Princes Risborough Expansion
Supplementary Planning Document
Statement of Consultation

Date: March 2021

Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document –- Statement of
Consultation - March 2021
This page is left intentionally blank

Page 2 of 141

Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document –- Statement of
Consultation - March 2021

1. Introduction
Purpose of the report
1.1. This statement sets out how the Council has involved the community and stakeholders
in preparing the Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document
(February 2021).





1.2. In line with Regulation 12 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) 2012 regulations (as amended) and with the Wycombe Revised Statement
of Community Involvement (July 2018)1, this statement provides details of: (i) the
persons the local planning authority consulted when preparing the supplementary
planning document;
(ii) a summary of the main issues raised by those persons; and
(iii) how those issues have been addressed in the supplementary planning
document.

1.3. A draft Statement of Consultation was published alongside the draft SPD. This has now
been updated through the present report, to reflect the feedback received and how this has
been taken into account in the final version of the SPD. This final consultation statement is
published alongside the SPD on adoption, alongside an Adoption Statement2..

Scope of the SPD
1.4 The SPD sets out the Council’s preferred approach to achieving its policy objectives for
the Princes Risborough Expansion Area and how this may be accomplished, building on the
development plan for the Wycombe area. Once adopted it will form a material
consideration when determining planning applications.
1.5 The SPD comes in two parts: the capacity plan (‘what and where’ development should
be sited) and the delivery plan (the ‘how and when’ housing and infrastructure should come
forward).

Timetable summary
1.6 The SPD timetable is as follow:


November 2018-June 2019 – early engagement

1

https://www.wycombe.gov.uk/uploads/public/documents/Planning/New-local-plan/Local-planexamination-2018/Wycombe-Revised-Statement-of-Community-Involvement-July-2018.pdf
2

As per regulation 11 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 2012 regulations (as
amended.
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June – July 2019 – Consultation on the Draft PRE SPD
August 2019 – November 2020 – Follow up engagement post consultation
November 2020 – February 2021 – Adoption process

Statement of Community Involvement
1.7 Table 5 of the Revised Wycombe Statement of Community Involvement (July 2018) - sets
out how the community is to be involved in the preparation of Supplementary Planning
Documents in the Wycombe area.
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SPD preparation and stakeholder and community engagement
1.8 The Princes Risborough Expansion SPD was prepared through ongoing
engagement with the local community and key stakeholders. This was also informed
by the Local Plan preparation and engagement process. The Local Plan was
submitted for examination in March 2018 and examination hearings were held in
summer 2018. Following the Local Plan’s main modifications consultation, the
Council adopted the Local Plan in August 2019.
1.9 Section 2 describes in more detail who we consulted on the draft proposals for
the SPD and how we did this.
1.10 Section 3 sets out the main issues raised during the SPD preparation and how
we have taken these into account when preparing the draft SPD for consultation.

2. Who and how did we consult when preparing the
supplementary planning document
Early Community Engagement in the run up to the consultation
2.1 The option to expand Princes Risborough was first considered in the main Wycombe
District Local Plan Options consultation in February 2014, when it was becoming clear that a
much higher level of housing growth needed to be planned for.
2.2 This was the start of consultation with local people about expanding Princes Risborough
which to date has included:
 February/ March 2014 – Options consultation on the Local Plan.


August 2014 – Tibbalds Planning and Urban Design commissioned to look at the
potential of the expansion area.



September 2014 – initial exhibitions/drop-in sessions to explore local issues.



December 2014 – Tibbalds Report on findings published.



January 2015 – meeting/feedback sessions to discuss findings. Exhibition
coordinated with Network Rail who held an exhibition on East West Rail at the same
time.
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March 2015 – the Local Development Scheme was updated to confirm the timetable
and preparation of an Area Action Plan for Princes Risborough3.



May/ June 2015 – Princes Risborough Steering Group was created, chaired by the
Town Council and incorporating local people and groups to help guide and inform
thinking. A regular forum for local agents and landowners was also set up.



July 2015 – exhibition and public drop-in sessions held to share emerging plans for
the major expansion of the town and gather ideas for town centre improvements.



Autumn 2015 – steering group and agents’ forum invited to a series of intensive
workshops on design and infrastructure issues, culminating in an all-day session
about the preferred scenario on 1 December 2015.



November/ December 2015 – Regulation 18 consultation inviting written responses
on issues for the Princes Risborough Area Action Plan.



February 2016 – six-week public consultation on the Draft Town Plan2 for Princes
Risborough. A leaflet was delivered to all homes, market stall, exhibitions and
consultation events to meet local people face to face and answer questions. 367
comments received and published on WDC website.



June-August 2016 – Consultation on the District-wide Local Plan.



September 2016 – presentation on the Local Plan to update stakeholders.



December 2016 – formal decision from Council to incorporate Princes Risborough
Town Plan into the main new Local Plan.



March 2017 – presentation on the Local Plan to update stakeholders.



July 2017 – face to face discussions with local people at the Street Festival and two
public meetings, at the Community Centre and at the Princes Centre, to update local
people and answer questions.



2017/ 2019 – ongoing engagement with Buckinghamshire County Council notably in
relation to education, highways, public transport and flood management on the
development of the draft SPD. Including a series of workshops on Policy, Layout,
Green Infrastructure, Roads and Design.



October 2018 – Princes Risborough Town Council was briefed on the overall
structure of the Supplementary Planning Document, the analysis, development
requirements, and the draft urban design framework plan.

3

A separate Risborough Area Action Plan was proposed to be prepared to speed delivery of the
comprehensive area of development at Princes Risborough compared to the district-wide Local Plan
timetable at the time, in the context of speculative applications.
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December 2018 – the Council held an internal workshop with key stakeholders in
District and County Councils (Planning, Landscape, Ecology, Trees, Development
Management, Flooding, Highways).



February 2019 – Princes Risborough Town Council was briefed on draft design details
and the proposed approach to different character areas.



May 2019 – we shared the draft SPD with the Town Council, having reflected on
their previous comments –an update was given on design and briefing on delivery
issues



May 2019 – workshop with key developers of the main expansion area when the
development requirements, design approach and delivery issues were discussed.

Formal consultation and follow up engagement
In June / July 2019 the formal public consultation ran for 6 weeks from 4 June to 21 July
2019.
All the consultation materials were put on the Wycombe District Council website.
As part of the consultation, we held a staffed exhibition on:
 Tuesday 25 June 2019 - 3pm to 8pm
 Tuesday 2 July 2019 - 2pm to 6pm
And a public meeting on:
 Tuesday 2 July 2019 - 7:30pm
 Tuesday 16 July 2019 - 7:30pm
Both exhibition sessions and public meetings were well attended. The purpose of these
exhibition sessions and public meetings was to share plans for the major expansion of the
town, gather feedback and answer any questions raised with regards to these proposals.
Notice of the consultation and availability of information:
 A consultation leaflet to inform the community of the consultation proposals, where
to find more information, and highlighting the public exhibitions and meetings was
delivered to all homes in the area, and to the local library. The distribution covered
the area of the local newspaper– Crosstalk – as well as impacted areas in adjoining
parishes.
 A notification letter was also sent by email or post to local stakeholder groups such
as residents groups and environmental groups, statutory stakeholders such as
conservation bodies and infrastructure providers, and to local interests such as
developers/ landowners.
 A consultation banner was displayed in the town centre, and posters were
distributed for the town council and adjoining parish council’s notice boards.
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A news release and an item in the Weekly Planning Bulletin (e-circulation list of over
500 stakeholders) were also produced.
Information was also relayed via the Town Council’s website.
The consultation documents were made available at the library, at the Town Council
offices and at the Council’s main offices on Queen Victoria Road in High Wycombe,
where people could also find paper copies of the background documents.
During the exhibition events, paper copies of the background documents were also
available to view.
The Exhibition materials and the meeting presentation were also made available on
the website.
People were able to submit comments in writing by several means including through
filling out a form on the website direct, through a response form available on the
website and at the library and town council, as well as writing in by email or by post.
180 written responses were received and published on the Wycombe District Council
website.

2.4 Following the consultation we have continued to engage with relevant service providers
(such as the Education, Health, Thames Water and Highways), with local members and the
Town Council, local residents and developers.
2.5 Additionally, an independent Design Review was undertaken by Design South East in
October 2019. This included a workshop with officers and developers. Other meetings with
developers included a workshop in November 2019 and in January 2020.
2.6 Following the design review the council continued to engage with developers and
explored the scope for a collaborative approach to finalise the SPD. This frustrated earlier
adoption but was considered worthwhile as it meant that there was the potential to gain
agreement on delivery. Unfortunately, it has not proven possible to reach agreement with
developers at this stage.
2.7 Briefings to local members and the Town Council were provided on 3 February 2021.
2.8 In addition, a briefing to the Local Community Board is scheduled for March 2021.
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3. Main issues raised and Council response
Stage 1 – early engagement
3.1 The early engagement period, prior to the consultation, raised a number of key issues
for the SPD. This was in the context of the local plan being in the final stages of examination,
and major opposition from some to the principle of such an expansion to the town. The
responses below reflect the Council’s position at that time (May 2019). This may have
changed since – see Appendix 1 for further details.

Main issues raised
Highway Issues
Concerns whether junctions would be
able to perform acceptably with the
PREA in place.

Concerns from the local community
about the prospect for an increase in
traffic ‘rat running’ on quiet rural lanes
around Askett, Mill Lane, Crowbrook
Road, Church Lane/Bridge Street.

The Relief Road is proposed to be too
narrow through the local centre,
affecting the efficiency and function of
the Relief Road.

Council response / changes to the SPD
The council commissioned Jacobs to
undertake traffic modelling phasing tests,
building on work undertaken for the local
plans.
This work has indicated where junctions
perform acceptably as well as ‘trigger’ points
by which some junctions need upgrading. This
has informed the phasing and delivery profile.
The most recent traffic modelling work
provides some data as to what current traffic
levels are, what traffic growth is expected as a
result of background growth and what can be
expected as the development is built out.
The council has also commissioned further
work to look into traffic calming and
improvement measures in these areas, whilst
the SDP includes an allowance of £2 million
for improvements, including to increase safety
for pedestrians and cyclists at the railway
bridge. These are planned for phase 1 and
phase 2.
The proposed guidance aims to strike a
balance between the place and movement
functions of the Relief Road taking account of
the median strip. The design reflects input
from the highway authority. The issue can be
reviewed in light of comments received during
the consultation. Detailed design will be
subject to further development and
consultation.
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More detail should be provided about
improvements that are required,
reflecting principles and detail in the
supporting evidence for the Local Plan
that is not set out in the SPD.
Not clear that possible changes to
junction at Grove Lane highlighted by
traffic modelling are appropriate as
they may encourage traffic to stay on
the ‘old’ A4010.
Not clear that possible changes to the
junction at Station Approach
highlighted by traffic modelling are
appropriate as they may lead to a
vehicle dominated environment here
and result in problems of displaced
parking
Drainage
Flood risk has been identified as a
strategic issue that the SPD needed to
address.

Relief Road and Landscape impact
Concerns that the new route disregards
the existing hedgerow pattern,
traverses the edge of Longwick Bog and
the new landscape treatment along the
route is too formal.
Character Areas
Comments received suggest that early
draft guidance was not clear enough.
More integration with landscape
character is needed.
Clarity is needed on the design
approach.

Street Types
If residential parking were to spill onto
the Relief Road, this could undermine

Council response / changes to the SPD
The underlying evidence has been used to
explain and justify the Local Plan policies and
text. The SPD does not seek to reiterate this
but to offer additional guidance where
appropriate.
It is not appropriate to finalise junction
designs as part of the SPD. These will be
informed by further modelling and detailed
design. The costs allowed for in the SPD take
account of improvements that may
reasonably be required and associated land
take for key junctions. The scope to clarify the
form of junctions will be considered further in
light of comments received during the
consultation.

The council has jointly commissioned with the
Lead Local Flood Authority a drainage strategy
which shows how the main expansion area
can be sustainably drained. This has informed
the scale and location of drainage ponds for
the urban design framework. Key guidelines
for these ponds as set out in the study have
been carried forward in the SPD.
An amended route alignment better reflects
the hedgerow pattern, retains existing
hedgerows and allows for a buffer area with
Longwick Bog.
Landscape treatment now varies along the
route responding to the existing character.
Best practice photos have been included in
the amended SPD, with captions to highlight
design guidelines.
More references to landscape character have
been added.
The guidance adopts an “of this time”
approach - using present design forms,
materials and approaches, while following key
positive traits from the existing local area.
Parking is to be accommodated in the service
roads and parking courts alongside the Relief
Page 10 of 141

Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document –- Statement of
Consultation - March 2021
Main issues raised
its role in providing an alternative to the
A4010.
Preference to avoid large areas of block
paving.
Comments on detailed design aspects
(road widths, kerb details, parking
provision, verge and footpath
locations).
Character of Longwick Road and Mill
Lane
Desire to retain rural character of these
two roads.
Local Centre
Square could be quite shaded, traffic
entering the car park could back up
onto the Relief Road at peak times,
affecting safety and capacity.
Potential impact on the town centre if
the scale of retail uses were to compete
rather than be complementary.
GI/ Green Lanes/ open spaces
Bat movement corridors could be
affected by development.
Green Lanes are too wide, affecting
development capacity.
Play area too close to nature
conservation area.
Concern over proliferation of many
small local play areas.
Incorporate new open spaces and
walking, cycling routes within Green
Lanes.
New footbridges over the Crowbrook?
Railway park too linear in character.

Black hedge and other historic hedges
Incorporate the historical alignment of
the Black Hedge and other historic
hedges into the design.

Council response / changes to the SPD
Road, avoiding rear parking courts, as far as
possible.
The guidance has been amended to reduce
the amount of block paving for certain street
types.
Guidance refined accordingly.

New footpaths located on the development
side of existing hedges to maintain rural
character of these roads.
Local centre rotated 90 degrees to better
capture sunlight and allow for a longer access
into the car park.
Size and scope limited to meet the local needs
of the expansion area only.

Likely main bat routes included in analysis
section. Developers required to carry out bat
surveys which will inform designs.
Width of Green Lanes reviewed to follow best
practice examples.
Play areas relocated and combined.

Walking and cycling routes within Green Lanes
have been identified.
Yes. New footbridges now indicated on plans.
Railway Park design amended.
A plan showing the likely route of the black
hedge and other historic hedges is included.
The line of the black hedge through the
expansion area should be marked by retained
hedges, streets and footpaths.
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Impact on views from the Chilterns
AONB
Concern about floodlighting; heights of
development, colour palette and tree
planting

Changes to local government structure
Forthcoming changes to the structure of
local government and competing
Buckinghamshire priorities may affect
how the expansion area and
infrastructure is delivered
Concerns were raised in relation to the
future weight of this SPD in light of the
upcoming dissolution of the council and
new unitary.
Similar concerns were raised in relation
to future CIL spend.

Council response / changes to the SPD
Requirement for developers to assess existing
hedgerows for their historic and ecological
significance now highlighted in the SPD

Guidance is included on floodlighting.
Guidance on heights of development, and
colour palette refined. Role of tree planting
emphasised through design details section of
the SPD
Policy requirements are set out in the new
Local Plan. Adoption of the SPD by
Buckinghamshire Council will ensure that full
weight is attached to the ***
In relation to CIL spending, there is discretion
about how this is used in future – these
decisions cannot be pre-empted. However,
many of the potential uses of CIL will be areas
of responsibility of Buckinghamshire Council
(e.g. secondary education, public car parking),
which will be well placed to consider
competing priorities. Decisions will be taken
by councillors taking account of policies and
spending priorities at the time.

Stage 2 – formal public consultation and post consultation
3.2. This section presents a high level summary of the main issues raised by stakeholders
and the local community during the public consultation and further engagement on this
SPD, and how those issues have been addressed by the Council, including through changes
in the supplementary planning document.

High level summary of issues raised
3.3 The main issues raised by respondents during the consultation and follow up
engagement were as follows:
 The costs relating to strategic infrastructure, in particular the Relief Road, rose
from £90M to over £131M
 Developers challenged the viability of the proposals and sought to engage in
further dialogue with the Council
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The phasing of development was contested by developers who wished to see
their parcels developed first, and by the local community who wished to see
infrastructure delivered before homes
Developers raised concerns in relation to the lack of flexibility in the SPD,
considering that it was too detailed and prescriptive
Residents around Picts Lane and Shootacre Lane showed a very large opposition
to the timing of the Culverton Link Road and the use of Shootacre Lane in the
interim
Concerns were raised over the lack of funding assurance for the infrastructure, in
particular the Relief Road Southern Road Links and Culverton Link Road
Concerns were raised over the lack of detailed evidence on environmental
aspects of the proposals which was seen as inadequate
Concerns were raised around the protection of Alscot conservation area and the
need to amend proposals in its setting.
Concerns were raised in relation to traffic impacts on various parts of the
network including Mill Lane and Askett area, Shootacre Lane, Tesco Roundabout
There was in principle objection to the Expansion area
The Clinical Commissioning Group revised their position in relation to the
medical centre and health provision in the area.

Main changes to the SPD
3.4 As a result of responses received throughout engagement on the SPD, a number of
changes have been made to the SPD compared to the 2019 draft SPD. A more detailed
breakdown of issues raised and how the Council has responded, including where necessary
how the SPD has been amended as a result, can be found at appendix 1 of this report.
3.5 At a high level, the changes can be summarised as:
a)

b)

c)

d)

An overall approach that is simplified and less prescriptive, organised
around distinct themes and with the number of proposed character areas
reduced from five to two, and clarifying that the SPD represents the
Council’s preferred approach to achieving its policy objectives, while
recognising that alternatives are possible
A review of land parcels available for development with some changes in
density, including lower density south of Alscot Conservation Area to better
reflect its setting, and revisions to land parcels around Longwick bog
Changes to the local centre position and indicative relief road alignment to
avoid mature trees and to minimise issues of cross boundary coordination
by different developers
The approach to local health service provision and need for a new medical
centre has been reviewed. In the light of comments from the Clinical
Commissioning Group (CCG), the viability appraisal was amended to take
account of the need for developers to make a contribution towards
additional capacity at the Stratton Road surgery where there is floorspace
available. However, the Council is concerned that expansion of the existing
facility may fail to ensure that the longer term local health needs of
residents are fully taken into account as part of the expansion of the town.
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e)

f)

g)

h)

i)

It is committed to working with the CCG to thoroughly explore the scope for
a new health centre (If a new health centre was to be provided a preferred
location is shown on the Illustrative Urban Design Framework, Figure 24.)
while recognising that developers can only reasonably be asked to
contribute to medical centre costs that are directly necessary, fairly and
reasonably related to the health needs of the expansion.
The estimate of strategic infrastructure costs has been increased from
£90M to over £131M. This follows input from relevant services; the cost
estimates and allowances have been increased, notably for the Relief Road,
the schools, the underpass, pedestrian footbridge. This primarily reflects
experience designing the SRL and changes in the assessment methodology
for calculating costs of primary school provision. Additional allowances have
also been made for the cost of land acquisition for strategic open spaces,
off site walking and cycling improvements and achieving a net improvement
in biodiversity. A viability appraisal indicates that the development remains
viable, as higher infrastructure costs tend to be reflected in lower land
values.
The phasing of infrastructure has been updated e.g. primary school places
are needed earlier on. In response to local concerns about the safety and
other impacts of development traffic on Shootacre Lane / Picts Lane, and
about the phasing of the Culverton Link Road, the SPD has been amended
to encourage early phasing and to make the case for early developer
contributions to enable work on design and land acquisition by the Council.
This is to assure timely delivery of this scheme by developers.
The SPD sets out the potential for early delivery of a ‘phase 1A’ possibly up
to 200 homes off Longwick Road in advance of the SRL being in place and
subject to meeting policy criteria.
The SPD is now based on developers delivering the majority of
infrastructure, albeit with the Council potentially taking a role in critical land
assembly if necessary.
More detail is included concerning long term maintenance of ‘blue and
green’ infrastructure.

3.6 Following the consultation on the draft SPD, and with input from the highway authority
and a sub group of the steering group led by Princes Risborough Town Council, technical
work was also undertaken in relation to the need for traffic management/calming in the Mill
Lane and Askett area. This resulted in a position statement approved by the then Wycombe
Cabinet Member for Planning and Sustainability.
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4. Conclusion
4.1. This Statement of Consultation shows that public consultation undertaken by the
Council on the Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document has met
and exceeded the minimum government requirements for consultation on Supplementary
Planning Documents set out in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and
Regulation 11 and 12 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 (as amended), and following the Council’s relevant standards for
community involvement, set out in the Wycombe area Revised Statement of Community
Involvement (July 2018).
4.2. Furthermore, this Statement of Consultation sets out the extent of responses made to
consultations, and how the SPD has been changed to reflect many of these representations.
It is the Council’s view that the SPD reflects the meaningful engagement undertaken during
its preparation.
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Appendix 1 – Main issues Raised, Council Response and amendments to SPD
This appendix sets out in more detail:



the main issues raised during the 2019 public consultation on the draft SPD, and follow-on engagement with developers and
stakeholders,
and how the Council has responded to these and the amendments made to the SPD, where appropriate, as a result.

The Appendix does not aim to transcribe every single comment made but focusses on the key issues for the SPD.

A1. Design Guidelines
Main issue raised
Numerous comments were received in
relation to the level of detail contained in
section 3 Development Requirements and
section 4 Design Details sections – overall,
respondents’ criticisms were around the too
detailed nature of the design principles and
perceived inflexible/ prescriptive and
commercially unattractive nature of these.
The SPD should be amended to clearly
differentiate between policy requirement and
other desired uses. (developers )

Council response
The SPD builds upon the Wycombe District
Local Plan vision, 8 strategic objectives, the
vision and objectives for Princes Risborough
and Principles for the main expansion area
set out in policy PR6. It does not introduce
new requirements. The SPD has been
amended to reflect the fact that it represents
the Council’s preferred approach for the
delivery of the Expansion Area in a policy
compliant way.
The council has revised its approach to
ensure that there is clarity in relation to the
link between the Wycombe District Local
Plan and the SPD.

Amendments to SPD
The SPD no longer refers to principles or
requirements, but to preferred approach
and guidelines. It sets out clearly that
alternative proposals may be acceptable,
provided that they meet policy and deliver
a comprehensive expansion.
Sections 3 and 4 have been merged and
streamlined into a new section 3 renamed
Preferred Approach and split between
seven design themes and the Council’s
design guidelines for the expansion, which
are summarised in the revised Urban
Design Framework plan (figure 24). The
SPD makes it clear that this is the
preferred approach and that the
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Main issue raised

Council response

Developers sought flexibility in terms of
additional land parcels.

