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Dear Linda
First of all, my apologies for not responding to your email of 27 June seeking
a meeting with me. To deal with that point specifically, I have been following
the preparation of the new Local Plan closely and, of course, received your
petition earlier in the year. I therefore believe that I fully understand your
views on the proposed expansion of Princes Risborough and, therefore, I do
not believe that a meeting with you would be of any benefit to either party.
Turning now to your concerns about the conduct of the two public meetings
held recently. The District Council – both the Cabinet Member and officers
attended at the invitation of the Town Council. It was the Town Council’s
meeting and therefore any issues you have with the conduct at the meeting
need to be addressed to the Town Council itself.
Regarding your concern about the consultation on the emerging plan, you
raised this point in your petition and I’m not sure there is much that I can add
beyond the response we gave at that time. The Cabinet Report responding to
your petition set out the exhibitions, public meetings, and the role of the
Steering Group, in addition to the formal consultation that has taken place.
As I am sure you are already aware, the Feedback Reports on the formal
consultation events are available on the WDC website:
 the Feedback Report published in October 2014 on the consultation on
the Draft New Local Plan, which took place February - April 2014
 the Market Research published June 2014 which was carried out at the
same time as the consultation on the Draft New Local Plan in 2014
 the Feedback Report published in November 2016 on the consultation
on the Draft Princes Risborough Town Plan that took place February –
March 2014
On the specific point you raise on the membership of the steering group, the
Steering Group has periodically reviewed its membership and RARA, as a
member of the Steering Group, was part of those discussions.
Finally, on housing numbers, you ask that David Johncock withdraws a
statement made at the Cabinet meeting considering your petition “that the
Steering Group had been fully consulted on the increase on proposed
numbers.” on the basis that you believe that this is misleading. We have no
record that he made that statement, but, put in the right context, this is not
misleading.
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You also suggest that officers said at the recent public meetings that there
has been no consultation on the scale of the town expansion, and residents
had been only informed. This is not a correct record of what was said. There
has been public consultation on the scale of growth.
To be fair, the process of plan making is complex, and I am sure you do not
intentionally mean to mislead. So I would like to be clear on what has taken
place.
The community, and the Steering Group, has been fully consulted, engaged
and informed on the proposed enlargement of the town, since it was first put
forward in the early spring of 2014, and at every stage the Council has sought
to explain the constraints within which it will have to make the final choices for
the Plan.
 The first formal public consultation, that took place in the early spring of
2014, included different scales of growth. This was the consultation on the
New Local Plan Options Consultation Document. We had a working
assumption that infrastructure provision may result in ‘trigger points’ that
would indicate what scale of development was feasible, and we did not
know at that time what other sites might become available in the District
through the process of consultation, the Green Belt review, and other work
on the plan. These were therefore ‘fair’ options to put forward.
 The majority of feedback on this consultation objected to substantial growth
– as it did to a review of the Green Belt, and the release of the ‘reserve
sites’ – other proposals in the emerging New Local Plan.
 Just prior to that consultation taking place, Aylesbury Vale District Council
had had their plan rejected for taking a ‘localist’ approach, and failing to
plan for sufficient housing growth. We made sure it was clear in the
consultation that no or low growth within the District was not an option.
 We were also monitoring other local plan examinations, and it was
becoming clear that those Councils that did not plan for their full
‘Objectively Assessed Need’ for housing (OAN), either within their area, or
within the housing market area, were failing. This reinforced the view that
we had to plan for growth.
 Around the time the consultation on the New Local Plan was closing, two
court cases made the importance of planning for growth (specifically the
five year housing land supply) very clear. This also emphasised the need to
get a Local Plan in place, even if it contained unpalatable levels of growth,
because without a Plan the Council would have limited control over where
development would go. As a result later in 2014 the Council released the
‘reserve sites’ for development, despite the recent consultation indicating a
high level of opposition.
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 In September of 2014 we held an exhibition in Princes Risborough to help
illustrate what expansion of the town might mean. At that stage we still
illustrated different possible growth options, although the smallest option
had fallen away. We knew at this stage that road capacity would be critical,
and that if that was resolved, there would be no absolute constraint on the
extent of development. But other factors were still unclear, so we retained
‘mid-growth’ options at this stage. We were in a similar position at the
public meeting that was held in January 2015.
 The exhibition in the summer of 2015 only had the larger growth option.
Our understanding of the central importance of the way OAN was being
assessed at examinations was by this time much clearer, and – baring
some evidence to the contrary – it was unlikely smaller options would be
regarded as ‘sound’ by an inspector. Furthermore there were no
indications from our ongoing work on assessing other sources of housing
supply to indicate that the Council would meet its OAN – and as such it
would not have ‘choices’ about where development would go. Any ‘unmet’
need would need to be accommodated by other Councils under the Duty to
Co-operate, which in practice meant by Aylesbury Vale District Council.
This likely shortfall against our OAN and the principle of Aylesbury Vale
District Council accommodating unmet need was incorporated in a
Memorandum of Understanding signed by the Bucks authorities in August
2015.
 About this time the Steering Group was established, and got to grips with
the constraints under which the Plan was being prepared – those of the
national planning context. Options for smaller growth were no longer
available because of the emerging evidence, and the need to meet as
much of our OAN as possible, given that the larger growth option remained
sustainable development as defined by the National Planning Policy
Framework.
 The Steering Group had many meetings in the autumn of 2015 on different
topics. Housing numbers were discussed at the meeting of 30 Sept 2015.
 In the early spring of 2016 we consulted on the draft Princes Risborough
Town Plan, with the larger growth scenario. It was clear at this stage that
the smaller options were ‘false choices’. We also made the Draft
Sustainability Appraisal available for public comment, which assessed
different scales of growth.
 The feedback on this consultation highlighted that there was public
comment saying the numbers were too high and others suggesting
numbers were too low (developers/other authorities).
 In the summer and autumn of 2016 we had a challenge from Aylesbury
Vale District Council that we were not doing all we could to meet our own
need. Aylesbury Vale engaged the consultants GL Hearn to assist them
with this challenge. This included a challenge that Princes Risborough
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could accommodate more housing than the draft Princes Risborough Town
Plan was proposing. This reinforced the point that lower growth scenarios
at Risborough were not an option, as Aylesbury Vale was not prepared to
accept the additional homes that this would displace.
 The recent exhibition at the town fare, and public meetings, were to remind
residents of what was being proposed in Princes Risborough, given that
since the consultation briefings on Princes Risborough had been included
in events for the whole district-wide Local Plan. These events were
therefore for information – although clearly it is also ‘consultative’ as it
provides an opportunity for feedback.
So from this you can see that we have consulted the community on the scale
of growth, and that the Steering Group has discussed the constraints that lead
to the larger expansion area being the only reasonable option. As you are
aware, the Steering Group’s terms of reference include that it should aim to
work under ‘collaborative dialogue’ rather than old-fashioned ‘decide
announce defend’ – aiming to rise above consultation to collaboration. This
requires everyone to put energies into finding realistic solutions within the
given constraints.
The hard truth is that, the District is unable to meet our Objectively Assessed
Need for housing. We are expecting the Council to be tested hard at the
forthcoming Local Plan examination both by the development industry and
indeed by the planning inspector to show why the Council cannot meet its full
Objectively Assessed Need for Housing within the District. If sites meet the
test of sustainable development – as set out in the National Planning Policy
Framework – we are obliged to bring them forward for development. Both the
Steering Group and the District Council have to operate within these
constraints and we would be failing if we took any other approach full in the
knowledge that the plan would fail.
I trust this deals with the issues you raise in your emails.
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Dear Katrina
Further to my email of 27th June (reattached below), to which I hope you will shortly be in a
Risborough in more detail and to provide you with a more balanced understanding of why
residents here are deeply worried.
As you are aware, we recently presented a petition to WDC of approximately 4,000 signatures, 3,000
from the residents in Princes Risborough alone representing over 50% of the electorate of the area,
regarding significant concerns over the scale of expansion and overwhelming evidence of lack of
infrastructure to support it.

