Matter 1 Legal Compliance and the Duty to Cooperate
[Representor ID Reference: 600]

Q.2)

In preparing the Plan did the Council engage constructively, actively, and on an on-going
basis with neighbouring authorities and other relevant organisations on relevant strategic
matters in respect of the Duty to Co-operate?

2.1

RARA notes that Councils in Berkshire have stated they were not consulted on any strategic
matters.

2.2

RARA notes, also, that the Federation of Builders have commented that the Plan does not
take account of migration from London and there is no Memorandum of Understanding with
any London based Councils.

Q.3)

How has that co-operation been undertaken and have any formal agreements or
Memorandum of Understanding been produced?

3.1

Yes, 11 Memorandum of Understandings have been produced to date and published as
supporting evidence. However, of the 11, four were dated after the Local Plan was published
for consultation and three were after the consulting period was completed, so no-one could
respond in their earlier consultation responses. Should these have been available at the
time of the public consultation, different views expressed may have been expressed.

3.2

The Memorandum of Understanding 8 with Network Rail and Council was dated 27th
September and was not available during the consultation. WDC have stated that they would
have to lower the road a metre, which would have meant the houses near the bridge would
be inaccessible because of the slope, to which WDC’s response was there will be losers and
winners you are losers. It would have also have put the road a couple of feet below the
water table so liable to flooding. The Memorandum of Understanding is indicating, however,
that the bridges might be moved instead.

3.3

The next three Memorandum of Understanding were signed in the first three months of this
year when the consultation process ended at the beginning of December. The one with
Aylesbury Vale was as expected, the one with Slough council had only marginal effects.
However, the one with the Oxford Councils had some changes that affects Risborough in
that, up to then, WDC had only looked at housing numbers whilst the Oxford Councils
wanted it to include shared infrastructure and services, and both mentioned a lack of cooperation on these issues in their earlier representations - the County stating no discussion
had taken place, and South Oxford saying that it was only at the last minute WDC started to
talk about these issues. The Memorandum of Understanding included a statement about
discussing these issues; but it is vague and commits no-one to any plan of action.

Q.4)

What outcomes have resulted from the co-operation with adjoining authorities in relation
to: Housing; Gypsy and Travellers; Employment; and Infrastructure?

4.1

In common with Oxford Councils, RARA is concerned about the lack of detailed discussions
on infrastructure developments spanning the boundaries for at least two years. As noted
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above, the Memorandum of Understanding is only referring to a vague review of these
matters without providing more detailed solutions, aims or commitments.
Q.6)

Has consultation on the Plan been carried out in accordance with the Council’s Statement
of Community Involvement (WDLP 11) and the requirements of the 2004 Act (as amended)
and the 2012 Regulations?

6.1

No, so far as Risborough is concerned, for the reasons stated in Chapter 3 of RARA’s
“Representation on the Publication Version of the Wycombe District Local Plan”, titled
“Involving the Community – Legal Compliance Not Met” (attached as Appendix A), alongside
which the following supplementary comments should be read.

6.2

In summary of RARA’s concerns in this regard:
(1)

In developing the Plan, WDC has ignored the feedback from the local
community so far as its proposals for Risborough are concerned, and has
driven through a pre-determined decision in the face of very strong local
opposition. (There were objections from 3,000 residents following the 2015
public consultation and over half the town’s residents (circa 4,000) have a
signed a petition objecting to the scale of the Plan for Risborough (attached
as Appendix B)).

(2)

Whilst the Steering Group should have paid a key role as part of overall
engagement with the local community, it was very much led by WDC and
the Planning officers. RARA now has access to a Minority Report compiled
by 7 members of the Steering Group (attached as Appendix C), outlining the
key failings of the group and underlining the lack of legal compliance
through the failure properly to engage with the community in accordance
with the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (WDLP 11) and the
requirements of the 2004 Act (as amended) and the 2012 Regulations.

(3)

The direct consequence of this failure has been the proposed allocation at
Risborough which is unsound for all the reasons set out in RARA’s
representation being too large and an unsustainable solution to the
requirement to meet housing need.

6.3

We briefly expand on these points below.

6.4

The Council’s Statement of Community Involvement repeatedly states that WDC will
“inform”, “consult” and “involve” the local community. The WDC Statement of Community
Involvement emphasises that:
“The key difference between the three is that if a decision has already been taken
and there is no scope for change, the engagement type that we would follow would
be ‘informing’, rather than ‘involving’ or ‘consulting.’”
This reflects the legal requirement of consultation that the Council give genuine and
conscientious consideration to local views – see: R v Brent LBC ex p Gunning (1986) 84 LGR
168 at 189).

6.5
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However, for Risborough at least, the local community has only ever been “informed”, and
has not been either “involved” or “consulted” in any meaningful way. Rather, RARA has

evidence to support its objection that the decision to give PR a quarter of WDC’s OAN was
pre-determined and all consultation on this matter was superficial to satisfy process alone.
6.6

In particular, residents of Princes Risborough have not been consulted on the scale of the
planned development or the route of the relief road. Rather, both has always been
presented as a fait accompli. For example:
(1)

At a Steering Group meeting last year, RARA’s Chairman requested a
meeting with Cllr. Johncock, Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Planning, to discuss
the effect of 2,600 homes on the town and the opportunity to explore
alternatives. He told her this was not possible and the scale of expansion of
PR was non-negotiable as it had always been planned.

(2)

This was reiterated at the public meeting in July 2017 by one of WDC’s
Senior Planners in answer to a direct question from RARA as to “what
evidence does WDC have that the numbers of homes had been properly
consulted on?” The reply was that: “…no consultation on this scale of
development had taken place”.

6.7

Further, the Steering Group was deliberately composed and conducted in such a way as to
be unable to challenge the pre-disposed view with regards to the Risborough proposals.

6.8

In these regards, RARA strongly believe that a Steering Group should be made up of local
representatives, with the District Planning Officers acting only as experts. It should not be
led by the Deputy Cabinet Member for Planning (Cllr. Turner) and contain the Cabinet Head
of Planning (Cllr. Johncock) as a member. This is a clear conflict of interest.

6.9

However, in Risborough:

6.10
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(1)

The Steering Group was chaired by the Town Council’s own Mayor (Cllr.
Turner), who in 2016 took on the role of WDC’s Deputy Cabinet Portfolio
Holder for Planning whilst remaining a dominant member of the Steering
Group.

(2)

Also on the Steering Group throughout was Cllr. Johncock WDC’s, Cabinet
Portfolio Holder for Planning, and his Head of Planning Penelope Tollitt and
other Senior Planners.

(3)

These officials and professionals often outnumbered the community
representatives.

(4)

A majority of the community members were ill-prepared to challenge any of
these Senior Officers and Councillors, especially at the start of the process
when none of the community members and a majority of the Town Council
members had any skills in planning.

So composed, the Steering Group was led in the direction the WDC politicians wanted - to
rubber stamp their decisions. At the point of the first Steering Group meeting in 2015, the
Plan was already pre-determined, the housing numbers and the route of the road already
planned based on preliminary studies in 2013/4. No critical alterations or suggestions from
the community members on either matter have ever been accepted.

6.11

To illustrate this, the Steering Group was asked to make only one key decision, which was
the route of the relief road. The Group, including the Town Councillors, agreed that this road
should be an outer relief road, built around Risborough, joining the A4010 south of the
town, in line with the public consultation responses. However, the final decision of the SG
and the wishes of the public were ignored by the WDC planners in favour of a cheaper
alternative through Summerleys Road

6.12

Little wonder, then, that a number of members failed to attend or resigned from the
Steering Group during its lifetime. These members felt their views were not being listened to
by WDC and the Town Plan was pre-determined and a fait accompli - so what difference
could they make? The Minutes of the penultimate Steering Group meeting in June 2017
(attached as Appendix D) show just three members of the community in attendance who
were not elected officials or professional planners. This was a common pattern during the
course of 2016/17. Put shortly, the Steering Group was formed for one reason which was to
give the planning process a veneer of local involvement.

6.13

Accordingly, at the last meeting of the Steering Group a statement by current and former
members was submitted (attached as Appendix E), expressing:
“… serious concern about the manner in which the Steering Group has worked and
its failure to provide a relevant voice to shape the Princes Risborough Town Plan as
part of WDC’s Local Plan… On many key areas, the Steering Group has been
informed of ‘the answer’ at the expense of working creatively to find ways to
improve and enhance Princes Risborough. There was no real intention to empower
local people to shape their environment but rather a pre-determined strategy to
create the facade of consultation and localism to ensure a quarter of the district’s
OAN and accompanying road could be driven through.”

6.14

In order to address the lacunae in local involvement, RARA has been proactive in raising
awareness regularly consulting with the local community. It has held meetings and drop-ins
to provide up to date information in order to enable people to share their views. To harness
community feedback, RARA set to work in August and September of 2017 to look at how it
could bring together a template for a better Town Plan. To this effect, wider group members
were asked to contribute their views and suggested alternatives can be found in the
document ‘Principles for a Better Town Plan’ (attached as Appendix F).

Q.10)

Does the Plan include policies designed to ensure that the development and use of land in
Wycombe contribute to the mitigation of, and adaption to, climate change?

10.1

Strategic Objective 8 is to “Mitigate Climate Change” and to do so as follows:
“Reduce CO2 emissions by reducing the need for travel by private car, and aid public
transport viability, through intensifying existing urban areas by re-use of brownfield
sites, locating development in settlements with the widest range of services and
facilities, and by clustering development to achieve high quality walking, cycling and
public transport provision.”

10.2

This is proposed to be achieved through Policy CP12 (Climate Change), which provides inter
alia as follows in its first two requirements:
“POLICY CP12 – CLIMATE CHANGE
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The Council promotes mitigation and adaptation to climate change through:
1. A development strategy that minimises the need to travel by allocating sites and
generally directing development to locations with better services and facilities, or
where they are capable of being improved.
2. Ensuring allocations in this plan have taken account of climate change allowances
using the information provided by the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment level 1 and 2
and through the sequential testing of sites, and ensuring through detailed
development management policy that applications fully factor in climate change in
their flood risk assessments.”
10.3

However, the proposed allocation of very considerable development at Risborough runs
entirely counter to these objectives and requirements. In particular:
(1)

Having a strategy of houses in the North and jobs in the South, will only create more
unnecessary commuting journeys which could have been reduced with a better
integrated Plan.

(2)

Due to the geography of Risborough, the effect of greater run off of water from the
surrounding hills will be greater here, especially when combined with urban creep,
this has not been considered in the Town Plan, part of the Local Plan.

Q.11)

How does the Plan address air quality?

11.1

As noted above, having a strategy of houses in the North and jobs in the South, will only
create more unnecessary commuting journeys to the detriment of air quality and increasing
climate change gas emissions.
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1. Request to participate at the oral part of the examination
Risborough Area Residents Association (RARA) is a democratic public-spirited
organisation which helps its residents to protect and enhance both the natural and
developed environment and the provision of public services and amenities. In so
doing RARA seeks to represent independently the views of residents on any significant
issues.
RARA requests to participate at the oral part of the examination. RARA is a
democratic organisation which represents the views of its 800 members and 4,300
people who have signed a recent petition (Appendix A) objecting to the scale of
development, lack of consultation and asking for better solutions for the Wycombe
District that makes better use of available land. This represents over 50% of residents
living in the Risborough area.
RARA, as an umbrella organisation, would like to be given the opportunity to present
and expand upon key concerns regarding the overwhelming expansion of Risborough
which are thematically outlined in this submission. As ‘one voice’ we hope this will
make the process more manageable to do so.
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2. Introduction and Overview
Risborough Area Residents Association (RARA) wishes to object to the Wycombe
District Local Plan, Regulation 19, Publication Version of October 2017, not least The
Princes Risborough Expansion Plan incorporated within.

2.1.

Background

RARA is a community-led, non-party political organisation with charitable status
working on behalf of the residents of Princes Risborough, Monks Risborough, local
villages and settlements. There are around 800 households in its membership,
from the parishes of Risborough, Longwick, Lacey Green, Bledlow and the Kimbles.
It seeks to ensure that members' interests are promoted and protected and that
local and national government take the views of local residents and other
stakeholders into consideration when making decisions about the area's future.
RARA is submitting this full response to WDC’s Local Plan consultation on behalf of
its 800 members, and the 4,300 signatories of its recent petition that called on the
Planning Inspector to:
Force WDC to reconsider its plan for Princes Risborough, and propose a lower scale
of development;
Investigate better solutions for the Wycombe District that makes better use of
available land;
Fully consult with local residents on future proposals and act on their views and
feedback.
In the 1987 report: 'Our Common Future' the United Nations defined sustainable
development as:
'development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs’
RARA believes the WDC plan is not in the public interest and will significantly
compromise the needs of future generations by, not least, failing to address the
needs of the present.
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2.2.

First Tier Objection

Sections 4 and 5
2.2.1. RARA believes that WDC have been overly ambitious in satisfying an
Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for the District without applying for
sufficient concessions owing to the planning constraints, geography and
topography of the District.
2.2.2. There has been no evidence of push-back against the DCLG in respect of
such figures it may have been given. Furthermore, such agreement it has
with AVDC regarding unmet need remains in question as a result of AVDC’s
acknowledged requirement to provide more housing than it anticipates as
a result of upcoming Govt requirements (Failure of Duty to Cooperate).
2.2.3. When presented with the (apparent, since this has not been
demonstrated) requirement by Government to respond to the demand for
vastly increased Housing numbers in the District, given the severe
constraints upon it caused by the extensive Green Belt and AONB (the
sensitivity of which is fully evidenced in the Secretary of State’s most
recent pronouncement upon the local Molins Appeal in Saunderton), it is
surely incumbent upon the Council to not only object to such numbers as
may be imposed, but to actively negotiate such numbers to an acceptable
level, and to demonstrate publicly that it has done so. The fact that it has
simply chosen to comply with the given numbers could be seen as
evidence of Plan-makers placing Party Politics over and above its
responsibility to the community.

2.3.

Second Tier Objections

Sections 4 and 5
2.3.1. The Plan presents as an overt and simple attempt to dump an extremely
large residue of alleged unmet-need housing upon one single settlement
immediately beyond the Green Belt and AONB, without consideration as to
whether this is an appropriate course of action, or whether this is sound
Planning, and with no evidential basis that this is a correct decision. The
Plan fails to consider that the incremental expansion of many smaller
Settlements comes before consideration of a massive and unsustainable
expansion of a single settlement. It would appear that it is better to have
an argument with one (unacceptably compliant) Town Council than with
many Parish Councils or, to consider carefully selected Green Belt sites for
6

housing that provide far more sustainable solutions. This presents as lack
of comprehensive Planning rigour.
2.3.2. Also, in the Plan, there is no evidence of consideration of maximising the
Brownfield Sites and other density considerations of High Wycombe town
itself. The emerging WDC Brownfield Register will not even be the result of
Public consultation, and will have only a few sites included. This is further
clear evidence of a lack of comprehensive and competent Plan-making and
leads to a complete mismatch between employment sites (jobs) and
residential areas (homes) within the District. This mismatch leads to areas
within the Plan that are earmarked for employment being linked to
unsustainably low housing proposals, failing the current and future needs
of these communities. This imbalance should be addressed by a fairer and
proportionate incremental increase to all settlements within the District.
2.3.3. Related to the correlation of homes and jobs is a fundamental Planning
principle of fully planning for the infrastructure element of major proposals
when a proposal is in the early stages of development. In this case, not
only has such infrastructure not been planned at an appropriate level, but
also such consideration as has been given fails to account for either the
effects of new development elsewhere, but, more importantly, the
resultant effects of the decant of vehicles to adjacent communities and the
effect of infrastructure at those geographical points. It also doesn’t account
for the effects of the construction of the HS2 link, which will cause serious
disruption to infrastructure over the entire Plan period.

2.4.

Third Tier Objections

Sections 4 and 5
2.4.1. There is an established Planning principle which states that it is
unacceptable to take a relatively small settlement (whether a small Town
or Village) and overwhelm it by the sheer size and scale of proposed new
development. It is obvious why such a basic principle exists. In the case of
PR, the extent of the proposed new expansion is far greater than the
current level of Housing in the Town. It also ignores the effects of current
expansion taking place within PR.
2.4.2. A further and related principle of Plan-making is that the coalescence of
definable Settlements must be avoided. The proposals would however
merge the self-evidently definable and historic Settlements of PR, Alscot
and Longwick, whilst failing to appropriately resolve the ‘integration’
barriers created by the Aylesbury railway line (and by the proposed ‘relief
road’).
7

2.4.3. Proper planning for major expansion of Settlements requires incremental
definitions to be made by the Plan-makers, in terms of the justification of
each ‘stage’ of expansion, relative to infrastructure at all levels. No
evidence of compliance is apparent here.
2.4.4. The proposals do not allow for the social infrastructure necessary for any
significant form of expansion of PR. They also do not consider that the
Retail and other offerings of this small Rural Market Town are based upon
a limited and essentially non-expandable space, and do not demonstrate
connectivity and integration effectively. They present, in Planning terms,
as simultaneously ill-conceived and misconceived.
2.4.5. Any major expansion of a Settlement must be fully considered by the
Plan-makers in Sustainability terms. Such consideration as has been given
has been both scant and unreflective of the full impact of the proposals.

2.5.

Localism

Sections 3, 4 and 5
2.5.1. The concept of ‘Localism’ (evidenced in the Localism Act 2011) is one
which must be central to the Plan-makers considerations (also see NPPF
2012). The principles behind Localism have been neglected here in that a
majority of residents in/around PR object in some form to the principle of
the proposals, and that their objections have been rejected. Furthermore,
there is strong evidence that significant numbers of current PR residents
regard the proposals for PR in a negative light.
2.5.2. Although RARA has been involved in the process since the original
‘community conversations’ in 2013 and at every stage of ‘consultation’ and
information since (including a strong presence on the PR Steering Group),
there is scant, if any, evidence that their input has had any effect on the
resulting proposals.

2.6.

Summary of Objection

RARA believes the WDC Plan is a ‘negatively prepared’ unsustainable ‘Plan’ that is
contrary to the principles of the NPPF by:
• not reflecting the views of local communities;
• failing to match housing with employment and forcing reliance on the car
and train for economic movement;
8

•

and without considering the infrastructure required, and the cooperation of
neighbouring authorities, to address strategic connectivity and social
infrastructure issues.