The land parcels in the SPD are indicative,
except where they reflect a local plan
requirement (for example the settlement
boundary). The final form of these parcels
will be decided through the determination of
planning applications.
Nonetheless, following the design review and
feedback from developers, the Council has
looked again at some development parcels
and while the overall area for development is
very similar it has made limited modifications
in places.
Spatial elements of the SPD are founded on
the concept plan in the WDLP and further
detailed analysis through the preparation of
the SPD. Agree that the SPD needs to make
clear which elements are fixed vs illustrative.
The SPD does not fix specific land-uses
locations but makes recommendations as to
preferred locations.
The Local Plan target from Princes
Risborough as a whole is for 2500 homes.
The SPD capacity work has identified that the
Main Expansion Area can deliver around
2300 homes. It is recognised that this is
indicative, and that the final number will

Clarification was sought in relation to which
elements are fixed by the SPD e.g. location of
key routes (Bloor Homes)

The proposed Urban Design Framework (UDF)
seeks to fix specific land-uses on the PMF site
with no reasoned justification. (Halsbury)
Section 2.4.1: The response here identifies
that the site could accommodate 2300 homes
in total. As is demonstrated in Chapter 4 of
this response, the ability for the allocation as
a whole to achieve the numbers envisaged is
significantly constrained by the prescriptive
requirements of the SPD.

Amendments to SPD
guidelines are there to ensure successful
applications.
Amendment made to land parcels on the
urban design framework plan and
associated figures and tables.

Sections 3 and 4 clarified fixed vs
illustrative elements by reference to the
WDLP.

The illustrative nature of the framework
has been made clearer.
The figures in section 3.5.1 (residential
uses), in the delivery plan (section 4) and
in the PREA Delivery Profile and
Infrastructure Costs (Appendix 3) have
been amended to reflect the latest
indicative delivery of homes across the
Expansion Area.
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Main issue raised

Council response
result from planning permissions being
implemented.
Location of the local centre across a
The Council has reviewed this and
hedgerow and tree corridor which is
acknowledge that it would be better to
important as a green infrastructure corridor
include this row of trees/hedges in the design
conflicts with principles set out in SPD and
of the Local Centre. The plan is an illustrative
Policy DM34 (Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Eyre) example of how the guidelines can be
applied.
Clarify status of UDF – it should be illustrative Yes it is intended to be illustrative
(Bloor Homes)
Removal of detailed local centre design in
The diagram shows one possible approach
Urban Design Framework Plan to avoid
for the Local Centre using the design
conflict with emerging Local Plan policy, and
guidelines contained within the SPD.
allow for developer engagement with the
community and Council to determine the
appropriate location/size of Local Centre
(Taylor Wimpey)
Concerns about the level of technical
The UDF is a high level illustrative plan and so
assessment done to inform the UDF e.g.
does not take account of underground
existing foul sewers (Bloor Homes)
services or other existing infrastructure
constraints. It is intended that these
constraints would be incorporated into the
design as detailed planning applications are
considered.
Developers made detailed comments
The densities have been reviewed across the
regarding the densities proposed across the
main expansion area.
expansion area. Main concerns were in
Setting these broad density zones is just one
relation to Risborough Spine (too high) and
component of achieving the variation in
Risborough Rural (too low)
character set out in the Character Areas

Amendments to SPD

Illustrative nature of plans has been
clarified throughout the SPD.
The local centre layout has been revised to
incorporate the line of trees.

3.3 clarifies the fact that the UDF is
illustrative.
Illustrative nature of plans has been made
clearer.

The status of the UDF has been clarified in
the SPD as has how existing services will
be accommodated.

Section 3.5 sets out the proposed
densities through an illustrative land use
and density plan. More guidelines on
density are also included as part of the
Risborough town character area (3.5.1)
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Main issue raised

Council response
(simplified from 5 to 2). The boundaries
between the different density areas are not
intended to create a rigid and distinct change
in density – in reality, densities will be
blurred across these boundaries.

Amendments to SPD
and Risborough Village Character Area
(3.5.3). Additional guidelines are also
provided for land south of Alscot
Conservation Area (3.5.3)

In relation to the Risborough Spine, the area
is least visible from the AONB and is adjacent
to the existing town. It has the greatest
potential to incorporate higher density
development, including some flat blocks (in
parts along the Relief Road) and is close to
Princes Risborough Station. No change was
made to the density range there.
In relation to Risborough rural, the land is
highly visible from the AONB and at the edge
of the countryside. It is intended to create a
transition to the open countryside and a soft
edge to Longwick Gap. Risborough Rural has
been incorporated into the amended
Risborough Village character area.
Building heights should better reflect
consideration of analysis in relation to
landscape principles as set out in Section 2.

Building height ranges have been amended
to better reflect landscape issues and
responses identified in section 2.
The residential development fronting the
Relief Road warrants specific consideration,

Building heights, as set out in section 3.4
of the SPD, have been updated to reflect a
range of heights across the expansion
area. This includes a guideline of “Up to 3
storeys at key locations along the Relief
Road, leading to the Local Centre and at its
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Specific criticisms were made in relation to
building heights along ‘Risborough Spine’.
(Developers)

At the application stage density figures
should be assessed on net developable area
and not gross site area, to ensure that open
space and the physical site constraints, such
as the bog, are taken into consideration.
(Joint Developers)
Set only minimum densities in SPD to ensure
saleability of development (Bloor Homes)

Council response
and the SPD reflects this, through specific
storey height guideline for this. Storey
heights have been reviewed overall and are
set as maximum: there is flexibility below
these heights.
Density figures are based on net developable
areas.

To ensure development is appropriate to
local constraints and character it is key that
both lower and upper limits are set by the
SPD, based on the approach taken in the
WDLP. These have been reviewed to ensure
there is enough flexibility to accommodate
reasonable commercial interests.
Conflict regarding density between figure 16
Densities indicated in WDLP 5.3.43 are
(below 30 to 45) and para 5.3.43 of WDLP (25- illustrative and so not in conflict with those
38) (Bloor Homes)
proposed in the SPD.
Density variations were challenged as some
The Council has reviewed these density
respondents sought lower densities near the
variations, following feedback, and has
green corridor and conservation area
amended the proposed densities.
Section 3.5.2 the wording implies that the
Guidelines for the local centre have been
local centre must be located at the junction of revised. The detailed location of the local
the principal roads of Longwick Road and the centre is flexible; the SPD shows the
Relief Road, and adjacent to Alscot Green
preferred location.
Lane. Require clearer guidance about

Amendments to SPD
junction with Longwick Road. Here land is
reasonably prominent but partially
screened by the landscape.”

Wording has been clarified that density
figures are net throughout the SPD.

3.5 Density ranges in figure 26 and
character areas (3.6) have been reviewed.

Character areas and densities have been
amended in the SPD.
The densities near Alscot and other
sensitive locations have been revised and
reduced.
Local centre guidelines have been
amended at section 3.5.2. Figure 24 shows
the preferred location.
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preference in relation to siting of the local
centre along Longwick Road or Alscot Green
Lane. (Taylor Wimpey)
A pub/restaurant is not required by policy so
shouldn’t be listed as a requirement (Taylor
Wimpey UK Ltd)

Remove ‘0.7ha’ site area requirement for
Local Centre (Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd)
Character areas were seen as prescriptive and
will prohibit optimising amount and mix of
development as required by p127 (e) of NPPF
reducing development capacity and
reconciling local and commercial interests as
required in p128 of the NPPF impacting
development capacity. (Bloor Homes)

No explanation how the character areas were
derived specifically (Halsbury Homes)

Council response

Amendments to SPD

Para 5.3.98 of the WDLP refers to the desire
to have a pub / restaurant. It is not a policy
requirement but is a community aspiration.
Providing a pub/restaurant here will create a
focus and anchor for other retail, improving
the viability of the centre.
Agree

Wording amended to reflect this point.

The descriptions of the character areas are
intended to guide the design, so it is
considered appropriate to include them. This
ensures that there is a common approach
across different landowners and developers.
The character areas are intended to provide
sufficient flexibility in the guidelines to
enable quality design. The overall approach is
simplified and less prescriptive, with the
number of proposed character areas reduced
from five to two, and clarifying that the SPD
represents the Council’s preferred approach
to achieving its policy objectives, while
recognising that alternatives are possible.
For the sake of brevity, a detailed
explanation was not included in the draft
SPD.

3.5.2 Removed ‘0.7ha’ site area
requirement for Local Centre
Design guidelines for the character areas
have been reviewed to ensure they
provide a reasonable level of flexibility.

Added explanation at section 3.6
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Unclear how this design guidance works in
relation to the Residential Design Guidance
(RDG)(Halsbury Homes)

Figure 28
-areas shown for retail/business uses
overestimated against Local Plan
requirements
- area for parking overestimated against BCC
parking standards
- 0.7ha overestimation of land take resulting
in inefficient and dispersed local centre
(Taylor Wimpey)

Amend the wording in the design principles
section for the proposed Risborough Spine
Character Area to include more references to
housing as an appropriate form of residential
development (Halsbury Homes)
Explain what is meant by intensity and why it
should be decreased from PMF to the
Crowbrook – seems to contradict 3-3.5st
fronting the Relief Road. (Halsbury Homes)

Council response
The RDG underpins these guidelines and
would apply in any case to any residential
development proposed here. The Design
guidelines in the SPD are intended to provide
site specific design guidance.
It is accepted that the areas shown for retail
is an overestimation of the Local Plan
requirements. The area with the red dot
should have been shown as an alternative
location for the business centre.
The parking areas shown accommodates a
total of 83 spaces:
- 500 sqm business centre (20 spaces)
- 400 sqm retail units (18 spaces)
- 750 sqm pub/restaurant (45 spaces)
The new character area refers to a mix.

Intensity describes the level and character of
the built form, combining density, heights,
built footprint and design character. It
decreases from the southern corner of the
MEA to the Crowbrook to reduce its impact
on wider views and respond to the setting of
Alscot and the Crowbrook corridor.

Amendments to SPD
The role and status of the RDG has been
clarified.

Figure 27 now shows a reduced area for
shops and parking and incorporates a line
of trees.

Risborough town character area (3.6.1)
refers to mix of housing types including
contemporary apartments, terraces,
townhouses and semi-detached dwellings.
Reflecting on the comments made, the
term has been removed.
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Explain and justify contemporary approach
and statements about flat roofs, and vibrant
colours – this is over prescriptive. (Halsbury
Homes)
Remove overly prescriptive detail from
Section 4 (including street types), to give a
more flexible and realistic approach to
character for each area. This will allow for
innovative and creative responses to
development, which could create a vibrant
and legible place of the future. (Taylor
Wimpey UK Ltd)
Draft street hierarchy and associated design
standards do not accord with MfS which sets
out typical distances but suggests there is no
fixed rule. (Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd)
Street types overly prescriptive and land
hungry and may impact development budget
and capacity and lead to higher maintenance
costs. Amend to clarify they are illustrative
and details will be considered at detailed
design stage. (Bloor Homes)
The proposed secondary road network shown
on the UDF including the omission of the
long-established access route to PMF is not
explained or justified in the DPSD. (Halsbury
Homes)

Council response
Contemporary references were included here
as this part of the expansion zone is less
constrained by the existing town, villages and
AONB.
The street types are illustrative and show
guidelines only.

Amendments to SPD
Guidelines added as part of Risborough
town character area. (3.6.1)

These street types are illustrative and show
guidelines.

Clarified which standards are illustrative
and which are required elements

These street types are illustrative and show
the guidelines that have been agreed with
Buckinghamshire Highways Development
Management team. They intend to show the
guidelines that need to be followed at the
detailed design stage.
The UDF omits the access route referred to.
It is not needed as the Relief Road provides
access. There are two routes to Longwick
Road shown - using the existing access to the
employment area and a new route north of
the Crowbrook. These avoid adversely
impacting the Kingsey Cuttle Brook and

Clarified the role of the diagrams.
Statements have also been clarified.

Clarified which elements are illustrative
and those which are required.

No change.
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The Design Principles in the draft SPD are
arbitrary and prescriptive and lack
justification. The approach to the
specification of Green Infrastructure and the
Relief Road corridor is likely to reduce the
capacity of PMF. (Halsbury Homes)

We support the retention and enhancement
of land along the Crowbrook for biodiversity
but recommend that objective 5 is amended
to better explain/clarify this vision. We
suggest the following wording: 5. Establish a
linear nature reserve centred on the
Crowbrook that protects Alscot and the two
designated sites for nature conservation and
creates a green heart for the community.
(BBOWT4)
44

Council response
surrounding existing trees and allow the area
to the east to be more efficiently developed
for housing.
The justification is found in section 2, and
supported by evidence base documents
underpinning the Local Plan. The Longwick
Gap, Crowbrook Corridor are all defined (and
agreed) through the Local Plan. The green
lanes are essential in maintaining existing
PRoWs across the site and widths arrived at
by looking at best practice examples and
consideration of elements contained within
the Lane (existing trees/ hedgerows/ SuDS
features/ cycleway/ play areas and view
corridors). Some of the green lanes also
include neighbourhood open space which
will be required as part of the development.
Although a very important aspect, the
Crowbrook corridor will need to be more
than a nature reserve so the suggested
wording is too narrow in its definition.

Amendments to SPD

Guidelines for the green infrastructure
strategy have been amended at section
3.7.

The table in section 3.7.1 encapsulates the
intended functions of the Crowbrook
corridor.

Berks, Bucks and Oxon Wildlife Trust
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Several respondents objected to 3 and 3.5
storey buildings in the ‘spine character’ area
and elsewhere across the expansion.

Council response
The Council recognises that there needs to
be careful consideration of heights in
particular areas.
It is not necessary or appropriate however to
The CCB sought to restrict to 2 storeys across restrict building heights to a maximum of 2
the CA.
storeys across the whole expansion area.
This would restrict the opportunity for
Joint Developers’ response stated that such
variety in dwelling types and forms, as well as
heights were not an appropriate height of
restricting the opportunities afforded by the
development in response to either the
local topography and landscape setting which
location or the market, and that the
is different across the expansion area.
imposition of such a prescriptive approach
Achieving higher densities, particularly close
failed to provide flexibility in the type of
to the new local centre and Princes
dwellings to be provided. They also flagged
Risborough railway station, is important in
maximum heights inconsistencies between
creating sustainable communities. This
sections 3 and 4.
would be difficult to achieve with a blanket 2
storey maximum height across the EA
A maximum of 3 storeys is considered
appropriate along certain sections of the
Relief Road frontage to provide enclosure
and definition to the road and achieve the
densities. Up to 3 storeys is also appropriate
in part of the expansion area nearer to the
town, to ensure that we make the best use of
available land.
The proposal of 3-4 storeys for flats above the The proposals have been reviewed to take
shops in the ‘market square’ is far too high
account of the need to make the most of this
and presumably under the impression that
key land use at the heart of the new
greater rental income can follow. One storey

Amendments to SPD
The proposed building heights within the
expansion area have been reduced in
certain areas. This includes the local
centre, parts of Risborough Spine
character area, and the area south of the
Alscot Conservation Area.
Clarity added in the Risborough town
character area design guidelines where up
to 3 storeys are appropriate.
Inconsistencies have been removed.

Local centre guideline for storeys
amended to “up to 3 storeys”.
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above shops is essential to preserve the view
from the Chiltern hills.
There were mixed views in relation to the
design details of proposed buildings and
materials, with most respondents saying
these were not in keeping with the rural
nature of the area.

The Healthy Streets 10 indicators should be
used.

Council response
community while responding to strategic
views.
Princes Risborough is characterised by a
variety of different housing styles. The
positive characteristics of the local context
have formed the basis of the character areas
in Section 3. The SPD sets out character areas
to coordinate the design approach across the
different landownerships. These character
areas respond to the local context,
recognising that the expansion will inevitably
bring changes to the character.

Amendments to SPD

More local examples have been
incorporated to show some of the local
design features we are seeking.

The design details are provided as guidelines.
The photos are intended to demonstrate
specific design guidelines for new
development and not necessarily the building
designs.
The Urban Design Framework plan does
Reference to Healthy Streets indicators
inherently achieve these aspirations, but it is added in street types section 3.9.1
agreed that the SPD should include reference
to these design guidelines.
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A2. Housing
Main issue raised
Developers argued that the Council needs to
demonstrate that the housing mix proposed
within the SPD is in accordance with the Local
Plan. They were concerned that the SPD set out
a prescriptive approach on affordable housing
mix and tenure and some suggested that the
section on Affordable housing should be
deleted (Joint Developers)
Concerns were raised over the Housing
Delivery Profile which was seen as overestimating the demand, not taking into
account the unsold stock that exists, with 2/3
of homes unsold and building work stopping on
site.
Self and Custom build has not been taken into
account in the viability work (Bloor homes and
others)

Council response
The SPD accords with the adopted Local Plan and
Planning Obligations SPD.

Amendments to SPD
Section 4.3 refers to the
housing mix set out in the
adopted Planning Obligations
SPD

The SPD seeks to provide an indicative delivery profile
that reflects best available information at the time,
while taking a long term view on the local housing
market.

Amendments made to reflect
the indicative nature of the
delivery profile and updated
comparison with Berryfields
delivery rates in section 4.4.2.

The local plan sets out a requirement for self and
custom build of 5% for large sites. This is accounted for
in the SPD and viability.

No change.

Princes Risborough Town Council will like to
see a far greater proportion of affordable
homes focused on self-build, community land
trust, starter homes and shared ownership.

The Local Plan sets out a district-wide requirement for
No change.
48% affordable housing based on the HEDNA evidence
of need; that 48% is then split into 80% affordable
rented and 20% as intermediate products: these
intermediate products include starter homes and
shared ownership. Intermediate products are defined
in the NPPF - annex 2 glossary. PR7 requires
development to provide affordable housing to include a
significant proportion through a local delivery vehicle in
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Concerns were raised around the need to
deliver affordable homes for local people.

Red Kite Community Housing supported a
collaborative approach with regards to
affordable housing provision but advocated a
more sustainable split of 70%/30% or 60%/40%
as the demand is high for Shared Ownership;
they also want to see more houses for shared
ownership as well as flats, and wished to
become involved as strategic partner.
The total number of houses that have been
built should be reduced from the 2,500 new
homes that are proposed because otherwise
Princes Risborough will have become over
developed.

Council response
the form of a community land trust, as well as some
self-build and custom-build.
The proportion of affordable homes required is set by
Policy DM24 of the New Local Plan. This sets out the
mix and tenure required, in accordance with current
evidence on need (Buckinghamshire Housing and
Economic Development Needs Assessment Addendum
(September 2017).
Part of the expansion area is anticipated to come
forward as a Community Land Trust to deliver local
homes for local people
The SPD affordable requirement is in line with the
adopted Local Plan.

Amendments to SPD

No change.

No change

Registered providers will be determined in future
stages.

The Area of Comprehensive Development indicative
capacity is 2453 homes, when accounting for the main
expansion area, Ashill which already has permission
and is being built out, as well as indicative capacity
estimated for the station site and poppy road
development.
The local plan figure is nominal and does not intend to
be a minimum or maximum. Ultimately the capacity of

The delivery plan and
associated appendices
highlights the indicative nature
of the capacity identified.
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Council response
the site will be assessed as part of the planning process
when planning applications are considered.

Amendments to SPD

A3. Employment
Main issue raised
Lack of employment to justify housing numbers
/ mismatch between the number of new homes
proposed and employment opportunities.
There is talk of moving Hypnos to Longwick. This
will cause problems on Lower Icknield Way and
make the traffic problems even worse.

Council response
The Local Plan sets out opportunities to retain existing
businesses, and expand the Princes Estate. Some small scale
employment is planned as part of the local centre.
The Plan and the SPD show Hypnos as staying in situ.
Additional land for employment land has been allocated as
an expansion of the Princes Estate.

Amendments to SPD
No change

No change

A4. Education
Primary School provision
Main issue raised
Revised Department for Education (DfE)
guidance now recommends that costs are
based on the average cost to build new schools
- as a result there is a cost increase for primary
school provision
The number of school places has changed from
3.6 Forms of Entry (FE) at the time of the local
plan adoption to 3.9 FE for the expansion.

Council response
The Local Education Authority has advised of
updated costs in relation to school provision and this
has been reflected in the SPD.
Costs have been updated to reflect latest DfE
guidance and HEDNA housing mix.
The Local Education Authority has revised the way it
calculates school places. It now projects the likely
number of school places required based on the likely
mix of housing sizes (as set out in the Housing and
Economic Development Needs Assessment). This is
consistent with the latest DFE guidance. Taking
account of this the current estimate is 3.9 FE.

Amendments to SPD
The indicative costs for primary
school places has been amended
in the delivery plan. This has also
fed into the supporting viability
work.
The revised number of FE has
been amended in the delivery
plan. This has also fed into the
supporting viability work.
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Sport England recommended that
consideration be given to enabling the local
community to access and use the school sports
facilities and playing field when not in
education use, through the implementation of
a community use agreement.
Objections were raised by Risborough Area
Residents Association (RARA), Wake Up
Risborough and others to the first primary
school not being delivered until Phase 2 – this
was seen as resulting in a significant deficit of
places, as there is no surplus capacity in
schools at present.
The first primary school needs to be brought
forward.

Council response
This may be possible depending on detailed
arrangements.

Amendments to SPD
Section 3.5.3 refers to enabling
the use of education facilities by
the community outside school
hours.

The education authority is advising on the timing of
the first primary school. They seek to ensure a
balance between uptake of existing school places
and projected capacity, early delivery of the new
school (while having enough pupils to fill the first
form of entry) and viability considerations. The Local
Education Authority monitors school intakes and
projected capacity in existing schools. It also needs
to strike a balance between getting the new school
early, and demand for places. The school is
therefore required to open by the time 350 homes
have been built in the expansion area.
The Council will continue to monitor this throughout
the lifecycle of the expansion.

The schools timing has been
brought forward to reflect
projected capacity and demand
across the place planning area.

RARA, Wake Up Risborough and others sought
clarification on the funding for schools.

Developers are required through the local plan
policies to provide land for the school and funds
through s106 obligations.

Section 4.2.2.3 sets out the key
trigger points for primary
education provision.

The DfE has also stated that in light of the
infrastructure burden on this development and
relatively early requirement for the first primary
school, the Council and developers may be

Appendix 3 PREA Delivery Profile
and Infrastructure Costs has been
amended to reflect the latest cost
estimates.
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Halsbury Homes objected to the location of the
proposed southern school, stating there was
no reasoned education or design reason for its
location.
Bloor Homes were concerned that the land
release for the schools won’t be achieved in
the manner the Council anticipates and
thereby education delivery will be delayed.
They stated that planning permissions in
respect of relevant land interests, will act as
the education land release trigger, saying that
this approach is essential to allow for any
contractual obligations to be met and land
released.
Concerns were raised in relation to school drop
off and pick up times for the northern school,
should Alscot Green Lane provide access to
both the Local Centre and Primary School.
Concerns were raised that the two proposed
new schools mean that the existing PR school
will be closed.

Council response
interested in emerging DfE proposals for forward
funding schools as part of large residential
developments. DfE aims to be able to clarify forward
funding options for schools in the near future.
The broad location for the southern school stems
from policy PR4 in the Local Plan. The SPD does not
rule out alternative locations that meet the same
requirements.
The land release is driven by need so as to address
constraints (notably education and highways) and
requires coordination in a timely way.