Risborough held on 13th and 20th July. The meetings were stipulated to be solely for residents of
full time professional planners (none of whom are resident) presented the case for WDC. The Town
Mayor and Town Council Chairman, Matt Walsh (resident of Hazelmere) declined to minute the

outburst of contempt for t
engage at all.

empowering local people.
Furthermore, only 6 town councillors of the current 12 attended and only 2 of the 3 District
not of primary concern to residents whom he had spoken with and had canvassed. Tellingly, he
declined to advise what the primary issues are for Risborough residents.
As a former Town Councillor and now committee member of RARA stated in his open letter to PRTC
broken housing
development, vague and lacking in any detail, detrimental (traffic especially) to the rest of the
district and neighbouring districts (The Thames Valley, South Oxfordshire and Aylesbury Vale) and is
overwhelmingly opposed (with substantive and evidenced reason) by the residents of Princes

District Councillor Carl Etholen of Bledlow and Bradenham ward, raised the issue of the impact of
the vastly increased traffic generation on surrounding areas. His very valid points were passed over
by Councillor Walsh and not minuted. We find it extraordinary that valid concerns are omitted from
being recorded.
The constitution of the steering group remains strongly of concern in that its composition does not
reflect the makethe Steering Group. We would welcome
the opportunity to explore the Steering Group further with you. Perhaps a survey of the previous
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and current Steering Group members to evidence the effectiveness of the Steering Group and
engagement of members is now timely.
One of the issues which has been raised in all public meetings, Steering Group and David
that the Steering Group had been fully consulted on the increase on proposed numbers. Wycombe

town residents only. Thi
Whilst this might be the case, we believe Councillor Johncock and colleagues must publicly
withdraw this misleading statement.
We are concerned that the recent public meetings and debate were purely being used as a tool to
attempt to demonstrate to the inspector that consultation has taken place. This is clearly not the
case and the attitude of Councillor Turner at the meeting demonstrates this.
We look forward to hearing from you regarding a more collaborative meeting and will be grateful
Inspector in the future
Yours sincerely
Linda
Linda Cannon Clegg
Chairman RARA

6

Risborough Area Residents Association
letter: Chilterns AONB issues,
14 November 2016

14th

November

2016
Dear Penelope
Re: Princes Risborough Town Plan – AONB Issues
Further to our correspondence of the 1st November 2016 re Economic Sustainability and
Rail, this letter highlights our concerns with regard to your proposals and the Chilterns Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).
We consider that the Chilterns AONB is a major asset to Princes Risborough and the
surrounding area, an asset that we want to see protected and enhanced in the Town Plan.
The Whiteleaf Cross is an historic landmark. We value the views, trails, bridleways, cycle
paths and lanes that run through the Chilterns, providing recreational activities and
encouraging visitors to our town and beyond. All of this is under threat with your draft plan
proposals.
Background
AONBs were originally established under the National Parks and Access to the Countryside
Act 1949, and reformulated in the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. Existing
legislation and policy contain strong protections. The 2015 Conservative Party manifesto
states that the Government ‘will protect the Green Belt, and maintain national protections
for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, National Parks, Sites of Special Scientific Interest
and other environmental designations’.
The distinctive character and natural beauty of AONBs make them some of the most special
and loved places in England. Over two thirds of England’s population live within half an
hour’s drive of an AONB, and it is estimated there are more than 260 million visitors to
AONBs and National Parks annually who spend in excess of £6 billion. (Source National Trust
September 2015). The Government has made a clear commitment to protect AONBs and
we believe WDC has a responsibility through the planning process to protect its area within
the Chilterns AONB.
The Chilterns AONB was designated in 1965 following the carving of the M40 motorway
through the chalk escarpment in the 1960s. It was recognised that there was a need to
protect the landscape from further unsympathetic change to large scale development.
Legislation
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Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 contains a general duty on all
relevant authorities to ‘have regard to the purpose of conserving or enhancing the natural
beauty’ of AONBs when coming to any decisions or carrying out activities relating to or
affecting land within these areas. Activities and developments outside the boundaries of
AONBs that have an impact within the designated area are also covered by the ‘duty of
regard’. This is a significant requirement about which local planning authorities are
reminded in the Planning Practice Guidance (Natural Environment paragraph reference ID 8003-20140306). The requirement is to enquire whether an AONB will be ‘enhanced’ by a
proposal as well as ‘conserved’ by it.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is the principal document setting out the
Government’s national policies on land use planning, and contains policies specific to
protected landscapes (including AONBs) at paragraphs 115 and 116.
Paragraph 115: Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in
National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest
status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. The conservation of wildlife
and cultural heritage are important considerations in all these areas, and should be given
great weight in National Parks and the Broads.
Paragraph 116: Planning permission should be refused for major developments in these
designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated
they are in the public interest. Consideration of such applications should include an
assessment of:
•
•
•

The need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations, and
the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local economy;
The cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere outside the designated area, or
meeting the need for it in some other way; and
Any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational
opportunities, and the extent to which that could be moderated.’

Questions
Q. Can you advise how WDC has carried out its duty with regard to the statutory purposes
of AONBs to ‘conserve or enhance the natural beauty’ of the Chilterns AONB?
Q. NPPF paragraph 115 requires that in any decision “great weight should be given to
conserving landscape and scenic beauty” in AONBs. This applies not only to developments
proposed within an AONB but if proposed in its setting such that the AONB would be
affected. Particularly relevant for example with regard to views from (and to) Whiteleaf
Cross and other vantage points and trails around Princes Risborough and the Alscot
Conservation Area. Have you given great weight to conserving the landscape and scenic
beauty around Princes Risborough and if so how?
Q. In the draft town plan you proposed 2500 new houses within our AONB setting,
including ‘higher density housing’ abutting the Alscot Conservation Area. How does this
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demonstrate giving great weight to conserving landscape and scenic beauty and the
conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage as required by NPPF paragraph 115?

