlements with larger boundaries. The 

table in Section 1.3 of our response of 14 March shows that Little Chalfont has already taken 

more than its share of development. 