Amendments to SPD

Wording clarified in section 3.5.3
to set out the reasoned
justification for the preferred
approach in terms of schools’
locations.
Section 4.2.2.3. on education has
been amended to reflect the LEA
latest advice.

Successful applications will need to meet all policy
requirements including for the timely delivery of
primary school places.

Alscot Green Lane has roads running down both
sides of it. One access for the school, and one access
for the local centre.
These schools will be additional to the existing
primary schools in PR, and will serve the needs of
the growing population as a result of the expansion
area.

School guidelines amended to
reflect that school drop off/ pick
up impacts need to be
accommodated in the design.
No change.
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Secondary School provision
Main issue raised
Concerns were raised at the lack of
provision for additional secondary
school places.

Concerns were also raised in relation
to additional travel to school impacts:
increased traffic during peak hours,
drop-off / parking issues, air pollution,
(RARA and others)
Clarification was required in relation
to sustainable travel improvements to
encourage walking and cycling.
The Department for Education queried
whether there will be sufficient CIL
funding available for education to

Council response
The requirement for secondary education generated by the PREA
can be met by increasing capacity of existing schools within the
School Place Planning Area. Where any expansion is best located
depends on the balance of supply and demand for school places
across the School Place Planning Area, but it could include
expansion of Princes Risborough Secondary School - by an
additional one or two forms of entry.
The local education authority monitors schools take up and
catchment areas closely to best cater for future pupils. The PREA
will make financial contributions through the Community
Infrastructure Levy which will be available to fund the expansion of
school places. The education authority estimates that new
secondary school places will be required towards the latter end of
the expansion.
The locations of the schools and provision for walking and cycling is
designed to maximise opportunities for active travel. Policy DM2
Transport requirements of development sites of the Delivery and
Site Allocations for Town Centre and Managing Development Plan
requires Travel Plans to be submitted.
Walking and cycling provision is made in the PREA including
through an underpass and railway park and integrating new
walking and cycling routes to the existing walking and cycling
network in the town.
Decisions on the use of CIL funding will rest with Buckinghamshire
Council, which has the role of local education authority.

Amendments to SPD
No change.

DM2 is referenced in
section 1.4.2
Arrow added on figure 57
to show link beyond town
centre towards secondary
school.

No change.
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cover cost of additional secondary
school places.

Council response

Amendments to SPD

Council response
The level of open space that development should provide is set out
in Policy DM16 of the Adopted Delivery and Site Allocations Plan
document (July 2013).

Amendments to SPD
No change.

A5. Community Facilities
Main issue raised
There were varying comments and
concerns raised in relation to the
proposed provision identified for
indoor and outdoor facilities, including
their distribution, the lack of
integration with the town, and the
lack of facilities for the elderly (Sport
England and others).
The distribution of facilities
throughout the site is inappropriate
and will generate many unnecessary
car journeys which will create
unnecessary traffic congestion and
pollution. Integration of the new and
existing town seems to be limited and
inadequate.
Sports England recommended
reference to their Active Design
guidance, Natural Turf for sport
guidance (2011) and Sport England's
technical design guidance

The adopted Local Plan identified a package of sports facilities
required by the expansion, taking into account existing facilities in
the town and in the wider area, as well as projected demand.
The location of the open space reflects the opportunity to make
use of strategic buffers outside the settlement boundary. The scale
of the expansion is well suited to walking and cycling trips and
good facilities for these should encourage uptake

Accepted.

References added in section
3.7.5.
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Concerns were raised at the lack of
youth facilities including internet
cafés, youth clubs, space for
brownies/scouts (resident)

Council response
The community hub and local centres can provide meeting spaces
for a variety of community, leisure and cultural uses. The scale of
provision aims to strike a balance between avoiding detrimental
impacts on existing town facilities and catering for new residents.

Amendments to SPD
No change.

A land promoter objected to the
identification of the Sports Hub on the
land owners land. This land is in
private ownership and is not available
for this use and therefore this element
of the Development Requirements is
currently not deliverable. (Gladman)

SOS2 is located within the strategic buffer (policy PR5 Local Plan)
which protects the undeveloped character of the countryside and
maintain separation between smaller settlements and the
Expansion Area. The area has a greater sense of openness and is
highly visible in views from the Chiltern escarpment. Land north of
Mill Lane was assessed to have medium/low capacity to
accommodate development. A limited amount of low-density
housing could be provided adjacent to Kingsmead to improve the
integration of this existing development into the local context.
Otherwise the area is unsuitable to accommodate development
without considerable landscape or visual impacts (Landscape
Sensitivity and Capacity Study Final Draft September 2017). The
land is less accessible than other parts of the site and is therefore
more appropriate for strategic open space uses. All the land in the
expansion area is in private ownership and it is reasonable to
expect that land owners and developers will cooperate to bring
forward development.

Gladman equalisation cost
has been included in the
viability as a land cost and
added to the infrastructure
schedule at Appendix 3.
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A6. Health provision
Main issue raised
Some comments were made in relation to the effects of the
growing population on medical care.
Major concerns were raised by the local community in
particular at the lack of new surgeries.

Council response
The Council has engaged with
the Clinical Commissioning
Group (CCG) as part of the
Local Plan and SPD and will
continue to do so.

The landowner of the land identified for a potential medical
centre opposed the proposal. The land is currently used for
a family home and farming business (crop production and
animal grazing). They suggested that the most optimal
location would be as part of the Local Centre and Primary
school, as a bus service will connect the Local Centre and
Town Centre, thus retaining accessibility for existing and the
new population of Princes Risborough.

The CCG has indicated that
they are planning to meet the
demand arising from the PREA
expansion by making better
use of existing facilities.

Amendments to SPD
Changes have been made in relation to
the revised CCG position on primary care
and the Council’s ambition for longer term
local health needs to be met in full.
See sections 3.5.3, 4.2.2.6, 4.5.3,

The Council acknowledges the
CCG’s current preference to
expand the existing GP
surgery, however it is
concerned that expansion of
the existing facility may fail to
ensure that the longer term
local health needs of residents
are fully taken into account as
part of the expansion of the
town. It is committed to
working with the CCG to
thoroughly explore the scope
for a new health centre while
recognising that developers
can only reasonably be asked
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Council response
to fund medical centre costs
that are directly necessary and
fairly and reasonably related
to the health needs of the
expansion. If a new health
centre was to be provided a
location on Longwick Road is
preferred (see Figure 24.
Illustrative Urban Design
Framework).

Amendments to SPD

Given the size of the expansion, and Buckinghamshire
Clinical Commissioning Group financial pressures, the CCG
preferred option is to request that developer contributions
are sought. This would provide funding to create additional
clinical rooms within the existing Wellington house building
at Stratton Road, providing capacity for additional patients.
Both practices in Princes Risborough have indicated a
requirement for additional patient parking. Costs for both
modification works and car parking aren’t known yet, but
we’d expect the total cost to not exceed £1,000,000
excluding VAT.
BCCG’s least preferred option is to require developer
contributions to provide a new surgery large enough to
accommodate both the proposed expansion and current
practice list for the Stratton Road Surgery.
The practice at Stratton Road currently has a lease in place
until 2025 and therefore would not be able to relocate
before the expiry of this lease.

The Council recognises the
Buckinghamshire Clinical
Commissioning Group’s
preferred option, and made an
allowance for the
refurbishment of the
Wellington house surgery at
Stratton Road in the
supporting viability work.
There does not seem to be
scope to extend on site car
parking for either surgery.
Going forward, any parking
need will be considered as part
of the overall town centre
parking needs.

Reference added to recognise the
Buckinghamshire Clinical Commissioning
Group’s preferred option and the
Council’s ambition for longer term local
health needs to be met through provision
of a new facility.
The CCG and Council’s positions have
been reflected in section 3.5.3 on the
medical centre, and section 4.2.2, 4.2.2.6,
4.5.3, and 4.6.2.
The delivery plan refers to a health
contribution of £750,000 towards
additional health capacity.
Wording has been added at 4.2.2.8 to
recognise potential contribution of
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Council response
The Council acknowledges the
CCG’s current preference to
expand the existing GP
surgery, however it is
concerned that expansion of
the existing facility may fail to
ensure that the longer term
local health needs of residents
are fully taken into account as
part of the expansion of the
town. It is committed to
working with the CCG to
thoroughly explore the scope
for a new health centre while
recognising that developers
can only reasonably be asked
to fund medical centre costs
that are directly necessary and
fairly and reasonably related
to the health needs of the
expansion. If a new health
centre was to be provided a
location on Longwick Road is
preferred (see Figure 24.
Illustrative Urban Design
Framework).

Amendments to SPD
medical facilities parking to demands on
town centre parking.

Page 37 of 141

Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document –- Statement of Consultation - March 2021

A7. Green Infrastructure
Main issue raised
The south western extent of Wates’ land
interest is identified for inclusion within the
proposed ‘Crowbrook Corridor’ and is
therefore not deemed (in the draft SPD) to
be developable. There is no biodiversity
reason why this land should be included
within the proposed Crowbrook Corridor,
and the 50m buffer around Longwick Bog is
not justified. (Wates Development)
Minimum width and potential design
features for Kingsmead Green Lane too
prescriptive and don’t account for existing
landscape features and public footpaths.
Widths of Green Lanes should be less than
Railway linear park. (Bloor Homes)

Council response
The Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study (Final
Draft September 2017) found the site to have low
capacity to accommodate housing without a significant
adverse impact on the landscape character; it is highly
constrained by designated sites and the stream habitat.

The corridor width of the proposed ‘Park
Mill Green Lane’ (presented at Figure 20) is
excessively wide and unnecessarily
diminishes the available land for
development (. Wates Developments Ltd)

The indicative width of Park Mill green lane (25-35m)
has been based on the following factors: it provides an
important connecting route from the existing town
through the development. Consideration of elements
contained within the Lane (existing trees/ hedgerows/
SuDS features/ cycleway/ play areas and view
corridors). Frames the view corridor to the town (spire
of St Mary’s Church). It softens views of new
development from the AONB. It is based on the width

Nonetheless the Council has reviewed the land parcel
to the north and made amendments to recognise the
scope for some additional development.
Kingsmead Green Lane accounts for the existing PROW
(footpath PRR/37B/1) and existing landscape features.
The widths given are indicative. They take into account
best practice examples and consideration of elements
contained within the Lane (existing trees/ hedgerows/
SuDS features/ cycleway/ play areas and view
corridors). They also reflect the opportunity to soften
long distance views of the expansion from the AONB.

Amendments to SPD
The UDF and associated figures
reflect a change in this
developers’ parcel.

Guidelines amended to make
clear they are indicative and to
include reference to existing
landscape features and Public
Rights of Way:
Description of Kingsmead Green
Lane included at 3.7.3
Table 8 makes reference to the
need to incorporate existing
PRoW
Green lanes include
neighbourhood open spaces
(3.7.3)
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Increase of 25-25-35 metres for width of
railway park on p147 not justified (Bloor
Homes)

Clarify 25% target for canopy cover is an
aspiration to be achieved across the
expansion area as a whole. (Taylor Wimpey
UK Ltd)

3.6.7 bullet point 3 amend wording to
reflect landscape response to each
ecological interest; expansion of woodland
not appropriate around Longwick Bog.
(Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd)
The green infrastructure (GI) for the
extension areas should be in line with the

Council response
of best practice examples from elsewhere. They also
reflect the opportunity to soften long distance views of
the expansion from the AONB.
The guide width is intended to show that the width of
the park should be varied rather than adhering to a
minimum width, as stated in the WDLP PR7. This
follows paragraph 5.3.41 of the WDLP which asks for
variations along its width to ensure a variety of spaces
along its length.
Policy requirements will apply to each application. The
advantage of a single application throughout the
expansion area would allow for some variations across
specific land parcels. If land parcels were to come
forward individually, then they would need to meet the
policy DM34 requirements on an individual basis.

This applied to the expansion as a whole and is a policy
requirement.

The GI strategy did not cover this area. All the Delivery
and Site Allocations plan policies on Green
infrastructure remain extant. This includes DM14

Amendments to SPD

Section 3.7.4 includes reference
to paragraph 5.3.41 of WDLP.

Footnote 11 at section 3.7.7
indicates how a joint application
can mean variation across the
site. If the PREA came forward as
a single application, this could be
done at a wider area level, but if
individual applications are
submitted, then this would apply
on a parcel by parcel requirement
– flexibility could therefore be
achieved through a single outline
application backed by agreement.
No change.

Policies referenced in section
1.4.2
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Buckinghamshire GI strategy which covers
your area. (Natural England)

GI is on the list of key infrastructure,
however it’s missing from sections 5.5 and
5.6 with regard to phasing and funding. The
new and enhanced habitats will require
ongoing management which needs to be
factored into costs. (BBOWT)

There were differing views on the depth and
nature of the buffers of the wildlife sites
through the Crowbrook Corridor. Some
developers sought to remove prescribed
distances as they are not justified, while
others argued either a specific distance
(50m) or that it should be wide enough to
ensure increased recreational pressure will
not have an adverse effect, and similar
protection should be afforded to other
streams in the plan area (Developers,
BBOWT, Natural England)

Council response
Biodiversity in development. This is reinforced by
adopted local plan policies CP10 Green Infrastructure
and the Natural Environment and DM34 Delivering
Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity in Development.
These have been developed through extensive
engagement with the NEP and other bodies, including
Natural England.
Green infrastructure (and funding for future
maintenance) will be delivered as development is built
out. Maintenance arrangements / long term funding
mechanisms will be considered as part of planning
applications.

The Local Plan states that ‘the biodiversity sites
(including Longwick Bog) contain rare damp and wet
habitats which should be conserved and enhanced. At
least one field depth should be retained open for the
green corridor’. (Local Plan para. 5.3.112).
The sites are included within the boundary of the
Crowbrook stream green corridor as defined in the
Local Plan (Figure 26 Concept Plan).
The Council recognises that this will be reviewed
further when more detailed information is available as
part of pre-application and planning applications.

Amendments to SPD

The viability appraisal has
included an allowance of £8000
per dwelling.
Wording has been amended in
section 3.7 to stress the need for
cost effective design and
maintenance and the opportunity
for integrated management of
green and blue infrastructure.
The buffer around Longwick bog
has been considered alongside
SuDS and the potential for a
limited change has been
identified.
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Paragraph 3.6.1 could be expanded to
provide better clarification on what is
required within the Crowbrook corridor.
We recommend the following wording:
“This is a continuous ecological and wildlife
corridor along the Crowbrook Stream (Mill
Brook) (PR7). It has important functions
including fluvial and surface water
management (SuDS), the protection of two
designated Wildlife Sites (Longwick Bog and
Kingsmead Meadow and Pond) including via
the provision of a 50m buffer of seminatural habitats surrounding the Wildlife
Sites and preserving the green setting for
Alscot Conservation Area. The wildlife
corridor will provide additional species-rich
priority habitats buffering the locally
designated sites and creating nature reserve
areas along the corridor. The hydrology to
Longwick Bog will be protected. These areas
will be subject to a long term management
plan that clearly sets out how management

Council response
Hence it does not seek to definitively fix buffers at this
stage.
However, the SPD recognises that there may be
potential for more development around Longwick bog
than was previously indicated. This is indicative and
will need to be confirmed through the application
process.
The SPD has been amended to provide better
clarification on the role of the corridor.
DM34 requires developers to make provision for the
long term management and maintenance of green
infrastructure and biodiversity assets. The SPD
recognises this and the financial implications of this.
The details of management plans will be determined
through the planning application process. The SPD sets
out opportunities for management efficiencies.

Amendments to SPD

Amended beginning of section
3.71 to say
“This is a continuous ecological
and wildlife corridor along the
Crowbrook Stream (Mill Brook)
(PR7).
It has important functions
including fluvial (ordinary
watercourse) and surface water
management (SuDS). It protects
two designated local wildlife sites
within it (Longwick Bog and
Kingsmead Meadow and Pond).
It preserves the green setting for
Alscot Conservation Area and its
listed buildings.
At least one field depth should be
retained open for the green
corridor (Wycombe District Local
Plan paragraph 5.3.112).”
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will be funded and facilitated for the
lifetime of the development”. (BBOWT)

The retained countryside area in the
Longwick gap would be good to manage as a
country park, providing access to green
space for the new and existing communities
and helping to mitigate additional
recreational pressure on nearby SACs as
identified within the HRA for the Local Plan.
We therefore recommend that this section
is updated to include the term ‘country
park’ and make it clear that the focus is on
providing recreation within a countryside
setting. (BBOWT)
Clarity was sought in relation to retaining,
protecting and enhancing woodland,
hedgerows and grassland. Figures and
wording should be updated to show species
rich hedgerows that are to be retained
separately from defunct or species poor
hedgerows, and where there are

Council response

The primary role of Longwick Gap is to provide
separation between Longwick/ rural landscape and the
new development and create a clear green edge to the
expansion area. Strategic open spaces (SOS1, SOS2) are
within the gap. Outside of this, footpaths will pass
through the area and connect to wider recreational
opportunities both within the expansion including the
Crowbrook corridor, green lanes and railway park, and
to the countryside beyond.

The SPD identifies the designated wildlife sites. The
ecological value of other habitats will be assessed as
part of the planning application process and may
provide opportunities to be incorporated within
development to achieve net biodiversity gain.

Amendments to SPD
Summary table amended to
reflect primary and secondary use
and key elements to preserve and
integrate.
References to policy DM34 added
at Section 3.2.
A number of amendments have
been made to clarify long term
management and maintenance.
Section 3.2 defines an integrated
ecosystems services approach as
a key design theme (DT2) which
runs through the approach set
out in the SPD.
Section 3.7.2 clarifies the role of
the Longwick Gap and the
intended uses within it.

Figure 9 shows existing
hedgerows and trees.
Guidelines around protecting and
enhancing hedgerows have been
amended at section 3.7.7.
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opportunities to enhance the landscape for
biodiversity.

Council response

Amendments to SPD
Figure 45 shows woodlands, trees
and hedgerows.

We also recommend being clear what
mitigation features, such as buffers are
required to protect and retain the landscape
features so that these are consistently
implemented within development parcels
across the site.

The SPD guidelines recommend for existing hedgerows
to be incorporated within green lanes and other
footpath links where possible.

The summary table for section
3.7.7. refers to the need to
preserve existing hedges and
trees of good ecological and
arboricultural value.

It should also clearly show where the more
species rich (semi-improved) grassland is
found so that this can be retained and
enhanced to become biodiverse priority
habitat.

Ecological surveys will need to consider the quality and
the opportunities to mitigate impacts on higher
biodiversity value grassland. This should be considered
as part of the detailed design and through the
application process, in accordance with policy DM34.

Wording added to 3.7.7 regarding
minimising where possible the
impact on higher biodiversity
value grassland.

BBOWT recommend the following
amendments to the wording to address
these issues:
• Retain existing landscape features (shown
on figure 24) making the most of existing
woodland and hedgerows (both around the
perimeter of the expansion area and along
the field boundaries).
• Protect and enhancing hedgerows as part
of a substantial new replanting and
management programme. Where possible,
provide at least one access/maintenance
track to the side of hedgerows so that
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hedges provide connectivity throughout the
expansion area for pedestrians and horse
riding. Include a minimum 5m wildflower
buffer to the hedgerow to enhance its value
for wildlife, create a visually appealing look
and facilitate management.
(BBOWT)
The green lanes should be implemented and
fully accessible prior to the commencement
of grey infrastructure development. This
should include prior planting of the
proposed new trees and hedgerows, as well
as early pond creation to enable biodiversity
establishment. (BBOWT)
The SPD needs to reflect the NPPF and NPPG
on taking a strategic approach to maintain
and enhancing networks of habitats and
green infrastructure. Refer to The Town and
Country Planning Association’s "Design
Guide for Sustainable Communities" and
their more recent "Good Practice Guidance
for Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity".
(Natural England)
Railway park width not justified –should be
20 m not 25
Park Mill Lane should be 22m not 25-35m

Council response

Amendments to SPD

There is not a clear policy requirement for this and
there are potential practical and funding issues. The
emphasis is on achieving a sustainable place for the
long term

No change.

This strategic approach is already reflected in the SPD.
The additional guidance is welcome.

Reference to The Town and
Country Planning Association’s
"Design Guide for Sustainable
Communities" and "Good Practice
Guidance for Green Infrastructure
and Biodiversity" have been
added at section 3.7.7

25m is taken from Local Plan 5.3.41 – 15m to safeguard
double track and 10m to provide greater separation
from tracks to mitigate noise and vibration
25-35 metres have been arrived at by looking at best
practice examples and considering elements contained
within the Lane (existing trees/ hedgerows/ SuDS

No change.

No change.
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Council response
features/ cycleway/ play areas and view corridors) this
may change through the master-planning process.
The buffer zone between Princes
The sports fields are considered an appropriate
Risborough and Longwick is non-existent as strategic open space 'green' use within the buffer (Local
it contains adjoins the Travelling Showmans Plan Policy PR5). Existing uses and certain small scale
site and the Travellers site, both of which
development such as the changing rooms associated
are in Longwick, and will be directly next to with the rugby pitch are considered appropriate under
the proposed development. Neither of these Policy PR5 (para 5.30.60) of the Local Plan.
sites could possibly be considered as
undeveloped countryside. It also includes a
rugby pitch with buildings and lights.
Illuminations from the rugby pitch would be
a considerable intrusion on the surrounding
countryside.
‘The Longwick Gap’ will have sports fields
The 'strategic buffer' was revised through the Local
with floodlights, existing traveller sites and
Plan modifications to take account of the Rectory
new houses currently being built by Rectory Homes development and maintain separation between
Homes, hardly the green buffer to prevent
Longwick and the EA. The sports fields are considered
urban sprawl. There’s reference to ‘a green
an appropriate strategic open space 'green' use within
buffer’ between Longwick and Princes
the buffer. Existing uses and certain small scale
Risborough, yet part of the buffer zone is
development such as the changing rooms and club
already a sports field with infrastructure
house are considered appropriate under Policy PR5
facilities.
(para 5.30.60) of the Local Plan.
The rugby pitch should be incorporated into An indicative sports package has been developed for
the Sports Hub. This would also reduce the
the local plan, which specifies that the rugby pitch
impact on Lower Icknield Way and the green should be located at a different site.
corridor between Longwick and Princes
The impact of SOS1 on the Longwick Gap is low, and
Risborough.
would provide an active use within it which fits with
policy PR5.

Amendments to SPD

Section 3.7.5 has been amended
to refer to the Institution of
Lighting Professionals Guidance
Notes for the Reduction of
Obtrusive Light.
Guidelines have been clarified in
relation to parking and lighting at
SOS1 and SOS2. (section 3.7.5)

Cross reference has been added
to the Institution of Lighting
Professional Guidance Notes for
the Reduction of Obtrusive Light.
Guidelines have been clarified in
relation to parking and lighting at
SOS1 and SOS2. (section 3.7.5)
No change.
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Concerns were raised in relation to the
green lanes impact on existing mature
hedging and trees. These should be retained
to give an overall more pleasing appearance
to the new development.