Q. Do you accept that the latest relief road proposal by WDC, and the likely extra burden
of housing at the Culverton Farm location represent ‘major’ development within the
AONB for the purposes of applying NPPF paragraph 116? If not can you explain why not?
Q. With regard to the relief road development within the AONB and in applying NPPF
paragraph 116, do you consider there are ‘exceptional circumstances’ to justify permission
and that the development is ‘in the public interest’? If so can you explain your rationale
for this?
Q. With regard to NPPF paragraph 116 and considering your objective to ‘cherish the
Chilterns’, why are you proposing new relief road options within the AONB? Can you
please provide greater transparency on the scope and accurate cost proposals to justify
this, and have you considered meeting this in some other way (as suggested in our road
infrastructure letter of 17th October 2016)? Have you considered the detrimental effect on
the environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities of this proposal?
National Perspective
We recognise the need to increase the supply of housing but we also want to ensure that
this is through sustainable development. We believe that the Government and its Ministers
have been clear that protection from inappropriate development is a priority in AONB’s.
On 10th January 2013 Nick Boles, Minister for Planning, told a Policy Exchange conference
on housing:
“Nothing that I have said and nothing that this Government has done will undermine the
protection of National Parks, SSSIs, AONBs and the Green Belt. Or stop good agricultural
land being used for farming. Or prevent councils from identifying ancient woodland and
green spaces that local people want to protect.”
We question whether WDC are aligned with this message both in terms of the need for
sustainable development and the prioritisation of our AONB from inappropriate
development.
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Case Law
We would draw your attention to some relevant case law that is appropriate to both your
housing and road proposals for Princes Risborough.
First the case of the Kent International Gateway, a large development adjacent to the Kent
Downs AONB. It illustrates an application of the approach to settings. (Source Green Balance
Planning Consultants 2015)
This was a proposal for a road/rail freight interchange on the eastern outskirts of
Maidstone, separated along its 2.5km northern boundary from the Kent Downs AONB only
by the M20 motorway and in the setting of the Kent Downs AONB.
Paragraph 20 of the Secretary of State’s decision letter on 5 August 2010 stated:
“The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s conclusion that the appearance and
scale of the development would be alien and out of character with the countryside and the
existing built-form of neighbouring settlements, and that it would cause substantial harm to
the setting of the AONB (Inspector’s Report 18.45). Given the importance and value of the
open countryside which currently forms the appeal site and of the AONB which adjoins it,
and given the harm the proposal would cause to them, the Secretary of State agrees that
substantial weight should be given to these matters in the determination of the appeal (IR
18.52).”
In rejecting the appeal, the Secretary of State concluded in his paragraph 36:
“A number of factors weigh against the proposal, including the loss of a large area of open
countryside, substantial harm to the setting of the Kent Downs AONB, serious damage to
the attractiveness and amenity value of the bridleways and footpath that cross the site,
failure to preserve or enhance the character of the Holy Cross and Bearsted Green
Conservation Areas and the cumulative adverse impact on Bearsted.”
A legal precedence has been created in a development proposal near Dover and Campaign
to Protect Rural England (CPRE) prevailing in a battle against plans to build around 500
homes at Farthlingoe. CPRE’s challenges were that the grant of planning permission had
failed to afford sufficient weight to paragraphs 115 and 116 of the NPPF concerning the
protection of scenic beauty and that Dover District Council had failed to give adequate
reasons for its decision. The permission concerned a site partly within an AONB.
In the judgement rejecting the development (September 2016), Lord Justice Laws noted that
“the scale of the proposed development is unprecedented in an AONB”. He said: “A local
planning authority which is going to authorise a development which will inflict substantial
harm on an AONB must surely give substantial reasons for doing so.”
We believe there are many similarities in these cases with regard to your proposals in
relation to the Chilterns AONB and important messages that WDC should take notice of.
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Q) Given the existence of this case, which we presume you are aware of, please can you
explain how the Princes Risborough area expansion plan is not contrary to this case law?

Summary
We consider that the Princes Risborough town plan must address all relevant legislation
related to protecting and enhancing the Chilterns AONB, including the legislation referred to
above. It must also be seen to address this with transparency and substantiation, convincing
our community that WDC really does ‘cherish the Chilterns’ and that these are not just
warm words included in the draft Local plan that you have no intention of delivering on.
Your report to the Wycombe District Cabinet meeting of the 6 June 2016 stated your
intentions of, ‘attaching great weight to the Chilterns AONB’ and ‘Only limited development
is proposed in the AONB in carefully assessed locations.’ This is not something we have
witnessed so far in your proposals.
The town plan needs to have the support of the community and be driven from the bottom
up if it is to be deliverable. Our AONB is precious to us and to date we have seen little
evidence to suggest that WDC is aligned with the wishes of the community on this issue.
We would appreciate acknowledgement of your receipt of this letter and a response to the
questions we have raised above.
On behalf of the RARA committee and membership
Yours sincerely
Linda
Linda Cannon Clegg
Chairman RARA

Copied to:
Rt. Hon. John Bercow Member of Parliament
Rt. Hon. David Liddington Member of Parliament
Karen Satterford Chief Executive WDC
David Johncock Cabinet Member for Planning WDC
Alan Turner District Councillor The Risboroughs and Deputy Cabinet Member for Planning
WDC
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David Knights District Councillor The Risboroughs
Bill Bendyshe-Brown County Councillor
Carl Etholen County Councillor
Graham Peart District Councillor Lacey Green, Speen and The Hampdens
Matthew Walsh Town Mayor & Chairman Princes Risborough Town Council
Gary Hall District and Town Councillor Princes Risborough
Rosie Brake Principle Planning Officer WDC
Ian Manktelow Team Leader for Planning Policy WDC
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Wycombe District Council response to
Risborough Area Residents Association,
8 November 2016

Risborough Area Residents Association
letter: economic sustainability issues,
1 November 2016

1st November 2016
Dear Penelope
Re: Local District Plan and Town Plan for Risborough - Economic Sustainability
Further to my previous letter of 17th October 2016 on behalf of the Risborough Area Residents
Association (RARA), I would like to elaborate on our main concerns regarding the lack of economic
opportunities to support your housing proposals.
RARA is concerned about the credibility of your Local Plan in terms of your industrial policy. For any Local
Plan to be effective there must be foundations laid for the growth of economic opportunities to provide
business development and employment, a crucial catalyst determining the social success of a community.
Your Local Plan, which features the Town Plan for Princes Risborough, as its cornerstone, is deficient in
providing such foundations for economic sustainability.
It is a fact that Aylesbury Vale Districts’ original Local Plan was rejected as it failed to provide a coherent
and integrated industrial policy. This was considered to be as problematic as its insufficient cooperation
with surrounding councils. The NPPF is clear about sustainability. Planning should not only be about
housing numbers and targets but represent an integrated approach which looks at how communities can
grow and the economic provision required to support this.

Economic gap
RARA believes there is a wide disconnect between your housing and economic policies which would
question its sustainability. This ‘gap’ can be illustrated as follows:
You have proposed an increase in the industrial base of between 7-14% over the next twenty years to
meet the needs of the district despite a 20-25% increase in houses/population proposed (near doubling in
Princes Risborough). The district’s economic base fell by 7% at a time of robust national growth which
most observers have said will be weaker in the future.
Q) How do you plan this major turnaround in a tougher economic climate?
Even with these very ambitious aims, it is clear form your proposals that many new residents will be
expected to commute to jobs outside of the area or be unemployed.