The presentation of the proposal and its: lack of detail; absence of appropriate
research; lack of consideration for fundamental principles of Plan-making;
professional Planning naivety; and the way in which it is being forced upon an
unwilling PR community, together and separately present as evidence that those
preparing the Plan do not possess the expertise, experience, knowledge and
competence to be undertaking Plan-making in accordance with the NPPF and as
regards the core duties imposed upon Plan-makers. This must be a fundamental
failure of governance by Wycombe District Council.
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3. Involving the Community - Legal Compliance Not Met
Local Plan Paras 1.25, 1.27 and Foreword p. xv para 3, NPPF 2012
See RARA’s Appendices A - X
Acronyms used:

PRTC
WDC
LP
PRTP
PR
TWG
SWG
PINs

-

Princes Risborough Town Council
Wycombe District Council
Local Plan
Princes Risborough Town Plan
Princes Risborough
Transport Working Group
Sports Working Group
Planning Inspector

3.1.
Refusal to recognise the Localism aspects of and
objection to the expansion proposals
3.1.1. The concept of ‘Localism’ (evidenced in the Localism Act 2011) must be
one which is central to the Plan-makers considerations (NPPF 2012 refers).
The principles behind Localism are neglected here in that a majority of
residents in/around PR object in some form to the principle of the
proposals, and that their objections are being rejected. Further, there is no
evidence that significant numbers of current PR residents regard such
proposals in a positive light.
3.1.2. RARA does not think the proposed Town Plan (as part of the wider WDC
Local Plan) has been developed in a fair and balanced manner and has
taken on board the views of the local residents and businesses.
Consultation at its best has been to ‘inform’ rather than ‘involve’ and
‘consult’.
3.1.3. It therefore brings forward the objection that the Local Plan is not legally
compliant. It has not met the requirements set out in Section 20(5)a of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) in that it has not adopted
the process of involving the community in line with WDC’s ‘Statement of
Community Involvement - 2012’ - see Appendix B and B.1 ‘Appendix
B’ from within document
3.1.4. To decide the PR scale of expansion three levels of engagement should
have been applied, ‘involving’, ‘consulting’ and ‘informing’ as set out in the
Appendix A. RARA is of the belief that ‘involving’ and ‘consulting’ has not
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been properly carried out and that WDC have merely ‘informed’ the PR
community about the scale of development.
3.1.5. RARA has evidence to support its objection that the decision to give PR a
quarter of WDC’s OAN was pre-determined and all consultation on this
matter was superficial to satisfy process alone. The WDC Statement of
Community Involvement emphasises;
‘The key difference between the three is that if a decision has already been
taken and there is no scope for change, the engagement type that we would
follow would be ‘informing’, rather than ‘involving’ or ‘consulting.’
What follows seeks to outline our concerns about this neglect of duty and
legal compliance.

3.2.

Public Consultation

3.2.1. The draft plan went out to public consultation in 2015 and a summary of
comments were published in November 2016 following an overwhelming
response from 3,000 people raising over 10,000 individual comments. The
majority of these comments were critical of the plan and particularly the
‘swamping effect’ of the scale of the planned expansion of Princes
Risborough. No attempt was made by WDC to use this feedback
constructively to revise the scale of the plan or rethink the relief road
based on this feedback.
3.2.2. Residents of Princes Risborough have not been consulted on the scale of
the planned development. It has always been presented as a ‘fait accompli’
and as this representation demonstrates was pre-determined by WDC prior
to any consultation. As far back as September 2014 the public were being
asked leading questions, to which they would obviously be in favour. They
should have been asked if doubling the size of the town was acceptable. It
is government policy to give localism a voice, this hasn’t been done here.
Every effort has been made to stifle debate and force the plan through.
3.2.3. Consultation by WDC and Princes Risborough Town Council (PRTC) has
been restricted to low key exhibitions prior to the draft consultation and it
was only recently, in July 2017, that RARA successfully lobbied PRTC and
WDC to hold an ‘Open Meeting’ to give residents a chance to express their
views and about the Local Plan and implications for PR. This was an ‘entry
by ticket only’ event which prevented some people from attending.
3.2.4. RARA has tried to fill the void of ‘localism’ which has been created by
PRTC’s poor engagement with the community. We have encouraged
positive debate and enabled the community to have their say via our
comprehensive website http://risboroughresidents.org, and social media
with our active Facebook page etc. It is noteworthy that PRTC’s own
website http://www.princesrisborough.com shows little evidence of
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dialogue with the local community. Minutes of meetings pay lip service to
the Town Plan despite it being the biggest event in this Market Town’s
History. Their original statement posted in 2015 has never been updated see Appendix C - citing PRTC’s preferred scale of expansion then for the
town. This statement is much more in line with RARA’s vision for the town
and that of the local community but is now at considerable odds with the
overwhelming scale of 2,600 homes which was PRTC’s ‘worst case
scenario’ back in 2015.
3.2.5. The Town Council statement written in 2015 states that:
‘Princes Risborough Town Council (PRTC) is opposed to large scale
development on the northern side of the Risborough – Aylesbury railway
line, as proposed in the draft Local Plan.’
It further adds:
‘It is PRTC’s considered opinion that all the land from the base of the
Chiltern Hills, which extends from the northern border of the Town and lies
within Wycombe District, should be re-designated as AONB and/or
Greenbelt in order to protect this beautiful countryside for the present and
future benefit of all.’
And that:
‘in the worst-case scenario, development be considered on land north of
the railway line it would be imperative that the necessary infrastructure
improvements, (including, but not exclusively, a western relief road, new
primary school, new doctors’ surgery and current town centre
redevelopment/expansion within the existing commercial centre of The
High Street, Duke Street, New Road, Horns Lane and Bell Street), are
implemented alongside any housing development. Furthermore, PRTC
insist that it should play a key role in all matters relating to any
development, including allocation of housing.’
3.2.6. In the recent Extraordinary meeting held on 14th November 2017, the
Town Council debated their response to the plan. The statement above
was included with their response, the fact that they were debating their
‘worst case scenario’ was not mentioned by the mayor Cllr Matt Walsh. A
pre-prepared statement supporting the plan was given to the councillors,
which many had not had time to review beforehand. This was approved
with minor amendments.
3.2.7. Ironically, the PRTC’s statement evolved from proper engagement with
the community and is based upon findings in the Tibbalds Report 2014.
3.2.8. The Tibbalds Report, December 2014 - Appendix D – was
commissioned by WDC 3 years ago to explore the potential expansion of
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Princes Risborough for the New Local Plan, against the three main options
put forward by WDC:
•
•
•

Low growth (600 homes)
Medium growth (1,000 homes; and
Very major expansion (2,000 - 2,500) homes

3.2.9. Tibbalds developed its report from talking with PRTC and wide
community engagement to produce a ‘community vision’ for the future
(p.5/6). Strong local opinion wanted PR to retain its market town
character, close connections to the rural surroundings, role as an
important centre for nearby villages and ensure existing features of the
town are maintained for the future. It identifies 11 key issues for planning
to address before expansion can be properly considered. The quantum leap
from the community vision in the Tibbalds Report to where we are now
bears little resemblance and worryingly many of the 11 key issues
(expanded upon later in this representation) have been either ignored or
unresolved leading to this unsustainable scale of expansion for Risborough
within the LP.
3.2.10.
Since 2015, RARA has worked hard to try to engage with the Town
and District Council to work together to help shape the plan for the town.
At a Steering Group meeting last year, RARA’s Chairman requested an
honest and frank meeting with Cllr. Johncock, Cabinet Portfolio Holder for
Planning, to discuss the effect of 2,600 homes on the town and the
opportunity to explore alternatives. He told her this was not possible and
the scale of expansion of PR was non-negotiable as it had always been
planned. This was reiterated at the public meeting in July 2017 by one of
WDC’s Senior Planners in answer to a direct question from RARA as to
‘what evidence does WDC have that the numbers of homes had been
properly consulted on?’ who said publically:
‘…no consultation on this scale of development had taken place’.
From this evidence, the decision to offload a quarter of WDC’s housing
allocation clearly was pre-determined and any consultations undertaken in
respect of this were superficial.
3.2.11.
RARA members also attended and presented a briefing paper for
debate at local Parish Council Meetings during 2017 for Bledlow-cumSaunderton and the Kimbles (we are still waiting to meet with Lacey Green
and Longwick Parish Councils). This was to encourage engagement with
the smaller surrounding settlements to build synergy of understanding of
the sustainability issues which would impact on everyone. See Appendix
E
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3.3.
Princes Risborough Town Council and the Steering
Group
3.3.1. The Town Council has failed to work independently and objectively
throughout to listen to and apply the views of its electorate. Instead, it has
aligned itself with WDC to fully support the scale of expansion and the
relief road without question. The PRTC’s aforementioned ‘worst case
scenario’ option for the town has been fully realised by being an
accomplice in supporting WDC’s diktats.
3.3.2. The Steering Group advocated by WDC was chaired by the Town
Council’s own chair who in 2016 took on the role of WDC’s Deputy Cabinet
Portfolio Holder for ‘Planning’ whilst remaining a member of the Steering
Group despite this conflict of interest. A consistent member of the Steering
Group was the aforementioned WDC Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Planning
Cllr. Johncock, who was a dominant member, accompanied by his Head of
Planning Penelope Tollitt and other Senior Planners. These officials and
professionals often outnumbered the community representatives and
prevented the group from developing the plan in a fair and balanced
manner - a core principle of planning within the NPPF (Para 17) which
states should:
‘..be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their
surroundings, with succinct local and neighbourhood plans setting out a
positive vision for the future of the area”.
3.3.3. We understand from widespread research a steering group should be
made up of local representatives with the District Planning Officers acting
as experts. It should not be led by the Deputy Cabinet Member for
Planning and contain the Head of Planning as a member. This is a clear
conflict of interest. It demonstrates the Steering Group was composed and
led in the direction the Wycombe politicians wanted. A majority of the
community members were ill-prepared to challenge any of these senior
officers and councillors especially at the start of the process. None of the
community members and a majority of the Town Council members had
any skills in planning. With the lack of guidance from the WDC planners
the Steering Group was effectively forcibly led by the WDC members to
rubber stamp the decisions.
3.3.4. Over the last two years a number of councillors have resigned from the
council over the stifling of any debate on the issue of the plan. The Town
Council magazine has never been clear to the residents about the massive
scale of the expansion. With any expansion on this scale it should be the
Town Council’s duty to consult with all of the resident population though a
referendum, which has recently taken place in Chinnor and Oxfordshire.
The Town Council is clearly concerned that the vote would go against the
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expansion and will not let this happen. They are not reflecting the views of
the electorate, and are failing in their duties as councillors.
3.3.5. The Town Council is dominated by the 3 Wycombe District councillors,
one of whom, Alan Turner is the aforementioned Deputy Cabinet Member
for Planning. Both Alan Turner and Gary Hall were originally elected as
Independents, as the pressure to push the plan through increased last
year they have both now joined the Conservative group and sit on the
cabinet at WDC see Appendix T.
3.3.6. At the point of the first Steering Group meeting in 2015, the plan was
already pre-determined, the housing numbers and the route of the road
already planned based on preliminary studies in 2013/4. No critical
alterations or suggestions from the community members have ever been
accepted. In fact, a number of members failed to attend or resigned from
the steering group during its lifetime as they were disillusioned with the
working atmosphere and lack of balance which did not encourage
constructive and open discourse. The minutes of the penultimate Steering
Group meeting in June 2017 - Appendix F - show just 3 members of the
community in attendance who were not elected officials or professional
planners. This was a common pattern during the course of 2016/17. These
members felt their views were not being listened to by WDC and the town
plan was pre-determined and a fait accompli - so what difference could
they make? The Steering Group was formed for one reason which was to
give the planning process a veneer of local involvement.
3.3.7. The Steering Group was asked to make only one key decision, which was
the route of the relief road. The group, including the Town Councillors
agreed that this road should be an outer relief road, built around
Risborough, joining the A4010 south of the town. This is also in line with
the public consultation. However, the final decision of the SG and the
wishes of the public were ignored by the WDC planners in favour of a
cheaper alternative through Summerleys Road.
3.3.8. The Steering Group formed only two working groups to inform its
decisions 1) The Transport Working Group (TWG) 2) The Sports Working
Group (SWG).
3.3.9. The TWG dealt with the roads and rail scenario. This group worked on a
detailed basis guided by the planners. However, no attention was paid to
strong views about the relief road following the wrong route and merely
acting as a service road.
3.3.10.
The SWG only met twice in the latter stages of the Steering Group
and once the draft plan was in place and lacked any detail. It had no
impact i.e. buffer zones already identified as playing fields were supported
despite car journeys being required for most of their users.
3.3.11.

No working groups were created for important issues such as:
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•
•
•
•
•

Education
Health and Wellbeing
Employment
Environment
Improvement to the Town Centre - shops, parking etc.

3.3.12.
The Steering Group was seriously flawed in respect of gender and
age. The only female representation was the Chairperson of RARA for the
latter stage of the steering Group meetings. Walking round Princes
Risborough it is very difficult to believe the views of circa half the
population had been adequately represented.
3.3.13.
The lack of any consultees under the age of 40, no representatives
of local employers were included. The panel principally comprised nonresident planners and a Town Mayor who lives in Hazlemere many miles
from Princes Risborough.
3.3.14.
The Steering Group was not able to operate grounded in detailed
feedback, views, creative alternatives derived by consulting the local
community, a far cry from the Tibbalds Report which was grounded in
community engagement. It was steered by the experts and local politicians
to realise pre-determined decisions of scale to meet WDC’s numbers
ignoring the core principle of sustainability.
3.3.15.
At the last meeting of the Steering Group a statement by current
and former members was submitted expressing concern about the lack of
community involvement in shaping the plan. Members stated:
‘…serious concern about the manner in which the Steering Group has
worked and its failure to provide a relevant voice to shape the Princes
Risborough Town Plan as part of WDC’s Local Plan…On many key areas,
the Steering Group has been informed of ‘the answer’ at the expense of
working creatively to find ways to improve and enhance Princes
Risborough. There was no real intention to empower local people to shape
their environment but rather a pre-determined strategy to create the
facade of consultation and localism to ensure a quarter of the district’s
OAN and accompanying road could be driven through.’ Appendix G.

3.4.

RARA’s Petition and Wycombe District Council

3.4.1. As mentioned, RARA has been the only effective opposition to the plan
and has been doing the job of the Town Council in challenging decisions
which are clearly against the well-being of the townspeople and the very
existence of Risborough in its current form.
3.4.2. In being unable to bring about a proper dialogue with PRTC and generate
the same within the Steering Group, a petition was started by RARA in
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2017 to try to engage WDC in a responsible conversation. This was
submitted to WDC on 3rd April 2017 - see Appendix H - for the
presentation given by RARA to the WDC full council.
3.4.3. This petition - see Appendix A - asked WDC to:
•
•
•

reconsider its plan for Princes Risborough, and propose a lower scale
of development;
investigate better solutions for the Wycombe District that makes
better use of available land;
fully consult with local residents on future proposals and act on their
views and feedback.

3.4.4. To date, the petition had reached over 4,300 signatures and In line with
WDC’s Democratic Policy, its size triggered a debate at Cabinet level on 5th
June 2017 and RARA was invited - Appendix I - to give a presentation Appendix J. This was summarily dismissed by Cllr. Johncock as
‘nimbyism’ in the full council session. RARA was not given any opportunity
to take part in the debate after giving their 5-minute presentation. Despite
a member of the Council asking Cllr Johncock if he felt residents of PR had
been fully consulted and their views listened to why had circa 4,000
residents and given half the electorate signed this petition objecting? Cllr.
Johncock did not have an answer. It was decided that the petition be
noted by the Cabinet and no further action would be taken.
3.4.5. The size of the petition provided RARA with the opportunity to meet with
our MP John Bercow who indicated the scale of the expansion was
unusually large and was able to directly forward our concerns to Sajid
Javid. This was presented as a consultation response by RARA for the
White Paper published in Feb/March 2017 ‘Planning for the right homes in
the right places’ Appendix V.
3.4.6. In trying to work with WDC, RARA believed they could collaborate to
realise positive changes before the plan was submitted to the PIN.
Believing we had been tolerated rather than listened to by WDC, RARA
engaged in further correspondence with the Leader of the Council, Katrina
Wood to request a meeting which she deemed ‘would not be of benefit’ see Appendices K, L and M for correspondence. In this correspondence,
RARA again reiterated the lack of consultation on the scale of the town
expansion which she refuted.
3.4.7. RARA has been proactive in raising awareness regularly consulting with
the local community. It has held meetings and drop-ins to provide up to
date information see Appendix U to enable people to share their views. It
meets regularly as a wider group where many attendees are chairs and
leaders of local residents’ groups and interested parties. To harness
community feedback, RARA set to work in August and September of 2017
to look at how it could bring together a template for a better Town Plan. To
this effect, wider group members were asked to contribute their views and
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suggested alternatives can be found in the document ‘Principles for a
Better Town Plan’ - Appendix W.
3.4.8. During October and November 2017 we have engaged with the local
community about the Final Consultation. We have encouraged people to
write to the PINs to be heard and stressed the importance of the
independent role of the Planning Inspector. (see Appendix N). PRTC
have been very quiet and have not promoted this consultation as a real
opportunity for the local community to have their voice heard. RARA are
keen that all stakeholders and those that care deeply about the future of
their town and its sustainability are able to express their views in the hope
that finally they will be heard and acted upon.
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4. Soundness of the Local Plan
4.1.

Consideration of Reasonable Alternatives

Relating to LP Section 3, 4, CP1 and CP2, and section 5.3

4.1.1.

Government Relief

It is recognised that the District has many restrictions and constraints on use of
land, but in these circumstances a Council struggling to meet its target, should
have asked the government for dispensation to reduce its Objectively Assessed
Need. There is no evidence in the Plan that this has been done. When
challenged on this, on many occasions, WDC’s Head of Planning has denied
such a procedure exists, so it is certain this procedure has not been explored.
(See Legal Compliance, Sec 3)

4.1.2.

Recent Housing Growth

We would like to correct a clear misrepresentation that the LP makes about
Princes Risborough and the surrounding areas historic housing growth. In para
5.3.4 (page 163), it is stated that Risborough has not grown significantly in the
last 40 years, and that growth in the period 2001-11 was half that of the rest
of the District. Between a quarter and third of the homes in Risborough have
been created in the last forty years and have been assimilated very
successfully. This is a growth slightly above the national average and well
above the median of the country. Wycombe have stated that they mean it has
not grown beyond its natural boundary; on that argument, since the creation of
the Green Belt, London, Manchester, Birmingham, Leeds and Liverpool have
not grown for 60 years. In their review of options for Risborough carried out in
2013 WDC admit that housing growth in the period 2006-2012 was 20%
greater than the rest of the District, proving that with minor adjustments to the
period, the figures show a very different picture.

4.1.3.

Predetermination

Initially we have been told that there is no other area to build in the district
apart from the Risborough area, hence why so many homes have been
targeted for here. This level of build has been described as disproportionate by
our MP the Rt. Hon John Bercow and unsustainable by the CPRE. From GL
Hearn’s report in August 2016 (commissioned by AVDC) a top down review of
Wycombe’s emerging Local Plan was carried out. It must be noted that GL
Hearn recognised a number of areas in the Wycombe District that could take
more building, including Princes Risborough, however, the only sites that WDC
pursued were here and the neighbouring parish of Kimble. (See Legal
Compliance, section3, LP policy RUR6)

4.1.4.