Council response
The existing network of trees and hedgerows form a
fundamental part of the expansion. The SPD seeks to
retain these where possible, and this is embedded
throughout.

Amendments to SPD
Section 3.2 Design theme 1 refers
to a landscape-led layout refers
to the need to ensure
development is structured
around strong existing local
landscape features and DT2 an
integrated ecosystem services
approach refers to the need to
strengthen existing blue and
green infrastructure.
Section 3.7.3 on green lanes
states that they help protect
existing hedgerows and support
mature tree planting Landscape
guideline amended to say: “Use
structural landscape (existing and
new) elements such as avenue
trees, shrubs and hedges”
Section 3.7.7. sets out further
guidelines around incorporating
and protecting existing network
of trees, woodland and
hedgerows where possible.

There were concerns that the expansion
would have few trees or green space

The Green Infrastructure Strategy outlined in the SPD
sets out the important structural landscape elements
across the site including trees and green spaces.
Policy requirement is for 25% tree canopy cover.

New design themes at 3.2.
reinforce the importance of
following a landscape-led layout
and an integrated ecosystems
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Council response

The travellers’ sites along the Lower Icknield
Way are not shown on the plans. This area is
highlighted as the Longwick green space
with allotments and a rugby pitch. Are the
travellers to be vacating their sites then?
The Rugby club queried the rationale behind
not having a second clubhouse at SOS1.

No. Existing uses remain within the Longwick gap.
The policy and the SPD do not require the travellers’
sites to move. The Council has no information to
suggest that the travellers’ sites would be vacated.
The infrastructure package for sports and community
facilities provision identified the need for one
clubhouse only. The potential for more could be
achieved through use of local funds (e.g. local part of
CIL)

Amendments to SPD
services approach to GI and blue
infrastructure. GI strategy
amended at 3.7.
No change.

Footnote added at section 4.2.2.4
to say that if additional external
funds become available a club
house in this location would also
be acceptable.
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A8. Ecology/ Wildlife
Main issue raised
Detailed concerns were raised that there is
insufficient evidence base on ecology and
biodiversity constraints in relation to:
- priority habitats,
- distribution of legally protected and notable
species,
- important species-rich hedgerows,
- additional areas of species rich grassland that
are of higher ecological value (and no details
about how their biodiversity value is to be
maximised through management to preserve
and restore species richness)
- and/or other habitats which could be
considered as a constraint to development or
an opportunity to enhance within the site
layout, and features that could be suitable for
protected or notable species such as trees
with bat roost features or ponds.
This evidence is necessary for decision-making, to
avoid impacts to the most ecologically valuable areas
and linking up the landscape for wildlife.
(BBOWT, Chiltern Society and others)

Council response
The existing network of trees, woodland,
and hedgerows is a vital element of the
green infrastructure strategy and should be
incorporated and protected where possible
within the development. This should also
include higher value grassland where
possible. They nurture biodiversity, dictate
the structure and inform links and
connections through the site. They also add
to the character of the site, help embed the
development in its location, and provide
instant maturity and aid screening.

Amendments to SPD
Clarification added, reinforcing that
the SPD does not fix the design and
recognises that further detailed
surveying is required to inform
planning applications.
Guidelines amended throughout
section 3 including at section 3.7.7.

The Council accepts that further detailed
evidence will be provided. The information
available at present is considered adequate:
the SPD does not fix the design, and
applicants will need to undertake further
studies as part of pre-application and
planning applications.
The Local Plan policy specifies constraints
around areas that are considered more
sensitive. The SPD does not itself give
permission for development.
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By creating a concept plan before having adequate
ecological evidence the council has not had due
regard to the conservation of biodiversity as
required under the Natural Environment and Rural
Communities Act (2006), nor has the council
demonstrated that the impact on protected species
has been a material consideration in decision
making. (BBOWT)

Council response
Disagree. National planning policy requires
not just the conservation but also the
enhancement of the natural environment,
including biodiversity. This is embedded in
the adopted development plan.
The SPD is part of a decision-making
process following on from the Local Plan
allocation and including the assessment of
detailed planning applications. Further
information will be considered as part of
the planning application process. The level
of information available at present is
considered suitable given the indicative
nature of the plans and the SPD.
The analysis doesn’t recognise priority habitats in
Priority habitats surveys will need to be
escarpment headwaters. Figure 7 key shows “Priority undertaken at planning application stage.
habitats” but the map fails to show at least 5 areas
The SPD indicates priority habitats most
of Priority Habitat, and fails to show the Culverton
relevant to the main expansion area.
Link/ Poppy Road area. (Chilterns Conservation
Board)
Specific reference to the provision of swift boxes in
Agree.
the area of development closest to the town centre
and in the new local centre should be added as
Princes Risborough has a population of swifts, and
lack of / loss of nest sites is a significant factor in
their recent decline. (Chiltern Society)
This SPD could consider incorporating features which
are beneficial to wildlife within development, in line

All the Delivery and Site Allocations plan
policies on Green infrastructure remain

Amendments to SPD
No change – cross-references to
NPPF and Local Plan policies already
contained in the SPD.

Section 2 Figure 11 now shows other
priority habitats within the main
expansion area.

Reference to swift boxes as an issue
added to the analysis at section 2.6.
A reference has also been added to
the table under ecological networks
for Risborough Town character area
“bat and bird boxes” (section 3.6.1)
Section 3.7. refers to section 3
green infrastructure of the RDG,
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with paragraph 118 of the National Planning Policy
Framework. You may wish to consider providing
guidance on, for example, the level of bat roost or
bird box provision within the built structure, or other
measures to enhance biodiversity in the urban
environment. An example of good practice includes
the Exeter Residential Design Guide SPD, which
advises (amongst other matters) a ratio of one
nest/roost box per residential unit. (Natural England)
Natural England recommended that a requirement
for a net gain for biodiversity be included. This is
strongly supported by the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), paras. 170, 174, and is likely to
be mandated by the Government within the
forthcoming Environment Bill. Creation,
enhancement and protection of habitats, and
provision for their long term maintenance will need
to be developed. This ecological network of habitats
could be integrated into the GI strategy.
It is essential that the northern primary school and
any associated playing fields or other sports facilities
do not impinge on the Crowbrook Corridor, and that
there is no risk of any future development at the
school doing so, either. (Chiltern Society)
Improving biodiversity should be added as a named
secondary purpose of the Longwick buffer and
Strategic Open Space. (Chiltern Society)

Council response
extant. This includes DM14 on Biodiversity
in development. This is reinforced by
adopted local plan policies CP10 Green
Infrastructure and the Natural Environment
and DM34 Delivering Green Infrastructure
and Biodiversity in Development.

Amendments to SPD
which includes guidance on
enhancing biodiversity. The other
policies are covered in section 1.4.2

This is covered by the development plan
policies on Green infrastructure and which
seek a net gain in biodiversity. This includes
DM14 on Biodiversity in development, CP10
Green Infrastructure and the Natural
Environment and DM34 Delivering Green
Infrastructure and Biodiversity in
Development.

Section 3.7 amended to say that the
green infrastructure elements will
play a key role in mitigating
ecological impacts and delivering
biodiversity net gain.

Agree.

Proposed uses for the Crowbrook
Corridor are defined at 3.7.1.

Agree.

Added ‘improving biodiversity’ to
bullets for secondary uses at 3.7.2
and 3.7.5.
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Floodlights should be directed to the ground and
away from surrounding vegetation. Potential
severance for wildlife could be an issue, however
proposed habitat corridor has potential to create an
excellent network for biodiversity.
Sensitive lighting strategies must be designed into
development proposals in areas prioritised for/or
sensitive for wildlife in line with current guidance
Some areas within the SPD mention use of
‘predominantly native’ trees and plants. We
advocate the use of native vegetation, which is
characteristic of the Chilterns, throughout the
expansion area. This could include such species as
hornbeam, whitebeam, beech, field maple and
wayfaring tree, as well as native hedgerow species
such as hawthorn and blackthorn. (Natural England
and others)

Council response
We do ask floodlighting to be carefully
controlled to avoid impacts on the AONB.

Amendments to SPD
Wording amended at 3.7.5.

The Expansion is not in the Chilterns. The
SPD promotes native species but also
recommends some flexibility to use nonnative species in particular situations where
an ornamental approach to planting may be
needed. This approach follows the
approach taken in the RDG GI6. There may
be scope for other species in particular in
the Risborough town character area.

Risborough town character area
guideline refers to “deciduous street
trees, ornamental and native
hedges”
Risborough village character area
refers to “native and locally
appropriate trees and hedges” and
“predominantly native” plant
species
The green lanes guidelines include
native shrub planting as well as
ornamental planting.
Section 3.7.7. includes a
recommendation to create native
species wildflower and grass verges
and to incorporate locally native
species, including black poplar,
willow, beech, English oak, wild
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Council response

Amendments to SPD
cherry, hornbeam, whitebeam, field
maple and wayfaring tree.

Landscaping proposals should include species rich
hedgerows rather than walls and fences, and that
species should be native and of local provenance.
Using plant species that benefit pollinators is
preferred.

There will be some situations where walls/
fences will be more appropriate than
hedgerows, but we have encouraged their
inclusion where appropriate.

The revised character areas (section
3.6.1 and 3.6.2) set out landscape
guidelines around the retention or
creation of hedgerows in defined
locations

See above in relation to native species.

Concerns were raised at the lack of assessment of
meadows. These are not mentioned except for
Kingsmead Meadow. The meadows north to north
west of Alscot are particularly rich in wild flowers,
butterflies, other insects and other invertebrates,
but these will be completely destroyed.
Tree canopy should be no less than 30% cover. Any
planted trees will not grow that quick and be less
than the recommended amount for health, which is
the absolute minimum. All planting should be native
species for our wildlife. As many hedgerows as
possible should be kept, not just the Black Hedge.
There is a lot of analysis of the environmental
qualities of the area and a Wildlife Advice Notice for
developers, but limited legal obligations. Will WDC

The SPD identifies the designated wildlife
sites. The ecological value of other habitats
will be assessed as part of the planning
application process and may provide
opportunities to be incorporated within
development to achieve net biodiversity
gain.
The canopy cover requirement is set out in
the local plan by policy DM34. The SPD
aligns with the local plan. There is an
emphasis on retaining hedgerows, which
must be balanced with the need to create a
new place.
The extent of how biodiversity net gain is to
be achieved is to be considered further

Hedgerows also form part of the
green infrastructure strategy and
further guidelines are set out
throughout section 3.7.
Section 3.7 amended to say that the
green infrastructure elements will
play a key role in mitigating
ecological impacts and delivering
biodiversity net gain.

No change.

Wording regarding maintenance
challenges and opportunities has
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ensure that there will be adequate provision of
funding/Planning staff to monitor the developments
of landscape and wildlife provision, ensuring that
developers carry out mitigation as agreed at
Planning?

Concerns were raised over the increased traffic
impact on wildlife near Shootacre and Picts Lane

The Poppy Road development is still very much
unwanted and has many environmental issues that
have not yet be addressed.

Ecological sites must be protected long term. They
are very sensitive to disturbance and their value
would be diminished if not lost if construction/
recreational activity took place.

Council response
through the planning application process
informed by technical assessment.

Amendments to SPD
been added to section 3.7 and
4.2.2.5

Development obligations / conditions will
be monitored in the planning process in the
usual way. If there are particular
requirements to monitor green
infrastructure delivered, s106 will be put in
place.
Proposals for new sections of the Relief
Road will be subject to detailed assessment
and planning application process where
these issues will be considered further. The
expansion will need to deliver Biodiversity
Net Gain in accordance with DM34.
The site has been allocated through the
local plan process. Any application will need
to provide evidence in relation to how the
scheme addresses environmental issues
satisfactorily and complies with the
environmental policies of the Wycombe
development plan. This will be considered
further at the planning application stage.
Agree. Overall the expansion needs to
delivery biodiversity net gain. The
designated sites need to be protected and
incorporated into the development as far as
possible.

The viability assessment includes an
allowance of £8000 per dwelling for
green infrastructure provision.

No change.

No change.

The SPD references the need for
biodiversity net gain. A number of
amendments have been made to
clarify the need for long term
management and maintenance of
the ecological sites.
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No trees should be felled on the Lower Icknield Way.
This is an ancient route whose character will already
be compromised by the greater traffic flow proposed
from the end of Mill Lane to Kimble. Preservation of
the ancient character of this route is essential.

Council response
The SPD does not include detailed
proposals for the B4009. Any change to the
B4009 will be subject to technical
assessment at the planning application
stage.

Amendments to SPD
No change.

A9. Strategic Environmental Assessment / Habitats Regulations Assessment
Main issue raised
Natural England raised the need to be
consulted should the SPD require a Strategic
Environmental Assessment or Appropriate
Assessment under the Habitats Regulations.

Council response
SEA/SA and HRA Appropriate Assessment have
been undertaken as part of the wider Local Plan
which has been found sound and legally
compliant following Examination, and adopted in
August 2019. For completeness, the Council has
undertaken a Screening exercise for HRA and SEA
and has consulted the statutory Conservation
Bodies (Natural England, Historic England and the
Environment Agency). They are satisfied that
SEA/HRA AA is not required for the SPD.

Amendments to SPD
Wording added to section 1.6.

A10. Environmental sustainability
Main issue raised
The expansion needs to address the climate
emergency.

Council response
The Council is committed to tackling climate change
and improving air quality. On 15 July 2020, it passed a
Motion to work alongside national Government with
the objective to achieve net carbon zero for
Buckinghamshire as a whole by 2050.

Amendments to SPD
Section 3 makes clear
references to policies CP12
and DM33.
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Council response
The Local Plan provides the policy framework in
relation to climate change. Policies CP12 on climate
change and DM33 on sustainable transport are
particularly relevant for this SPD.

This includes providing electric charging points for
every household and other locations (passive
provision as a minimum) Where electric vehicle
charging provision is being made there should be
additional space allowed to enable the charging
cable to be connected and cables to be used
without leading to a hazardous environment for
residents or road users.
This also includes ensuring eco-friendly and
energy efficient design, heat source pumps, solar
panels, grey water recycling, green roofs, and
water meter installation.

Installation of electric vehicle charging provision will
need to comply with the Wycombe Air Quality SPD
and relevant building regulations.

Amendments to SPD
Section 3.7 defines the green
infrastructure strategy and
3.8 the blue infrastructure
strategy for the expansion.

Section 3.9.7 specifically
addresses electric charging
points. Reference has been
added to the Wycombe Air
Quality SPD.

A reference has been added
to section 2.8 Infrastructure
and utilities referring to the
Some of these matters are building regulations
need to mitigate climate
matters, and any application will need to comply with change by integrating
the most current building regulations.
renewable energy.
Wording has been added
Opportunities exist in every development to integrate under each character area
renewable technologies, such as heat pumps and
guidelines to “aim for highest
photo voltaic cells. The provision needs to be
sustainable standards in
proportionate to the development proposed, and
terms of construction and
must not make the development unviable. If it is not
low carbon / renewable
appropriate for a particular development, a statement energy”
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Council response
explaining why this is the case needs to be submitted
with the application.

Amendments to SPD
and under primary school
guidelines to say they should
be “built to high standards of
sustainability” and “reduce
environmental impact”

Green roofs can be used to help achieve the 25%
canopy cover. We agree that green roofs should be
incorporated, but it does not need to be changed in
SPD and indeed section 3.7.7 is making reference to
Residential Design Guidance which the SPD cannot
change.

No change.

The proposal "Use environmentally sustainable
methods of construction and materials" is too
vague and may be open to interpretation and
watering down. The environmental and
sustainability requirements should be to the
highest available standards and should be
specified in detail. E.g. BREEAM for public
buildings and "Home Quality Mark" standards for
residential.

Building standards are covered by building
regulations.

No change

Sustainability needs to be mentioned as a key
necessity, to ensure residents can live as low
carbon lives as possible and the construction of
these homes is carbon neutral.

The local plan policies address key issues around low
carbon living, through ensuring a sustainable location
for growth, following walkable neighbourhood
principles, promoting sustainable transport first, and

Wording has been added
under design theme 3
Creating communities to say
“highly sustainable”.
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(Risborough Environmental Group,
Buckinghamshire County Council, Princes
Risborough Town Council and others)

Council response
encouraging renewable energy and electric charging
points.

Amendments to SPD

The Council is concerned that the development
delivers the highest sustainable standards in terms of
construction and low carbon / renewable energy
while ensuring that the scheme remains viable.

Wording added in the
delivery plan to reflect this.

A11. Flood Risk / Drainage / Wastewater
Main issue raised
General concerns were raised in relation to flood
risk in the expansion area.

The Environment Agency raised concerns with
regards to foul drainage provision, and the need to
protect the Principal Aquifer from pollution.

The Environment Agency raised concerns with
regards to the timing of sewage treatment works
infrastructure upgrades. Exceeding capacity at the
STW could have an adverse impact on the receiving
watercourses by causing deterioration in water

Council response
The Local Plan process was subject to SFRA
and Sequential Test.
The council undertook a drainage strategy
which shows how the main expansion area
can be sustainably drained. This has informed
the location of drainage ponds for the urban
design framework. Key guidelines for these
ponds as set out in the study have been
carried forward in the SPD.
This is for developers to set out in their
application, to comply with DM38.
Developers are encouraged to use Thames
Water free pre-application advice service at
the earliest opportunity.
Developers will need to engage early with
Thames Water to ensure that any strategic
upgrade will be delivered alongside homes.
The precise timing will depend on when
schemes come forward.

Amendments to SPD
The overall approach to flood
management has been updated at
section 3.8 Blue infrastructure
strategy

Section 3.8 includes reference to the
need to avoid contamination to the
Aquifer.

Amended wording in the SPD at
section 2.8 and 4.2.2.6.
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quality. It should be noted that water industry
planning happens on a five yearly cycle and further
upgrades may be necessary to accommodate the
growth up to 2033/34. Dialogue between the
developers and Thames Water should be ongoing
throughout the development phases.
Bloor Homes, Halsbury Homes and others sought
changes in relation to the drainage strategy: this
should allow for parcel by parcel delivery to give
certainly and allow for contractual arrangements.

Thames Water raised the need for early delivery of
wastewater infrastructure upgrades.

Section 2.1.6: The strategy has neglected that there
is no capacity in the public foul sewer network.
Further consultation with Thames Water is
required to ensure a fair and holistic approach for
network upgrades across the PREA. (Taylor
Wimpey)

Council response

Amendments to SPD

The drainage strategy technical work
underpinning the SPD shows how the site can
be drained on a parcel by parcel basis as well
as on a site-wide basis - figure 46 reflects the
latter as this is the council's preferred
approach of achieving the policy objectives
relating to flood risk management, climate
change mitigation, but also effective use of
land
The Council recognises that timely delivery of
wastewater infrastructure is essential. This
will ultimately depend on the pace of
delivery.

Wording added to the drainage
strategy section 3.8 to show
flexibility of approach and benefits
of a site-wide strategy.

The Council has had ongoing discussions with
Thames Water on the growth planned; a
further meeting was held in September 2019
which confirmed that Thames Water will use
their infrastructure tax on new dwellings to
fund network upgrades as and when
required. The viability took account of
utilities in the external costs allowance.

Wording added to the SPD in section
2.8 and section 4.2.2.6 setting out
that this is a key issue and that
developers need to undertake early
engagement with Thames Water.
Amended section 4.2.2.6 to clarify
the need for early engagement with
Thames Water.
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Section 2.1.3: The Key Response implies that
development is required to conform to the Jacobs
Drainage Strategy 2018. This response is too
prescriptive as further technical work to inform a
planning application would be undertaken and may
identify preferable alternative strategies or render
the Jacobs strategy unachievable. (Taylor Wimpey)
Attenuation (fig 25) is not located outside 1in 100
year plus climate change fluvial flood event
(Halsbury Homes)

Council response
The principles set out in the PREADS are valid
and should be followed. The PREADS ponds
are indicative. The study identifies maximum
volumes required for surface water drainage
based on available information. There will be
indeed a requirement for further technical
work considering all sources of flood risk.
Specific drainage details of the road will be
defined as part of the next steps of the
project and will need to take account all
forms of flood risk through a site-specific
flood risk assessment.

Amendments to SPD
Amended wording at 3.8.

Paragraph 4 of Main Issues table at section 2.1.3
should mention surface water flooding. Paragraph
5 should mention surface water flood risk as a
constraint.

The comments have been taken into account
when finalising sections 2 and 3.

Section 2.7 makes reference to
surface water flooding.
No change. Section 3.8 still refers to
balancing ponds as these terms are
better understood by the wider
public.

In section 3.7.2 We'd like to see balancing ponds
changed to strategic basins.
in section 3.7.3 The additional measures identified
could be more ambitious as there’s no mention of
SuDS within communal areas. This could include
promoting of active rainwater harvesting
(Lead Local Flood Authority)
The Development Requirements Section 3.7
Drainage Strategy promotes infiltration drainage.

Section 3.8.2 makes reference to the
PREA drainage strategy and to the
need for the Relief Road to have its
separate drainage system.

Section 3.8.2 additional drainage
measures makes reference to using
SuDS in communal areas, such as
active rainwater harvesting,
The Council’s evidence shows that part of the
expansion is at risk of groundwater flooding.

Wording added at 3.8: “Include
provisions for identifying and dealing
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There should be no infiltration to ground through
contaminated land as this could form a pathway for
pollution to the underlying groundwater aquifers.
This requirement needs to be included in the
Development Requirements section. The past uses
of site should be investigated in a desk top study
and if any contamination is found then a site
investigation will be required followed by any
necessary remediation. (Environment Agency)
The drainage strategy in relation to SUDS design
within development parcels is excellent. But we
request in addition a reference to the scope for
(small-scale) natural flood management measures
in the wider landscape along the streams, as an
additional means of reducing flood risk. (Chiltern
Society)
Drainage requirements too onerous in particular
50% betterment (Halsbury Homes)
Amend wording to refer to an aspiration for 50%
betterment of undeveloped mean annual
maximum flow rate, subject to detailed site specific
assessments, in order to not conflict with the
emerging Local Plan policy requirements, as set out
in the LP Regs 2012.(Taylor Wimpey)
There were concerns with regards to the state of
the current drainage infrastructure on Mill Lane.
While the members of WDC explained that flood
mitigation measures would be in place for the new

Council response
This is why a different approach is reflected
in the SPD for drainage guidelines in different
parts of the expansion. Further analysis as
part of planning applications will determine
whether infiltration is possible or not in the
areas currently identified as potentially at
risk.

Amendments to SPD
with contaminated land: there
should be no infiltration to ground
through contaminated land as this
could form a pathway for pollution
to the underlying groundwater
aquifers.”

In principle, the Council is keen to see small
scale NFM measures as part of SuDS. These
can be easy to install and are low cost to
maintain compared to other more
engineered measures.
The final package of measures will come as
part of planning applications.
The viability report shows the development is
viable. It takes account of the costs set out in
the PREADS - this include the 50%
betterment which is achieved by other
developers on large sites in the area and
required by the LLFA.

No change – this is already reflected
in section 3.8.2.