Economic Disconnect
RARA found your Sustainability Report on the economy limited because it concentrates on overall
numbers and not specific locations and type of industrial bases provided. In simple terms there is a
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disconnect between location of the majority of houses in the north and jobs in the south of the district.
Furthermore, it appears that industrial development will be over reliant on land hungry industries like
warehousing, which need to be located in the M4/M40 corridor, characterised by a serious shortage of
land for any new housing which you have also acknowledged. This land hungry proposal is inconsistent
with a district which has a shortage of land for any new housing.
Q) Why have you opted for land hungry industry in an area characterised by land shortage?
Q) You have stated that the lack of transport links makes the Risborough area unable to attract this
type of industrial development, but equally why should 15,000 current and 10,000 new residents to the
Risborough area accept this situation?
It is clear that when you look at your industrial policy in conjunction with the local needs of the
Risborough area, there is nothing to attract any new investment or develop the existing economy. This
makes the Local Plan, in relation to this area economically unsustainable.

Risborough’s Industrial Losses
Over the last ten years, a community well served with many high tier employers has lost two thirds of
them, and is now reliant on just two. Ironically your plan makes the presence of one of those
questionable thus rendering the local economy reliant on just one employer. Your proposals for the
Princes Estate do not compensate for all the employment lost over the last ten years, and is very limited.
Also, your plan proposes further losses of three existing employers Hypnos, Sumitomo Hard Metals and
Anderson Carbide due to the misguided policy of providing an inappropriate relief road.
The threat to Hypnos is worrying. The potential loss of an internationally respected company which has a
long and enriching association with the Risborough area would leave a big void and would erode the
community spirit of the town. There is also a loss of two smaller employees in Sumatomo Hard Metals
and Anderson Carbide. The loss of three employers and your plans to double the size of the town, are
counterproductive and raise serious questions about sustainability.
Q) How can this decrease in employment opportunities be reconciled with a large increase in
population in a well thought out plan? ‘Not an ideal world’ a response provided by Strategic Planning
Manager at a recent Q&A, is not an acceptable answer.
In the multiplier effect it should be here not where and also lack of needs to be put in front of
direct employment
Multiplier Effect
The knock on effect of the above can only have a detrimental effect on the whole economy. Historically,
this effect has been witnessed in towns and villages in South Wales. In the Risborough the lack of industry
and employment will produce hidden effects on smaller enterprises which will be fatal. As the studies of
the effect of the Buncefield explosion ten years ago illustrated, the organisations directly affected who
had business distribution insurance coverage recovered but the industries who supplied and supported
them didn’t. A similar effect will likely be seen in Risborough which will reduce revenue to the town and
increase the costs of Wycombe District council.
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An inappropriate solution for the Risborough area
Your industrial policy appears to concentrate on attracting a limited type and size of enterprise. The UK
economy is now 85% service led and the majority not distribution led, so less reliant on good transport
links. Most of the companies are classified as small, i.e. less than 50 employees, and can be more easily
attracted if a more innovative approach to industrial planning was in place. It is disturbing to see that in
your Town Plan, you have only tried to expand an industrial park, that you have admitted is not well
located and is inaccessible, with all approaches to it guarded by a series of narrow roads and low bridges.
Historically, the economy of Risborough was able to thrive via a variety of industrial locations across the
town, and the decline has coincided with the arrival of the Princess Estate.
Q) Why are you persisting with this failing policy?

Need for smaller mixed business parks
As outlined above, the solution to lack of investment in the area is through a more be-spoke set of
solutions and not a ‘one size fits all’ approach. We do not see in your plan any enterprise parks that
encourage smaller ambitious businesses that want to work in a relaxed pleasant atmosphere or give any
indication that you understand the wants of innovators and try to meet them.
Q) Why doesn’t your plan have a more flexible approach to industry?

Building on Tourism and Leisure Industry
Princes Risborough is ideally suited to take advantage of the Chiltern tourist market which is predicted to
at least double in the next ten years. It is currently underserved, with the lack of overnight
accommodation in the area, but based less than three quarters of an hour from London, it has the ability
to attract people from there. Based near national walkways like the Ridgeway, but with shorter trails like
the Phoenix, and renowned viewing points, of which the unobtrusiveness of the town is a key feature, its
attraction to so many will be destroyed by your narrow view of Princes Risborough as a convenient place
to build houses. A plan which recognises this rich tourist market would support a leisure industry and
create a multiplying effect/cycle of not just hotels but linked retail and local food outlets.
Q) Why is your Town plan not focusing on the very essence of Risborough and its setting near AONB as
a centre of tourism to develop industry and employment?

Developing the Town Centre
As recognised in the ‘Fit for a Prince’ review in 2006 the High Street suffers in comparison with rival
centres such as Wendover and Thame. This was supported by ‘The Grocer’ study a few years later, which
showed residents in the town’s hinterland do not regard Risborough as their first shopping centre of
choice. Retail is a key part of the economy and we recognise the High Street needs to be made more
3

attractive. Developing enterprise parks might attract businesses from the town centre so freeing up space
in the centre.
Government recommendations, as set out by High Street minister Marcus Jones in 2015, note that free
car parking is essential to reviving the High Street.
Q) Why is this recommendation not being followed by Wycombe District council?
We look forward to your reply and receiving your responses to these questions.
On behalf of the RARA committee and membership
Yours sincerely
Linda
Linda Cannon Clegg
Chairman RARA

Copied to:
Rt. Hon. John Bercow Member of Parliament
Rt. Hon. David Liddington Member of Parliament
Karen Satterford Chief Executive WDC
David Johncock Cabinet Member for Planning WDC
Alan Turner District Councillor The Risboroughs and Deputy Cabinet Member for Planning WDC
David Knights District Councillor The Risboroughs
Bill Bendyshe-Brown County Councillor
Carl Etholen County Councillor
Graham Peart District Councillor Lacey Green, Speen and The Hampdens
Matthew Walsh Town Mayor & Chairman Princes Risborough Town Council
Gary Hall District and Town Councillor Princes Risborough
Rosie Brake Principle Planning Officer WDC
Ian Manktelow Team Leader for Planning Policy WDC
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Risborough Area Residents Association
letter: rail transportation issues,
1 November 2016

1st November 2016
Dear Penelope

Re: Princes Risborough Town Plan – Rail Transportation Issues
Further to my previous letter of 17th October 2016 this letter is sent to you to outline some of the
concerns identified by RARA relating to your plans, particularly with regard to the implications of your
plans on local rail transportation services.