Poor Estimation of ‘Windfalls’

The current government consultation is titled the ‘right homes in the right
places’, not ‘build a lot of houses’.
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In the Local Plan’s introduction WDC make it clear that the ‘right place’ is in the
south of the District. But, about 45% of the full allocation is to be built in the
north of the District or transferred as unmet need to Aylesbury Vale. GL
Hearn’s report questioned the windfall estimate that WDC had used, that it was
based on a period of five years of a time of low build (including the height of
the recession in 2008 and 2009). They argued that a longer period that evens
out the effect of troughs and peaks would provide a more accurate estimate.
This simple adjustment would increase the windfall figure by 200 houses and
present a more accurate view of the district housing spread.

4.1.5.

Incremental increase to settlements

The incremental and equal expansion of all settlements within the District and
correlating identified residential sites with economic and employment sites
must surely be the starting point for any fair and appropriate Plan. The Plan
presented by WDC shows no evidence of this correlation and in fact highlights
employment areas with very low residential options (Marlow, Stokenchurch
etc.) and areas such as PR with very high residential allocations and poor
employment opportunities. This disparity leads to increased and unnecessary
travel (road and rail movements) entirely at odds with any definition of
sustainability. Should WDC not be able to reduce their OAN with Central
Government, then a better attempt to correlate Homes and Jobs must be the
next alternative. (See 4.5 AONB and Sustainability)

4.1.6.

Housing Density (incl. Reserve Sites)

GL Hearn also questioned the density figures for housing in the WDC Reserve
Sites. These sites do have restrictions and less than half the area is suitable for
building, but this should then mean that this land is used most efficiently.
These reserve sites are in an enclave within the Green Belt and as well as
controlling sprawl this in turn ensures efficient use as urban land. The Local
Plan only provides indicative figures, but also three different numbers, table 4:
1,755; table 11: 1,635, and the individual sites, add up to 1,595. Nowhere is
the density of these sites shown. You have to go back to WDC’s initial
assessment on the sites in 2013 to see that housing density was around 30
houses per hectare - close to or below the government’s minimum expectation.
This is significantly lower than the density expected in the PR expansion zone
which also includes land set aside for schools and a road!
As a rural Market Town, Risborough currently has a much lower existing
density of housing than those around the reserve sites and we are in the
setting of the AONB, therefore consistency would demand that a higher density
of houses should be built in the reserve sites. Nowhere in the Plan has such a
low density in the reserve sites been justified (Localism act 2011 requirement).
It must be noted that an additional site next to Abbey Barn North was found
which will provide another 30 houses. This has been used to reduce the houses
built in Abbey Barn North, in a District struggling to reach its housing target
this would appear to be an unaffordable luxury.

4.1.7.

Green Belt and AONB

It is notable that Wycombe has proportionally one of the lowest usages of the
Green Belt (and one of the highest unmet needs) in the country. For example it
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is about a tenth that of Aylesbury DC where WDC’s unmet need is being ‘met’.
Wycombe District Councillors have said that Stokenchurch is an area whose
social and economic potential is being held back because of the land
restrictions. The policy on both Green Belt and AONB is that local economic and
social needs are circumstances for which these restrictions can be overridden.
So, why has this not been done in this case? From the Local Plan, and for sites
with planning permission, the houses proposed to be built in Marlow is 89 (see
LP 5.2.4). For a town of 15,000 people to only build 4.5 homes per year for 20
years is unsustainable and will seriously damage the social and economic wellbeing of this town. (See also AONB and Sustainability, 4.5). It is noted that 4
substantial sites around Marlow were turned down in Wycombe’s individual
Green Belt review, all of which could give it the influx of new housing
opportunities it needs.
In Hazlemere, a Green Belt site that straddled the Council boundary with
Chiltern DC was identified by Chiltern DC as being acceptable for altering of the
Green Belt. This was refused by WDC. This illustrates some areas where
development should be carried out for many local benefits and within the
intention and purpose of AONB and Green Belt legislation. These options
warrant and require further investigation with an open mind to ensure a fairer
distribution of housing.
These options and examples show that the Local Plan is not the most
appropriate strategy, therefore not positively prepared and justified. Many of
the problems with sustainability and viability around Risborough will be by
reduction in the number of homes here and the scale of development proposed
against the economic backdrop. The above show this is not impossible, and
that there are a lot of wasted opportunities in the South of the District where,
as WDC acknowledge, it is more appropriate to build.

4.1.8.

Reducing traffic movements

The first review of options produced by Wycombe district in 2013 recognised
that there was little potential for new business space, even with a significant,
larger town. This scale of growth cannot be done without providing the
economic development required and by providing infrastructure and transport
links to make this happen and make PR attractive to employers. As the
Tibbalds sustainability report (Appendix D) also mentioned, most new residents
of this development would have to commute. This would provide a tidal wave of
extra traffic onto a transport system that is currently overwhelmed. (see 4.3
Relief Road; 5, Duty to Co-operate, LP policy PR7). It seems staggering that
WDC have ignored their own Planning advice and proceeded with the PR
expansion plan regardless of this (and of the Town and Country Act). We also
note that the proposed illustration of the larger proposed expansion zone, in
the 2013 report, is the same as the final master plan now produced. That the
proposed route of a relief road (apart from one part at the Southern end) is the
one now being proposed, despite the unified opposition in the Steering Group
to this route, must raise the question of pre-determination.
And that
correlating Homes, Jobs, Infrastructure and Interconnections have not been
adequately developed by WDC in preparing their Plan.

21

4.2 Constraints
Relating to LP Section 3, 4, CP1 and CP2, and section 5.3
4.2.1.

4.2.2.

4.2.3.

4.2.4.

4.2.5.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) says that: ‘Great weight
should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in AONBs,
which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and
scenic beauty.’ Government policy also allows housing targets to be lower
in designated areas and recommends that ‘major developments’, including
housing schemes, should be refused except in ‘exceptional circumstances’.
Chapter 3 of Wycombe District Council's Local Plan sets out a number of
strategic objectives. The first of these, Cherish the Chilterns, states that
"...conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the landscape of the
AONB is [...] central to the strategy of the Local Plan." They then go on to
say "...this objective is not just about the part of the hills that are
designated as AONB: it is about valuing the heritage and influence of the
hills throughout the District’’
Government planning rules state that councils should reduce their housing
numbers if faced with significant constraints, and a number of councils
around the country have done just this. In fact, 24 councils with significant
AONB, Green Belt and unique landscape areas, have agreed their local
plans with significantly reduced housing targets - see CPRE table of 24
councils with successfully reduced OAN. Appendix S
Despite Wycombe District being heavily constrained by AONB, Green Belt
and areas of unique Chilterns landscape, WDC have committed themselves
to a housing target which they are unable to deliver in a legally compliant
and sustainable way, when there are alternative locations which, while
designated, offer more sustainable opportunities for development and
growth.
RARA has frequently challenged Wycombe District Council's Objectively
Assessed Need on the basis that it has not been modified to take account
of the considerable policy constraints and, as a consequence the local plan
fails to meet its strategic objective of 'Cherishing the Chilterns'. At the
Steering Group Meeting in June 2017, the Chair of RARA asked yet again
as to whether an application to the government had been made to reduce
OAN due to constraint - this is noted in the SG minutes under AOB Appendix F. This question was repeated at the Public Meeting in July
2017 and again at the last Steering Group Meeting on 22nd November
2017. Here Penelope Tollitt finally answered and was emphatic that she
was not aware such a planning rule existed for councils to seek a reduction
in OAN due to constraint - see 4.1.3 above. She was disbelieving and
asked for evidence of the 24 councils who had successfully done this which
RARA has sent her prior to submitting this representation.

22

4.2.6.

RARA is dismayed and incredulous that the Head of Planning for WDC, who
has consistently avoided and ‘fudged’ this question, since as early as 2015,
has not demonstrated essential planning knowledge and competence for all
options and alternatives to be properly considered to realise the most
sustainable Local Plan possible. Minutes from 22nd November 2017 will
follow in RARA’s Steering Group Minority Report.
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4.3.

Relief Road

Applicable Plan Policy references include: PR3, PR6, PR7, PR8, PR11, PR12, PR16,
and PR17
4.3.1. The Plan states that ‘Major new road infrastructure in the form of a relief
road would be required in the context of any expansion of the town.’ A
sweeping statement that we believe has not been properly substantiated in
the Plan. The proposal being put forward is neither sound, legally
compliant or shows little sign of co-operation with relevant stakeholders.
4.3.2. The route of the road is from Grove Lane, following the B4009 until
midway between Meadle and Longwick. It then sweeps through the
expansion area, coming out onto Summerleys Road, passing between
Blanchfords commercial premises and the railway station. From Picts Lane
it crosses Culverton Farm land to the A4010. It cuts through agricultural
land, the AONB, Green Belt and various flood zone areas. According to
WDC the road will relieve congestion and provide better access to the
station – their own modelling report produced by Jacobs (May 2017)
contradicts this.
4.3.3. The choice and design of the route has history. Jacobs was
commissioned in 2015 to investigate options. Surprisingly the first option
in any hierarchy of sustainable solutions, the 'do nothing option' - making
better use of existing infrastructure, was not part of Jacobs brief. Jacobs
analysed over 20 options and the three shortlisted were published in the
2016 draft plan. Jacobs was relieved of its brief in 2016, and DRF
consulting engineers (DRF) appointed. DRF was asked to look at new
options through the Culverton Farm land, and to compare these with
Jacobs ‘11b’ option - along Shootacre Lane and Picts Lane. This new
‘Culverton’ route has resulted. There is no rationale given - that we can
find, on the decision making process behind this choice.
4.3.4. WDC has always maintained that cost was a driver, and for this reason
the wider bypass option 17 - at an extra cost of c£20m and favoured by
the Town Council and Steering Group, was ruled out. The Steering Group
feedback to WDC on the Town Plan consultation in March 2016 stated:
4.3.5. ‘Route option 17 is by far our preferred road option for relieving traffic
from the town and A4010. It provides a more efficient route alignment and
an appropriate and workable access to the expanded Princes Estate, which
is not achieved at all by route option 11. Therefore the majority consensus
view of the steering group is that option 17 is the only option that
comprehensively contributes towards achieving the town vision (e.g.
making PR an accessible town) and should therefore be taken forward in
the final plan with the required level of funding and commitment from
WDC, BCC and the LEP.’
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4.3.6. DRF in their Feasibility Review (Sept 2017) don’t come to any conclusion
on the best of the options they reviewed but state in relation to
construction cost that ‘All options are broadly similar in price’. We calculate
if the cost of land purchase is taken into consideration (38,000m2 v
8,000m2) plus other costs not included then the Jacobs ‘11b option’ is by
far the cheapest. The Princes Risborough Expansion - Viability Report (Mar
2017) concludes that ‘The costs of known infrastructure and planning
obligations associated with the Princes Risborough expansion amount to
£67.25m.’ and goes on to state that the scale of housing development
proposed can easily accommodate these costs and still generate a
‘cumulative project surplus / headroom of almost £70m’. Clearly should
the scale of housing proposed go ahead then all road options considered
by Jacobs are affordable – including option 17, so cost cannot be the driver
for the chosen option.

View from Brush Hill Nature Reserve and the Ridgeway National Trail - indicative route of relief road (and lighting) at
the A4010 junction. Through agricultural land, Green Belt and AONB.

4.3.7. Petitions and consultation responses have been submitted objecting to
the current proposals. The summary of the Local Plan responses to the
August 2016 consultation indicated that 476 objections were received
(when the two petitions regarding the relief road from the Wake up
Risborough Group (WURG) and Summerleys Road Residents Group are
included) against 6 in support. This also mirrors feedback from a town
meeting facilitated by the Risborough Area Residents Association where
250 people said they were against the road with one person in support.
And the RARA petition representing more than 50% of the town called for
a better town plan. We believe that it is reasonable to say that the relief
road proposal is not driven or supported by the community and certainly
doesn’t have the support that WDC would like to claim.
4.3.8. We also wonder what impact the Picts Mede development on Picts Lane
has on the proposal. We note from the Princes Risborough Expansion Viability Report (March 2017), with regard to the allowance for claims
associated with the new relief road ‘The figure does not include potential
claims from the Picts Mede development which is currently in the process
of being developed out. They may be added but can’t be assessed until
they are sold.’ This statement requires clarification. A freedom of
information request on the subject has resulted in an evasive response.
Does this mean that if the developer has to reduce house prices, because
of the road development, we the tax payer incur this cost directly or
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indirectly? Will the same rules apply for homeowners similarly affected
along the route?
4.3.9. WDC want to build 58 new homes in Green Belt land behind Poppy Road.
Issues keep coming to light with regard to this proposal and the number of
homes continue to decrease. The environment issues and challenges in
gaining access continue to mount for WDC. The Plan is clear that the
‘Culverton’ route proposal for the Relief Road is needed to gain access to
this site. We believe that this is the main driver for the proposed route of
the relief road. We cannot accept that the need to construct 58 new homes
(in Green Belt) can justify what is according to the Plan, ‘Major new road
infrastructure in the form of a relief road’ development in farm land, Green
Belt and AONB. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires
that permission be refused for major developments in these areas except
in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in
the public interest. This is not in the public interest.
4.3.10.
The Relief Road, Southern Options, Ecological Appraisal (Aug
2017), points out that the Culverton arable field is ‘within the Bird
Conservation Targeting Project (BCTP) for declining and rare farmland
birds’. It also notes the presence in the area of various rare butterflies,
including the endangered Duke of Burgundy butterfly. All would be at risk.
The Green Belt Assessment Part 2 (July 2016) notes that the Culverton
field has very long distance landscape views, and is well connected to the
wider countryside. The site has a strong, unspoilt rural character and
because of ‘its visual exposure in short- and long-distance views, and its
contribution to the amenity of the AONB and a National Trail, the site has a
very low capacity for development.’ In addition visual intrusion caused by
the introduction of new transport corridors and associated loss of
tranquillity through the introduction of lighting, noise and traffic movement
can only have a negative impact.
4.3.11.
An outcome of the proposed road is the creation of a congested
and dangerous situation at the railway station, with HGV traffic being
diverted in to this hub. According to the report on Preliminary Phasing
Strategy Modelling (May 2017), the traffic on Poppy Road will have
increased at the end of the development ‘the result of increased delay at
junctions in the vicinity of the railway station access.’ Not exactly a sound
outcome or one that is going to encourage more rail commuters.
4.3.12.
The Steering Group feedback to WDC on the town plan
consultation in March 2016 noted that the relief road proposal was
‘effectively still a route through the heart of the town and a new housing
estate’. It also pointed out that it was tying up valuable brownfield land at
the station that could be used for housing development. The Steering
Group minutes of their January 2017 meeting highlights the dangerous
situation for pedestrians and cyclists that has been created by the unusual
‘T’ type junction on Picts Lane.
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4.3.13.
The road will have to be realigned vertically along Summerleys
Road, to allow heavy goods vehicle traffic to pass under the railway bridge,
all adding to the flooding risk in this area.
4.3.14.
Most of the road and hard asphalt surfacing will be visible from
vantage points in the AONB. The main expansion area is in the setting of
the AONB and the road is in direct line of sight from Whiteleaf Cross. The
section running through the AONB and Green Belt south of the town is
clearly visible from Brush Hill and the Ridgeway trail. This goes against the
NPPF and clauses 115 and 116. Exceptional circumstances must be
demonstrated, to justify harming the environment, the landscape and
more.
4.3.15.
No consideration has been given to the effects of new
development elsewhere and the resultant effects of the decant of vehicles
to adjacent communities and the effect of infrastructure at those
geographical points. It also doesn’t account for the effects of the
construction of the HS2 link, which will cause serious disruption to
infrastructure over the Plan period.
4.3.16.
A major disappointment is the lack of any strategic alignment with
the wider transport network and little sign of co-operation at an
appropriate level with relevant stakeholders such as Bucks County Council
(BCC). We need to take traffic off the A4010 between Aylesbury and High
Wycombe (40% of traffic is through traffic) because of congestion at either
end, not add to it. The Plan says discussions with BCC are only at an
‘early stage’. BCC has always maintained that there is no solution to the
traffic congestion on the A4010 at West Wycombe.
4.3.17.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The negative impacts of the relief road proposal are considerable;

It is not the most sustainable, cost efficient or transport efficient solution
It is not in the public interest – with little support if any, in the local
community
Harms our Green Belt and our AONB – including the views to and from the
AONB
Will result in a congested and dangerous situation at the railway station
Damage the environment – including risk of flooding on Summerleys road
and surrounding area
Loss of gardens and drive way access to residents of Summerleys road
Ties up valuable brown field land at the station that could be used for
housing
Destroys existing recreational activity that takes place on the various lanes
affected (the Steering Group minutes of the June 2016 highlight this) – for
walkers, joggers, cyclists and horse riders
Further exacerbates the already congested A4010 at West Wycombe.
Results in inappropriate and unworkable access to the expanded Princes
Estate
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•

Additional negative impacts from the expansion of neighbouring
communities and associated infrastructure needs have not been considered.

4.3.18.
The relief road proposal isn’t sound, sustainable or legally
compliant. There is no need to inflict this pain on Princes Risborough – as
national planning policy makes clear. There is a need to look at more
sustainable alternatives before one contemplates doing so – as the law
makes quite clear.
4.3.19.
Precedence has been established with road development plans
being turned down because of loss of large area of open countryside, harm
to AONB settings, failure to preserve and enhance conservation areas and
the AONB. (E.g. Kent International Gateway). We feel that the current
proposal should meet the same fate.

4.3.20.

Suggestions for Change

•

For a sustainable solution we should be looking at making better use of our
existing transport infrastructure. More imaginative ‘smart’ solutions that are
being adopted by others including Highways England. Routemaster cameras
in the town linked to Sat Nav systems. Providing commuters with more
information on traffic information allowing them to make informed decisions
and change their mode or time of travel.

•

Traffic congestion in the town is on weekdays, during the morning and
evening rush hour. At this time we could direct south west bound traffic
from Aylesbury onto the B4009 - We understand the railway bridge at Grove
Lane has to be replaced in any case for HS2 traffic. Non HGV traffic heading
north from High Wycombe could be encouraged to use Shootacre Lane and
Picts Lane – with sensitive lane upgrades. There is ample capacity for
widening of these lanes by up to 2 metres without any land acquisition or
disturbance to existing hedgerows.

•

More use could be made of lower speed limits in the town. It is good to see
some extra 20mph speed limits proposed. We should go further, for
example along Picts Lane and around the Station area.