The Council recognises that the area is prone
to flooding. Any proposal going forward will
need to ensure that they do not increase the
risk of flooding elsewhere.

Reference to the Section 19 report
has been included in section 2.7.

Wording amended at section 3.8. to
say “where possible”.
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developments, they didn't recognise that the
existing drainage along Mill Lane already needs an
upgrade; according to Thames Water the diameter
of the pipes leading to the sewage plant is not
sufficient to cope with heavy loads: this adds to
surface water flooding and leads to escape of
sewage from drains in times of heavy rainfall.
Drainage mustn’t affect the natural habitats of the
rivers along their courses.
There is already a significant problem with sewage
overflows and blockages. This needs action ahead
of any further house building and should not be left
to the developers of new plots.

During heavy periods of heavy rain, Park Mill
carries large amounts of run-off from the fields to
the east of the railway and water from springs
which appear along the lane. Any increased flow
from the development could risk properties along
Park Mill. The balancing ponds shown on the plan
appear to be located too far north to have an effect
on this potential problem.
The millpond doesn’t appear on any of the maps of
the proposed development and yet is connected to
the lake which is shown on the extreme southern
end of the plan. The stream which is shown rises as
a spring in the hills above Princes Risborough and

Council response

Amendments to SPD

This will be considered as part of planning
applications.
Any mitigation needs to be fairly and
reasonably related in scale and kind to the
development.
The Council continues to work on flooding
issues across Buckinghamshire as part of its
Lead Local Flood Authority role.
Development proposals will need to ensure
that they do not increase flood risk
elsewhere.

No change.

A site visit was organised with lead local
flood authority and planning officers. This
resulted in a better understanding of this
particular location.

No change.

Section 3.8 specifies that developers
will need to undertake site-specific
flood risk assessments in support of
planning applications, including an
assessment of impacts on
neighbouring sites and any
implications for the whole of the
expansion area in accordance with
national planning policy and Local
Plan Policy DM39.
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flows under the railway line, into the millpond and,
then, via sluices it continues towards the River
Thame. Any increase in the flow due to run off
from the southern end of the new development
could possibly overwhelm the present archaic
arrangements resulting in our properties being
flooded.
Concerns about the current state of the drainage
infrastructure on Mill Lane not being satisfactory.
While WDC explained that flood mitigation
measures would be in place for the new
developments, they didn’t recognise that the
existing drainage along Mill Lane needs an upgrade,
even without additional homes being built in the
area, because according to Thames Water the
diameter of the pipes leading to the sewage plant is
not sufficient to cope with heavy loads: this adds to
surface water flooding and leads to escape of
sewage from drains in times of heavy rainfall.

Council response

Amendments to SPD

Thames Water have been working on a
Princes Risborough Drainage Strategy. They
are taking the growth proposed into account
in their Asset Management Plans. The Lead
Local Flood Authority is working on a small
schemes study as a follow on to their Section
19 report on the 2014 flood events to
identify solutions for that particular area.
Developers can only be asked to mitigate
impacts of their development.

Wording in section 2.8.2 has been
amended to reflect the need to
engage with Thames Water at the
earliest possible stage to ensure
timely delivery of upgrades to the
water supply network and strategic
upgrade to the sewage treatment
works.

The details and exact scale of the upgrade
works to the water supply network and
strategic upgrade to the sewage treatment
works will be determined once the quantum
and timing of the development is confirmed.
Developers should engage at the earliest
possible stage with the infrastructure
provider to ensure that funding and
development of the upgrades are secured in
line with development coming forward.
Page 62 of 141

Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document –- Statement of Consultation - March 2021
Main issue raised
Surface water run-off from a highway, such as the
proposed Relief Road, may contain polluting
contaminants that can damage the sensitive
ecology of chalk streams into which it is discharged.
There should be a requirement imposed for ‘grey
water’. (Risborough Environmental Group)

Council response
The road will be constructed so that the
contaminated run off will be discharged to
road specific ponds before being treated and
released to watercourses. The LLFA will
review the SuDS proposed to accompany the
road as part of the road design planning
application.

Amendments to SPD
Pollution consideration added to
section 3.8

A12. Landscape (including impacts on AONB)
Main issue raised
The line of mature trees northeast of
Longwick Road should be kept – they
contribute in mitigating the adverse impacts
of the proposed new development in views
of National significance from Whiteleaf
Cross and Brush Hill. (Eyre)
The SPD may provide opportunities to
enhance the character and local
distinctiveness of the surrounding natural
and built environment; use natural
resources more sustainably; and bring
benefits for the local community, for
example through green infrastructure
provision and access to and contact with
nature. Landscape characterisation and
townscape assessments, and associated
sensitivity and capacity assessments provide
tools for planners and developers to

Council response
Accepted.

Amendments to SPD
The Relief Road indicative alignment and
land parcels have been amended to
ensure that this is kept.

Agreed. A Green Infrastructure Strategy
underpins the layout of the expansion area. It
incorporates important, existing structural
landscape elements (watercourses, hedgerows,
trees and woodland) to define movement
corridors for people and wildlife within and
beyond the development area.
An analysis of the townscape setting and wider
context has been carried out. It has informed
the identification of two new character areas,
creating areas of local distinctiveness. These
each have a set of design guidelines referencing

Green infrastructure strategy section
updated (3.7).
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consider how new development might make
a positive contribution to the character and
functions of the landscape through sensitive
siting and good design and avoid
unacceptable impacts. For example, it may
be appropriate to seek that, where viable,
trees should be of a species capable of
growth to exceed building height and
managed so to do, and where mature trees
are retained on site, provision is made for
succession planting so that new trees will be
well established by the time mature trees
die. (Natural England)
The Chilterns Conservation Board objects to
proposed highway alterations which fail to
conserve and enhance the Chilterns AONB.
The Sports Hub would be visible from
Whiteleaf and involve fields, changing
rooms, sports hub, car parking and
floodlighting. This would be intrusive in
daytime views and light pollution at night.
The Chilterns Conservation Board objects to
the proposed Culverton Link road in the
AONB, which would constitute major
development in the AONB to which the
NPPF para 172 tests would apply, with a
presumption for refusal.
Shootacre lane is in the setting of the
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural

Council response
the existing town, surrounding landscape and
visual sensitivity of the Chilterns AONB but also
governing proposed building types, heights,
street character, boundary treatments,
landscape and open spaces.
Opportunities for large scale tree planting that
can exceed building heights are secured
throughout the expansion area via the extensive
green infrastructure network; street types
designed with widths to accommodate street
tree planting (3.9.1); and three substantial
Green Lanes (3.7.3). Tree species, age and sizes
will be addressed at application stage.
This objection in principle has already been
addressed through the local plan process when
the Council struck a balance between harm to
the AONB and the need for housing. Issues of
principle are outside the scope of the SPD.
However, the impact on key views from the
AONB and on its setting has been a key
consideration throughout the design process
The four landscape character and sensitivity
areas include consideration of impacts on the
AONB. Their sensitivities have underpinned
later decisions on development location,
building heights, scale and density as well as the
retention of existing green infrastructure
features and the provision of new ones.

Amendments to SPD

Issues and initial responses regarding key
views are set out at section 2.3 and
figures 6 and 7.
Design theme 1 - Figure 17. (section 3.1)
shows how the expansion is to follow a
landscape-led layout based on the four
landscape areas defined in the landscape
sensitivity and capacity study (2017), key
views (local and strategic) and existing
hedgerows and trees.
Guidelines linked to DT1 are then
provided in building heights, land uses,
character areas and green infrastructure
sections
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Beauty (AONB). This is a nationally
important place, which should be protected.
It would be inappropriate to divert volumes
of through-traffic down this lane in the
AONB.
Both the Shootacre Lane “improvements”
and then the harm from the Culverton Link
would result in lasting harm to the special
qualities of the AONB.
A new mini-roundabout in Monks
Risborough at the junction with Mill Lane
would be partly within the Chilterns AONB.
This would harm the rural, historic character
which is still present here with the mature
trees. Removal of trees which currently
provide screening would compound this
harm.
The proposed new junction in Little Kimble
is partly in the Chilterns AONB and requires
regard to conserving and enhancing natural
beauty of the AONB. It involves felling of
mature trees important for screening views
from elevated land in the AONB.
The scale of development is likely to add to
the volumes of traffic passing through the
AONB which will erode its tranquillity, lead
to noise and vibration and a reduction in air
quality.
Para 2.1.4 The approach taken to landscape

Council response

Amendments to SPD

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments will
be required to support any proposal. Detailed
design choices will be made at that stage, with
the continued requirement to avoid or
appropriately mitigate any identified impacts on
the AONB.
A guideline to carefully control flood lighting to
mitigate impact on views from the AONB' has
been included in the design guidelines for SOS2
(Sports Hub), as it has been in SOS1.

Wording added to section 3.6.1, 3.62 for
character areas, regarding the need to
ensure careful control of lighting to
mitigate light pollution, and wording
added at 3.7.5 for SOS1 and SOS2,
regarding the need to ensure careful
control of floodlighting to mitigate
impact of views from the AONB and
minimise light pollution.

Page 65 of 141

Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document –- Statement of Consultation - March 2021
Main issue raised
character and sensitivity analysis is
simplistic. Identifying 4 areas based on
sensitivity is very broad brush. The key
responses to those 4 areas is not adequate
and needs a deeper understanding of AONB
setting. (Chilterns Conservation Board)
Concerns were raised over the expansion’s
negative impacts on the AONB in terms of
views and light, local amenity, intrinsically
dark skies and nature conservation
(especially bats and invertebrates). (Natural
England, Chiltern Conservation Board )

Council response

Amendments to SPD

The SPD follows the design principles of the
NPPF and development plan. It sets out
guidelines for mitigating impacts on views from
the AONB.

Reference to the AONB has been
included as part of Design Theme 1.

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments and
transport impact assessments will be required
to support any proposal. Detailed design
choices will be made at that stage, with the
continued requirement to avoid or
appropriately mitigate any identified impacts on
the AONB.
Natural England is worried about the loss of Agricultural land value was one of the factors
good quality agricultural land. The
taken into consideration when assessing
expansion plan should safeguard the long
strategic growth options for the local plan and
term capability of best and most versatile
this has been, along with other criteria, subject
land and use areas of lower quality
to a thorough assessment as part of the
agricultural land for development in
Sustainability Appraisal and other local plan
preference to the better land. Retaining best related evidence base studies.
and most versatile land enhances future
options for sustainable food production and
helps secure other important ecosystem
services. (Natural England)

Guidelines throughout section 3 indicate
how impacts of views from the AONB
could be mitigated.

Wording to ensure careful control of
lighting and reference to 2020 Guidance
has been added to section 3.
Agricultural grades are shown on figure
11.
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Landscape principles in 4.2.9 too
prescriptive and lack justification (Halsbury
Homes )
Amend the wording in the ‘landscape
principles’ to allow for flexibility in the
provision of landscaping schemes and tree
planting, using words such as ‘developers
should strive to include tree planting in their
landscaping proposals wherever possible’…
(developers)
There is also reference in Section 3.6.7
Woodland, Hedgerows and Grassland (in
Chapter 3 Development Requirements) to
achieving a future canopy cover of 25%
which is unrealistic expectation.
Wycombe district is heavily constrained by
both the AONB and the Green Belt and
consequently it seems highly illogical to
restrict development in this location when
further sustainable growth opportunities
exist. (Gladman)
Many residents raised concerns in relation
to the impacts of the Relief Road on the
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, stating
that
 The AONB should be safeguarded

Council response
The guidelines in section 3 develop the
principles set in the Local Plan/ concept plan
and are a response to the issues identified in
section 2.
Don’t agree. Developers will be expected to
include tree planting and landscaping as part of
their schemes.

Amendments to SPD
References in section 3.2 Design Themes
provide links to section 2 issues and
responses, and to Local Plan policies.

Policy DM34 is now adopted as part of the
Wycombe local plan and does require 25%
canopy cover on sites.

No change.

Issues of principle are outside the scope of the
SPD. The expansion area must be developed in a
sensitive way. The site sits within the foothills
of the Chilterns AONB and certain parts of the
site are visible from key viewpoints. It is
therefore important that the landscape is at the
forefront of the development of the site.
This objection in principle has already been
addressed through the local plan process when
the Council struck a balance between the need
to protect the AONB and Green Belt and the
need for housing. Issues of principle are outside
the scope of the SPD.

No change.

No change.

Wording at section 3.9.4 now reflects the
need to take account of the AONB and
views from the AONB.
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 The NPPF tests of exceptional
circumstances have not been
provided for this major
development in both AONB and
Green Belt
 The tranquil rural character of
Shootacre lane and Picts Lane
should be protected from traffic
increase. The lanes have
protected trees, other important
flora and fauna, and are key part
of the green space around
Princes Risborough.
 This would set a precedent for
future harm to the AONB
 There would be increased noise
and pollution
 It would have detrimental effects
on tourism
The new development joins up with
Longwick, ruining the rural nature of the
whole area, there should be a clear green
field barrier

There is need for a corridor not just a buffer
to the Alscot conservation area.

Council response

Amendments to SPD

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments and
transport impact assessments will be required
to support any proposal. Detailed design
choices will be made at that stage, with the
continued requirement to avoid or
appropriately mitigate any identified impacts on
the AONB.

The SPD reflects policy PR5 of the local plan and Risborough village character area (3.5.2)
sets out guidelines for the Longwick Gap and the sets out density guidelines for the
edge of the expansion.
northern edge of the expansion

The Alscot Conservation Area is protected by
the Crowbrook corridor.

Section 3.7.2 defines Longwick gap and
the intended uses within it.
Section 3.7.1 defines the Crowbrook
corridor and its intended functions,
which includes preserving the green
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Council response

Amendments to SPD
setting for Alscot Conservation Area and
its listed buildings.

Current areas which are partially screened
by the landscape must be protected to
ensure that changes to that landscape do
not expose the sites in the future.

The SPD considers impacts on key views, both
short and long range. This has influenced the
guidelines in section 3.

Wording added at section 3.2 in relation
to themes including Design Theme 1 “A
landscape-led layout”.

Design Theme 1 a landscape-led layout reflects
on the need to ensure that the expansion fits
within its wider landscape.

The importance of views is then
reflected in the section on building
heights (3.4), character areas (3.6.),
green lanes (3.7.3), Railway Park (3.7.4),
Strategic Open Space (3.7.5), Trees,
Woodland, Hedgerows and Grassland
(3.7.7), and Vehicular Access (3.9.4)

Impacts on views mean parked cars and
building areas must be minimised e.g.
underground garages and parking.

A13. Conservation and Heritage
Main issue raised
Major concerns were raised in relation to
the setting of Alscot Conservation Area.
It was felt that the proposed town
character area did not respect the
Conservation Area setting.
The properties in Alscot Conservation Area
are mainly Grade 2 listed and made up of
houses and barns in large plots with Alscot
Lodge set in woodland. It would be far
more appropriate to put ‘Risborough Rural

Council response
More detail has been added to the SPD on the
interface between the Conservation Area and the
new development. It is acknowledged that building
heights and densities abutting the Conservation Area
needed to be amended to better reflect the setting
of the Conservation Area.
The Conservation Area is enclosed by mature trees
and shrubs and is inward focused with few views
out. The Pightle is the only dwelling on the south
side of Alscot Lane. The field, trees and vegetation
provide a buffer between the dwelling and the new

Amendments to SPD
Risborough Town and Risborough
Village character area boundaries
have been amended, so that
Risborough Village bounds the
southern boundary of the
conservation area.
Risborough Village character area
guidelines now include specific
additional guidelines in relation the
land south of the conservation area.
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Character’ - larger houses in large plots in a
woodland setting - to the south of the
Conservation Area, or Risborough Village
whilst still retaining a protection buffer
around Alscot, which will be more in
keeping with this protected area.
There were concerns that while the local
plan concept plan showed lower density
housing on this southern edge. The UDF
shows higher density housing. It would be
more appropriate to put the lower density
housing against the Conservation Area and
Green Corridor and move the higher
density housing towards the railway line
and town as shown in the original concept.
There was opposition to the house type
being built at Ashill on the southern edge
of the Conservation Area. Respondents
would rather see the types being built at
Saunderton which respect the character of
the Chilterns AONB being built.

Council response
development. The Crowbrook Corridor will provide
a green setting to Alscot Conservation Area.

The land parcels on the southern boundary of the
Conservation Area are now within the Risborough
Village character area.

Amendments to SPD
Risborough Town and Risborough
Village character area boundaries
have been amended so that
Risborough Village bounds the
southern boundary of the
conservation area.
Section 3.4 on indicative building
heights refer to up to 2 storeys along
the southern edge of Alscot
Conservation Area to respect the
setting and protect key views to the
escarpment.
The Risborough Town character area
guidelines at section 3.6.1 (which
apply to the parcels beyond those
abutting the southern boundary) also
refer to indicative heights of 2 and 2.5
storeys to provide a gentle height
transition from land parcels south of
Alscot Conservation Area, and where
land parcels are prominent in views
approaching the ridge top.
In terms of density the guidelines at
section 3.6.2 refer to the need to use
lower densities on the southern
boundary of Alscot to allow room for
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Council response

Amendments to SPD
landscaping to protect the setting of
the listed buildings and Conservation
Area.
Specific additional guidelines in
relation the land south of the
conservation area have also been
added to provide further details.

The Black Hedge exact alignment was
challenged.

The Council has reviewed and reconsidered this
issue.

The street plan near the southern
boundary has changed to be more
organic and village like.
The line of the Black Hedge has been
amended on plans to reflect these
findings.

The Black Hedge is a Saxon Estate boundary which in
the most part was later adopted as the ecclesiastic
and then civil boundary of Monks Risborough. The
section of this boundary between the Risborough to
Aylesbury railway line and Alscot is undisputed, but
the section from Alscot to the Lower Icknield Way
has been assumed (in an article named ‘The
Boundaries of Monks Risborough’ written by Arnold
Baines in the ‘Records of Buckinghamshire’) to
follow a route away from the parish boundary and
remaining medieval hedge. Arnold Baines’s route
appears to be based upon his own assumptions
along this stretch and there is little documentary or
physical evidence to support it.
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Requiring archaeological work to be
undertaken prior to submission of a
planning application places unnecessary
burden on development at an early stage
in the application process. The key
response should be removed or re-worded
(Taylor Wimpey)
We would have liked to have seen a
Heritage and/or Archaeology paragraph
that acknowledges the requirement for
archaeological assessment and
evaluation/mitigation as set out in the
NPPF Section 16 Conserving and Enhancing
the Historic Environment and through the

Council response
Amendments to SPD
Surveys by the Risborough Countryside Group of the
Black Hedge in the 1990’s, showed how the hedge
usually aligns with the parish boundary, and their
1997 survey of the hedges around Alscot showed
that the species count of the hedgerow along the
parish boundary is indicative of medieval age. They
came to the conclusion that the hedgerow along the
parish boundary should be considered to be the
Black Hedge in this location. This view is also
supported by modern LIDAR evidence.
Whilst we can never be completely certain about the
location of the Black Hedge, hedgerow surveys, the
charter and the parish boundary can all point to the
hedgerows on the parish boundary being those
which are most appropriate to protect and retain.
After reconsideration, this is agreed.
This requirement has been removed.

Links to relevant policies have been reviewed.

Reference to DM31 added to section
1.
New design theme DT7 around the
protection and enhancement of
heritage assets.
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Wycombe Local Plan Policies CP11 and
DM31.
Alscot Conservation Area had been
expanded in recent years to take into
account one of the fields but I can’t see
this on the plan so I would like to know if
this has changed again as the Conservation
Area is shown as it used to be.
Any development must preserve or
enhance the special architectural or
historic character of the Conservation
Area.

Council response

Amendments to SPD

The figures have been replaced and the new
plans show the current Alscot Conservation Area
boundary which includes the southern field. The
others plans show the built up area of Alscot and the
green spaces and are not intended to indicate the
Conservation Area boundary.
The character area abutting the southern edge of
the Conservation Area boundary has been changed
to Risborough Village to better respect the setting.

Figures amended within the
document.

Risborough Town and Risborough
Village character area boundaries
have been amended so that
Risborough Village bounds the
southern boundary of the
conservation area.
Additional guidelines have been
added at 3.6.2 specifically to address
the land south of Alscot CA.
New design theme (DT7) refers to the
need to preserve and enhance the
character and appearance of Alscot
Conservation Area, and its setting.
Reference included to the
conservation area in the Design
Guidelines for Risborough Village. The
street plan has also been changed so
as to be more organic and village like.
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Concerns were raised regarding the
proposed primary school and local centre
to the north of Alscot. Given that the
ground rises away from the Crowbrook
stream, reassurance was sought that the
buildings will not dominate the view from
the Conservation Area.

Council response
The exact siting of the local centre and primary
school will be for the planning application stage.
The SPD highlights the need to preserve and
enhance the character and appearance of Alscot
Conservation Area, and its setting.
One of the Crowbrook corridor primary uses is to
provide a green setting to the CA.

Amendments to SPD
New design theme DT7 refers to the
need to conserve and enhance the
character and appearance of Alscot
Conservation Area, and its setting.

Alscot hamlet, an historical setting and a
designated conservation area, will be
totally isolated by development and
worryingly the choice of high density
homes close to its boundary. (RARA and
residents )
We would also suggest that the specific
Design Principles for the individual
character areas within the overall
development in section 4 should make
reference to the need for proposals
adjacent or nearest to the conservation
area to respond sympathetically to its
character and respect its significance.
(Historic England)

It is acknowledged that building heights and
densities abutting the Conservation Area need to be
amended to better reflect the setting of the CA.

See above.

The council recognises this. We have amended the
character areas so that Risborough Village bounds
Alscot to the south and limit heights and intensity of
development adjacent to the Conservation area.

Wording has been added at section
3.6.2 to reflect this. The Risborough
village character area has been
amended so that it bounds Alscot CA
from the south. Indicative height of
development has been limited to two
storeys adjacent to the CA boundary.
The related figures in section 3 reflect
this change.

Historic England notes the identification of
a number of relevant issues e.g. the
relationship between the new
development and the Alscot Conservation
Area and the other designated heritage

Conservation area designation provides a basis for
planning policies whose objective is to conserve all
aspects of character or appearance, including
landscape and public spaces, that define an area’s
special interest.

Design Theme 7 refers to the need to
conserve and enhance the character
and appearance of Alscot
Conservation Area, and its setting.
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assets to be found there and the need for
archaeological survey work in the area
prior to any planning applications.
We don't consider that the likely impacts
are properly reflected and addressed
across section 3. We believe amendments
need to be made to the Development
Objectives set out at 3.2 to better reflect
planning policy as it relates to the historic
environment. It’s not clear that principle 5
is intended to protect the heritage
significance of the designated heritage
assets at Alscot and their settings, as
required by the NPPF. We agree that a
green corridor/buffer zone would be a
suitable way to conserve the significance
of these assets, and to this end, we
recommend that principle 5 should be
amended to: Establish a green corridor
centred on the Crowbrook that conserves
and where appropriate enhances the
Alscot Conservation Area, its listed
buildings and their settings. This would
better reflect policies CP11 and PR6 in the
draft Local Plan. (Historic England)

Council response

The SPD has been amended to ensure that
development proposals do not lead to adverse
impact on the historic environment.