Capacity and Timetable
WDC’s plans for additional 2600+ homes in Princes Risborough puts the ability of rail services to deliver
sufficient capacity at risk, particularly in the southbound direction towards High Wycombe and London.
Indeed, some southbound services from Princes Risborough are already approaching crowding-off
levels, particularly during rush-hour and at the weekends.
Infrastructure investment by Chiltern Railways on platform lengthening, extra tracks and increased
operating speeds has already brought welcome capacity and journey time improvements to the line.
However, any further significant investment of this magnitude is now unlikely for some time. There has
been reference made to the East West Rail project that should deliver increased capacity on the railway,
notably double-tracking on the Princes Risborough to Aylesbury line. It is now understood that Network
Rail’s funding is restricted, and that the double-tracking investment will be significantly delayed.
In recent years timetable changes made by Chiltern Railways to improve their revenues have favoured
long distance ‘Mainline’ services between London and Birmingham, reducing the services to
intermediate stations including Princes Risborough. Furthermore, recent timetable amendments made
by Chiltern Railway have impaired the times of services departing Monks Risborough in the morning
peak for those wishing get to London to start work for 9am.
The significant increase in housing at Banbury, Bicester and now potentially Haddenham will inevitably
result in greater crowding on south bound trains for commuters to High Wycombe and London etc., if
indeed they call at Princes Risborough at all.

Car Parking
Car park space at Princes Risborough is full during many days of the working week, and it is unclear
whether there are plans to provide more capacity in a manner that is sympathetic to views and
sightlines of surrounding residents, as well as the views from the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB).

Influencing the Franchise Specification
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We remain concerned because WDC appear to believe that decisions on the delivery of additional train
services (at both Princes Risborough and Monks Risborough) and car parking capacity is entirely in the
hands of a private company (Chiltern Railways) and that WDC has no influence. This is not the case. The
current Chiltern Railway franchise is due to end in 2021. The Department for Transport (DfT) are the
procuring entity of passenger rail franchises in the UK and will be preparing plans for the procurement
of the subsequent rail franchise operator over the next few years. It is imperative that WDC speak to
the DfT Passenger Services Directorate to ensure any additional capacity required for Princes
Risborough rail services is captured in the specification for the subsequent Chiltern Railways franchise.
Q) How has WDC assessed the anticipated increase in demand for passenger services from Princes
Risborough?
Q) What investment will be secured to deliver the increased rail capacity required in timescales to
support the additional homes you propose, taking into account the increased demand for services
due to more housing near the rail line further north of Princes Risborough?
Q) How will WDC influence the DfT to ensure their specifications for the rail franchise includes the
need for increased capacity and parking?

Road and Rail
WDC’s latest proposal for the relief road through Princes Risborough indicates a route that passes in
front of Princes Risborough station. This route will result in convergence of through traffic with local
traffic using the station and will result in congestion and intolerable risk to commuters, pedestrians and
cyclists.
Q) When will WDC assess the implications of the latest road route option on congestion and
pedestrian/ commuter safety near the station, as well as the safety of local cyclists?
We remain concerned that building more homes is the only priority for WDC. This concern is further
reinforced by the apparent disregard for the implications on rail service, another example of not
securing all the necessary infrastructure to enable the proposed increase in housing and population.
We fear that WDC does not show sufficient regard for the resulting quality of the town and quality of
life of the residents, many of whom will have to commute distances to work because there is no clear
plan for increased local employment, and the strategic road capacity plans remain unclear.
Q) How will WDC demonstrate that their proposals for 2600+ housing will be supported by sufficient
strategic road and rail connectivity and capacity, to enable employment of the additional residents,
given that very little local employment is planned?

We are deeply concerned that without access to sufficient local employment, nor sufficient strategic
transport links, your proposal for near doubling the local population will be a social and economic
disaster for the current and future residents of Princes Risborough and surrounding areas.
I look forward to your reply and receiving your responses to these questions.
On behalf of the RARA committee and membership
Yours sincerely
Linda
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Linda Cannon Clegg
Chairman RARA

Copied to:
Rt. Hon. John Bercow Member of Parliament
Rt. Hon. David Liddington Member of Parliament
Karen Satterford Chief Executive WDC
David Johncock Cabinet Member for Planning WDC
Alan Turner District Councillor The Risboroughs and Deputy Cabinet Member for Planning WDC
David Knights District Councillor The Risboroughs
Bill Bendyshe-Brown County Councillor
Carl Etholen County Councillor
Graham Peart District Councillor Lacey Green, Speen and The Hampdens
Matthew Walsh Town Mayor & Chairman Princes Risborough Town Council
Gary Hall District and Town Councillor Princes Risborough
Rosie Brake Principle Planning Officer WDC
Ian Manktelow Team Leader for Planning Policy WDC
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Wycombe District Council response to
Risborough Area Residents Association,
19 October 2016

Risborough Area Residents Association
letter: road transportation issues,
17 October 2016

17th October 2016

Dear Penelope
Re Princes Risborough Town Plan – Road Infrastructure
Further to my previous letter of 6th October 2016 on behalf of the RARA I
would like to elaborate on some of our main concerns with regard to your road
infrastructure proposals.
As with the draft town plan generally we can see similar shortcomings with
regard to road infrastructure and the lack of strategic alignment with the wider
district, council and national plans. Any new transportation proposals for
Princes Risborough must be aligned with Highways England, Bucks County
Council and Network Rails plans. This doesn’t appear to be the case at present.
Q) We understand Highways England’s strategy is running slightly behind
Wycombe District Council (WDC) planning. Would it not be advisable to defer
any decisions on road infrastructure until this can be aligned with the wider
district, council and national plans?
Road options that have been tabled to date have lacked technical detail and
hence little in the way of detailed costing. We are surprised at the lack of focus
on carbon emissions associated with the options tabled. This should be a key
element of any proposal from a public sector client. The Chiltern Conservation
Board’s Environmental Guidelines for the Management of Highways in the
Chilterns points out that ‘proposals that require less energy and have a smaller
carbon footprint should be favoured.’ The Government’s Green Construction
Board has demonstrated that saving carbon saves cost with infrastructure
investment. This applies to both embodied carbon and operational carbon
emissions.
Q) Why has carbon foot printing not been a key part of the road optioneering
process?
Q) Why have the principles of PAS (Publicly Available Specification) 2080:2016
not been applied to any options being considered?
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Building on historical data we believe that minor amendments to the existing
road system and traffic controls in the town would relieve any current rush
hour congestion. More innovative thinking is required for any longer term
growth scenarios. We note that the Department of Transport is encouraging a
‘smart’ approach to solving traffic congestion. Intelligent transportation
systems now exist enabling users to be better informed and make safer, more
coordinated and ‘smarter’ use of transport networks.
Q) What options have been considered to enhance the existing road system
and traffic controls within the town, without the need for a relief road?
Q) Why has a ‘smart’ option not been considered, to make better use of the
existing wider transport network?
A new relief road option that WDC is promoting involves driving a relief road
and two roundabouts through land which is both in Green Belt and within the
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). This was not one of the
options shortlisted by your consultant (Jacobs), was not part of the due
process in the preparation of the plan, and we continue to disagree with your
relief road proposals.
Q) Why are you now promoting what is apparently a just single new option?
Q) Why was this single new option not part of the due consultation process in
the preparation of the town plan?
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The proposal for a relief road has been an extremely contentious issue in the
community. There is little support for it and WDC has caused major distress
and concern by tabling various options that have not been properly assessed
from a strategic, technical, environmental or economic perspective. This latest
proposal is no exception and we do not see how you can justify this nor how
you can consider meeting the requirements set out in the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF), let alone the Government’s commitment to protect
AONB’s. This latest proposal will have a detrimental effect on the environment,
the landscape and recreational opportunities.
Q) How do you justify this latest proposal with regard to the NPPF, other
relevant legislation, the Government’s commitment to protect the AONB, and
your own commitment to ‘cherish the AONB’?
We would urge you to stop and have a complete rethink with regard to your
road proposals. We believe that you need to understand the wider strategic
issues and then develop at least 3 options, including a ‘smart’ no new road
solution, with detailed technical, environmental and cost comparisons, that
can be clearly appraised and supported by the community. Going forward now
with a proposal that you will almost certainly have to change at a later date
will cause unnecessary distress within our community and the blighting of
areas of our town.
Q) When can you provide us with transparent and detailed technical,
environmental and cost comparisons for at least 3 options including a ‘smart’
option?
Q) Why are you determined to promote a new single option for the relief road
that the local community has had no sight of, has seen no detailed technical,
environmental and cost appraisal, and has not formed part of the consultation
exercise to date?
We are concerned that WDC appears to be investing a lot in consultant’s
reports and then ignoring many of the findings e.g. the Princes Risborough
Transport Study by Jacobs (2014 and 2016) and the Sustainability Appraisal by
Lepus (2016). This does not appear to us an appropriate investment of tax
payer’s money?
Q) Why have you ignored some of the key recommendations in the findings of
these consultants’ reports?
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Q) Given the above, we have concerns on the value for money from the
consultancy expenditure. How much tax payer’s money has been spent to date
on the consultant’s reports referred to above?
There is no investment proposed in pedestrian and cycle links outwards to the
wider countryside, including links to the Phoenix Trail and AONB walks and
cycle rides? The relief road option being considered is planning to run across
Picts Lane which is a major recreational area. Walkers, cyclists, joggers and
horse riders including visitors from London, Oxford, Thame, Chesham,
Amersham, Aylesbury and High Wycombe have all voiced their concern to you
in a petition, regarding a new relief road along or across Picts lane and through
our AONB. Bridal paths and busy road junctions are not compatible. Instead of
destroying we should be investing in the tourist potential of this AONB setting,
our ‘Gateway to the Chilterns’.
Q) Why are you ignoring the recreational potential of our lanes and not
seeking to protect these?