•

We should be looking at a more sustainable and incremental approach. If
population growth through time requires additional new capacity then the
ring road promoted in the past by the Town Council and Steering Group
should be considered, with proper community consultation.

•

The answer is not a black belt of asphalt going through prime agricultural
land, Green Belt and AONB, creating a safety issue at the railway station,
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and could, according to the Lepus report (2016), ‘divert traffic that may
otherwise stop and spend money in Princes Risborough town’. We should
be minimizing adverse impacts on the setting of the AONB through
avoidance in the first place. Our lanes are an important source of recreation
for walkers, joggers, cyclists and horse riders. These should be protected
not destroyed.
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4.4.

Right Homes Right Places

Note: Applicable Plan Policy references include: PR3, PR6, PR7, PR11, and PR13.
4.4.1. The Plan is proposing 2,650 new homes for Princes Risborough almost
doubling the size of the town. This includes 2,357 new homes to the west
of the town beyond the railway line. We do not consider that this is
sustainable or deliverable. The need for more new homes we accept – in
particular affordable homes. However the proposals in this Plan are not
sound planning, legally compliant or embrace the duty to co-operate.
4.4.2. The Government Housing White paper (Feb. 2017) raised a number of
issues including the recognition that planning approvals are not being
implemented by developers and that developers are reneging on affordable
housing. The Conservative manifesto promised more ‘high density housing’
whilst ‘maintaining the existing strong protections on designated land like
the Green Belt, National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB).’ It also promised to rebalance housing growth across the country.

4.4.3. The outcome of the consultations on the Housing White Paper and the
follow up paper, ‘Planning for the right homes in the right places’ (Sept.
2017) is expected to be known in the spring of 2018. There is a desire in
the White Paper to support higher-density housing in urban locations that
are well served by public transport.
In locations that ‘provide scope to replace or build over low-density uses
(such as retail warehouses, lock-ups and car parks); or ‘where buildings
can be extended upwards by using the ‘airspace’ above them’. This all
makes us question if WDC’s current ‘Objectively Assessed Need’ for
housing in the District is joined up with the rebalancing of growth and need
across the country?
4.4.4. A report by the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Review Team (Oct.
2016) flagged up that CIL revenue from new homes has been much less
than anticipated and infrastructure has not always been forthcoming.
Therefore we are naturally wary that promised schools, public realm works
etc. as suggested in the Plan will not be forthcoming. More assurances are
required in this regard.
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4.4.5. The Plan recognises the need to develop the land fronting New Road
(Back Lane) in Princes Risborough. The area is unsightly, but we believe
the Plan is missing an opportunity here. All the focus is on creating more
commercial space in the town centre. Why not create both commercial
space and new homes – affordable 1-2 bedroom homes, to tempt more
people in to the town? An attractive shopping mall at ground level with
residential above. And why not be a bit more innovative and switch to
underground car parking, not a difficult technical challenge – the Tesco car
park is partly below ground level? More imagination is required by WDC if
we want to create the vibrant town centre we need.
4.4.6. On a similar theme the Plan states that not all of the new homes will be
within walking distance of the town. We think this is a mistake. Forcing
people into cars and buses will only result in them going elsewhere to shop
and socialise.
4.4.7. A major problem with regard to the siting of the new homes and
infrastructure is the risk of flooding. The Princes Risborough Expansion
Viability Report (March 2017) states, ‘Parts of the expansion area are
vulnerable to surface water flooding. There is also a risk of ground water
flooding as the water table is close to the ground surface and due to the
geology the expansion area is also prone to springs.’ The Plan notes the
need for a ‘comprehensive assessment of local sources of flooding
including ordinary watercourses, surface water and groundwater flooding
across the expansion area’. It begs the question, why has this not been
done sooner, it is after all a well-known issue. The feedback our members
are getting from the Environment Agency is that they don’t know what the
implications will be of both the new housing and the relief road with regard
to flooding. This is not sound or sustainable planning.
4.4.8. 58 homes are proposed in Green Belt land behind Poppy Road (PR11) –
considerably less than WDC originally envisaged. If WDC hasn’t done its
homework with regard to flooding in the area west of the town, it certainly
hasn’t with regard to this site. There are flooding and drainage issues and
a rare chalk stream - Pyrtle Brook. The Chilterns has 80% of the worlds
chalk streams - they provide a home for a variety of water plants, insects
and animals, and there is an increasing awareness of the need to protect
these beautiful and diverse ecosystems. There are active badger setts and
this area is a haven of wild life. Access from the Wycombe Road is
considered dangerous and access from the proposed Relief Road involves
going across agricultural land, Green Belt, the AONB and Pyrtle Brook. To
remove land from Green Belt requires evidence of ‘exceptional
circumstances’. We do not consider that there is any such evidence. This
proposal is not in the public interest. We also question the capacity to even
fit 58 new homes into this site with the constraints that exist and believe
this number is likely to reduce even further. It is disappointing to note that
WDC failed to consult with locally affected residents regarding this
proposal.
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4.4.9. The Draft Princes Risborough Town Plan Consultation Feedback Report
(Nov. 2016) noted that the ‘Impacts on the setting of the Chilterns AONB
were a concern’. Recently a housing development at the Molins Site in
Saunderton was turned down by The Secretary Of State. The reasons
included the significant harm to the AONB and ‘The very special
circumstances that would be necessary to outweigh the harm to the green
belt would not exist to justify the development.’ We consider the Green
Belt and AONB to be important issues that have not been properly
considered or addressed in the Plan.
4.4.10.
The Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP Secretary of State for Communities and
Local Government stated in, ‘Planning for the right homes in the right
places (Sept. 2017)’, ‘most of us are willing to welcome new homes if
they’re well-designed, built in the right places, and are planned with the
co-operation of the local community.’ In a similar vein, Tom Fyans,
Director at the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE), said recently
(Oct. 2017), ‘we have to build more genuinely affordable homes, make the
most of wasted brownfield sites and force developers to build the right mix
of housing across the country.’
We agree with both individuals.

4.4.11.

Suggestions for change

•

We need the right homes in the right places - we need to free up brownfield
sites, and protect existing Green Belt and prime agricultural land.

•

Work with existing commercial businesses on New Road to facilitate their
location to the industrial areas – free these areas all within walking distance
of the town centre for affordable homes

•

Identify other potential brownfield sites and facilitate
redevelopment e.g. Fire station site and Blanchfords

•

Focus on building more 1-2 bedroom affordable homes that are needed for
our young people

•

Match homes to jobs, healthcare, education, infrastructure and leisure
facilities

•

Adopt an incremental approach involving and reviewing every 3 years with
the local community – with key performance indicators on Plan delivery.

•

Firm assurances with regard to the provision and timing of delivery of
promised schools, public realm works etc. as suggested in the Plan.

•

We need consistency across the district with regard to citing of new homes
in areas of high flood risk – and this flood risk needs to be further
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relocation

/

understood at this time. There are too many assumptions in the Plan with
regard to flooding and the ability of developers to resolve this.
We need a sound, legally compliant and sustainable plan. If WDC is serious
about protecting our AONB and creating a sustainable plan then start with the
established wildlife area behind Poppy Road - and provide a ‘breath of fresh air’
for the local community. We propose this area remains within Green Belt, with
no new homes, and is turned into one of the ‘pocket parks’ proposed in the
2015 Conservative manifesto. More imagination and effort is required in
identifying the ‘right places’.
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4.5.

AONB and Sustainability

Applicable Plan Policy references include: PR6, PR7, PR8, PR11 and PR16

4.5.1.

Introduction

4.5.1.1. The distinctive character and natural beauty of Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) make them some of the most
special and loved places in England. We believe that Princes
Risborough is the ‘Gateway to the Chilterns’ AONB, partly within it and
partly within its setting. Inextricably linked with our AONB is
sustainability. Paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) states that sustainability is the golden thread which runs
throughout our planning system, and that all three pillars of
sustainability must be met – social, economic and environmental.
4.5.1.2. We value our AONB and we want a sustainable plan that supports
our growth ambitions for the town. As the largest and main area
residents association for the area we also want to see genuine public
engagement to ensure we have a plan that the local community is
proud of and a plan that is in the best public interest. We feel the
current Plan falls down with regard to soundness, legal compliance
and co-operation in all of these areas.

4.5.2.

AONB

4.5.2.1. The Chilterns AONB is beautiful. It is flower-rich, has arable and
livestock farms managed with consideration for biodiversity and
farmland birds. It has 85% of the world’s chalk streams - a scarce
habitat supporting a range of specialised wildlife. Not to forget the
recreation, employment, tranquillity, health and wellbeing benefits it
provides. It has an extensive public rights of way network so that local
people and visitors can enjoy the beauty it provides.
4.5.2.2. We are pleased that the Government has made a clear
commitment to protect AONBs. The Plan notes (P xviii) ‘We can
change Green Belt boundaries – but only in exceptional circumstances.
The boundary of the AONB is set by Government.’ The NPPF policies at
paragraphs 115 and 116 require great weight to be given to
conserving landscape and scenic beauty. This applies to developments
within the AONB and also in its setting, similarly the conservation of
wildlife and cultural heritage. The NPPF requires that permission be
refused for major developments in these areas except in exceptional
circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in the
public interest.
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4.5.2.3. There are a lot of positive statements in the Plan, recognizing that
(P 32) ‘any allocation that would result in major development in the
AONB would strongly conflict with the NPPF’, and for developments
not considered major ‘great weight should still be given to any
adverse impacts on the AONB.’ The Town Council on their web site
(Oct 2017) say ‘Whilst PRTC is mindful of the need for new housing
within the Town, particularly for young families, it is against the use of
Green Belt/AONB for such developments’.
4.5.2.4. However WDC’s Plan for 2650 new homes within the setting of the
AONB (some in Green Belt), and according to the Plan ‘Major new road
infrastructure in the form of a relief road’ within the AONB and Green
Belt, doesn’t fit with the legislation and the good intentions expressed.
4.5.2.5. The Princes Risborough Expansion - Landscape Sensitivity and
Capacity Study (Sept 2017) raises concerns. It notes that ‘Views
across the town and wider countryside from the AONB are available
from popular viewpoints on the Chiltern escarpment such as Whiteleaf
Cross and from the Ridgeway National Trail’. Going on to point out
that with regard to, Park Mill Farm, the land north of Longwick Road,
Mill Lane, Crowbrook stream, Alscot, and the Culverton area, views to
and from the Chiltern escarpment are an important characteristic
feature with risk of adverse impacts. With regard to Alscot it states
‘Any development would either adversely impact on the conservation
area or its setting or adversely affect the habitat value’.

Views from Whiteleaf Cross towards Alscot and Longwick - never to be the same again?
Davidson

Photo courtesy of Tessa

4.5.2.6. The Relief Road, Southern Options, Ecological Appraisal (Aug
2017), points out that the Culverton arable field is ‘within the Bird
Conservation Targeting Project (BCTP) for declining and rare farmland
birds’. It also notes the presence in the area of various rare butterflies,
including the endangered Duke of Burgundy butterfly. All would be at
risk. The Green Belt Assessment Part 2 (July 2016) notes that the
Culverton field has very long distance landscape views, and is well
connected to the wider countryside. The site has a strong, unspoilt
rural character and because of ‘its visual exposure in short- and longdistance views, and its contribution to the amenity of the AONB and a
National Trail, the site has a very low capacity for development.’ In
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addition visual intrusion caused by the introduction of new transport
corridors and associated loss of tranquillity through the introduction of
lighting, noise and traffic movement can only have a negative impact.

Culverton farm field from Icknield Way and the Ridgeway – AONB and Green Belt, soon to be tarmacked?

4.5.2.7. The proposed development behind Poppy Road, which is in Green
Belt and adjacent to the AONB, impacts on the Pyrtle Spring a chalk
headwater and as such a UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) priority
habitat. The relief road, further access road, and the planned housing
development at this location would constitute major development in
the AONB, which would be subject to further public interest tests
under the NPPF. For up to 58 new homes (we suspect this area will
not be able to accommodate this number) this area should not be
taken out of Green Belt.
4.5.2.8. The Chilterns AONB setting is a major asset for the town, 10
million people live within an hour of the Chilterns. There is massive
tourist potential.
4.5.2.9. There are a lot of cumulative negative impacts in the Plan and we
don’t believe it is sound, legally compliant or there has been sufficient
co-operation with all interested stakeholders, in particular the local
community.
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4.5.3.

Suggestions for change

4.5.3.1. We should be:
• Locating more of the homes close to existing buildings in the town, to
avoid new expanses of development that are visible and out of context.
•

Minimizing adverse impacts on the setting of the AONB through
avoidance in the first place. Our lanes are an important source of
recreation for walkers, joggers, cyclists and horse riders. These should
be protected not destroyed.

•

Promoting our AONB, including the opportunities to improve our health
and wellbeing – walking in our AONB is free! According to Public Health
England (Aug 2017). ‘4 out of 10 (41%) adults aged 40 to 60 in England
walk less than 10 minutes continuously each month at a brisk pace.’

•

Creating a Poppy Road/Pyrtle conservation and tranquility park.
Enhancing the important chalk stream and associated areas of
vegetation - instead of fragmenting this scarce habitat. The 2015
Conservative Party manifesto promised to ‘launch an ambitious
programme of pocket parks’, small areas of inviting public space where
people can enjoy relief from the hustle and bustle of everday life. This
would be an ideal location, complementing the surrounding area and
bringing benefits to the community and adding an attraction for visitors.

•

We have some fantastic views and trails on our doorstep – let’s enjoy the
landscape and start promoting and protecting the natural beauty and
health benefits of our AONB. According to David Attenborough ‘people
will only protect what they care about, and they will only care about
what they have experienced’.

4.5.4.

Sustainability

• Paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states
that sustainability is the golden thread which runs throughout our
planning system, and that all three pillars of sustainability must be met –
social, economic and environmental. We do not believe they have been
met either individually or collectively in the Plan:

4.5.5.

Economic

4.5.5.1. The plan recognises but fails to address the economic challenges:
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•
•

The Wycombe Commercial Sites Assessment report (2016) identifies
that Princes Risborough does not perform strongly on key commercial
drivers for national and regional growth trends.
The Lepus (2015) report notes that there is no significant industry to
provide employment in the town. The ‘Majority of residents of the
Risborough’s work outside of the ward’, there are ‘Less start up
enterprises looking in the area’, and the ‘Potential for future growth in
industrial units is likely to be limited’.

Walkers enjoying Whiteleaf Cross, the landscape and the views – courtesy of Chiltern Explorers.

•

•

4.5.6.

Employment potential that does exist is not being nurtured. Farming
is an important local industry, yet we are planning to destroy
precious agricultural land - including land identified in the Arup report
(2016) as scoring strongly to be included in the Green Belt. Where
does this sit with the Conservative 2015 manifesto pledge to ‘grow
more, buy more and sell more British food’? Our Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONB) location has major tourist potential, yet this
has not been seriously addressed. There is one small paragraph in
the Plan.
The number of new homes proposed is not proportional to the size of
the town. Developers are profit driven not volume driven, flooding the
market is not a sustainable option. As noted in the, UK Government
Construction Leadership Council’s ‘Innovation in Buildings’ report
(Nov 2017) in relation to private developers, ‘Housing completions
are typically slowed to match the rates to maintain desired sales
prices’. For anything other than modest housing growth WDC would
need to invest in a major public sector housing programme of their
own.

Social

•

The town needs better healthcare facilities - we are told that there is
ample capacity for the local surgeries to expand and recruit more
doctors - but they don’t, and can’t cope with present needs.

•

We need an integrated plan for sports and recreation facilities in the
town. There are a lot of good intentions in the Plan but there is no
integration. According to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Sept 2017)
– para 5.21, a S106 contribution has been secured from the Picts
Mede developer for a footbridge extension at the railway station to
link to the sports facilities west of the town. Good, but this comes
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across as just a vague promise. Why has it not happened already,
properties are being sold?

o

•

The recreation activity that takes place in our lanes has been
completely ignored. The ‘T’ junction being created on Picts Lane for
example will destroy this. How do cyclists – including groups of
cyclists often travelling at speeds of up to 20mph negotiate this
important National Cycle Route? How do parents with young children
in prams, elderly people walking their dogs, and more, negotiate this
junction? Not to mention horse riders from local equestrian centres.

•

The Plan (P246) notes that the railway station ‘will have a vital role to
play in establishing sustainable patterns of commuting for the new
population of the town. Direct, safe and attractive access to the
station for all modes of travel will be needed, and train services of
sufficient capacity to meet peak demands’. Yet the journey times to
London have increased over the last few years and the relief road
proposal will create an unsafe and congested environment around the
station.
We believe that it is a fundamental principle of Plan-making that the
coalescence of definable settlements must be avoided. The proposals
would however merge the self-evidently definable and historic
Settlements of Princes Risborough and Longwick.
The reference in the Plan (P232) to the proposed Poppy Road
development creating a possible crime issue for existing properties is
disconcerting for those living in the area.

•

•
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4.5.7.
•

Environment
The Sustainability
Appraisal
for
Princes Risborough
(March 2016) by
Lepus Consulting,
states (pN9/N10)

that

“In general options Wildlife enjoying Culverton Farm field – for now!
performed negatively with regards to biodiversity, landscape, cultural
heritage, water, climate change mitigation, climate change adaptation
and land resources’. It goes on to state that the larger scale of
development proposed now ‘may be more likely to lead to negative
environmental effects, in particular on the setting of the nationally
important AONB’.
•

We need to protect and enhance our Chilterns AONB setting, our farm
land, country lanes and historic villages – as noted above. There is little
in WDC’s plans about enhancement but a lot on destruction.

•

The WDC Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (Sept 2017) notes
(p152) that ‘the planning process should lead to the avoidance of flood
risk by where possible steering development towards the areas of
lowest flood risk.’ Yet the Plan is steering development into areas of
high flood risk!

•

Residents living along the proposed route of the relief road have been
told by the Environment Agency (EA) that basically the EA has no idea
what the flooding implication will be of building a road through a flood
plain let alone 2650 new homes. The Town plan can’t be approved until
this issue has been resolved which should have been done as part of
the preparation of the Plan.
At a WDC town meeting in 2016 it was recognised by WDC that more
work needs to be done by the Department of the Environment with
regard to current flooding and sewage spillage in the area - in which
case how will the infrastructure cope with a significant increase in
population?
The relief road proposed will send heavy goods vehicles through
existing and new residential areas, and the new railway station hub.
There appears to be no consideration to the pollution and safety issues
this would create for residents, cyclists, joggers, pedestrians and horse
riders.