We agree that one of the functions of the
Crowbrook corridor is to protect Alscot CA, but it
also has other functions (nature conservation,
structure and informal recreation). This is already
reflected in the guidelines at 3.7.1.

Amendments to SPD
Cross references added to CP11 and
PR6 at section 3.2.
Specific additional guidelines have
been added for the area south of the
Alscot Conservation Area at section
3.6.3
No change.
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A14. Town Centre
Main issue raised
Concerns were raised over the retail
provision proposed: some respondents
were concerned it would have detrimental
effects on the town centre, while others
sought a greater amount of retail
provision.
Most of the proposed housing
development and leisure facilities are
more than 1km from the town centre.
There should be more town centre
residential development.

Princes Risborough town centre doesn't
seem to have much of an increased or
interesting choice of shops/facilities to
meet the increased numbers of people
living in the area.

Council response
The Council is keen to see some local offer
provided for new residents while not
undermining the vitality and vibrancy of the town
centre offer. The retail study identified a need
for a limited amount of additional retail. This is
set out in the Local plan.
Walking and cycling links as well as provision of a
new bus service, alongside improvements
regarding crossing the railway line will contribute
to join the new development with the town
centre. Small retail facilities will also be available
at the local centre to meet day to day needs.
Allocations within the town centre allow for
mixed uses including some residential
development
The increased population in the expansion will
support and increase the demand for retail and
new business opportunities for retailers and
others. The Local Plan sets out road
improvements, public realm improvements and
town centre allocations which may enable this to
come forward.

Amendments to SPD
No change.

No change.

No change.

As part of the SPD, the viability takes into account
the s106 contributions towards changes to the
A4010 in the town centre. This is reflected in the
delivery plan, which also sets out that this would
happen in phase 3.
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The town hasn't got the facilities to cope
with the numbers planned meaning that
people will have to drive to Wycombe or
Aylesbury thus increasing congestion on
overused roads.

Council response
The plan makes provision for additional retail and
for community facilities within the town and
expansion. It also caters for increased sustainable
travel modes through improving walking and
cycling links as well as provision of a new bus
service.

Amendments to SPD
The SPD makes clearer references to
walking and cycling connections between
the expansion and the town.

A15. Transport
A15.1 Relief Road
Main issue raised
The highways authority is supportive
of the need to provide a new Relief
Road. Detailed design will need to
include pedestrian crossings and
junction designs.
Some respondents felt that the Relief
Road should be put in in full before
any houses are built.

Relief Road alignment and cross
sections shown should allow for:
flexibility for the routing and design of
the Relief Road (Taylor Wimpey and
Halsbury Homes); better use of the
PMF site near the sewage works
(Halsbury Homes); retention of mature

Council response
Agree. This will be subject to more detailed technical work,
which will follow the SPD document, through planning
applications.

Amendments to SPD
Section 3.9.1.1 of the SPD clarifies
that the design is subject to more
detailed design work.

This would not be reasonable, necessary or practicable. It
would also delay housing delivery. A balance must be
struck between the need to avoid severe detriment to the
highway network and the ability of the development to
fund infrastructure.
The routing and cross sections are indicative and show the
Council’s preferred approach within policy; there is some
flexibility on routing reflecting technical work still to be
done. Details are to be worked out through the planning
application process.

No change, although further
consideration has been given to the
timing and assurance about delivery
of the Culverton link.
Figures 48 and 50 have been added
at section 3.9.1.1. The wording
makes clear that the alignment and
cross sections – including widths –
are indicative.
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trees northeast of Longwick Road
(Eyre).
The width of the corridor should be
reduced as 30m is too wide and not
supported in past appeal
decision.(Halsbury Homes)
Relief Road Cross sections inconsistent
(PRTC)

Concerns were raised in relation to the
design of the relief road:
 More detail is needed of the
design and the design
philosophy of the Relief Road
(to include the widths and
design features and approach
to parking, frontage access
etc.).
 Confirmation needed that
running lane widths are
suitable to cater for predicted
traffic levels
(PRTC and RARA)
There is a need to facilitate through
flow of traffic that is related to the
foreseeable increase in cars and other

Council response
The road alignment by the sewerage works reflects the
odour buffer. Updated technical evidence can be
considered if made available.
The alignment has been redrawn to allow for retention of
the trees by Longwick Road and development capacity
parcels adjusted accordingly.
Variation along the relief road is important to reflect
character.

The requirements for the relief road are set out in the local
plan policy PR8 and supporting text, including paragraph
5.3.129.
The SPD sets out design guidelines for the Relief Road at
3.9.1.1. and 3.9.4.
It is anticipated that dwellings fronting the Relief Road will
be served by parallel service roads, with some
intermittently serviced directly.

Amendments to SPD

The SPD now includes 3 sections of
the New Route with varying widths
to reflect surrounding character.
The guidelines for the relief road
are set out at 3.9.1.1 and 3.9.4
Wording has been added to reflect
the fact that the sections are
illustrative and will be developed in
detail through design work and
planning applications.

More technical, design and narrative work to be done to
support a planning application.
Agree

No change.
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vehicles in relation to the expansion of
the town. (resident)
There was concern that the expansion
would result in difficulties driving
through the town at peak times (5:306:00). 2500 new homes mean 5000
cars.
(Hypnos)
Traffic – impacts on noise levels.
There is no assessment of the impact
of increased traffic on the air quality
and noise levels for residents although
this is potentially severe around
critical sections of A4010. This has a
consequence to health of the residents
including potential impacts on
cognitive development of young
children and increased chances of
early-onset dementia. Further detailed
air-quality assessment and a
subsequent air-quality modelling is
necessary. (resident)
The new route goes through housing
areas and may not be attractive to
users (resident)

Council response

Amendments to SPD

The Local Plan requires delivery of a complete alternative
to the A4010 in the form of a Relief Road, which will
alleviate town centre traffic pressures. (NB: the level of
traffic suggested by the respondent is a substantial overestimate)

No change.

All options may have some negative effect on air quality
and noise, particularly during construction, and this will
need further assessment and mitigation as part of the
environmental impact assessment of the preferred option
during the planning process. This includes applications for
construction of sections of the new Relief Road. Modelling
indicates that as a result of the Relief Road traffic levels on
the A4010 through town will reduce, resulting in reduced
air quality and noise impacts. These are additional to air
quality benefits that will arise from increasing update of
electric vehicles.

No change.

The Relief Road is similar in length end to end to the
existing A4010 which also goes through housing areas in
the town. Through traffic tends to make route choices
based on expected journey time and route
designation/status. This will be affected by junction design
(giving priority to the new route), traffic calming of the
existing A4010 through town, and signage.

No change.
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More details are needed about the
Relief Road and whether it will be
single or dual carriageway
When will the sign to Aylesbury
change on the A4010 – before or after
the Culverton link?

Council response
The relief road will be single carriageway with a central
median of varying widths (0 to 3m). This is made explicit in
the text.
After the Culverton Link Road. Only once the full Relief
Road is in place would a switch be made. This is anticipated
to be around delivery of 2140 homes, indicatively 2031/21
(this will be subject to a separate formal decision by the
Council ).
Once all highway elements are in place the intention is to
make the road the new A4010, as mentioned in policy PR8
(2).

Amendments to SPD
See text at 3.9.1.1 and in Figure 50.
‘Indicative cross sections of the
Relief Road’.
Footnote added at 4.2.2.1

Wording of SPD should reuse policy
wording more fully at para 3.8.2
Vehicular Access, Page 89: New Relief
Road "Provide a new Relief Road as a
complete alternative route to the
A4010 as part of the development
(PR8)."

This section summarises the Local Plan and does not
elaborate on these issues. The relief road is also dealt with
elsewhere and this point is mentioned explicitly including
at Design Theme 6 and 3.9.4.

No change.

Section 3 should also recognise PR12,
para 5.3.180 and in particular Figure
32 which shows an imposed 3.5t
weight limit on the existing A4010. So
the Relief Road through PREA
(reclassified as the A4010) should be
the only available route for vehicles
weighing in excess of 3.5t. I suggest

At the present time additional work on the package of
‘Indicative town wide measures’ shown in Local Plan
figure 32 has not been completed so the SPD cannot
elaborate on this.

No change.

Will the ‘Relief Road’ just take the
overspill from the A4010 or will it
actually become the new A4010?

Footnote added at 4.2.2.1
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the SPD is amended to reflect this
requirement/stipulation?
Concern over the Risborough Relief
Road B4009. There are no pavements,
and the road is very narrow. At the
narrowest part of Church Lane is Great
Kimble C of E Primary School. School
age children walk along it to the bus
stops. This Relief Road has the
potential to cut the village in two and
there must be sufficient safe crossings
to ensure access to schools, buses,
playground, churches and public
house. (residents)

Council response

Amendments to SPD

The principle of the Relief Road and use of the B4009 is set
by Local Plan policy.

No change.

Will my house be affected by the
widening and bought by the Council?

The concept design for the B4009 widening (apart from the
Grove Lane junction) indicates that this can be delivered
within highway limits so acquisition of buildings is not
anticipated.
This broadly characterises the Council’s preferred
approach once the first phase of the Relief Road has been
put in place. There are sections of Relief Road that are
away from areas of development (the first phase and
sections in phase three) where it is necessary to consider
the timing of delivery more closely.

The expansion should be phased in a
way that any development follows the
route of the Relief Road and they are
built at the same time. This would
ensure that the Relief Road would be
completed. (residents)
Put in the Relief Road first so it can
take all the construction traffic
including HS2. (residents)

The detailed design of Relief Road sections including
footways, crossings and impacts will be considered as part
of detailed design, and where appropriate, through the
planning process.

No change, although further
consideration has been given to the
timing and assurance about delivery
of the Culverton link.

The time taken to deliver the Relief Road means that it will
not be able to be in place to serve HS2 construction traffic.
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Council response

Amendments to SPD

Build the Relief Road, plus cycle and
footpath to the station in phase 1.
Build the underpass through to Wades
field in phase 1. 553 homes will be
completed in phase 1, with potentially
2000 extra cars in the system since
most Risborough dwellers will have to
commute and most home owners will
have 2 working adults. If the cycle
ways and footpaths are provided, then
existing carparks will be able to cope
and the residents will be able to use
the high street sustainably. (residents)
It’s not necessary for the whole
southern section of the Relief Road to
be constructed prior to starting
housing on the site. (Woolf Bond
Planning on behalf of several
developers)

The links to the station are anticipated to be completed at
an early stage. The underpass is anticipated to be
completed by 150 homes on the adjoining area.
Agree the importance of putting in place infrastructure to
support sustainable travel choices early on, although it is
possible to overestimate the amount of traffic generated
by new dwellings as many households will not have two
working adults that commute by car.

The first phase of the Relief Road (the Southern Rd Links) is
required to gain access to the southern part of the site and
allow the main build out of the site to get under way. It is
recognised that phase 1 and potentially phase 1A could get
under way ahead of the SRL being completed.

Text added at 4.5.1 to reflect
potential for phase 1A.

A15.2 Culverton link delivery / Shootacre Lane /Picts Lane
Main issue raised
The Culverton Link Road should be
delivered earlier in the build-out so as to
avoid:
 the costs of interim improvements

Council response
The Council would welcome earlier delivery –
although this would add to the delivery challenge
faced by developers. While recognising the
comments received, there is not considered to be

Amendments to SPD
The SPD has been amended to reflect
the aim of securing contributions to
enable early design and secure land so as
to assure delivery of the Culverton Link
Road. See sections 4.5 and 4.5.1
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 impacts on residents, including
noise vibration and air pollution
 the risk of non-delivery
 pressure for infill development
between Shootacre lane and the
Culverton Link Road
 safety issues, especially those
associated with HGV’s and fast
traffic – see below for more detail.
Users will be at increased risk with
additional traffic given safety concerns
that apply to Shootacre Lane and Picts
Lane:
 The roads are narrow;
 The footway is narrow or missing
entirely along sections;
 There is a lack of street lighting.
 Not all frontagers have good
visibility or space for turning
vehicles on their plot so may
reverse out;
 These roads are lightly trafficked
and well used by families on bikes,
horse riders, hikers, and children
including those connecting to the
Phoenix trail and the Ridgeway.
Picts Lane is part of a national cycle
route (NCR 57).

Council response
a sufficient case based on technical evidence to
insist upon this being put into place earlier.

Amendments to SPD

It is agreed that Shootacre Lane is not suitable for
use as a Relief Road, and Culverton Link Road
should be brought into use by the time the Grove
Lane junction is complete, if not before. The
Highways assessment is that existing traffic levels
on this road are low and additional traffic from
partial build out of the expansion will not present
an increase in the risk to the safety of highway
users such as would justify a refusal of planning
permission for up to 1400 homes.
Residents have shared a highways issues report
and that this has been shared with the SRL
project team and highways/
There are interim improvements proposed that
provide for a new junction and new shared
footway /cycleway along the west side of Picts
Lane and limited carriageway widening. The
existing speed limit is 40mph for most of Picts
Lane and Shootacre Lane. This could be reviewed
as part of the proposals for interim works.
With the interim improvements proposed, it is
considered that the anticipated level of traffic
along these roads will not pose unacceptable
safety issues for an interim period until the relief
road is fully in place. Further assessments of
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 Traffic speeds are high. Speed
monitoring/management/ traffic
calming should be introduced.
(around 200 comments from residents,
Chilterns Conservation Board and David
Liddington MP, Cllrs Bendyshe Brown and
Etholen, and RARA)

Council response
highways safety will be made as part of the
planning application process for both the SRL and
the expansion.

Amendments to SPD

Note that when using a driveway without space
to turn, it is good practice for drivers to reverse in
and drive out where possible.
Improvements to the Grove Lane junction are
prioritised over the Culverton Link Road, as that
junction is near to capacity and has the potential
for more immediate risks to road users if for
example increased levels of traffic were to result
in delays that led to drivers accepting smaller
gaps in traffic and hence greater risks, or traffic
blocking the carriageway and increasing the risk
of collisions with stationary vehicles.
There is a willingness to bring the Culverton Link
Road forward if the need changes and if it is
deliverable.
Given the Council’s potential role in land
assembly it is possible to seek developer
contributions towards the cost of initial design
and land acquisition that would enable these to
proceed.
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Given concerns that the Culverton Link
Road won’t go ahead due to a lack of
funding for infrastructure and lack of
Framework Agreement with developers –
leaving an interim solution as permanent funds to bring forward delivery of the
Culverton Link could be found by rephasing requirement for contributions to
primary education combined with a review
of some of the other phase 1 infrastructure
items, including funds for temporary works
to Shootacre Lane.
The new Link and junctions in the AONB
should be designed taking account of the
need to minimise noise, vibration and air
quality impacts, on residents and the
AONB and to minimise changes to the rural
character, e.g. avoid narrowing of verges,

Council response
Viability work has been carried out to assure that
the development is viable and able to fund all the
infrastructure required by Local Plan policy. The
Council’s preferred approach is for delivery of the
Culverton Link Road by 1400 homes at the latest
and sooner if possible so the use of Shootacre
Lane would be for a limited time.
The Council has and will continue to explore
external funding opportunities to assist with early
delivery of the Culverton Link Road.
The development is required to provide
contributions to education in a timely way to
avoid a shortfall in school places.
The cost saving from avoiding interim works is a
small part of the cost of fully implementing the
Culverton Link Road. The interim works include
measures that will bring lasting benefits,
including a cycle/footway scheme that links Picts
Lane and the station with the railway crossing
that leads to Horsenden Lane and the Phoenix
trail.
Agree that the road design should be sensitive
and text added accordingly. This is a matter that
will be considered further as part of the detailed
design work and through the planning application
process.

Amendments to SPD

No change.

Wording at section 3.9.4 now reflects the
need to take account of the AONB and
views from the AONB.
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Council response
installation of kerbs, road drains, fencing,
erection of street lights, signage, and road
markings.
(Chilterns Conservation Board, and
residents)
Interim “improvements” to Shootacre Lane Agree that the road design should be sensitive
should avoid harm to the AONB.
and text added accordingly. The design of interim
improvements is taking account of the AONB and
will be subject to public consultation.

Amendments to SPD

As far as possible construction traffic
should not be permitted along Shootacre
Lane. (Chiltern Society, Bledlow cum
Saunderton Parish Council and others)

Text added at 4.5.2 regarding
construction traffic

The partial closure of Upper Icknield Way
at the Woodway junction appears to have
very little purpose, and may be counterproductive to close off Upper Icknield Way
as it has better visibility onto the A4010
than Shootacre Lane (Bledlow cum
Saunderton Parish Council and comments
from 10 residents )

It is recognised that until the Culverton Link Road
is in place and given the limitations of Shootacre
Lane, the routing of construction traffic
associated with construction of the main
expansion will need to be carefully considered.
Especially outside of peak hours the existing main
road network may be more suited for much of
this traffic. This will be considered further at the
planning application stage when a Construction
Traffic Management Plan(s) shall identify and
agree the most appropriate routes and
management of all construction traffic.

Wording at section 3.9.4 now reflects the
need to take account of the AONB and
views from the AONB.

No change.

This is not dealt with in the SPD. This is being
considered as part of the detailed design of any
interim improvements. This may not be
necessary.
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(Bledlow cum Saunderton Parish Council
and others)

Council response

Amendments to SPD

No change.
Diverting volumes of through-traffic down
Shootacre Lane could also lead to rat
running through other rural villages such
as Saunderton and Bledlow. (Chilterns
Conservation Board)

A robust delivery mechanism will be
needed to ensure that third party land is
made available if required. The cost of this
must be recognised.

Concern over the junction redesign
between Picts lane and Shootacre lane.
Interim junction improvements will be less
safe and counterproductive for nonmotorised users and the grassland area on
the corner of Shootacre Lane and Picts
Lane, which is used as a community open
space, will be significantly reduced in size
by interim ‘improvements’ and affected by

Traffic would not be ‘diverted’ Shootacre lane.
Use of Shootacre Lane would be for an interim
period to serve part of the expansion area and
not for through-traffic. The Culverton Link Road is
required before delays at the junction with the
A4010 would have the potential to increase
displaced traffic through other areas.
Third party land is included separately from
No change.
construction costs. This cost is allowed for as a
cost to the development. As part of the section
on delivery mechanisms the council has set out
how it would deal with blockages to delivery if
land cannot be secured by agreement. Appendix
4 sets out some details of what would be involved
with a Framework Agreement.
This is not dealt with in the SPD. This is being
No change.
considered as part of the detailed design of any
interim junction improvements and subject to
planning approval. These will be designed to
increase safety of users while being sympathetic
to the AONB and will be subject to independent
safety audit.

Page 87 of 141

Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document –- Statement of Consultation - March 2021
Main issue raised
increased traffic, making it less pleasant
and attractive for users.

Not clear whether the Culverton link
would be required after 1100 homes or
1396 homes (WURG and RARA)

Council response
Subject to a formal decision on an application for
town and village green status, the land has the
status of highway verge. Nonetheless the design
work for the SRL has taken account of the desire
to minimise land take.
The 1100 figure is the figure taken directly from
modelling. The higher 1396 figure takes account
of the fact that the link road is expected to be
completed in full before 2033 (the year that has
been modelled) so less background traffic growth
is expected than is allowed for in the modelling.
This is set out at 4.2.2.1.

Amendments to SPD

Text clarified at 4.2.2.1 and 4.5.2

A15.3 Future A4010 Traffic Calming
Main issue raised
Future A4010 traffic calming should be
introduced earlier alongside other traffic
calming for HS2 traffic
(residents and RARA)
There should also be traffic calming on the
roads off the A4010 leading to the
Chilterns to reduce the use of these roads
as 'rat runs' and therefore protect the
Chilterns AONB - which was one of the
aims of the development plan.

Council response
It would be premature to introduce traffic
calming on the A4010 ahead of the Relief Road
being available, and it would be an
unreasonable requirement on developers.
S106 contributions for traffic calming must
comply with the requirements set out in
regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure
Levy Regulations 2010, i.e. they must be:
(a)necessary to make the development
acceptable in planning terms;
(b)directly related to the development; and

Amendments to SPD
No change.

No change.
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Council response
(c)fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind
to the development.
The need for more extensive traffic calming has
not been demonstrated. Also it is not straight
forward to introduce traffic calming on unlit
rural roads without adding signage and clutter
that is often unwelcome.

Amendments to SPD

A15.4 Traffic Issues including ‘rat running’ and Mill Lane Area / Askett Area
Main issue raised
Halsbury Homes contested the use of Mill Lane for
through traffic, stating it is contrary to the local plan.

Insufficient detail has been provided about traffic/rat
running solutions for Mill Lane, Crowbrook Road and
Askett Village Lane and Shootacre. (Princes Risborough
Town Council)

Council response
Development traffic is local traffic
not through traffic. Through
traffic in relation to Mill Lane is
defined in the local plan as
longer-distance traffic travelling
east-west using
unsuitable roads.
Following local community
engagement facilitated by PRTC,
the Council together with the
Highway Authority has looked at
the scope for traffic calming in
the Mill Lane and Askett area and
produced a position statement in
March 2020 providing further
detail. This considers the options
and aims to guide development
proposals, and to inform

Amendments to SPD
SPD amended to refer to Position
Statement in section 3.9.4, 4.5.1 and
4.5.2.

SPD amended to refer to Position
Statement in section 3.9.4, 4.5.1 and
4.5.2.
Changes made to show the need for
the first tranche of measures to be
brought forward around 2022/23 - see
Table 21 and Appendix 3.
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General concern about impact of extra traffic on the
roads, including rat running through residential roads
from Mill lane to the town centre to avoid the Mill
La/A4010 junction

Sportsman roundabout is already difficult to get out
onto from Longwick Road adding more houses will
make it near impossible. (residents
Far too many houses are proposed without more
employment which means road congestion on A4010
will be huge. Conservatively 4000 more cars travelling
to work out of town in the rush hour.
The proposals to ‘upgrade Mill Lane ... to enable
walking and cycling’ and to expand the junction with
the A4010, will ‘urbanise’ this road and thereby reduce
or eclipse the ‘rural’ character which the SPD maintains
it wishes to conserve. (residents)
The current plan is for the phase 1 properties to exit the
development onto Mill Lane, which is entirely
inappropriate and potentially unsafe in light of the fact

Council response
consideration of any planning
applications in this area.
To address highway issues the
Council is requiring a new Relief
Road to serve the expansion,
alongside measures designed to
make walking and cycling more
attractive. The Position
Statement describes measures
that should be considered to
manage traffic on narrow rural
roads and allowance is made for
these in developers' costs. (See
below for more details).
The Sportsman roundabout will
reach capacity around 595 homes
and will need to be reconfigured.
Land is also allocated for
employment. The level of traffic
suggested is an over estimate.

Amendments to SPD

No change.

No change

No change.