We would appreciate acknowledgement of your receipt of this letter and look
forward to an early response to the concerns and questions we have raised
above.
4

On behalf of the RARA committee and membership
With best regards
Linda

Linda Cannon Clegg
Chairman RARA

Copied to:

Rt. Hon. John Bercow Member of Parliament

Rt. Hon. David Liddington Member of Parliament

Karen Satterford Chief Executive WDC

David Johncock Cabinet Member for Planning WDC

Alan Turner District Councillor The Risboroughs and Deputy Cabinet Member
for Planning WDC

David Knights District Councillor The Risboroughs

Bill Bendyshe-Brown County Councillor

Carl Etholen County Councillor
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Graham Peart District Councillor Lacey Green, Speen and The Hampdens

Matthew Walsh Town Mayor & Chairman Princes Risborough Town Council

Gary Hall District and Town Councillor Princes Risborough

Rosie Brake Principle Planning Officer WDC

Ian Manktelow Team Leader for Planning Policy WDC
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Risborough Area Residents Association
letter: general issues with the Princes
Risborough Town Plan,
6 October 2016

6th October 2016
Dear Penelope
I hope this finds you well.
Now that sufficient time has elapsed following both Town Plan and Local Plan Consultations and Q and
A feedback I am writing as Chairman of Risborough Area Residents Association (RARA) on behalf of our
members to:

1) Outline our concerns regarding the general consultation ‘process’ for the Town Plan and Local
Plan
2) Ascertain when key feedback of responses following the Town Plan and Local Plan Consultations
will be published to residents of Princes Risborough and Wycombe District and how you will be
using and applying the main themes and concerns which have emerged to revise both the Town
and Local plans to make them acceptable.
3) Provide you with information from independent research carried out to identify alternative
housing potential in the WDC area
4) Ask key questions
Process and Feedback
i.

The Town Plan Consultation ended on 28th March 2016 and despite some initial brief feedback
published by WDC on 19th July, largely in response to repeated requests from RARA, there is still
no official feedback from WDC to reassure people these concerns are being taken seriously.
RARA would like to see evidence that purposeful dialogue and consideration has taken place
with reference to circa 350 responses to the Princes Risborough Town plan consultation and an
‘overwhelming’ 3,000 responses from the Local Plan consultation. Without transparent
communication from WDC as to how these concerns are being addressed, will only perpetuate
current opinion gaining in momentum, that both the Town plan and Local Plan were a ‘fait
accomplis’. A view we believe is reinforced by your strategy to sequence the Town Plan
consultation in advance and in isolation to that of the Local Plan Consultation. This has served to
polarise solutions, avoiding the wider local view. RARA believes a more considered plan, with
LOCAL consultation is the only way forward. (Note, this is a key concern from the public
consultation). Currently it is apparent you are dictating to the residents and electorate of WDC,
not consulting.

ii.

We note your provision of Q & A sessions last month to manage the wealth of responses to the
Local Plan as you said ‘your department was overwhelmed and could not possibly respond on a
one-to one’. From RARA’s attendance at all these sessions we observed at no point was a
summary of the concerns formally published or discussed. Instead, the format involved
answering further questions raised by those in attendance, some taking up significant amounts
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of time on individual issues. Not at any time were concerns managed shown to be important nor
feeding into the Local Plan and Town Plan. It is RARA’s belief that the Consultation processes for
both the Town Plan and Local Plan are deeply flawed and at serious odds with the aims and
principles of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2012).
iii.

Regarding feedback for the Town Plan, at the Steering Group Scrutiny meeting on 5th September,
RARA requested formal publication of overdue information and were told such feedback to the
Town Plan Consultation had been sent to the District Council (6 months ago). You agreed this
had been ‘sat there’ for some time and for too long. The obvious disregard for this valuable
feedback RARA believes is a waste of tax payer’s time and money and the consultation was
merely an exercise or ‘hoop’ for local residents to jump through. RARA questions why
considerable ‘noise’ was made by WDC about the consultation process at the initial stage but
upon receiving responses shows little regard for the information received. This is considerably at
odds with the ethos of collaboration outlined within the NPPF.
‘This should be a collective enterprise. Yet, in recent years, planning has tended to exclude, rather
than to include, people and communities. In part, this has been a result of targets being imposed,
and decisions taken, by bodies remote from them’. (NPPF 2012)
RARA asks:
Q)

Why was the Town Plan Consultation carried out in isolation and not considered as part
of an overarching Local Plan?

Q)

Early release of the Town Plan for consultation based on the ‘maximum’ housing number
of 2600 homes, but in isolation of the completed Local Plan has resulted in premature
‘crystallization’ of this number (which had always been presented as a maximum but
unlikely number by WDC). Why has the housing number for Princes Risborough not been
revisited now that the wider Local Plan has come together?