•

•

4.5.7.1. The Plan is missing the NPPF golden thread of sustainable
development. Yes we need more homes but we must build the right
homes in the right places - where homes can be matched with jobs
and reduce reliance on the car; and in locations where damage will
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not be done to the environment or our valued landscapes. More can
be done to free up brownfield sites within the town and around the
station in this regard.
4.5.7.2. We believe that sustainable planning should demonstrate a close
correlation between homes, jobs, infrastructure and inter connections.
The Plan simply presents a proposal to ‘dump’ housing numbers on
the town, without any attempt to develop these critical aspects. Few
of the new residents will work in or near Princes Risborough, and will
be required to utilise travel means which are beyond, at, or near
capacities, and could be overwhelmed by such an expansion.
4.5.7.3. It is clear that the WDC Plan does not meet the ‘soundness’
requirements of the NPPF as the imbalance of identified employment
sites and proposed residential locations must be considered
unsustainable. This imbalance will create unsustainable traffic
movements between settlements within the district via geographical
and topographical barriers that have not been addressed in the plan.
Effectively the plan fails to align homes, jobs and infrastructure. (See
Duty to Cooperate 5.5)
4.5.7.4. The small element of additional employment space in the
proposals, and its lack of appropriate timing, will ensure that it makes
a negligible difference to employment in Princes Risborough. The
proposals do not allow for the social infrastructure necessary for any
significant form of expansion. They also do not consider that the retail
and other offerings of this small Market Town are based upon a limited
and essentially non-expandable space, and do not demonstrate
connectivity. It is unacceptable to take a relatively small settlement
such as Princes Risborough and overwhelm it by the sheer size and
scale of the proposed new development. We consider it is both illconceived and misconceived.
There also appears to be double
standards in play, with flooding and the AONB cited as reasons for not
building new homes in Marlow and Stokenchurch. Yet the same
constraints are applicable to Princes Risborough.
4.5.7.5. Proposals for many of the settlements within the district must be
viewed as unsustainable by, either; failing to provide for the future
housing needs of these communities, despite proposed improvements
to transport connectivity and employment sites (e.g. Marlow and
Stokenchurch) or; over supply of housing in communities that do not
have and/or are unlikely to have employment growth owing to their
remoteness to any strategic transport links/M40 (e.g. Princes
Risborough, Longwick, Kimble). The Princes Risborough settlement in
particular will be overwhelmed and effectively coalesced with Longwick
and the small hamlet of Alscot for example.
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4.5.7.6. There is reference in the Plan (P253) to the various promoters in
the expansion area coming to an ‘equalisation agreement’ with regard
to the development of a framework for a sustainable plan. This is
vague and appears to be missing a key component – local input.

4.5.8.

Suggestions for change

4.5.8.1. We need to:
• Agree through the local community a sustainable development plan
with new homes, proportionate to the size of the town, its location
and setting.
•

Get our existing town in order before instigating any new large scale
development – including better health care, rail service, leisure and
recreation facilities.

•

Undertake a sustainable drainage strategy to mitigate against climate
change and risks of flooding.

•

Develop our AONB tourist potential with a strategic plan to attract
more visitors to the area.

•

Make better use of our existing infrastructure rather than destroying
our existing farm land, Green Belt and AONB – we have put forward
suggestions in this regard on the section on the relief road.

•

More consistency in Plan proposals across the District with regard to
AONB and Flooding constraints.

•

We are not opposed to development but opposed to unsustainable
development.
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4.6.

Deliverability

Relating to LP policy PR17 also PR3, PR6, PR7, PR8, PR12, PR13, PR14
4.6.1. Behind Schedule
4.6.1.1. From the 2,649 new homes allocation for Princes Risborough, the
LP plans to build 2,200 homes (PR17, table17) for the period of the
Plan and from the LP’s 2013 start date. (Incidentally this does not
include current plans and developments such as the 90 at Leo
Laboratories, or the Ker Maria site, or those built and completed since
2013). In the published LP, WDC admit they cannot build the full
allocation during the period of the plan, but commit to building the
remainder over the subsequent three years. This is a substantial
slippage before any building has started and there is likely to be
further slippages, as is normal with this scale of ‘project’. It should
also be noted that one small current PR site providing low price
housing (Poppyseeds) still has a third of the houses available, after a
year of completion. Likewise, other sites have experienced a low take
up of houses (Pictsmede). Therefore, issues that have been uncovered
during the construction of these homes is likely to slow building rate
as the lack of incentive to dramatically increase building rate could
consequently flood a sluggish market. Slippages are very likely to be
substantial, so being able to deliver 2,200 houses within the plan
period seems very optimistic.
4.6.2. Relief road
4.6.2.1. According to the Wessex report on deliverability of housing in the
Buckinghamshire area, building of new homes cannot start until at
least part of the relief road is in place. This requires the relocation (to
where?) of a factory (Sumitomo Hard metal) and the closure of the
Aylesbury railway line as part of HS2 construction. The chances of
hitting a start target of 2023 would require these two separate
projects meeting their schedule, which is unlikely, making WDC’s
reduced build target more impossible. It should be noted that the
Council’s chosen route is the only one that creates this issue. WDC
claimed this was the cheapest route but there is a danger that in
maintaining their schedule they will have to pay extra thus taking
away its one alleged advantage, thus making other options much
more attractive and appropriate. (see 4.1 Reasonable Alternatives)
4.6.2.2. The proposed relief road seeks to cut through AONB and Green
Belt and as such should be subject to major development review
significantly delaying the construction of any road and thus further
hindering the opportunity to deliver any housing in any timely
manner. (see 4.3, Relief Road for Princes Risborough)
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4.6.3. Sewage works
4.6.3.1. We note that the Council Plan includes building up to the minimum
distance allowed by government advice, to the Princes Risborough
Sewage Treatment works (off Summerleys Rd). As stated elsewhere in
this representation this was against expert advice that recommended
an increase in the buffer, when only looking at 500 new homes! For
accommodating 2,600+ homes further filtration beds will be required,
which would increase the odour buffer, thus making those new homes
built closest to the sewage works, even with government guidelines,
uninhabitable. This could be prevented but would incur significant
extra costs for Thames Water which they could legitimately claim from
the Council. In the worst case this could involve relocating the works
which would create substantial delays to any building for at least
months if not years.
4.6.4. Town Centre Improvements
4.6.4.1. The public realm enhancements to the existing town centre do not
have any clear committed funding to ensure the enhancements are
implemented to enable the town centre and associated amenities to
support the massive extra demand that will be put on it. Furthermore,
much of the town centre ‘shared space’ improvements can only be
implemented if traffic loadings on the existing A4010 through the
town centre are reduced. WDC’s plan for incremental introduction of
the new relief road will only enable the traffic volumes through the
town to reduce once the final northern tranche of the relief road is
built. Hence the majority of the town centre enhancements can only
be introduced once the final batch of the extra 2,600+ homes are
built, at some unknown point in the future, on indeed perhaps never...
This is a clear sustainability risk as well as a key risk to the soundness
of the integration and therefore deliverability of the plan.
4.6.5. Timetable
4.6.5.1. We note that there is still, after four years, a lack of detail on
many of the infrastructure improvements required, and a lack of
commitment from the Council to support them not least any approval
from the local community. Without a more definite timetable it will be
difficult to monitor progress and also risk that required and promised
essential support services are in place to accommodate the level of
builds envisaged.
4.6.5.2. The latest government policy is to speed up the building of
houses. To have as a cornerstone of your plan an inability to start in
the next five years is at complete odds with this policy.
4.6.6. Integration (PR7)
4.6.6.1. The Aylesbury Railway Line is the natural boundary for the
existing settlement of Princes Risborough. This has always been the
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significant barrier for development of the town as it has limited
crossing points and any development beyond will not allow easy
integration of any new development to existing town. This is
highlighted in all reports, acknowledged by WDC and raised as a
concern by PRTC and by all other stakeholders throughout this whole
Plan process (and before). Previous applications across the railway
line have consistently failed (often at Appeal) as WDC have
successfully used integration (amongst other issues) as a barrier to
development (see Park Mill Farm applications).
4.6.6.2. Policy PR7 clearly shows a net reduction in available crossing
points to the railway along its entire length and specifically at the
south end of the expansion zone by replacing the 2 existing foot
crossings (well used by residents and visitors to access the open
countryside) with a controversial and expensive ‘underpass’ at Wades
Park (LP 5.3.86, 5.3.87). The siting of this underpass is in an area
prone to flooding, its construction and form is at present vague and
not well received by existing residents who have safety and security
concerns. WDC state that the existing foot crossings are dangerous
and that East West Rail are seeking to close them for safety reasons –
this is no longer the case (as discovered at the latest East West Rail
‘road show’) as improvements (doubling of the track) are no longer
planned (not least within the duration of the LP period). Closing of foot
crossings is no longer proposed by East West Rail Consortium.
4.6.6.3. No appropriate solution to integration of what will be a satellite
settlement to the existing town of PR is evident within the Plan,
significantly questioning its soundness and deliverability.
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5. Duty to Cooperate
Also relating to LP policy CP2 and PR4, PR5, and RUR5, RUR6

5.1.

Housing Numbers for Town and PR expansion zone

Firstly, we would like to make the point that co-operation and the community
views are not evident in the resulting LP, even between WDC and the Town
Council (PRTC) on both housing numbers and road suggestions as noted in
Steering Group reports.
For the first year of the process even members of the Steering Group were
talking about numbers for the whole town, whilst non WDC members of the SG
(inc PRTC) were only looking at the expansion area. This meant that sites like
Ker Maria, Hypnos/Whiteleaf and Leo Laboratories were not included in the
Council discussions. This is between another 4-500 new homes ‘missed’ by the
Council, already an increase of 20% (and of consequent service users). WDC
are now referring to only those homes built within the period, so despite
committing to a further 500 after 2033 the extra demand on infrastructure
requirements of all these homes is not recognised.

5.2.

Relief Road options – Steering Group

A key aspect of the Town Plan is the relocation of Sumitomo to the proposed
business park (in Longwick, PR10 – see 5.3, 5.5 below) so that the relief road
can be built. The road needs to be in place to allow any building to start
(difficult to reconcile with the governments aims to speed up building). Also
access to any industrial park will need to be addressed. If the SG’s preferred
road option (including that of PRTC) had been chosen these issues would have
been resolved and would have made that the most cost-effective option.
Instead a further 10-15 million pounds will need to be spent on improvements
to the Upper Icknield Way and Summerleys Rd to allow access to this new
estate. In addition the SG’s preferred option would have been safer, less
congested and if shaped by community involvement a far more acceptable
solution to existing residents.
If accompanied by wider strategic solutions to East West connectivity/access to
the M40, Heathrow from Milton Keynes, Aylesbury, likely to garner local
support (see Para 5.4).

5.3.

Neighbouring Parishes (esp. Longwick and Kimble)

Princes Risborough is a rural market town serving the surrounding area, and is
the main location of GP surgeries, dental practices, sewage works, police and
fire station, library, banks, schools and the railway station for a large number
of surrounding settlements. Therefore, the effect on the neighbouring Parishes
of both Longwick and Kimble (and vice versa) by nature of their proposed
considerable expansion too (RUR5 and RUR6), will be immense, and must be
dealt with in a unified and cohesive way. This has not been encouraged during
the development of the Local Plan. In the Local Plan there is an evident ‘black
hole’ as both Longwick and Kimble’s neighbourhood plans are still to be
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published. It should be noted that the Princes Risborough expansion Plan
requires that a business park be located in Longwick, but forms no part of their
Neighbourhood Plan. (PR10)
5.3.1. Neighbouring Parish consultation
RARA has briefed the neighbouring Parish Councils of Bledlow cum
Saunderton and Kimble cum Marsh (see parish briefing paper in Appendix
E). We were surprised at the lack of cooperation and discussion that either
WDC or PRTC had had with these neighbouring parishes on the impact that
the PR expansion Plan would have on this northern part of the district.
Significant concerns over traffic levels on the A4010 and access to shared
services resulted. Both these parishes are producing Neighbourhood Plans
based upon housing allocations dictated by WDC. Neither Plan is as yet
complete or included as part of the LP.
Despite the other neighbouring parishes of Longwick PC and Lacey Green
PC having received a request for briefing accompanied with the RARA
briefing paper, no meeting has been secured (Lacey Green PC) or
forthcoming (Longwick PC). It should be noted that the Clerks for these
small Parish Councils are both also Clerks for the (unacceptably compliant)
PRTC.
5.3.2. Services and Utilities
It should be noted that in initial reviews building in Longwick and Kimble
was to be about 200 and was not included in assessing the demands on
various services in PR. Proposed development here has now been
increased to 460 (RUR5, RUR6) which puts further and unplanned demand
on various services and utilities. For example, the plan states only two new
GPs are required for the area, this will create one of the country’s highest
patient to GP ratios: some current practices are threatening to close to
new patients at lower levels. This indicates both viability and sustainability
issues. These assessments were carried out in 2013 and the reasoning and
information about how these decisions were made was never published.
Publishing these would have made the process less opaque and offered
some insight into some of the surprising results such as two additional
doctors required. Likewise, the only review of the odour limit of the
sewage works was carried out for the refused former Park Mill scheme
which was for 500 houses (TWPS16_09_FINAL) not for circa 3,000. The
expert concluded the buffer zone was too small. Follow up questions with
the author identified that the zone will need to be extended as further filter
beds would be required to accommodate further housing, so again
highlighting viability issues (see 4.6, Deliverability). This would have
provided more confidence in the process, but also these requirements
should be updated to take account of the doubling in new homes from the
figures originally presented by the Council. The Tibbalds sustainability
report commissioned by WDC in 2014 (Appendix D) offers much more
realistic projections of service and utility requirements.
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5.4.

Strategic East West Road Solution/Wider review

5.4.1. An example of uncoordinated thinking by WDC in this process is the
relief road in that WDC have confined the problem to the expansion zone
and PR Town Centre. From the beginning of this process the local
population were raising concerns about the issue of traffic at either end not
being addressed. The constant defence of WDC is that it is not part of the
Town Plan. At the Council’s initial proposal in 2013 they were aware of
these issues and that a wider review of the traffic impacts on High
Wycombe was required. This issue has not been resolved; in fact, the
Council thinks it cannot be corrected
5.4.2. Geographically, the unconstrained rural area to the north of the
Wycombe District is of high quality agricultural land with the market town
of Princes Risborough and smaller rural settlements set on the lower slopes
of the Chiltern Hills. The only current access to significant employment
areas (High Wycombe, Marlow, Reading, Thames Valley, London, M40, M4,
M25, and Heathrow) is funnelled into High Wycombe by train and road
(A4010) through the already congested valley bottom bottle neck through
Stokenchurch, Bradenham and West Wycombe. It is imperative that this
topographical constraint and/or the significant infrastructure required to
resolve and facilitate easy access to the M40/A404(M) (or to make the
northern area accessible and therefore attractive for employers to locate
to) is in place before significant residential development can be considered
for the northern part of the district.
5.4.3. Options and solutions to this Topographical barrier will by nature open
up new opportunities for employment and housing thus rendering the
unsustainable elements of the WDC Plan unnecessary.
5.4.4. Solutions could include a complicated, expensive, substantial,
controversial direct continuation of the A4010 through West Wycombe Park
to the M40 Marlow (potentially creating great residential opportunities for
High Wycombe) or, an equally complicated improvement to the B4009,
bypassing Chinnor and Kingston Blount and accessing the M40 at Jct 5,
just north of Stokenchurch.
5.4.5. A solution to congestion in 2013 was that the B4009 improvement could
help relieve the traffic pressure at the Wycombe end of the A4010. Most of
the B4009 and the key point of restriction is in Oxfordshire. The
development of the Princes Risborough expansion zone was seen as
opportunity to improve this issue and make the town more attractive for
business, this chance has been missed.
5.4.6. For any much needed long term solution to the East West road route to
even be considered involves WDC evidencing a ‘duty to cooperate’ on
strategic transport solutions with many partners including South Oxon DC
and with the Highways Authority of Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire and
wider (Berkshire for solutions to the A404M issues to the M4 for example).
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Although it must be noted that improvements to the A404M at Bisham are
addressed by WDC with significant Central Government investment
(garnered through evidenced improvements) to ease access to the
employment areas of Marlow, Maidenhead etc – none such funding is
evident for essential congestion easing required for the A4010.
5.4.7. This County wide infrastructure cooperation is something that is
noticeably absent and/or vague within the WDC Local Plan. (LP policy CP2)

5.5.

Cross County co-operation on housing.

There has been some cooperation between the local District Councils within the
Buckinghamshire County Council area, the Arup review on the Green Belt being
an example of this but, this contact has lacked any strategic input. The duty of
cooperation has been limited to distribution of the southern Districts unmet
needs to Aylesbury Vale DC. Across Buckinghamshire half the Councils have a
plan up to 2033, whilst the others have it up to 2036. Two Councils have their
plan out for public consultancy, while the other two have no published Local
Plan. Co-operation has been carried out theoretically by an agreed
‘memorandum of understanding’ but for all practical purposes this has not
existed. This has meant that potential sites that straddle district boundaries
have not been fully explored, for example Penn Lane in Wycombe is not being
developed, despite the site on the Chiltern District site able to be taken
forward. Services like education and surgeries which cross district boundaries
are difficult to influence and administer so creating inefficiencies.

5.6.

Cross County co-operation on services

Princes Risborough is closer to Oxfordshire than Wycombe, and so
developments in Thame and Chinnor have an effect on this area. The
Wellington house surgery has a practice in Chinnor, as well as PR, served by
the same doctors. The railway station at Risborough also serves Chinnor,
having an effect on railway capacity and also on traffic to and from the station.
The South Oxon DC LP and the accompanying Chinnor Neighbourhood Plan
propose to build 800 houses in Chinnor that will have a significant effect on
PR. The Cottage Hospital in Thame, Oxon has also been used by convalescing
patients for the Risborough area; this, together with some cross county
education cooperation, has been ignored in WDC’s plan but is key to the wellbeing of the area.

5.7.

Economic Entity

Duty of cooperation should be between areas of a similar housing market. In
Buckinghamshire this has been based on the County boundary. In producing
the housing demand number, the requirement to uplift the numbers because of
affordability, showed that Aylesbury Vale District was classified as being more
affordable than the other three Districts. A County commissioned report on
deliverability, identifies that only the southern part of Aylesbury Vale is in the
same housing market, as Wycombe, in fact it states it should include parts of
South Oxfordshire in particular with regard the Risborough area.
WDC’s Local Plan goes against every aspect of sustainability as defined by the
NPPF as well as by international standards. The overwhelming opposition to so
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many aspects of The Plan by, not least the ‘Keep Bourne End Green’ group in
the South of the District but by ‘Risborough Area Residents Association’, ‘Wake
Up Risborough Group’ etc, and the many individuals who, despite the technical
and bureaucratic challenges of doing so, have made their views heard, is
evidence of poor community engagement.
Localism and sustainability have been disregarded in favour of the seemingly
easiest options for housing sites regardless of economic development,
infrastructure and geography. As such the WDC Local Plan as presented must
be subject to significant modification by the Planning Inspectorate and the
reasons for this openly and publicly shared.
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Appx B

Wycombe District Council is proposing that Princes Risborough expands by more than 2,600 houses as part of their Local Plan,
with vague, deficient and divisive infrastructure recommendations. With current developments and plans for development in
the area surrounding Princes Risborough, this number swells to over 3,200 homes.
Risborough Area Residents Association (RARA) acknowledges the need for growth in the town, but is opposed to this scale of
development. RARA believes that Princes Risborough deserves a better Town Plan, with lower housing numbers (e.g. 1000 –
1500 new homes) and more detailed and thought through infrastructure improvements that support a sustainable town and
surrounding area.
We, the undersigned, support RARA in their demand for a better Town Plan for Princes Risborough and surrounding area, and
call on the Planning Inspector to:
• Force WDC to reconsider its plan for Princes Risborough, and propose a lower scale of development;
• Investigate better solutions for the Wycombe District that makes better use of available land;
• Fully consult with local residents on future proposals and act on their views and feedback.