The expansion will inevitably
bring about changes to the rural
character but the SPD indicates
how this can be mitigated.
Using Mill Lane to serve the first
phase of development is for a
limited period to avoid

No change.
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that this is a narrow lane and will not be able to handle
the growth in traffic volume.
The phasing of the plan must be adjusted so that
residents from the initial phase exit the development
onto Longwick Road rather than Mill Lane. In addition,
a speed limit restriction (20mph maximum) must be
imposed and enforced along Mill Lane for the safety of
local residents in the event of the Local Plan being
adopted. (residents)

Have HS2 Traffic Movements been taken into account
in your traffic modelling calculations? In both

Council response
Amendments to SPD
overloading the Tesco
roundabout. There are not
considered to be over-riding
safety concerns at this stage, or a
requirement to impose a 20mph
speed limit however this can be
considered in more detail as part
of the planning process. Traffic
modelling indicates that
The Mill Lane junction onto the
A4010 performs acceptably.
Contributions will be sought
towards an initial phase of works
to address highway constraints in
the Mill Lane and Askett area
including at the railway bridge (to
protect against the risk of bridge
strikes by vehicles, improve
safety and to improve conditions
for pedestrians and cyclists).
These are set out in the Mill Lane
and Askett Area Position
Statement agreed by the Head of
Planning and Sustainability in
consultation with the Cabinet
Member for Planning and
Sustainability in March 2020.
Movements in this area are
No change
expected to be completed within
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overlapping time frames as well as potential volumes?

Access to the site during build via Mill Lane would seem
illogical and unsafe. Mill Lane from Lower Icknield Way
is a narrow road, with bends, no pavement low bridge
and a 7.5-ton weight limit.
Access via Longwick Road is the more logical and safer
route for site traffic. It is a straighter, wider, with less
residential properties facing along the route

Council response
the time frame modelled up to
2033.

Amendments to SPD

While Longwick Road is a higher
No change
standard of road it is often
heavily congested on the
approach to Tesco roundabout,
hence the option to use Mill Lane
being preferred for an interim
period. The need for
improvements and traffic
management measures alongside
additional traffic is recognised as
mentioned above.
It is recognised that the routing
Wording added regarding
of construction traffic associated construction traffic at section 4.5.1
with construction of phase 1 HS2
and associated traffic of the
main expansion will need to be
carefully considered. Especially
outside of peak hours the existing
main road network may be more
suited for much of this traffic.
This will be considered further at
the planning application stage
when a Construction Traffic
Management Plan(s) shall
identify and agree the most
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Council response
appropriate routes and
management of all construction
traffic.
Measures needed to manage and reduce the speed of
Contributions will be sought
cars to Mill Lane, Crowbrook Road, Askett and Monks
towards an initial phase of works
Risborough village.
to address highway constraints in
the Mill Lane and Askett area
Consider more yellow lines along Mill Lane, to prevent
including at the railway bridge (to
cars parking there as they restrict the road and
protect against the risk of bridge
footpath.
strikes by vehicles, improve
safety and to improve conditions
Change the current double junction system at
for pedestrians and cyclists).
Crowbrook Road which leads into Mill Lane to include
These are set out in the Mill Lane
traffic lights and restrict some movements to increase
and Askett Area Position
safety and reduce through traffic movements
statement agreed by the Head of
Planning and Sustainability in
consultation with the Cabinet
Member for Planning and
Sustainability in March
2020 (this considered traffic
signals at this junction but other
measures are preferred).
All housing estate roads should have a 25mph speed
Relief Road is predominantly
limit. To reduce pollution and increase safety. (resident) 30mph. While the SPD does not
set out speeds for residential
roads the expectation is that
streets will be designed in
keeping with the guidance on
street types and character areas

Amendments to SPD

No change but reference added to
Mill Lane and Askett area position
statement in section 3.9.4, 4.5.1 and
4.5.2

Reference added to Manual for
Streets I and II in section 3.9.1
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Council response
Amendments to SPD
and following Manual for streets I
and II principles. (25 mph is not
generally recognised as a speed
limit in the UK)
The Jacobs report on traffic volume made the point that Even if impediments to traffic
No change.
traffic volumes were not the issue in the town centre;
flow were removed this would
rather it is inhibited traffic flow, thanks to the one-way not avoid the need for the Relief
system and the additional pelican crossing. If the buses Road associated with the
were re-routed from the High St to New Road that
expansion. These changes would
would enable a return to two-way traffic and a start to
also make the town centre less
the re-generation of a High St which has been
attractive to other town centre
strangled. (resident)
users contrary to the Local Plan
Principles for Princes Risborough
(7a).

A15.5 Walking and Cycling
Main issue raised
Support for good provision for active
modes of travel to the railway stations,
town centre and other services (such as
existing schools). The generally flat
topography
supports this. Consider linkages to the
town centre, rail stations, primary schools
and Longwick and to existing walking and
cycling provision and Rights of Way
including the Phoenix trail, through the

Council response
Agree. Ensuring that the development makes
good provision for walking and cycling is
central to the policy and the SPD.
Changes to relevant have been made to reflect
these comments throughout the SPD and
including figure 57 to which a footpath/ cycle
path link to Longwick has been added.

Amendments to SPD
Text reviewed throughout and changes
made including at 2.9.3, 3.9, 3.9.1, and
3.9.2 and figure 57.

The exact link to the railway station is not
shown in full - this is the subject of a separate
policy PR14 of the Local Plan and indicative
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green corridor open space along
Crowbrook stream and to Longwick.
Routes should not stop short of
destinations. Supportive of early delivery
of the pedestrian underpass to help set
active travel habits and mitigate traffic
impacts.

Council response
concept; hence the main pedestrian and cycle
route to the station from Summerleys Road is
to be confirmed.

Amendments to SPD

Note also policy requirement for 25% tree
canopy cover

Further consideration could be given to
cycle parking particularly at the local
centre and at both primary schools to
encourage cycling for short trips. Refer to
BCC’s adopted Countywide Parking
Guidance for cycle parking guidance.
Some scope for the SPD to put more
emphasis on sustainable modes of
transport to school incl. highlighting BC
Getting to School Strategy.
House/plot design should ensure that cycle
access and egress do not require motor
vehicles to be moved to allow this, hence
driveways and garages may need to be
wider than the minimum standards.
BCC supports the application of the
‘Healthy Streets Approach’ including the
provision of adequate shade and shelter
throughout the local centre and across the
whole development. This approach and
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the associated principles should be applied
more broadly throughout the whole
development to help ensure it is accessible
to all and that residents choose to walk
and cycle.

Design principles for the northern school
should make explicit reference to
sustainable transport.
(Buckinghamshire County Council,
Highways and Transport Strategy)
Consideration for cyclists needed as well as
provision of a pedestrian link through the
green corridor open space along
Crowbrook stream.

Surface materials used should be
appropriate and chosen in consultation
with users, e.g. loose gravel problematic,
wooden bridges can get slippery in wet
conditions.
We support the positioning of the schools,
maximising the use of pedestrian routes to

Council response

Amendments to SPD

The edge street typology (section 3.9.1.4)
provides a shared street which also
accommodates cyclists. These streets link
along both sides of the Crowbrook Corridor
and connect to the cycle shared footpath/cycle
paths shown on Figure 57. There is a shared
footpath/ cycle path that runs along most of
the eastern section of the Crowbrook Corridor.

The cross-section at figure 56 shows
how the shared surface will be adjacent
to open space / green lanes.
Figure 57 now shows the whole of the
northern path in the Crowbrook
Corridor as a shared green off road
footpath/ cycle way.

Asphalt/resin bonded gravel or similar is
preferred for cycle paths which we believe
No change.
provides a suitable surface material for bikes in
wet conditions. Further consultation will be
undertaken at planning application stage.
Support welcome. Agree these are important.

No change.
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school, access to open space and the local
centre, and the need to create walkable
communities around each school, with the
development’s education needs met in full
onsite (Department for Education)
Add reference to the Ridgeway National
Trail in main issues, and the opportunity to
link to it in key responses.
There's a lack of integration with the
existing town. (residents)

Council response
Amendments to SPD
The Education authority has advised on revised
place planning area geography, to comply
where possible with walking distance
requirements
Agree

Every practical opportunity is being taken to
provide good quality walk and cycling links at
existing rail crossings (albeit anticipating one
closure) with new links at Wades Park and as
part of the Southern Road Links at Summerleys
Rd. The strategic open space provided by the
new development will also serve existing
residents.
Walking and Cycling refers to wider
The need to secure s106 contributions towards
connection to key locations in the Chilterns off site walking and cycling improvements has
AONB such as Brush Hill and Whiteleaf Hill, been recognised. Any s106 contributions must
and connection to the Ridgeway National
comply with the requirements set out in
Trail. Unlike the Phoenix Trail connection,
regulation 122 of the Community
no details or suggestions are made.
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, i.e. they
Without proposals there is a danger
must be:
nothing will be delivered. (resident)
(a)necessary to make the development
acceptable in planning terms;
(b)directly related to the development; and

Added reference to the Ridgeway
National Trail at section 2.3.1
No change.

Wording has been added at sections
4.2.2. and 4.2.2.3 regarding s106
contributions to offsite walking and
cycling improvements.
An allowance of £2,040,00 for offsite
walking and cycling improvements has
been made in the viability appraisal and
this is shown in appendix 3.

(c)fairly and reasonably related in scale and
kind to the development.
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Council response
It is not within the scope of the SPD to set out
detailed proposals for all potential wider
connections.

Amendments to SPD

Safer cycling routes including off road and
alongside pedestrian routes welcomed e.g.
Park Mill Green Lane for journeys from
Longwick to town
The Phoenix Cycling Trail joins at Princes
Risborough and links to Thame.
Consideration should be given for linkages
to existing cycling provision and Rights of
Way.
Further consideration could be given to
cycle parking which is required to help
encourage cycling as a first choice for short
trips. Please see BCC’s adopted
Countywide Parking Guidance for cycle
parking guidance.
There appears to be no commitment to
upgrade the existing Longwick Road
between the Tesco's roundabout and the
railway bridge to link to the planned cycle
route from the new development. In order
to encourage cycling and properly link the
two centres, a dedicated cycle lane should
be added to the Longwick Road.

Support welcome. Agree

No change.

Reference added in text and on plan.

Phoenix Trail reference added at 3.9.
Label added on figure 57 Walking and
Cycling.

Agree.

Reference added at 3.9.6 to BCC’s
adopted Countywide Parking Guidance
for cycle parking guidance.

Within the main expansion, on carriageway
cycle routes will be provided along shared
streets/ service roads either side of Longwick
Road.

No change. This is set out in table 15.

Beyond the main expansion, there is the
potential for offsite walking and cycling
improvements. This is reflected in the SPD.

Section 3.9.2 refers to the need to
improve footways/cycleways alongside
the highway under the Longwick Road
and Mill Lane under-bridges by
reallocating carriageway space.
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Council response
The specific details of future proposals will be
determined through the planning application
process.

Amendments to SPD
Section 4.2.2, appendix 3 and the
viability appraisal have been amended
to reflect an additional allowance made
for the cost of improving off-site
walking and cycling routes to and from
the expansion area, notably to Princes
Risborough secondary school.
Section 4.5.3 indicates that offsite
footpath and cycling improvements
including to the secondary school will
also be delivered during phase 3.

Longwick Road Why are there no mini
roundabouts on Longwick Road, given that
new minis are to be put on the A4010?

These are shown indicatively in the local plan
(fig. 32) on the A4010 in view of the aim to
rebalance traffic flows when the alternative
route is in place. The same figure does not
include indicative measures for Longwick Rd
other than a 30mph speed limit, however the
form of junction designs along this road will be
considered further as part of the detailed
design and planning application process.
Park Mill green lane will provide an off road
cycle path connecting to Longwick (see Figure
57).

No change.

There was a desire to see more off
road/safe cycle routes which also connect
to Longwick

Design theme 5 refers to the need to
promote a range of sustainable travel
options within the expansion area
linking to the existing town, the
secondary school and to Longwick and
further afield.
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Council response

Amendments to SPD
Figure 57 shows off road cycle route to
Longwick.

Additional allowance made for cost of offsite
walking and cycling improvements

Section 4.2.2, appendix 3 and the
viability appraisal have been amended
to reflect an additional allowance made
for the cost of improving off-site
walking and cycling routes to and from
the expansion area

A15.6 Public Transport
Main issue raised
Development should make appropriate
provision and funding for public transport,
including to the station e.g. road widths
should allow buses to pass. Consideration
may be given to a flexible Demand
Responsive bus service. (BCC and others)

High quality public transport should be
available early on in the life of the
development to establish good travel habits
(Chiltern Society and others)

Council response
Amendments to SPD
Agree. Guidelines added regarding the bus Wording added at added at 3.9.5,4.2.2.1,
route.
4.5.1, 4.5.2, 4.6.1 and Table 21
The Council recognises there maybe
potential for more novel forms of public
transport, such as a flexible Demand
Responsive bus service (DRT) early on in
the expansion (possibly from 2024/25)
Agree. High quality public transport is vital
Initial development phases likely to be
closer to the town and or limited in size.
Financial viability is an important
consideration. There may be scope for

No change.
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Council response
DRT services earlier on and these should
be explored by developers with the
Council.
Bus lay by provision on the Relief Road should This has not been requested by BC
be considered
passenger transport. However, the need
for bus laybys on the Relief Road may be
appropriate and should be considered as
part of the detailed design and through
the pre-application and planning
application process.

Amendments to SPD

It is essential that the rail line alignment is
safe guarded to provide for potential double
tracking of the rail line and re-signalling and
line speed upgrades.
New grade separated pedestrian crossings of
the railway are essential (Chiltern Railways)

Agree.

No change.

Growth will lead to a requirement for
enhanced facilities at the stations e.g. a café,
waiting shelters, and expanded car parking –
some funding should be secured for this.
(Chiltern Railways)

Not clear that specific proposals exist or
that they meet relevant (regulation 122)
tests to justify developer contributions to
these. The emphasis is on maximising
opportunities for sustainable access
modes to the station. Additional car park
spaces would be expected to generate a
business case based on revenue income.
Opportunity to review the matter at the
planning application stage

No change.

Text added at 3.9.1.1
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A15.7 Parking
Main issue raised
Various comments were made on the
appropriateness of specific parking
arrangements

The Chiltern Society and others asked for
requirements for electric vehicle charging
points to be clarified. (Chiltern Society,
others)
Consideration should be given to provision of
safe and secure cycle parking within the local
centre and at both primary schools. BCC
Will more parking be provided at the station?
Otherwise on street displaced parking around
stations an issue and will get worse

Need to provide more parking for the town
centre. Parking in Risborough is already
scarce. Where are those living in the
expanded area going to park when coming
into the town? (residents).
Still no consideration given to underground
parking e.g. 1 storey, in the town centre.
(Wake Up Risborough Group)

Council response
The SPD provides guidance for a variety of
parking arrangements for homes including
on street, frontage, on plot. Integral
garages are considered along edge streets
to minimise the visual impact. Detailed
parking arrangements will be defined at
planning application stage.
Agree. Text reviewed and clarified

Amendments to SPD
No change.

Agree. Text reviewed and amended where
necessary.

Cycle parking and reference to BCC’s adopted
Countywide Parking Guidance for further
details on cycle parking including at section
3.9.6.
No change.

Not as part of the expansion. Emphasis is
on sustainable modes given proximity.
Chiltern Railways may in future provide
additional spaces if the business case is
sufficient
Parking needs are kept under review. The
emphasis is on sustainable modes given
proximity of the expansion to the centre.
If demand does arise then further
consideration will be given to this, subject
to suitable opportunities being identified.
CIL may be available to contribute to costs
although there will be other demands on

Text amended at 3.9.7

No change.
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Council response
this funding. Underground parking is an
option but is less common as it is
expensive.
Some will be but not all as this is a less
efficient use of scarce space. Reference is
made to adopted Countywide Parking
Guidance5 for the appropriate level of
parking.

Amendments to SPD

Within the Parking Design section, we suggest
incorporation of some cross-reference to the
requirements for vehicle charging points, to
ensure overnight charging opportunities are
available to all parked vehicles. (Chiltern
society)

The local plan policies require
developments to make at least passive
provision for electric vehicles. Text added
at section 3.9.7 and cross refers to policy
DM33

Text updated at section 3.9.7 Electric
Charging Points for Vehicles

Parking considerations should also take into
account provision for disabled parking spaces
and sustainable travel e.g. electric vehicle
charging points.

Developments to follow BCC parking
standards reflected in residential design
guidance and Local Plan including
disabled parking spaces in public parking

Text updated at section 3.9.7 Electric
Charging Points for Vehicles
Reference added at 3.6.1 to parking spaces to
Buckinghamshire Council standards including
disabled, electric vehicles and cycle parking.
Reference to blue badge parking at 3.7.5 for
Strategic Open Spaces 1 and 2

We welcome reference to the provision of
disabled parking spaces at SOS2. The

Agree

Guidelines for the Local Centre have been
amended to refer to the need to

Concern about on street parking for
residential development – should be all “on
plot”.

5

No change.

Go to the Council's Countywide Parking Guidance -September 2015
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provision of disabled parking should also be
included as a design principle at other key
sites such as the local centre and medical
centre.

Council response

Amendments to SPD
accommodate parking spaces including
disabled, electric vehicles and cycle parking
provision to Buckinghamshire Council
standards.

Council response
The in-combination impacts of the
proposals on the transport network, and
necessary mitigation, have been assessed
as part of the Local Plan, adopted August
2019. The Council has therefore not done
a separate assessment in isolation of the
Princes Risborough proposals.

Amendments to SPD
No change.

A15.8 Strategic Network
Main issue raised
Highways England raised the need for an
assessment of the expansion impact on the
M40 motorway and its junctions, and
targeted mitigation measures.
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A16. Delivery
A16.1 Delivery / Phasing
Main issue raised
Developers objected to the delivery profile
and phasing, arguing that it was too
prescriptive, and that this was going beyond
the remit of an SPD
Other respondents, including the Princes
Risborough Town Council, raised concerns
that there was insufficient detail about
delivery timings.
The build-out rate and infrastructure delivery
phasing are also unclear.
It must be possible to bring forward
residential development on land west of
Longwick Road prior to the implementation
of the Relief Road, such that receipts are
available to finance it. (Wates)

Respondents raised concerns over the lack of
contingency plans should the delivery not
happen in accordance with the timetable
Already developed sites are not able to sell
existing houses. Since this also triggers the

Council response
The Council is committed to producing a SPD to
guide future planning applications. It finds it
necessary and useful to include an indicative
delivery profile and phasing plan and the Council
does not support the removal of these key elements
of the delivery plan.

Amendments to SPD
No change.

The delivery plan sets out indicative delivery timings
- based on housing yield assumptions and
infrastructure ‘triggers’. As such, timings may change
depending on the rate of delivery.
Further transport modelling work has been
undertaken in relation to the capacity of the Tesco
roundabout and some very limited additional
capacity may be able to come forward as part of an
agreed phasing for the whole PREA. This is subject to
further modelling as part of planning applications
and as part of the comprehensive delivery of the
expansion.
Infrastructure requirements arise from the
development. Projected housing delivery rates form
the basis of infrastructure triggers, not specific
years. As such, slower delivery generally means that

The SPD has been amended to
reflect the potential for a Phase 1a
off Longwick road. Section 4.5.1.
sets out the criteria for such
alternative to happen.

No change.
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funding of the infrastructure improvements,
it will mean that the infrastructure plans will
be delayed.
The proposed SPD outlines a phasing plan
that undermines opportunities to effectively
fund infrastructure. PREA is controlled by
multiple land and developer interests, on
whom the Council is entirely reliant for
implementation. The SPD must reflect the
commercial world in which developers
operate. Ultimately, we can only bring
forward development if the SPD provides a
more realistic and viable framework for
delivery. (Wates Development )
The Council should review the timescales for
the phasing of supporting infrastructure to
ensure it’s available at the appropriate time.
Provide flexibility in the timing of delivery of
the development parcels, without land under
different ownerships being reliant upon the
provision of off-site infrastructure to trigger
commencement.

Council response
the infrastructure requirements will be triggered and delivered - at a later date.

Amendments to SPD

We have sought to minimise the extent to which the
infrastructure sits across developers’ boundaries;
coordination between developers will be required to
provide a comprehensive approach to development
as required by local plan policy and developers must
recognise that this is in their own interests.

Wording has been added regarding
the need for cooperation between
developers but also to recognise
that there is potential for
alternative approaches to delivery
to come forward through outline
applications.

Flexibility needs to be balanced with development
addressing infrastructure requirements in a timely
way. In relation to the first phase there is potential
for flexibility (possible phase 1A) and the SPD sets
out criteria to guide proposals and against which
they can be assessed.

Flexibility added in relation to
potential phase 1A at Section 4.5.1.

The land is available now, and subject to
securing planning permission, the developers
could start on site ahead of the earliest
phasing date. This would provide
contributions to the infrastructure costs
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earlier in the Plan period, thus allowing for
the delivery of key infrastructure elements.
Increase the quantum of new homes
expected to be released through Phase 2.
(Joint Developers)
There were concerns that there is a lack of
clarity regarding how essential infrastructure
necessary to deliver the PREA will be secured.
WDC has acknowledged that Relief Road
delivery will 'take place over a number of
years as a series of elements triggered by
developments and capacity of key existing
junctions'. The SPD doesn’t provide clarity
regarding when the Culverton Link will be
required to be delivered. We recommend that
a single figure is stated to ensure clarity.
(Taylor Wimpey)

The fundamental change in the proposed
phasing of the PREA proposed in the DSPD is
based on traffic modelling that does not
consider the option of Park Mill Farm (PMF)
coming forward as the first phase of the PREA
as envisaged in the emerging WDLP. Further
modelling to test this option must thus be
undertaken before the SPD can be

Council response

Amendments to SPD

The SPD sets out that the primary responsibility for
infrastructure delivery rests with developers and
indicates the limited circumstances where the
Council anticipates a direct delivery role. The
Council’s continuing role with delivery of the
Southern Road Links scheme depends on there
being agreement to underwrite the full cost of the
scheme. As set out in the SPD the Council believes a
Framework Agreement between the Council and
developers would be clarify responsibilities,
communications and delivery arrangements.
The SPD makes clear that the delivery of
infrastructure is primarily linked to ‘trigger’ points in
terms of housing yield rather than by a specific date.
Indicative dates have been shown.
The old Wycombe District Local Plan has been
superseded; PMF is now part of a wider expansion
with a different policy context and delivery
constraints as set out in the local plan (adopted in
August 2019) and SPD.