Q)

The early release of the Princes Risborough Town Plan based on the ‘maximum’ housing
number of circa 2,600 has made the ‘expansion area’ site a magnet for developers. Can
you confirm and evidence that the action of early release of the Town Plan has not
prematurely skewed the deliverability of housing on the site in favour of development,
prior to the completion of a balanced assessment and the Local Plan?

Q)

Further to the above, how can ‘sustainability’ issues be properly considered in isolation in
terms of wider economic, social and environmental needs?

Q)

Who made the decision and why was it made to send the (circa) 350 responses resulting
from the Town Plan Consultation to the District Council over 6 months ago?

Q)

-

Why hasn’t your department responded to the very people who have taken the
time to make these representations?

-

Why has so much time elapsed without a response being received from the
District Council?

-

When will formal recommendations from this feedback be published and how do
you intend to use and apply them?

Why was the Local Plan Consultation process under resourced leading to your
department being ‘overwhelmed’?
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-

Why were the arrangements for providing feedback i.e. the second part of the
consultation process, in the case of both the Town Plan and Local plan
insufficiently resourced?

-

Was this stage overlooked or was it just deeply flawed due to unexpected levels
of response?

Q)

Do you have any intention to properly assess all feedback and communicate to residents
of WDC how you intend to apply it?

Q)

In light of the NPPF statement, ‘we are allowing people and communities back into
planning’ do you believe your use of the consultation process has met the NPPFs
expectations of true community engagement? If so how?

Steering Group and Focus on Relief Road
iv.

Regarding the Town Plan, yourself and your colleagues emphasised the importance of the
establishment of a Steering Group last year to inform planning for Princes Risborough. This
strategy is clearly reflective of NPPF ‘best practice’ to work in partnership with the community.
WDC went one step further by enabling the role of the chair of this vital group to be taken by the
Leader of the Town Council and Mayor. It was a key decision by WDC to hand over the chair role
to give the ‘balance of opinion’ to the very people who lived in the town to ‘include people and
communities’ (NPPF). A valuable strategy but one that now creates retrospective concern that
there was a growing ‘conflict of interest’ as former Mayor and Chair of the Steering Group was
this year appointed Deputy Cabinet Member for Planning for WDC. RARA believes he could not
have led the Steering Group with objectivity but was compromised by his need to respond to
government targets and the work of the Planning Department for WDC to meet them.

v.

We are aware the Steering Group was comprised of professionals from WDC planning
department, members of the Town Council, and key stakeholder groups. We know the group
received intensive training to become better informed about planning to fulfil their roles on this
committee but many of these sessions lacked complete and regular attendance with some stake
holders attending once. RARA has raised concerns about the lack of consistent membership
leading to impaired coherence in its decision making ability, particularly when the chair was
becoming progressively more conflicted.

vi.

To illustrate the above, we have framed many questions regarding how the Steering Group
arrived at 2,600 homes as a ‘number’, which no member of the group, including the Princes
Risborough Town Councillors can answer. From minutes of the group, the ‘number’ has not been
challenged but was part of a circular discussion and intrinsically interwoven within the debate
about the relief road which quickly disappears once the numbers are reduced.

vii.

RARA are firmly of the opinion this number was imposed subjectively and strategically on Princes
Risborough to satisfy meeting WDC’s target of finding circa 15,000 homes without
comprehensive and objective ‘testing’ of land available across WDC in relation to existing land
parcels and green belt (a matter we come onto in the ‘Independent Research’ section below).

viii.

The relief road proposal is one of the most contentious issues with regard to the Local Plan. We
don't see any need for it at this time and understand that options tabled previously have now
been discarded for an alternative WDC road proposal that runs through Green Belt and AONB
land. Again this is an example of WDC completely ignoring the views of the community and
totally disregarding our setting within the Chilterns AONB. We will respond separately on
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transportation issues but must insist that any proposal for a relief road that hasn't gone through
the due planning process and consultation with the local community be omitted from the plan at
this time.

Q)

With the former Chair of the Steering Group becoming more involved at a strategic level
within WDC’s Planning Cabinet why did WDC believe there was no conflict of interest in
his leadership of the Steering Group for Princes Risborough?

Q)

How was the number of circa 2,600 homes to be built in the Princes Risborough area
determined? How was this introduced to the Steering Group, and to what extent were
they then been permitted to ‘steer’ it?

Q)

High numbers of housing development in isolation of employment opportunity and
sufficient transport capacity and connectivity is detrimental to the economic quality of a
settlement. How is the identity, character and quality of the town being considered and
protected whilst determining the housing number target for Princes Risborough?

Q)

Why wasn’t the ‘circular argument’ of the number of homes, entwined with funding the
relief road, set aside by the Steering Group and a proper dialogue developed by the
chairman to discuss the actual numbers of houses Princes Risborough could sustainably
support?

Independent Research
viii.

As raised by RARA at the recent Steering Group ‘Scrutiny’ meeting on 5 th September and Q & A
on 12th September, we believe through our own independent research there is greater potential
for building homes at alternative sites across WDC than is currently proposed. In AVDC’s recent
letter (dated 8th August), to your planning department in response to the Local Plan, AVDC
rigorously challenge your long held assumption they will ‘take’ your ‘unmet need’ of 5,000
homes on the basis that your planning department has not applied rigorous enough ‘testing’.
Worryingly, they quickly identify weaknesses in your assessment of existing areas by
commissioning consultants G. L. Hearn who independently reviewed the work undertaken so far
by WDC as set out in the Local Draft Plan. Their findings were:
‘Fundamentally this review demonstrates that a more thorough and rigorous assessment of land
availability should be progressed by Wycombe District Council, against a context of unmet
housing need’
They conclude over 2,800 homes can still be found:
‘The headline figures from this initial assessment indicates there is an estimated additional
development potential in your district of 2,800 dwellings, over and above that which has been
identified in the draft Wycombe District local plan’.
Q)

ix.

If AVDC can find this number of homes, how many others have not been identified by
your planning department across WDC to populate the Local Plan?

We strongly question whether you have tested the capacity of parcels of land rigorously and
consistently enough and whether you have sufficiently explored more widely the potential of
Green Belt in formulating the draft Local plan. If it had been we believe the Draft Local Plan
would look very different. By providing Princes Risborough Steering Group with a ‘fait-a-complis’
of 2,600 homes which accounted for one-fifth of your overall target of 15,000 homes and
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assuming AVDC would take your ‘unmet need’ of 5,000 homes, RARA believes you became
complacent. By initially reducing your housing target of 15,000 by 50%, impaired the future
depth of ‘testing’ of the whole district. This positioned Princes Risborough as an isolated ‘corner
stone’ of the Local Plan rather than a town emerging with a sustainable number of new homes,
such as 1,000, as part of a coherent and sustainable wider assessment of need.
x.