NAME

ADDRESS

POSTCODE

SIGNED

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

RARA;

risboroughresidents.org

email: townplan@risboroughresidents.org

January 2017

APPX C

Princes Risborough Local Plan Steering Group
Minority Report
We, the undersigned, have been members of the Local Plan Steering Group for some or all of its
existence. We have listened and contributed to the discussions but feel that our views have not
been taken into consideration. We also have serious concerns regarding the constitution of the
group and the manner in which it was chaired and managed. We were asked to be part of this group
as we have all been involved with local community groups. None of us have been involved with any
planning activities in the past and initially had limited knowledge of the procedures and legalities of
the planning process.
Over the course of the development of the plan, it has become clear that the community
representatives were asked to be part of the steering group, not to contribute or be consulted on
the plan details but to show that Wycombe District Council (WDC) had involved the community. In
effect this was a tick box exercise, the plan was pre-determined before this whole process started
and has not been modified in line with recommendations from the Steering Group. It was stated a
number of times by the WDC representatives that the purpose of the Steering Group was to inform
and not to input to the plan. None of the amendments the group generated had been actioned. The
same can be said for the public consultations over the last two years. A vast majority of the
comments objected to the scale of the proposed development and the route of the road. These
public comments were completely ignored. The public were not consulted. In reality, they were
being informed of a pre-determined plan.

1. The Constitution and working of the Steering Group.
The constitution of the Steering Group is shown below. The make up of the group ensured that it
was heavily weighted in favour of WDC and could not function as an independent group.
The initial chairman of the Steering Group was Alan Turner, who was Chairman of the Princes
Risborough Town Council (PRTC) at the outset as well as a WDC elected member. He retained the
Chairman role of the steering group after taking on the role of deputy WDC Cabinet member for
Planning. A clear conflict of interest.
The business group representative Matthew Walsh became an unelected member of the PRTC.
Having been made Chairman of PRTC he took over the chair of the steering group from Alan Turner.
He retained the role as business representative, although he has no business interests in the town
and is not a resident. Again a conflict of interest.
Alan Turner and Gary Hall were both elected as Independents in the 2015 District Council elections.
Both joined the Conservative group on WDC in Jan 2016, following which Alan Turner was given the
deputy post in the WDC Cabinet. Gary Hall was also given a cabinet position, Chief Whip. Neither
could act independently, especially as WDC Conservative Group had put a whip on voting for the
plan.
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The architects of the Plan, WDC Planning department management (Rosie Brake, Penelope Tollitt
and Ian Manktelow) were full time members of the committee who set the agenda and led the
Group rather than being invited experts. This again is an example of how the Steering Group was
loaded with members who would only view the issues from the WDC perspective.

Princes Risborough Town Council
(PRTC)
Wycombe DC elected members
Wycombe DC Planning dept
Consultants and Advisors
Community Groups
Business
Sports
Education
HS2

4
4
2-5
As Requested
5
1
1
1
1

As the agenda was set by the WDC Project Manager, Rosie Brake, the only opportunity to present
alternative ideas and perspectives to the group, was in AOB at the end of a long meeting with
restricted time. Most of the agendas and accompanying documents were not sent to the members
until either the day before or on the day of the meeting, so preparation was not possible and if
possible limited to a few hours, while WDC could prepare its position much earlier.
The group lacked experience and expertise. There was no financial, legal, commercial or health
expertise on the committee, and it also lacked any independent planning expertise which was
available in the Town. This lack of expertise allowed the professional planners to dismiss any
suggestions made by the community members by citing their experience and expertise and closing
down any discussions.
There was no opportunity to have any independent review of the proposals. The Steering Group had
the power to appoint experts and specialists, but these were chosen by, briefed and paid for by WDC
and not independent.
None of the areas that are important to building a vibrant working town were discussed especially
the most fundamental issue of what is the need for these homes in Princes Risborough, the number
of new homes which should be built and their location, quality and design. Also local employment
was not properly discussed, nor the provision of car parking, food retailing and non-sport recreation.
Significant parts of the community were not included or represented on the SG. No representatives
were included from the doctors or hospitals nor groups representing the Women’s Institute, the
many churches, the Rotary club, the Police or for the elderly part of the population.
The Steering Group lacked diversity. The main attendees were nearly all male, the exception being
Linda Cannon Clegg who took over the chairmanship of Risborough Area Residents Association
(RARA) in the last year of the process, and generally in their 40’s – 60’s. This didn’t represent a cross
section of residents of Risborough. A quarter of the group was made up of non-residents, and just
under half had no substantial financial investment in the area.
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Community representatives who held a view opposing the scale of the development were clearly
vastly outnumbered on the Steering Group. Some community members supported the plan as they
were wanting support for some small issues that affected only one or two roads, such as the closing
of the rat run route through Askett.

2. Role of the Steering Group
The role of the Steering Group was initially set out in the document Princes Risborough AAP
management organisation. A key role for the Group was to make decisions on the plan. This was
stated as:
1. Purpose: role and responsibilities
The Princes Risborough Steering Group is responsible for working together to actively assist and
guide the development of the Princes Risborough Town Plan. WDC will delegate decisions on the plan
to the steering group as far as they align with agreed objectives, budgets, milestones and quality
standards. If changes are needed to these, the group will make a recommendation to WDC for
agreement. The group will work towards a high quality sustainable development through enabling
people directly affected by the development, local stakeholders and councillors, and the wider
community of Princes Risborough to foster the progress of the master plan and AAP. It will discuss
the opportunities and challenges that emerge.
The purpose and role of the group, as defined here, are so constrained and neutered that virtually
nothing that the group suggested was ever included in the published version of the plan.
The real role of the group was to give an appearance of ‘community involvement’ whilst forcing
through the version of the plan WDC had pre-determined and to ensure any discussions on the key
elements of the plan were quashed.
The Steering Group has been misrepresented by WDC. Its existence has been used to imply to the
residents of Princes Risborough they have had local input through the Steering Group to the
proposed development. Therefore, the residents of Risborough by collective responsibility have
“agreed” to these developments. Conveniently this meets the statutory requirements of localism
and consultancy - clearly not the case.

3. Effectiveness of the Steering Group
The most important decision that should have been made by the Steering Group was the scale of the
development. Initially we were given to understand that three different scales of development
would be discussed and modelled, 500, 1500 or 2500 houses. All independent members said it
should be the lower number, as did the public when this question was put to a public meeting in
2013. The scale of the development was never debated in the Steering Group, the feedback from the
public and the community was ignored and we were told that we had to accept the higher numbers
as:
-

No infrastructure would be provided
Speculative development would happen anyway.

When the costs for the road were eventually calculated they were less than originally estimated. The
question was asked if this meant less houses could be built. We were told no - the numbers have to
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stay at 2500 to meet the district housing allocation. This figure does not include the extra builds
outside the expansion area. This adds another 1000-1500 houses. Demands on the infrastructure
not allowed to be discussed.
The effectiveness of the steering group can be assessed by the fact that when the Draft Local Plan
was put out for consultation, in Easter 2016, the Steering Group, this time including the Town
Councillors, responded with a lengthy letter making many amendments. These were mostly ignored
by the WDC Planners. Pressure Groups such as the BANG (Bypass ActioN Group) group got a better
response by forming a protest group. This lack of effectiveness is easily illustrated by two issues - the
Mount car park and the relief road.
The Steering Group has always been united in objecting to the proposal to build a multi-storey car
park on the Mount, within a conservation zone opposite the church. This has been commented on
many times and we have been given assurances that this will not happen. However, it remains in the
published version of the plan.
The Steering Group also had a number of sessions on the route of the relief road. All Steering Group
members, including the Town Council members, backed a bypass skirting the edge of the proposed
new development and joining the A4010 at the south of the town. This was rejected by WDC in
favour of a road through the centre of the proposed development and cutting through residential
streets, prime agricultural land, Green Belt and AONB land. This was chosen because developers
would have to build the road anyway to provide access to the expansion area. It was stated by WDC
to be the lowest cost, but also more acceptable to developers so more likely to be built. It also was
moved to cut through the back of the Poppy Road area, opening that area up for further expansion.
Therefore, what Risborough will end up with is a suboptimal solution to the relief road, and 50-100
extra houses generating extra revenue for the district from the developers.
The minority view is that a relief route would be a positive addition to the infrastructure, but only if
it is the right one. The one envisaged is clearly not. It should not be at the expense of other
infrastructure improvements that the town needs. The driver for the road should be to improve the
town of Risborough for current and future residents, and to allow traffic to move more freely in all
directions not just North/South. It should not be driven by a view that it will allow more houses to
be built.
The route was decided back in 2012, three years before the set up of the Steering Group, making the
consultation and input from this group a ‘staged’ and fake exercise.
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4. Local Plan v. Neighbourhood Plan
It was announced at the Steering Group meeting on 9th Sep 2015, that due to government imposed
deadlines, the Princes Risborough Area Action plan would be combined into the WDC Local Plan.
Alledgedly, this would save time in its production and enable the government deadlines to be met
more readily. It was stated the role of the Steering group would remain unchanged. One key aspect
was never mentioned by the council officers or the District Council members, who must have been
aware: A Neighbourhood Plan goes to a local referendum to be adopted, the Local Plan does not
have to. Being early in the life of the Steering Group, none of the community members understood
the significance of this change. It was clearly made to avoid having to have the referendum.
From the minutes below it can be seen that this single most significant decision in the life of the
Steering Group was not explained to the community representatives on the Steering Group. It was
presented as a small change to ease the administrative burden.
In 2017 Risborough Area Residents Association undertook to raise a petition to oppose the scale of
the Town Plan. Over 4,000 residents signed the petition. This is over half of the population of the
town opposing the Plan. If the plan had been taken to referendum it would have been clearly
rejected.
Below is an extract of the minutes of the meeting on the 9th Sep 2015:
(5) Local Plan deadline
Ian Manktelow (Strategic Planning Manager at WDC), advised the SG (Steering Group) about the
recent ministerial statement requiring local authorities to have up-to-date local plans in place by
early 2017 or risk government intervention. In response to this, WDC has been considering how it
might meet this challenge. Preferred option is to hasten production of local plan & absorb the Princes
Risborough growth strategy as a chapter within it rather than deal with it as a separate AAP (Area
Action Plan).. This would allow resource and time savings to the timetable in respect of not
producing two separate plans, consulting on them separately & having two examinations. This
approach would also de-risk the Princes Risborough proposals in terms of Duty to Cooperate as this
would be absorbed within discussions and joint working on the local plan as a whole. The work &
role of the SG would remain unchanged with this new scenario.
JS queried how the work of the SG would remain unchanged?
AT advised that the SG would push to retain the same level of influence in the new approach as it
would have had if WDC had continued with the AAP. RB confirmed that the group would have the
same level of discretion over the plan for Princes Risborough as it would have had under the AAP.

5. Conclusion
In conclusion, it is evident that the sole purpose of the Steering Group was to give the Local Plan a
veneer of ‘Localism’, the essential local community involvement that the government wants to be
part of any plan. To ensure that the meetings went as planned, the agendas for the meetings were
set by WDC planning officers and were sent out too late for local input the day of and before the
meeting. The Group was overwhelmingly populated with members of the District and Town Council
as well as WDC Planners. The supposedly independent WDC Council members are viewed locally to
have been ‘bought off’ with Cabinet positions, and some community members ‘bought off’ with
(empty) promises. The Chairman of the Group had serious conflicts of interest, and a consultancy
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group containing the Cabinet member’s son was asked to do a peer review on the planned road
route. The plan makers on the Steering Group did not listen to feedback from either the community
members of the group or to the general public who were overwhelmingly against this plan. The
residents of Risborough have been denied their democratic right to vote on the plan and the
opportunity to make this a Local Plan rather than a community led Neighbourhood Plan. We are
quite frankly ashamed to have been involved in this charade.
See final Steering Group Minutes dated 22nd November 2017 with a key statement by those members
available regarding the ineffectiveness of the Steering Group for the above reasons.This can be found
minuted under Item 6 Steering Group Conclusions.
We the undersigned were members of the Steering Group for community and sport:
Ian Churchill
Linda Cannon Clegg
Ian Parkinson
Charles Vint
Richard Clayton
Dan Brown
Richard Stevenson
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Notes of the Princes Risborough Steering Group Meeting - 26 June 2017
Present:Bill Bendyshe-Brown
David Johncock
Jim Stevens
Matthew Walsh
Rolf Van Apeldoorn
Charles Vint
Penelope Tollitt
Sarah Barfield
Linda Cannon Clegg
John Callaghan
Buckinghamshire County Council
WDC Cabinet Member for Planning & Sustainability
PRTC Roll B agent for HS2 Select Committee
PRTC, Chairman, PRTC Chairman and Risborough Business Group
Longwick-cum-Illmer PC
RARA
Head of Planning & Sustainability
PA to Head of Planning & Sustainability (note take)
Chairman, RARA
Team Leader (Environment and Infrastructure)
Apologies:David Knights
Andy Ball
Ian Moore
Stewart Baxter
Alan Turner
Richard Clayton
Rachel Wileman
John CoombesWDC Member

Appx D

Princes Risborough School
Askett Society
WDC Member and Deputy Cabinet Member for Planning & Sustainability
RACP
BCC
PRTC
ItemAction1.Notes of the last meeting held 12 April
Agreed2.Matters arising from previous meeting/actions outstanding
• TC Working Group has now been set up, with Ian Pearce heading up. More of an update will
follow
• The Focus Group notes have now been typed up
• AT/MW have met with the new Tesco Manager and another meeting is to be arranged
• An update on the Tesco/M&S meeting is required
• Heathrow – 3rd runway consultation – noted that JS, MW, WDC made representation. Heathrow
Planning Group – AT is going
WDC responses on comments raised on Policy points
• Everything has been done or is being done and explained within the comments
• Page 3 – where it says “still under development” this means we need to know exactly what the
right way is to do this.
• Page 4 – point 15 – separate email note response was handed out and comes under this point.
This is in response to JS points raised - JS will take away and read
• Page 5 – points PRTP 11where it says “see comment thread” this is referred to on the email that
was handed out.
MW
DK
MW
MW

JS3.TWG report from JS
This is the 3rd report to this meeting and there are 5 items:
The draft minutes of TWG meeting #5 were tabled.
0. (a) Chiltern railways
• WDC/PRTC met with Chiltern Railways which was a very positive meeting to discuss the Local
Plan proposals for Princes Risborough.
• Chiltern Railways agreed to provide feedback on the TWG’s rail report and indicated they are keen
to continue meeting with PRTC/WDC, including a meeting with the Rail Minster and DfT.
• Chiltern Railways provisionally agreed to one timetable time change for implementation in Dec 17
– 6.46 at Monks Risb to Marylebone. Other 2 changes not agreed to mainly due to train/track capacity,
but will keep under review.
• Mentioned car parking at PR – CR advised that they have no plans at present to increase the car
park capacity, but happy to discuss how LA’s, LEP and developers can support them on this issue as
they move closer to the end of their franchise. . CR data indicated car park at PR is operating at 85%.
Noted that it wasn’t, it’s almost 100%.
• Franchise expires in Dec 2021. Consultation on franchise bid to possibly start in about a year
• Importance of upgrading the single line link to old oak common discussed
• Possible request for meeting with Rail Minister (Paul Maynard) and DfT and possibly BCC
Highways now needs to be actioned. To also include EWR. Possible two part meeting suggested. As
the letter was sent to AT it was agreed that AT should respond asking for a meeting, keeping BCC/WDC
in the loop. Items for discussions: TWG rail report contents, future franchise, station car parking,
timetabling (stopping at Risborough (due to increase in housing) EWR twin tracking of PRA line,
upgrading single line link to Old Oak Common. JS to speak to AT.
(b) TWG Post meeting note regarding Inner Relief Road
- JS reported that the first para of Minute 4 of TWG meeting #3 held on 19th January 2017 was fully
representative of TWG position, far too brief. Revised wording was agreed by TWG at its meeting #6 held
on 17th May whichmore accurately represented TWG’s position on the IRR. Page 2 of TWG’s report to
the Steering Group includes the agreed revised wording and JS said this should be read in conjunction
with the Minutes of TWG meeting #3 This is also recorded in the Minutes of TWG meeting #6.
(c) Feedback from WDC arising from 30 April Steering Group
• An issues log has been created to capture all of the issues raised by TWG.
• Dan Fenn’s report was discussed and comments were sent to PT on 30.5.17
• Comments have been received from range of people and these will be fed back to Dan, just need a
clear steer on what needs to be actioned – this is working progress.
• RARA has sent a report (after 30 May). Noted that JS has not read this and not sure what it says.
Agreed that this report will go to the TWG meeting on 2 August.
(d) Master planning
• WDC informed TWG that issues raised at the time would need to be addressed in the master
planning work, however, to date TWG not been given the opportunity to get involved with the
development of these plans but work is progressing.
• Work has not started since the last PRSG mtg
• JS to carry on flagging these concerns up
• TWG want reassurance from WDC that they will be given the opportunity to get involved with the
development of both plans, rather than trying to retro fit solutions. WDC gave that assurance.
• Felt that parking capacity wasn’t emphasised enough at the last meeting. If plan goes ahead the
car parking demand will double. These issues were all flagged up at the last meeting. TWG has
looked at land in town for possible new car parking, but more assessment work is required, involving
WDC and PRTC.
• Is there any indication on when things will happen? House build to get underway in 2021/22
• In terms of Town Council, this is a huge aspect of work. There will be more cars etc and there
needs to be stops or have a destination if they can’t park? TC to get this laid down early with WDC to
look at a strategy. This is in the plan. At the moment there is no solution in the town, the plan is to flag
up all options.