RARA has carried out its own research, rather like G. L. Hearn which supports AVDC’s findings
and beyond. We have identified opportunities for circa 5,000 more homes using not only
existing parcels of land but use of the ARUP Report on Green Belt. Our work on this has also
recognised worrying inconsistencies in WDC’s approach to decision making which have defined
the choices for the Local Plan.
To demonstrate our concerns, we have compared some other sites in WDC to the proposed
Princes Risborough expansion area site of Park Mill.

a) More homes can be found in existing alternative areas using the relevant criteria,
including average density per hectare, proximity to infrastructure for social and economic
sustainability and a careful consideration of the relevant purposes of Green Belt and
sensitivity to AONB.
We believe that these criteria have not been applied even-handedly across the sites in
WDC. To demonstrate this concern we have considered the Abbey Barns North site.
This site lies on the outskirts of the Wycombe conurbation, with good infrastructure and
high density housing. The site is conveniently located to an industrial area that would
support high density housing of at least 35 home per hectare, if not higher. The
restrictions on housing density proposed by WDC are based on concerns around the
impact on views, that are not even from an AONB site. However, there is already a
prominent electricity pylon behind the site, and there are plans in the local plan to build
apartments within half a mile and within direct sight from any view. The need for a
green path connection in relatively low here, but this is suppressing housing density
numbers.
Conversely, the impact on the view from the AONB above Princes Risborough appears to
feature very lightly on the assessment of the proposed Princes Risborough expansion
site. Furthermore, the need for a green path connection is much higher on the Park Mill
site to link between Princes Risborough town and the Phoenix Trail, an important part of
tourism so a needed contributor to the local economy.
The arguments presented by WDC to keep housing densities low in Abbey Barns North
has not been applied equally when assessing the proposed site at Princes Risborough.
b) The example below illustrates a judgement made by WDC with regards to the proximity
to sites near an AONB boundary.
Development of the Wood Farm site at Stockenchurch would be a logical extension of
the town and good use of a disused farm site. However, the effect on a grade 2 listed
building is limited, compared with the effect existing housing has had. Views from a
north facing slope of the AONB are limited and are already affected by pylons in the
vicinity. The noise effect of the M40 is limited compared to most of the current housing
in Stokenchurch which is much closer to the motorway.
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However, development of the Park Mill site in the proposed Princes Risborough
expansion area will effect a nationally recognised elevated viewing point from the AONB.
Local traffic noise due to the proposes relief road will be significant when compared to
levels today.
It appears that WDC are not being even handed when valuing views from AONB, and the
impact of road noise.
c) To demonstrate the value of considering the release of Green Belt we have considered
Oak Tree Farm East and West. Neither site scores well at meeting the purpose of Green
Belt. The high score of 3 suggesting it is open country is debatable as it is encircled by
buildings. The function of segregating Marlow Bottom and Marlow is better achieved by
other sites, as your own analysis confirms. Whilst Section106 investment would be
required to improve infrastructure and an improved bus service would be required, these
are not practical reasons to limit development on these sites
Conversely, the Park Mill site scores almost twice that of Oak Tree Farm at meeting the
purpose of Green Belt. It is key to maintaining the segregation or Princes Risborough
from Longwick. There is poor transport connection and substantial Section 106 funding
in required.
WDC has however concluded that Park Mill should be developed, apparently simply
because it is not in Green Belt, and in spite of all the points above.
We are aware Buckinghamshire as a whole is releasing Green Belt for housing sites at a
significantly lower level than all the other home counties, yet WDC is is keen to develop
the very areas which the ARUPs Report recommends as highly meeting the purpose of
Green Belt, and that are suggested to be converted to Green Belt to prevent ‘sprawl’
within the Risborough Area Town Plan. (Town Plan areas 101 to 104). A stark
contradiction of values.
RARA also draws attention to the arbitrary manner in which economic sustainability has been
considered. Princes Risborough has little to no existing economical infrastructure and there are
no proposals to provide a net increase built into the plan. The plan does not solve the serious
lack of employment and unsustainable transportation networks both micro and macro to enable
the future 20,000 residents of Princes Risborough to travel outside of the town to daily seek
employment and attend work. Quoting from concerns briefly summarised in your bulletin of 19 th
July, employment and the knock on effects such as provision of roads and railways etc. was one
of the greatest features of this Town Plan as stated:
‘The proposed number of houses is too large for an area where there is little local
employment’ again reinforcing the approach to Princes Risborough in isolation from the rest
of the district without taking a wider, view of the district as a whole’.
This is juxtaposed by another unanswered concern but this time from a wider view:
‘Why is so much growth planned at Princes Risborough and very little for Marlow, which has
better shopping and services?’
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RARA has asked again and again why other areas of WDC with greater potential for
economical growth and which are closer to transport networks and main national arteries
have received a ‘light touch’ approach regarding possible build and density ‘testing’.
In light of the above, RARA is most worried by a response to a recent Q & A on 12th
September to a member of the public’s question who asked,
‘Who makes the final decision?’ The response was given, ‘Ultimately, it is David Johncock’s
plan and David Johncock makes the final decision’.
RARA is very concerned that such decisions can be made arbitrarily.
In summary, RARA seeks answers to the above questions and asks some final questions which are of a
broader nature:
Q) What organisation or body is accountable for achieving a positive strategic outcome
across neighbouring District Councils? If such a body exists, what is their view of how
well the development of the Local Plans satisfies their objectives?
Q) What evidence can you provide of the content and level of dialogue you are engaging in
with AVDC’s Planning Cabinet regarding the proximity of 2,600 homes in Princes
Risborough and 7,000 homes just across the council boundary in Haddenham and the
considerable economic and social impact this will have?
Q) What consideration has been given to dialogues with the Highways Agency and Network
Rail Providers and franchise operator specifiers to service such a mass population?
Q) What discussions have been carried out with AVDC regarding cross boundary planning
and sustainability?
The latter large scale development at Haddenham recently came as a surprise to the residents of the
Risborough area who are rapidly losing confidence in the planning process WDC have so far engaged
in and deserve much better.
Applying a wider perspective to planning with higher quality liaison between planning departments
across councils is now an approach advocated by RARA who propose that in terms of government
housing targets, tax payers’ money would be better spent by looking at the Local Plan from scratch
and within the wider Bucks context, which is something the government might have to do if this
plan fails.
We look forward to receiving your responses to our questions which we will be publishing to our
RARA membership.
On behalf of the RARA committee and membership
With best regards

Linda Cannon Clegg
Chairman RARA
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Copied to:
Rt. Hon. John Bercow Member of Parliament
Rt. Hon. David Liddington Member of Parliament
Karen Satterford Chief Executive WDC
David Johncock Cabinet Member for Planning WDC
Alan Turner District Councillor The Risboroughs and Deputy Cabinet Member for Planning WDC
David Knights District Councillor The Risboroughs
Bill Bendyshe-Brown County Councillor
Carl Etholen County Councillor
Graham Peart District Councillor Lacey Green, Speen and The Hampdens
Tracey Aldworth Director AVDC
AVDC Planning Policy Department
Matthew Walsh Town Mayor & Chairman Princes Risborough Town Council
Gary Hall District and Town Councillor Princes Risborough
Rosie Brake Principle Planning Officer WDC
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