• Need to act quickly when land comes available need to be prepared for next win sites that come
along.
• Town Council need to decide if they are doing this?
• Car park capacity is reached now, Mount car park is now at 100%, Horns Lane is always full.
Potential at bottom of New Road? Any TC land?
• Tesco issue – if good joined up thinking, could have one development with multi stories?
• Urgent matter for strategy to start between WDC/TC now? Is there money that can be invested?
We can’t do this as a quick fix.
• Regeneration WG is looking at car parking and GH is to table this at the Town Council.

JS/AT

JS

TC

GH
4.Updates
Local Plan timetable
• Going to Cabinet/Council in Sept, then the consultation starts in Oct for 6 weeks, then we have 3
months to go through comments before sending to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS). Examination in the
summer, and almost certainly a ‘modifications consultation’ in the Autumn next year to adopt in early
2019
• When plan accepted/approved does it have a review or is it a live doc? This will be reviewed and
should be done every 5 years but we have done this more frequently.
• What happens to the SG, how does it get monitored – due to be discussed at the Town Council
meeting.
• AVDC have delayed their plan, now going to Cabinet/Council in Sept/Oct
• CDC/SBDC are behind but not by a lot
Tech work on NR MOU, design guidance and infrastructure and delivery
• Thanks for JS on his work with the NR MOU. Good progress has been made with NR regarding
the drafting of the MOU for the new/improved rail crossings and we have a draft finalised version
awaiting comments from BCC hope to have completed the MOU in the Summer with all parties signed
up Capacity plan progressing not ready to be shared yet
• Capacity Plan = what
• Delivery Plan = when/how
• Appointing Pick Everard to help with deliverability issues, focussing on phasing, how it will tie in,
opportunities for funding
• Summersley Road bridge crossing is too low – could this be raised? This is a prime example of
what TWG have been talking about, 3rd party land acquisition needed? There is a pond near there so
there may be a need for a pump station? All these questions are part of the work WDC now has in hand.
• TWG raised issues regarding car parking and these are all going on issues log, will these be
addressed? They will be but haven’t got to that point yet to look at them. Once issues log done this will
be circulated
Public meeting/street fair
Board 1
• Document handed out, this is working progress and will be displayed on 8 July
• First 4 slides will be displayed at street fair on 8 July, these aren’t in scale and not to be misleading
• What is being proposed in terms of housing, relief road, employment
Board 2
• Gant chart sets out what’s happening, how fits together
• Consultation up to now
• New Relief road - needs to be more crisp
• Long distance views
• Handling traffic across the town on existing A410
• Comments are welcome on this
• Leaflets being done/printed
• 13 July public meeting, info to be circulated by end of this week
• A3 map is still embargoed until 8 July
• Affordable homes with 40% being quoted, is this right as it was thought that developers would
struggle with this? Policy position is 30% browfield, 40% greenfield.
• What does Affordable mean? NPPF definition of affordable housing copied at the end of this note.
People from abroad investing – how we going to make sure that we are providing for the existing
generation? We have no regulations to control who buys, there is nothing we can do about this.
• To make homes more affordable would mean to build more homes
• Affordable housing this is district wide –community land trust – TC owns land assets and landlord
and controls who goes into it
• People can buy, but round here they are unaffordable, to buy something reasonable would mean
you need to move out of area, so they have to rent.
• Managing expectations what we are proposing?

• The audience on day is going to be more elderly people, need to catch the attention of younger
people. Yes agreed.
• TC plan – huge improvement and ticking all the boxes, could the wording be better? Ie car parking
have a better explanation on the plan? Something like ‘more’ or ‘better’
• Gant chart – needs to mention car parking, nothing around delivery of additional car park to be
added.
• The bit in purple could we block out the entire period re delivery of new cp, ie on street, off street,
improved parking?
• Public transport to be looked at
• Bus plan there should be more coverage, more buses on same route
• The word “Indicative” to be added?
• Handling traffic, rat running not showing on Mill Lane, can this be included? Yes
• Culverton, south of sewage not sure if this right – need to review this.
• Countryside arrows – crossed railway line and potential employment area – change to potential
employment what does this mean? Potential connection to countryside use instead
• Segregation concerns – poss opps re wades park. Could we show were existing schools are also?
Molins ground show? Wades park underpass should be a green arrow – looks as if existing town is a
ghost town. Still looks like a town of 2 halves should look to be one
• Some of these changes may be made after the exhibition as part of finalising the concept plan as
part of the local plan.
• At the event affordable hsg questions will be asked so need to define what is affordable
• Slide 9 – 4th bullet – to come out? No, add in mitigates perhaps but should stay in.
• Doesn’t spoil key views, this is not a selling point
• Impact on what is going to happen
• Takes Traffic away from main road – that currently passes through the town (commuter traffic)
• Town centre plan is a good plan – will this happen through funding? if didn’t could we do this
anyway, it’s relevant to development.
• Public meeting 13 July 7-9pm at Community Centre, TC invited WDC to provide update to
residents. Have used eventbrite for bookings but there seems to be a lot of duplication, if people who
may have booked and have booked too many tickets then let them know. There are some tickets left.
It’s a Town Council parishioners meeting and are doing a lot of consultation. We need to know what the
PR residents want and we will be meeting them first
• RARA should have their own stand and would like to represented. This is completely full and there
is a waiting list and RARA is on it.
• Could we share a stand? No, very limited space with boards etc, but doesn’t stop you from
standing anywhere?
• Very happy with what we have seen and want residents to have complete access
• Not against all of this, were trying to help the residents with concerns. Trying to work imbalance
Landowners
• Meeting with developers tomorrow - individual meetings first then a joint meeting with everyone

JS

PT
PT

JC

JC
JC/PT
JC/PT

PT5.AOB- Forgot to send Minutes of Sports SG, next meeting 17th or 31st July.
• Outcomes of SWG health wellbeing inputted into plan – through 6 week consultation?
• In terms of layout – some answers have been rec’d – from BCC wouldn’t want adult playing next to
children area.
• Move sports pitches around? N as on edge of expansion, unless we moved them to the town.
• SWG is more masterplanning, infrastructure – agreed that the SWG notes to come to this meeting
• If 5 year supply is out of date? Is it relevant, if not, why not. Charles to send PT questions.
• Travellers on Askett lane, the area at top what is this? Agricultural land. And should remain as
agricultural land
• Gladman site – there was a Longwick presentation and said that it would take 3 years to take and
out of the 160 houses, 61 will be affordable.
• Barr lane – serious flooding problem – needs sorting
• RARA update AGM this Thursday – MW sends apols.
• PT still waiting for LCC to send the recording of the council meeting through
• Can we ask the Govt to make provision for district councils re constrained area? Has this been
done? White paper in but not implemented due to election being called. Not had any feedback on this
so can’t do anything. We have identified needs, and have been speaking to neighbouring authorities
and have done what we should have done to date. RARA barristers said we should challenge Govt.
• Agenda papers are far too late coming out, they should be week before meeting.
• Number of Members of SG are missing due to them feeling that this is not an effective forum. MW
to look into this as to why they are not attending
• LCC to send Transcript one gone back to Cttee

CV

LCC

MW
LCC

Affordable housing: Social rented, affordable rented and intermediate housing,
provided to eligible households whose needs are not met by the market. Eligibility
is determined with regard to local incomes and local house prices. Affordable
housing should include provisions to remain at an affordable price for future
eligible households or for the subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable
housing provision.
Social rented housing is owned by local authorities and private registered providers
(as defined in section 80 of the Housing and Regeneration Act 2008), for which
guideline target rents are determined through the national rent regime. It may also
be owned by other persons and provided under equivalent rental arrangements to

the above, as agreed with the local authority or with the Homes and Communities
Agency.
Affordable rented housing is let by local authorities or private registered providers
of social housing to households who are eligible for social rented housing.
Affordable Rent is subject to rent controls that require a rent of no more than 80%
of the local market rent (including service charges, where applicable).
Intermediate housing is homes for sale and rent provided at a cost above social
rent, but below market levels subject to the criteria in the Affordable Housing
definition above. These can include shared equity (shared ownership and equity
loans), other low cost homes for sale and intermediate rent, but not affordable
rented housing.
Homes that do not meet the above definition of affordable housing, such as “low
cost market” housing, may not be considered as affordable housing for planning
purposes.
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Statement to the Princes Risborough Town Plan Steering Group
Upon the dissolution of the Steering Group today, we, the undersigned members of the
Steering Group, have prepared this statement to express serious concern about the manner
in which the Steering Group has worked and its failure to provide a relevant voice to shape
the Princes Risborough Town Plan as part of WDC’s Local Plan.
The NPPF states ‘Planning should be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape
their surroundings’ (Para 17)
This first core principle of planning has not been met. On many key areas, the Steering
Group has been informed of ‘the answer’ at the expense of working creatively to find ways
to improve and enhance Princes Risborough. There was no real intention to empower local
people to shape their environment but rather a pre-determined strategy to create the
facade of consultation and localism to ensure a quarter of the district’s OAN and
accompanying road could be driven through.
Its work has been at odds with how a steering group should behave and we are aggrieved
that the Localism Act 2011 and NPPF 2012 stressing the importance of involving the
community has been nothing more than pretence. WDC’s ‘Statement of Community
Involvement’ cites involving, consulting and informing, not just the latter.
As members of the steering group we want to go on record that we do not support this
plan. The development of the town, the wellbeing of its residents, and the development of
the economy should be considered before any expansion on this scale. This plan does not
address these key issues and is opposed by over 50% of the residents, proven by petition
signatures.
We will be producing a Minority Report for the Planning Inspector detailing the failings of
this Steering Group.
Signed:
Linda Cannon Clegg
Richard Clayton
Charles Vint

Ian Parkinson
Ian Churchill
Richard Stevenson
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Statement to the Princes Risborough Town Plan Steering Group
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Appx W

Risborough First

September 2017

Princes Risborough is positioned on the lower slopes of the Chiltern Hills – it is a hilly area, on a natural spring line, that falls towards
the Aylesbury Vale plain, bordered by the Aylesbury railway line. The WDC proposed expansion area sits on this flood plain and will be
in clear view of important routes and sites within the Chiltern conservation area.
Risborough Area Residents Association has reviewed the proposed Local Plan for the Risborough Area as published by Wycombe
District Council on October 5th 2017 and has judged it against the original objectives together with suggestions of what RARA would be
consider a better proposal.
The Local Plan involves building 2500 new homes on high quality farmland, this number rises to 3200, when current developments in
Princes Risborough and additional planned developments in the neighbouring settlements of Longwick and Kimble are included.
This represents a 75% increase in the size of the town. In contrast Wycombe is only planned to grow at 12% and Marlow 5% against a
district average of 16%. Wycombe and Marlow are where most employment is located and where there is a greater demand for
housing.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This scale of development will overwhelm the existing settlement(s).
The Plan is unsustainable, there is little local employment and poor strategic connectivity.
The small and compact town centre is a highly constrained conservation area
There is inadequate retail capacity.
The 40% social housing will change the character of the town.
It will create a dormitory town.
It will create significant traffic and transport problems locally and widespread.

Key principles for a Better Town Plan
1. Developing and improving the town of Risborough should be at the centre of any plan. Put the town, residents and local businesses first, not the
District housing allocation.
2. The plan should consult with the residents and listen to their views and concerns and take action based on the residents feedback – not inform them
of a predetermined plan.
3. Housing expansion limited to 1000 new homes, this number to include those homes already planned or built since 2013, the period of the local plan.
This still represents an increase of 30%, twice the district average.
4. Development priority should be all brownfield sites within the current town boundary, consider relocation of some existing businesses and services to
increase options.
5. Residential development west of the railway line should be a last resort and only following further consultation and agreement with those residents
most affected. Any development should be contained between Summerleys Rd and Longwick Rd and no further than the Crowbrook stream. This is to
ensure the Princes Risborough and Longwick settlements do not merge and Alscot conservation zone is respected.
6. To increase housing density and to bring people into the town centre, one or two bedroomed apartments should be included within all developments.
7. Develop the town centre and New Road frontage where possible with mixed retail and residential usage.
8. Increase parking in the town centre and allow free parking. Consider underground parking to preserve views.
9. Allow Transport for Bucks to develop their road strategy taking into account the wider traffic area. The town plan to focus on making better use of our
existing transport infrastructure and providing commuters with better information to allow them to make informed choice on mode and timing of
travel.
10. Protect and enhance our existing AONB and Green Belt. Re-designate as Green Belt the 2 parcels of land identified by ARUP (on the opposite side of
the railway) as having strong green belt criteria.
11. Provide enhanced and integrated education, healthcare and recreational facilities – including a safer environment for cyclists, pedestrians and horse
riders.

Objective
1. Create a unified and thriving settlement
a) Integrate the expanded town with the
existing town, through physical connections
across the railway line and through the
appropriate distribution of services and facilities
in the existing and the expanded town

b) Support the existing town centre as the
primary destination for shopping and leisure,
with increased parking capacity and
improvements to the public realm to rebalance
the environment towards pedestrians and
cyclists

Criticism of Draft Plan

A Better Town Plan

•

All three of the previous planning rejections have stated the
lack of integration as a major failure for development
across the railway line. The planned tunnel would have
been inadequate to integrate the 500 houses on Park Mill
Farm, let alone the 2,500 which are being planned.

•

•

Only one railway crossing place is planned, via the
pedestrian tunnel on Wades Park. Three current level
crossings for footpath access will be closed. Therefore there
will be fewer crossing points than currently.

•

•

The proposed underpass may be 18 metres wide but
creates a poor social method of access for what will be circa
5000 people leading to more cars on road to avoid using
underpass.

•

•

The Wades Park underpass may restrict the usage of the
park which, as reclaimed marsh, could also prove
problematic and expensive to construct.

•

The proposed relief road is putting another barrier that is
preventing integration

•

Lack of jobs and work (economic sustainability) will create a
culture of commuting away from the new part of the town
to travel to work leading to less integration and use of the
whole town

•

The current town centre is small and constrained by a) the
A4010, b) the historic conservation buildings and c) existing
and current developments. It consists of two main streets
with a mixture of retail, residential and services which
offers very little scope for expansion.
There is no evidence within the plan for improved services
and facilities within the existing town – there are some

•

•

•

•

There needs to be more than one crossing, the
current one at the bottom of Mount Way is a link
to the Phoenix trail from the town and is busy on
pleasant spring/summer weekends. There will
need to another crossing for the estate north of
Longwick Rd.
Focus on high density affordable homes on
brownfield sites within the existing town boundary
e.g. Picts Mede current, potential on New Road at
back of High Street – helping to bring life back to
our high street.
Potential 2-3 storey apartment development on
top of existing car parks at Tesco’s retaining car
parking on the ground level. This idea is backed up
by the Lepus report Dec 2015 ‘The majority of
households consist of one or two people (67.9%)’.
This has been done successfully at the Co-op on
Bell St. where there are apartments above the
store and sold very quickly.
Any underpass must restrict traffic to pedestrians
and cycling only to be safer and should be
designed to be a light and attractive access route
good visibility beyond to encourage people to use
it. It will require vision and investment to make it a
major attractive artery.

Most of the buildings in the centre are in private
hands so any developments would have to be
done in partnership with them, contrasts with
Wycombe where the council has bought many
shops in the centre.
The Town Council and WDC should actively be
applying a plan to buy up space along the New

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•
•

•

c) Improve access to the main railway station,
enhancing the approach, creating space for full

•
•

aspirational suggestions (back of New Rd) that will be very
hard to implement.
Proposals for services and facilities within the expansion
zone are vague and inadequate for the scale proposed (ref
facilities in towns of similar size) – sports and employment
areas are remote from existing and proposed housing,
being on the outer edge.
Recently WDC have approved the conversion of 24/26 Bell
St, 28 Bell St, commercial buildings on Summerleys Rd
(opposite station) and the former Black Prince into
residential accommodation further limiting retail options
within the existing town. The Station area no longer has any
retail facilities.
The main food retailer, Tesco’s has a medium sized store
with a car park that is at 90-95% capacity. Only one small
shopping area is planned in the new development. Food
retailing alone will be completely inadequate.
The Tibbalds report stated that the residents wanted the
town kept concise with the town within walking distance of
any new housing
Relief Road will contribute to cutting the Town Centre off
and redirecting people to other retail outlet and smaller
centres. Town Centre’s opportunity to regenerate will be
hampered by the relief road.
Improved parking facilities not yet clarified.
There is no evidence of improvements to the public realm
of existing town centre apart from some new cycle and
pedestrian routes.
The topography of the existing town does not lend itself to
great local cycle usage.
The remoteness of the town to the strategic highway
network and to employment areas inevitably leads to high
car dependence.
The projected size of the ‘expanded’ town lends itself to an
additional substantial retail centre (see Amersham and
Beaconsfield, which are of similar size and have 2 centres –
other similar sized towns (Marlow, Thame) have
significantly bigger and wider market town centres).
This would be a distinct improvement. The land opposite
the station has remained derelict for at least 8 years.
Relief Road option creates a huge barrier to

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

•

Road and the back of the existing retail areas and
using a creative vision for free parking to attract
visitors to the town.
To increase the area of the Town Centre then Bell
Street up to the old post office needs to be
expanded, difficult because of the above
Relocate the two garages to the edge of town and
offices to a business/enterprise park.
Free parking in the town centre is necessary to
encourage town centre usage; this is in line with
government recommendations.
Currently food shopping is only just adequate. If
the fire station is moved to the Longwick road or
the Princes Estate then a whole area of land is
opened up. This would be appropriate for not only
a new, medium-sized food shop but could also
include multi storey car parking with flats above.
The Mount Car Park has very restricted and poor
access (via Stratton Rd or Duke St) and is also sited
on the Manor of The Black Prince so has important
historical and archaeological heritage which should
be exploited and enhanced. Increase in capacity
here would be very detrimental to existing town
centre traffic and to residential areas.
Alternatively, the Tesco’s site offers a large area
that could incorporate better parking and is very
well sited for Wades Park and Town Centre.
Relocating Tescos to an improved site within the
expansion zone could provide a) better food
shopping options and b) a better integrated retail
option that can serve both existing town and
expansion area.
Bell Street should be better incorporated as part of
the Town Centre retail option with innovative
traffic solutions (e.g. Exhibition Rd, London) and
improved pedestrian realms.

The car parking capacity at the station needs to be
vastly increased and cost of parking controlled in
order to keep commuters from parking in the

pedestrian/cycle access to station and any improved retail
here, and health and safety.

bus access and supporting appropriate uses in
the station area

•

•

•

nearby streets and current town car parks.
To encourage new, large employers to invest in PR,
access to the station is needed from the Princes
Estate.
A user friendly in and out access road (u shaped)
with safe set down and pick up points, access for
buses and cyclists would provide a better solution.
Improvements to existing public realm should
include retails options (cafe, small general store,
improved taxi office) at the station area and a new
pedestrian railway crossing accessing the
countryside, Windsor playing fields (Horsenden)
and the Princes estate.

Resort to original c2012 planning proposals for the
railway station – CC
2. Meet the specific housing needs for the town
to complement what is already there, as well as
contributing to the wider housing needs for
Wycombe District.

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

It is certainly contributing to the wider housing needs for
Wycombe district, but it is over delivering by about 20
times on the specific housing needs of the town.
The towns housing needs are for affordable homes for
young people close to the town centre.
As above – this ‘over supplies’ housing of the towns needs
and with circa 40% affordable/social housing, will inevitably
be used to provide social housing for those who would
prefer to be in High Wycombe and/or other major towns.
The level of housing proposed will force most residents to
commute to work, exacerbating traffic (and rail capacity)
problems across the wider district (Chapel Lane, New Rd in
HW is already poor) and beyond.
Over supply could reduce existing house values, as there is
limited demand in this rural, poorly connected area. This in
turn would lead to a ‘dormitory’ town.
Key words from NPPF – ‘overwhelm the existing
settlement’.
The low housing proposals for more suitable locations
within the district (Marlow, Stokenchurch and even High
Wycombe) will not meet the needs for these areas and
must therefore be viewed as unsustainably low.

•

•
•

•

•

•

The housing designs need to maintain the variety
of housing and not become just big anonymous
estates. They need a mix of apartments and two
bedroom bungalows and not just four bedroom
family homes.
The number has to be restricted to 1000 so that
they do not overwhelm the existing town.
The amount of social housing needs to be in line
with rest of district and appropriate to the existing
needs of the town
In order to promote the use of public transport
and discourage car use, all facilities and public
transport should be within walking distance.
Housing needs to be mixed, ideally from a wide
cross section of developers, which encourages
quality and provides varied style and design more
in keeping with existing town profile. High,
medium and low density should blend and areas
should be set aside for a) self build sites b) for low
density aspirational housing and c) Community
Land Trust for local allocation
Affordable/social housing needs to be locally
allocated and the definition of ‘keyworker’ housing
expanded to include options for teachers and
public sector workers who are currently very
restricted in their purchasing options.

•

3. Tackle existing and future traffic congestion
and severance by delivering new highway
infrastructure

•
•

•

•

Refer to our Road infrastructure letter and the need for a
strategic transport solution utilising smart technology.
A ring road would be the best option, this would allow
traffic calming and some additional pedestrianisation in the
town centre. Other towns such as Thame and Amersham
have achieved this. If we are to become the second biggest
town after Wycombe then a much better solution must be
found to reduce traffic congestion on the A4010.
The proposed road can only be described as a poor
compromise that will take passing traffic away from the
town centre and be merely a ‘service’ road for the new
development.
Transport for Bucks are not fully aligned with this option
and although an A4010 traffic solution is needed, a more
suitable and long term option for an East-West road needs
to be sought. This could include a wider town by-pass, or
alternative routing through Chinnor for example. S106
monies would be much better spent on public realm
improvements than on a road that will not alleviate existing
and projected traffic problems (not completed until 2033)
and that seeks to drive through the AONB and greenbelt
and compromises Little Kimble.

•

Our proposal for 1000 homes still represents a 28%
increase to the town which is well above the
average for the district, however it still goes a long
way towards ‘contributing to the wider district
needs’ and negates the need for divisive and
controversial proposals (road).

Refer to the Road Infrastructure letter and use of
SMART solutions to discourage through traffic
from using the A4010 at rush hours – educating
and informing commuters of alternative options re
timing of their journeys, alternative routes and
alternative modes of travel using smarter traffic
technology
• The Jacob’s report showed a large amount of the
traffic was from the school run, better integration
of schools and safer roads plus cycleway/footpaths
around them could encourage more walking to
schools.
• Transport for Bucks need to develop a proper long
term solution to East West road route and access
to Aylesbury/Milton Keynes and to the
southbound M40 and the Thames Valley.
• If any expansion is allowed to be built on the other
side of the railway then local connecting roads
would be all that is needed (Summerleys to
Longwick Rd, Longwick Rd to Mill Lane). These
would be cheaper and easier to implement and
negate the need for the controversial sections at
either end. (ref local traffic from Jacobs report)
Extract from Tibbalds report – ‘In general, the best way to
address these issues is to design for slower traffic speeds,
with narrower road alignments that sit well within the
landscape. This is at odds with the need to move large
volumes of traffic quickly. However, given that 60% of the
traffic is local to the town, is a 'relief road' to move large
volumes of traffic quickly the right objective? It suggests a
different approach might be more appropriate - building
through routes, as an integral part of the development,
designed to take both through and local traffic, giving
motorists a choice of routes, and adding to the resilience of
the network. There are many examples from other towns

and cities of streets that have been designed to be peoplefriendly, but still carry significant levels of traffic at slower
speeds. These new approaches have shown that it is
possible to ‘civilise’ traffic, while at the same time achieve
acceptable flows and journey times.’

4. Achieve an improved environment for
walking and cycling, in both the existing town
and the expanded town. Make direct
connections to existing railway services, and
significantly improve other public transport
options.

•
•

•

•

5. Deliver new and enhanced green
infrastructure as part of an ecosystem services
approach to enhance the landscape, mitigate
flood risk, achieve a net gain in biodiversity, and
link to the wider green infrastructure network
and the Chilterns AONB.

•
•

•

•

The Plan does make allowances for improved cycle and
pedestrian routes within the town and these are welcome.
The opportunity has been missed to develop Risborough as
the ‘Gateway to the Chilterns ‘ and to develop Risborough
as a recreational centre building on its special location
within AONB bringing interest and revenue from tourists
and visitors who want to walk and cycle in the Chilterns
Current railway crossings provide options for existing town
residents to access the open countryside. The plan seeks to
reduce these and therefore restrict access.
No consideration has been given to walkers who use
existing trails through proposed development areas,
country lanes and important routes such as the Ridgeway.
Cyclists using NCR 57 and horse riders using the local lanes
completely ignored.

•

Building on prime agricultural land and open countryside
cannot possibly deliver this objective.
Currently there are areas of biodiversity that have grown
naturally, the land at the back of Poppy road has become a
habitat for bats and deer. Likewise Regent Park is home for
Grass snakes, plus crested newts on Summerleys road.
A green corridor is planned through development area, but
Risborough is not gaining green space, it is losing hectares
of prime hedged farmland. How can developing the
farmland and removing centuries old hedgerows increase
biodiversity?
Horns Lane Car Park has remained undeveloped as it
provides an important unrestricted view of the Chiltern
Hills from the Town Centre. Building on here or even
decking the car park compromises this.

•

•

•

•

•

•

Protect and enhance existing routes to provide
safer cycling pathways and walking routes.
Special places of outstanding beauty such as
Whiteleaf Cross and access to Phoenix Trail and
Ridgeway Path and Icknield Way should be
promoted and maximised for visitors and
economic reasons. Tourism focusing on cycling and
walking should be developed.
Remove the contraflow cycle lane in The High St
and relocate to Park St providing better (and safer)
cycle access to Wades Park (and expansion area),
Church St, Market Square.
The public transport options are currently very
limited and need to be improved. The local charity
bus is the only service for local destinations,
Chiltern Rail offers a service to Chinnor, but apart
from that it is just the Aylesbury Wycombe
network. There are limited buses to Thame and
none to Oxford.
Preserve the existing green space, ensure that the
current residents can still see the surrounding hills
from the town. Restrict the height of new builds
and prevent light pollution. Trees do not mask
damages that housing can cause, as stated by Lord
Steven’s in the Farthingloe case (ref xxx)
Follow the Chilterns Conservation Board guidelines
for planning and those specific to infrastructure.
Protect local chalk streams with restricted draw
down from existing water courses.
Water courses and springs should be opened up
and enhanced to improve the public realm – e.g.
the mill pond and streams that run through the
former Hypnos site at the station.

6. Successfully mitigate flood risks and issues
through the location of new development and
through strategic and local interventions which
will manage run-off rates and maximise
opportunities for absorption.

•
•

•
•

•

•

7. Maximise the potential for new employment
uses, and make suitable provision for new
businesses to start up and existing businesses to
grow or relocate in the Princes Risborough area.

•

•
•

•

•

•

The proposed expansion zone is on the flat land below the
main settlement and is prone to flooding. Bridges on Mill
Lane and Summerleys Rd are frequently flooded.
The B4009 (Lower Icknield Way) is historically a summer
route as it is prone to flooding hence the Romans built an
Upper Icknield way for winter use!
Wades Park is a reclaimed marsh
Some clues to the nature of the land are found in the local
names: Mill Lane, Willow Way, Crowbrook Rd, Ford, Marsh,
Millstream Close, Park Mill, North Mill.
From Thames Water report in 2014 Climate change will
increase the flooding risk for the existing houses, which will
be made worse by Urban Creep that any new
developments will create.
Much of flooding mitigation already lies within national
planning policy, building control and planning requirements
for driveways and patios etc.

•

The plan does not support business creation and growth.
The additional land allocated to business use is inadequate
for the planned expansion.
Access to the Princes Estate/Regent Park is restricted by the
railway bridges.
Current large industrial employers are being encouraged to
relocate.
WDC already acknowledged, plus other reports, that the
plan falls down due to lack of potential employment. The
Wycombe Draft Employment Sites Commercial Assessment
(2015) concludes that Princes Risborough does not score
strongly on any key commercial drivers and is not ideally
placed to benefit from national and regional growth trends.
The assessment notes that employment land at Princes
Risborough would need to reach a critical mass for a
successful new employment allocation. Lepus report Dec 15
The 2016 Boyer Report –Wycombe Commercial Assessment
– Princes Risborough also scores PR very low in assessment
of the commercial drivers and concluded that expansion of
the Princes Estate was the best option to improve
‘employment clustering’.
Without an appropriate and full solution to the east-west

•

•

•
•

•

•
•
•

•

Any new developments should allow natural run
off areas and not just be all concrete. There needs
to more regular cleaning of road drains.
Development in the flood plain should be as
limited as possible with areas within the existing
town boundary exploited first.
Smart solutions to road surface materials and
driveways should be considered.
Existing ponds and natural watercourse routes in
the existing town and beyond need to be
protected and enhanced.

Provision of an enterprise/start-up business park
to provide small low cost industrial units.
In addition to the designated Princes Estate
expansion area, the land between Summerleys Rd
and the main railway line next to Putnams and the
Sewage works should be considered as this has
better road access. Or improve access to the
Princes Estate from the B4009, Chinnor Rd)
Focus on supporting those small businesses that
can identify a niche product or service.
Encourage existing businesses like Hypnos to
remain and grow.
Identify small business opportunities within new
brownfield developments, particularly within
newly designed centre and near station or the
town centre and integrated amongst residential
development.
Rural/recreational economy businesses
encouraged by deeming Risborough a
centre/gateway for Chiltern/rural activities.

road issues and without unhindered access to the strategic
highway network especially the M40 and Thames Valley,
employers will not be attracted to locate to PR.

8. Ensure existing surrounding settlements
retain distinct identities.

•
•
•

•

There is no evidence in the plan that this can be achieved.
Needs to be an Area plan for all three parishes, not three
individual unintegrated plans
Current expansion scale of TP will invite sprawl and buffer
zones will be marginal in their influence to separate
Longwick and Kimble from PR.
The proposed green ‘buffer’ zone now makes provision for
sports facilities (no longer a buffer zone) thus allowing
Longwick and PR to merge.

Refer to RARA AONB letter to WDC

9. Preserve and enhance historic assets and
features of the historic landscape (such as
hedgerows), including Alscot Conservation
Area.

•

This is not possible with the proposed plan.

•

•

•

•
•

Refer to RARA AONB letter to WDC

•

•
10. Create a clear green edge to development
to prevent longer-term sprawl into the
countryside.

•
•

•

•

Needs to be an Area plan for all three parishes, not three
individual unintegrated plans
Current expansion scale of TP will invite sprawl and buffer
zones will be marginal in their influence to separate
Longwick and Kimble from PR.
The proposed green ‘buffer’ zone now makes provision for
sports facilities (no longer a buffer zone) thus allowing
Longwick and PR to merge.
Relief road proposal to the south of the town is all about
extending the existing clear green edge.

•
•

Extend the green Belt as outlined in the Arup’s
report (Bucks Green Belt Assessment P71 para
5.2.4 and Appendix 1G)) NPPF also discourages
merging of settlements.
If the expansion area has to breach the railway line
then it is vital that a distinct and enforceable new
town boundary is established. The proposed
Crowbrook corridor seems a suitable boundary
and would then restrict expansion beyond thus
allowing Longwick, Alscot, Askett to retain their
distinct identities.
It is imperative that surrounding parishes are
included in this decision process.
Do not build beyond the Alscot Conservation area.
Make a greater effort to make the town more
visitor friendly and also enhance the historical
sites, Carry out review of the potential iron age
settlement sites on Park Mill. Potential for creating
PR as a ‘Gateway to the Chilterns.’
This must include views to and from the town (see
comment re Horns lane car park, comments on 8
above and the realising of existing assets such as
the manor of the Black Prince (the Mount car
park)).
All existing hedgerows should be preserved as
should existing topology of any expansion area.
Adopt Arup proposals – extend green belt,
especially in strong areas, parcels 102 and 103.
Any new boundary needs to be set in legislation so
that future plans do not require this whole process
to re-emerge in 15 years time.

11. Create an overall townscape which fits well
into the special landscape setting and respects
important long-distance views.

•

Arup report re farm land proposed for development as
being appropriate for green belt ignored.

•
•

The proposed plan does not achieve this.
The long distance views from the Chilterns will be blighted
by this massive expansion
No consideration to the fact that PR is partly in the AONB
and partly within the setting of the AONB – refer our AONB
letter.
WDC has chosen to ignore Chilterns Conservation Board
guidelines for Districts re planning within the setting of the
AONB development. Virtually every policy and guideline has
been broken. Unlike AVDC for example who has fully
endorsed it.
(see www.chilternsaonb.org)
Funding of essentials such as schools and GP places should
not be aspirational but mandatory infrastructure
requirements.
Location of schools near playing fields should be a major
consideration to promote sport and health and well being.
Shared resources and parking. Current plan positions
playing fields within buffer zone on outskirts of town.
Sports facilities need to be much wider (hockey, tennis,
squash, gym facilities, and additional swimming)
A purpose built community centre/town hall needs to be
included.
Also a cinema or theatre for performances/exhibitions/arts
etc. The whole emphasis seems to be on sporting matters.
There needs to be a better balance of provision for sport
and recreation.
There is little or no improvement to recreational/night time
options such as restaurant and pub provision which are also
essential infrastructure needs.

•

•

12. Meet the infrastructure needs of the
expanded town:
a) Deliver a comprehensively planned
expansion, demonstrating overall viability, with
development delivering supporting
infrastructure at the right time and in the right
places.
b) Deliver new community infrastructure
including school(s), some shops, and
community meeting facilities, health and
sporting facilities and other open and green
spaces. Upgrade and expand existing facilities
where needed, e.g. secondary school provision.

•

•

•
•
•

•

In order to fund the infrastructure needs more funds need to be
raised from the development.
• Funding for new schools – The last Steering Group report
required part funding from the Dept. of Education. DoE has
insufficient funds to maintain existing schools and turning
to private Finance for new schools. Where are the

•

•

•

•

•

The plan should develop the natural assets that
the AONB provide, important to remember it is the
view into the AONB and not just out of it that is
important. Trees do not hide a problem, and needs
a variety of housing designs
A varied selection of small developments from
numerous developers will help contribute to this
rather than large developments of ‘estates’ by
single large developers. This also adds to the
quality of any development.

Establish the social infrastructure needs under
more appropriate housing numbers and utilise
private sector if necessary to deliver.
A better town plan would include a new retail
centre with restaurant and pub opportunities as
well as a new improved community centre. See
issues with the proposed plan that relate to this
objective.
Health, education and sports needs are a given for
any expansion and should not be classed as
infrastructure improvements.

guarantees that these schools will be provided.
•

•

13. Achieve high design standards through site
layout, landscape and building design principles
that are merited by the town’s location in
relation to the Chilterns AONB and existing
verdant character, including the use of local
materials and trees, allowing for structural as
well as local planting.

•

•

•
•

•

The developers are being asked to provide 40% social
housing, against a district target of 25%. This will cost
developers considerably more, because of this the council
has only asked for S106 contributions of £25 million.
Therefore reduce the amount of Social Housing and ask for
a greater contribution from developers.
The social housing allocation greatly exceeds local demand
and could be used to provide temporary accommodation
for the homeless and those that would not choose this
town. Princes Risborough is not the right place for this as
there is no local employment and few facilities.
No evidence that WDC are able to deliver this. In fact when
questioned on the design and build quality of the former
Black Prince site WDC state they had no control of this.
Sustainable construction also includes the distance
travelled for materials and equipment required. PR cannot
be deemed a sustainable location for major development.
Many opportunities missed due to WDC housing target
driven agenda.
Voice of localism untapped and Steering Group has been
‘led’ by WDC to merely provide large scale housing
opportunities to satisfy govt requirements.
Sustainability and high standards of design overlooked in
developing WDC’s Plan.

•

•

•

WDC needs to adopt the Chilterns Conservation
Board policies and advice regarding the building
and design principles. (ref xxx)
Use varied and numerous developers to ensure
different designs and increase the diversity of the
townscape.
A better Town Plan would have the objective of
taking into account Localism which should allow
the community to have greater input into design
and layout.

Princes Risborough Town Council’s statement on WDC’s Local Plan
Published on their website in early 2015 and unchanged to date (Sept 2017)

Princes Risborough Town Council (PRTC) is opposed to large scale development on the northern side of the Risborough – Aylesbury
railway line, as proposed in the draft Local Plan. Development on this land would set a precedent and potentially lead to uncontrolled
urban sprawl across open countryside which is overlooked by the Chiltern Hills, a designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It is
PRTC’s considered opinion that all the land from the base of the Chiltern Hills, which extends from the northern border of the Town
and lies within Wycombe District, should be re-designated as AONB and/or Greenbelt in order to protect this beautiful countryside for
the present and future benefit of all.
Whilst PRTC is mindful of the need for new housing within the Town, particularly for young families, it is against the use of
Greenbelt/AONB for such developments. PRTC is also mindful that low employment opportunities in this northern part of Wycombe
District and poor road connections on the A4010 in either direction could impact any large-scale development being considered
sustainable.
However, the Town Council takes its responsibilities seriously and should, in the worst case scenario, development be considered on
land north of the railway line it would be imperative that the necessary infrastructure improvements, (including, but not exclusively, a
western relief road, new primary school, new doctors’ surgery and current town centre redevelopment/expansion within the existing
commercial centre of The High Street, Duke Street, New Road, Horns Lane and Bell Street), are implemented alongside any housing
development. Furthermore, PRTC insist that it should play a key role in all matters relating to any development, including allocation of
housing.
PRTC is currently in the process of establishing a Neighbourhood Development Plan to further establish its position.