Wording updated in the delivery
plan at section 4.6.1 and 4.7.1, and
in appendix 1 ‘Infrastructure
Funding, Delivery Lead and
Phasing” table

The phasing proposed in the SPD reflects the
potential for some development to come forward in

Delivery timetables updated to
reflect progress since the draft SPD

No change.
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progressed.
The proposed fundamental change to the
phasing involves substantial volumes of
traffic discharging on to Mill Lane contrary to
the policies in the emerging WDLP which
require measures to be introduced to deter
traffic from this road.
The SPD conflicts with the emerging WDLP in
relation to the phasing of the proposed PREA.
It should thus be re-drafted to include
development commencing from the south
with Park Mill Farm (PMF) as the first phase.
The differentiation between proposed Phases
1 and 2 in the DSPD is illusory as very little
development can come forward on Phase 1
before the Relief Road in Phase 2, including
the major section crossing PMF, is provided.
The separate identification of Phase 1 could,
however, lead to pressure to proceed with
over 500 dwellings in the absence of other
infrastructure, with associated adverse social
and environmental implications.
(Halsbury Homes)
Concern to accuracy of total dwelling.
Calculations currently show circa 13,400 sq.
ft. to the acre which seem low (via Table 3).

Council response
advance of the delivery of the Southern Road Links
(Phase 1A). Mill Lane is considered to have capacity
to accept traffic from a first phase of development
before the Relief Road is put in place. The scope for
traffic management in the wider Mill Lane and
Askett area is set out in the Mill Lane and Askett
Area Position statement; this does not preclude Mill
Lane from performing this role.

Amendments to SPD
was published in June 2019.
Reference added about the scope
for a phase 1A at section 4.5.1.

Aside from any potential as part of a phase 1A, build
out of PMF may be possible early on in phase 2 from
2024, subject to satisfactory construction access
being agreed. In any case time will be needed to
obtain planning permission and discharge conditions
and the timescale should be seen in this context. The
scope for a start on construction in advance of the
SRL opening can be considered further, including
through the pre-application and planning process.
A phase 1 of development off Mill Lane helps deliver
housing early while helping to cashflow
infrastructure and avoiding key highway constraints.

The land budget calculation is based on defining Net
developable areas at a high level; definition is
provided in the Delivery Plan.

Footnote 35 of the delivery plan
clarifies NDA definition.
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Council response

Amendments to SPD

It isn’t clear where Gross and Net areas have
come from and whether these are
amendments to the National Space Standards
for dwellings or addressing the M4(2) and
M4(3) standards.

The Council since consulting on the PRESPD has
adopted a Planning Obligations SPD and this will
apply.

Reference to the adopted Planning
Obligations SPD added at 4.3

Multiple access points noted and reflected in the
delivery profile.

Housing delivery profile amended
in Appendix 3.

The delivery profile is indicative and does not
prevent the site coming forward earlier. It is possible
for the Poppy Road site to take access off Wycombe
Road provided that safety issues have been
addressed. This work would be part of a detailed
planning application and is yet to be done.

PREA Delivery Profile and
Infrastructure Costs (appendix 3)
now shows the Poppy road site
aligned with the delivery of the
Culverton Link Road.

The final paragraph of Page 163 should
therefore be deleted to enable consistency
with the Ewdlp.
Bloor Homes’ interest has the benefit of
multiple road access points, via Longwick
Road and Mill Lane. Accordingly, there is
potential for more than a single sales outlet
and increased delivery rates may be
achievable across the Bloor Homes Phase 2.
The indicative plan identifies the land off
Poppy Road for inclusion in Phase 3.
However, there is no evidence to justify this,
and this is inconsistent with the new Local
Plan. The Housing Trajectory accompanying
the submission Local Plan identified the site
as coming forward in 2021-22/2022-23, so
contributing to the Council’s five-year
Housing Land Supply. The Main Modifications
to the Local Plan make it clear that the site is
capable of coming forward. Main
Modification MM36 includes additional text

The Council’s preferred approach would be that the
development comes forward once the Culverton
Link Road is in place, with reduced traffic on the
A4010, hence safer, and ultimately with this route
down- graded.
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for the Policy in the Local Plan that confirms
access to the site can be taken from
Wycombe Road. The site’s therefore not
dependent upon access from the Relief Road
and shouldn’t be shown in an indicative
phasing plan as not coming forward until
Phase 3. The Local Plan Inspector has
confirmed that the Policy is sound with the
inclusion of these modifications; therefore
the SPD should be amended to show the land
off Poppy Road as coming forward in Phase 1.
We have no objection to the mooted
increased speed of delivery; but it's
dependent on several factors outside the
council’s control, including developer
decisions relating to marketability, and
population trends. Therefore, contingency
plans need to be in place to ensure timely
delivery of infrastructure if delivery slows
down at a key stage. (Chiltern Society)
Timing plays a big part in ensuring
infrastructure is delivered to mitigate the
impact of the development plots. Strategic
modelling will be required to support phasing
proposals as part of any application and
detailed impacts considered, which may
require interim mitigation. There is a risk
however that such an obligation could be
considered as unreasonable if there is no

Council response

Amendments to SPD

Projected housing delivery rates form the basis of
infrastructure triggers, not specific years. As such,
slower delivery generally means that the
infrastructure requirements will be triggered - and
delivered - at a later date.

Wording amended to provide
clarity on this at section 4.8.

Noted. In principle interim mitigation measures can
No change.
be sought (and these are included for instance at the
Picts Lane /Shootacre Lane junction).
Any off site infrastructure secured by a planning
obligation must comply with the requirements set
out in regulation 122 of the Community
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, i.e. they must
be:
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realistic prospect of it being met. Albeit the
Framework Agreement, if legally enforceable,
could assist in addressing this point.
(Highway Authority)

The SGN gas infrastructure is located within
the expansion area. At this time there is
sufficient capacity to accommodate the
homes. Reinforcement to the gas network at
this time is dependent on what pressure tier
the expansion is to connect to and where on
that network it will connect. If the expansion
was to connect to the low pressure its more
likely that reinforcement will be required
compared to if the connection was off the
medium pressure. The cost of reinforcement
works are assessed using SGN’s Economic
Test to evaluate infrastructure costs against
transportation income, potentially resulting
in a customer contribution towards the cost
of reinforcing the network.
In the absence of a planning application that
sets out comprehensive delivery of a
Masterplan will be delivered by a consortium

Council response
Amendments to SPD
(a)necessary to make the development acceptable in
planning terms;
(b)directly related to the development; and
(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to
the development.
The progression of the Relief Road alongside the
housing delivery aims to minimise the need for
interim measures that are not needed for the longer
term.
Noted. Reasonable infrastructure connection costs
are allowed for in the viability appraisal

Agree. The Council would prefer a single planning
application that sets out comprehensive delivery of

No change.

No change.
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of developers we anticipate significant issues
with the assessment of planning applications,
with developers having to demonstrate that
sites work on a standalone basis; with other
sites in the planning system and cumulatively
with the local plan allocations. This risks
adding significant cost and delay to the
technical work and its assessment.

Council response
a Masterplan will be delivered by a consortium of
developers.

Amendments to SPD

Any Framework Agreement would need to have
appropriate legal standing detail and delivery
assurances. The Highway Authority would be
expected to be involved in the drafting of any such
agreement.

No change.

Agreed, although any agreement could make
provision for step in rights as mentioned in appendix
4.

No change.

The SPD sets out a pragmatic approach to
apportion costs equitably between
developers, as the PREA is dependent on
transport infrastructure to come forward and
this is practicable as long as costs of
infrastructure are known, apportioned and
agreed fairly between developers and parties
in advance of the submission of any planning
applications.
The preferred delivery mechanism to secure
funding and infrastructure is a Framework
Agreement. This would need to have legal
status and contains sufficient detail to
guarantee the full delivery of the homes and
all associated infrastructure in the timescales
necessary.
It’s crucial all developers sign up to the
framework as each developer is beholden on
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the previous developer performing their
obligations in order to release their phase of
development.

Council response

Amendments to SPD

The proposed infrastructure works are early
stage estimates. The SPD needs to be explicit
in setting out responsibility for delivery and
funding of key elements of infrastructure.

Cost estimates have been updated taking account of
lessons learned in the design of the Sothern Road
links scheme. Funding and delivery responsibilities
are dealt with in appendix 1 ‘Infrastructure Funding,
Delivery Lead and Phasing” table.

Cost estimates have been updated
in appendix 3 PREA Delivery Profile
and Infrastructure Costs.
Funding and delivery
responsibilities have been updated
in appendix 1 ‘Infrastructure
Funding, Delivery Lead and
Phasing” table.

The Highway Authority, are required to assess
developers submitted Transport Assessments
which may or may not show the same
infrastructure being necessary compared with
the SPD requirements. The Councils could
therefore be reliant on the Local Plan and SPD
to support the requirements put on
developers. (Buckinghamshire County Council
(as was) Highway Authority)
The roads, (town centre) parking and schools
should be provided before the homes
We emphasise providing necessary on-site
infrastructure in a timely way avoiding
subjecting existing infrastructure to undue

Noted.

No change.

This would not be reasonable, necessary or
practicable. It would also delay housing delivery.
Agree; this approach guides the Council’s approach
to phasing and identifying infrastructure triggers

No change.
No change.
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strain, which could impact on the continuity
of housing delivery. (Chiltern Railways)
Improvements and infrastructure
requirements of the existing town aren’t
shown until late in Phase 3. With concerns
over local housing demand and developer
appetite, and the timescales involved there is
significant worry that phase 3 will not come
forward as WDC expect. This puts completion
of the above in jeopardy. Phase 3 needs to be
bought forward and implemented preferably
in Phase 1 or upon completion of phase 2. It is
essential that all infrastructure is in place
before phase 3 housing delivery is started,
especially if, as seems likely, a lack of demand
for the planned housing will lead to a failure
in infrastructure provision and/or partconstructed sections of infrastructure.
Reassurance and commitment to earlier
delivery needs to be formalised within this
SPD. (RARA and others)

Council response

Amendments to SPD

The Council recognises that housing demand may
fluctuate but over the long term is expected to
remain strong in this area and this is reflected in the
Buckinghamshire Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment (addendum –
September 2017).

Phasing and delivery profile have
been updated, including potential
scope for phase 1A, but do not
include fundamental changes.

Infrastructure requirements arise from the
development. Projected housing delivery rates form
the basis of infrastructure triggers, not specific
years. As such, slower delivery generally means that
the infrastructure requirements will be triggered and delivered - at a later date.
There is a need to put in place infrastructure in place
so that it is available to serve the needs arising from
the development and inevitably this means that to a
degree funding must be ‘front-loaded’ to pay for this
on a phased basis that takes account of
development constraints identified by technical
evidence. For example, the Relief Road is considered
to be necessary by the completion of 1396 dwellings
and each school is required early on in each phase of
development. It would not be reasonable, necessary
or practicable to require all infrastructure to be
provided before the start of a given phase.

The Council’s approach for dealing
with potential blockages in delivery
has been clarified at section 4.7.2
Section 4.7.1 also refers to the
potential use of Grampian
conditions in the event of ad hoc
applications.
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Difference between UDF fig 14 and capacity
areas in fig 50 – NDA should follow common
definition.

Table 16 reports the on-site cost of the
enhanced estate road at circa £3 million.
Justification of this figure is required. Given
the scale and complexity of the PREA a
project fee rate of 12% is considered more
realistic than the 10% currently referred at
4.28. Third Party Land Costs: are reported at
£5,982,990. This differs from the 2017
Viability Report, with no evident justification.

Council response
Detailed issues of timing will be controlled by
planning conditions and planning obligations.

Amendments to SPD

The Council recognises particular issues around
assuring the delivery of the Culverton Link Road and
these are addressed in that section
The development parcels on figure 60 show NDAs
which include new local roads apart from the Relief
Road; local open space and play areas; parking
areas; private gardens; existing retained landscape
features (hedges and trees). It does not include
strategic open space and neighbourhood open
space; strategic drainage features; schools; local
centre; strategic buffers; setbacks from Longwick
Road and Mill Lane. This follows established best
practice. Whereas the UDF is intended to show the
key built and landscape elements.

Text updated as regards delivery
assurance of Culverton Link Road
at section 4.5
Footnote 35 of the delivery plan
clarifies NDA definition.
The purpose of the UDF is set out
at section 3.3.
Section 4.4.1 makes clearer what
figure 60 shows.

The £3m figure was based on concept design work
by DRF. The cost of this entire section of road have
been reviewed along with other costs.

Text updated to refer to the 2020
Viability Appraisal.

Developers comments regarding viability have been
shared with the Council’s viability consultant and the
Council considers that while one can argue for
allowances at different levels, the cost allowances
overall are reasonable. The allowance made for
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There is no commentary on the status of any
acquisitions.

Council response
developers’ costs in the 2020 Viability Appraisal has
increased significantly.

CIL: The Charging Schedule aligns with the
rest of the District although infrastructure
costs associated with the PREA will also be
payable. Bloor Homes has concern with the
instalment payment triggers at 4.33 of the
Viability Report and the payment profile for
Infrastructure Funding would compound this.

The viability appraisal takes account of the timing of
infrastructure costs and contributions and
recognises the impact on land values. Taking
account of adjusted land values the viability
appraisal identifies significant ‘headroom’ for the
overall development.

Amendments to SPD

There is also no comment in respect of the CIL The CIL payable to the Town Council would be part
charge to be provided to the Town Council.
of the overall CIL figure payable.
Financial assumptions, made in respect of
both delivery costs and infrastructure funding
sources, give rise to viability concerns.
Lower quartile data from BCIS has been used.
Bloor Homes recognises WDC’s aspirations in
seeking to carry forward the principle of
eWDLP Policy PR6 to create a high quality
expansion to the town but build costs
identified don’t reflect this position. It’s
considered that application of the BCIS
median is more appropriate, suggesting a
build cost of £137 per sq. foot (psf) (Housing
general) and £159 psf (flats general).

Lower quartile costs are considered to fairly reflect
the economies of scale achieved by volume house
builders.
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No S106 cost allowance is reported within the
SPD with regards to the interim measure of a
flexible, demand responsive service, nor its
potential ‘longer term role’ also mentioned.
Bloor Homes also questions the viability a
service with a 15-minute frequency.
(Bloor Homes)

Council response
The scope for different types of public transport can
be considered further at planning application stage.
It is recognised that this is an area that is evolving
relatively quickly. Aside from the allowance made in
developers costs there is also the potential to
consider the use of s106 contributions to public
transport secured from development in Longwick.

Amendments to SPD
Reference to policy A2 of
Longwick-cum Ilmer
Neighbourhood Plan NDP has been
added to section 1.4.2
Wording added at section 3.9.5 to
say that contributions from
Longwick developments may be
available to contribute to this.

A16.2 Viability / Funding / Developer Contributions
Main issue raised
Infrastructure costs have increased since the
Local Plan and draft SPD (developers, in
comments arising since draft SPD was
published)

Council response
The key changes are around the estimate of Relief
Road costs. This follows continued detailed survey
and design work by Balfour Beatty on behalf of the
Council in relation to the first phase of the Relief
Road, the Southern Road Links. As the more detailed
work has allowed for more accurate cost estimating
the cost estimate for this section of the Relief Road
has increased. This has prompted a review of the
costs of the other sections of the Relief Road and
these estimates have correspondingly been increased.

Amendments to SPD
Wording in the delivery plan and
figures at appendix 3 have been
amended taking account of
updated costs and viability
appraisal.

Where there has been significant changes or new
information available since the publication of the
draft SPD in June 2019 these have been taken into
account and cost estimates adjusted where
Page 117 of 141

Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document –- Statement of Consultation - March 2021
Main issue raised

Council response
appropriate. More details of updated costs are
provided in the SPD.

Amendments to SPD

Reflecting the expectation that developers will deliver
the bulk of infrastructure, the allowance for the cost
of Council officers’ time is reduced but some
allowance continues to be appropriate given that
developers have indicated that it is possible the
Council’s involvement and use of statutory powers
may be required to ensure timely land assembly.
The sum of these changes is to make allowance for
costs that are significantly greater than those allowed
for in the draft SPD published in 2019. While higher
cost estimates are unwelcome it is important to
recognise these before they are ‘baked’ into land
prices that may be paid by developers. The aim is to
fairly reflect developers’ costs so that these are
apportioned fairly (including through s106
contributions where appropriate) and so that they
don’t overpay for land, and risk the delivery of a
policy compliant development.
Ultimately the onus is on developers to deliver the
infrastructure and to assure themselves that they
properly understand the costs involved – the Council
has shared its cost estimate work - and have the
appropriate cost sharing mechanisms in place
between themselves.
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Throughout the document and at the public
hearings we have noted concerns from the
developers, with regard to the viability of
your proposals. The inference from this
document is that we are heading towards ad
hoc planning. Something we were told the
Local Plan would avoid.

Council response
The Council has completed updated viability work
that supports the Council’s position as set out in the
SPD and the Local Plan. The Council continues to seek
agreement from developers but in any case the Local
Plan and SPD provide a firm policy basis to resist
development proposals that do not comply with
policy.

The £12m Housing Infrastructure Fund to
enable the paying for the Relief Road,
presented as a ‘given’ by WDC at the public
hearing last September (2018), still appears to
be in doubt. We’re aware developers
currently don’t have an ‘appetite’ for a Relief
Road and aren’t in favour of making
contributions to fund it. This could lead to a
‘road to nowhere’, something ‘Homes
England’ will want to avoid as a waste of tax
payer’s money. At the Public Meeting on 16th
July, WDC pledged to provide the £12M if the
HIF bid failed. However, with Unitary
imminent, such a pledge may not be
supported by the Unitary Council after WDC
has been dissolved. (Risborough Area
Residents Association (RARA), residents)
There is no agreement from developers to
pay for all the infrastructure that is required,
indicating that the development is not viable,
especially if costs rise, and raising the risk

Homes England’s offer of HIF funding has been
confirmed. The Council is seeking agreement from
developers to underwrite the funding gap that
remains. If the HIF were not available, the onus is on
developers to fund the infrastructure required.

A viability appraisal commissioned by the Council that
takes account of the increased allowance for
developers’ costs shows that the development is
capable of bearing the full infrastructure costs of the

Amendments to SPD
The SPD has been amended to
take account of updated costs
and viability (see sections 4.6.1
and appendix 3) and to provide
an update on HIF (see sections
4.4.2 and 4.5.1).

The SPD has been amended to
take account of updated costs
and viability and to provide an
update on HIF.
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Council response
that this will not be provided or that costs will expansion area, based on an appropriate benchmark
fall to the Council.
land value of £100,000 pounds per acre, while
retaining significant ‘headroom’. This also includes
This applies to infrastructure generally and
‘sensitivity tests’ that account for the potential for
the Relief Road and the Culverton Link Road
increased costs. The land value is less than that
in particular (several residents). It also risks
assessed previously but reflects the increased cost of
the HIF being used on a dead-end road,
infrastructure and the need for development to be
something ‘Homes England’ will want to
policy compliant in order to obtain planning
avoid as a waste of tax payer’s money.
permission and so realise increased value.

Amendments to SPD

(several residents)

Changes have been made at
section 4.5. to set out how
additional assurance can be
provided concerning the delivery
of the Culverton Link Road

The SPD Review Mechanisms should be
amended to reflect the legal requirement for
consultation in Part 5 Regulation 12 of the LP
Regs 2012 and the Council’s adopted SCI
(Taylor Wimpey).

The Council sees agreement on infrastructure delivery
and funding as being an interest that different parties
have in common, even if agreement has not yet been
reached. The SPD includes a section that addresses
how blockages to delivery could be overcome if
necessary.
This point arises as the draft SPD mooted the option
of a ‘light touch’ review process of infrastructure costs
from time to time. The Council has considered its role
in infrastructure delivery in light of difficulties
reaching formal agreement with developers and
prefers an approach whereby developers provide
infrastructure directly, albeit with the Council
potentially playing a role in land acquisition if
required. This reduces the need for a review
mechanism within the SPD as there is less need/scope
for cost and risk transfer. The BLV is set at a level that
allows infrastructure to be funded and includes
‘headroom’ in case of cost escalation. If the Council

Reference to review mechanisms
for the SPD have been removed
and section 4.8 updated to set
out the Council’s views on
monitoring and review of the
expansion delivery.
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Council response
were to consider more of a delivery role, then it
would be subject to a separate agreement with
developers. Issues can also be considered further
through the planning application process. Hence a
review mechanism within the SPD is no longer
considered necessary.
Engage the development industry in
The Council engaged with the main developers over a
meaningful engagement to overcome delivery number of years. More recent engagement in the lead
and infrastructure funding shortfalls, whilst
up to and since the public consultation is summarised
maintaining consideration of the capacity of
in section 2 of this Statement. Substantive meetings
existing infrastructure.
were held in November 2019 and 28 January 2020.
And engage with the Development Industry
to understand the full infrastructure cost
implications on viability of the development.
(Joint developers)
Remove excessively prescriptive
requirements that financially burden the
development, conflict with the policies
contained within the Local Plan, or would fall
within the sub-paragraphs of the LP Regs
2012 that define a Local Plan policy.
The Delivery Trajectory and identified
approach to securing and collecting
Infrastructure Funding through Section 106
contributions ahead of commencement of

Amendments to SPD

Numerous text changes
throughout the document – see
specific issues raised under other
topics within this appendix

Developers’ comments have led to a number of
changes to the SPD. These include: clarifying that the
SPD represents the Council’s preferred approach for
delivering the expansion, and that justified alternative
approaches may be acceptable; streamlining sections
3 and 4 into a combined section 3, setting out 7
design themes and preferred guidelines (with a
simpler and less prescriptive approach to character
areas and detailed design issues) relocating the local
centre to preserve an important line of trees;
checking for consistency of approach in terms of the
HEDNA mix of dwellings; recognising the potential for
a phase 1A of development; reviewing development
parcels and areas highlighted including adjacent to
Longwick Bog, and the odour buffer around the
sewerage works; and recognising the scope to amend
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development are unrealistic and
unachievable against commercial
requirements of the development industry
(Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd).

Council response
the Relief Road realignment to accommodate changes
at the local centre

Amendments to SPD

In view of the increase in costs the Council has
commissioned a fresh viability appraisal and
recognises that the BLV must be downwardly adjusted
so that the development remains viable.
In light of limited progress since the publication of the
SPD, the Delivery Trajectory has been pushed back a
year, but otherwise the rate of delivery takes account
of evidence from comparable sites with multiple
developers.

Funding details are unclear including an
update on the HIF funding and whether this is
a grant or a loan. (residents)

With regard to the payment of contributions
towards infrastructure, Council’s preference
is for developers to conclude private
equalisation agreements between them.
However, the SPD distributes development
areas and imposes design requirements,

If the rate of housing delivery were to be less than
indicated in the SPD then the triggers for
infrastructure would be correspondingly adjusted.
The HIF is a recoverable grant, in effect a loan to
developers that is repayable to the Council.

The Council’s approach sets out a preferred approach
to achieve policy compliant development taking
account of known constraints and policy
requirements, whilst acknowledging that other
approaches are possible. It is ‘blind’ in relation to
particular land interests.

The SPD has been updated
accordingly at section 4.4.2 and
also to clarify the position in the
event that HIF is not available or
not able to be drawn down
(section 4.6.4)
Text updated as canopy cover is
now adopted policy requirement.
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taken together with the phasing plan, clearly
favours certain land interests over others.
Wates, alongside most of the developer
parties with an interest in this allocation,
have expressed significant doubts regarding
matters of viability, and the draft SPD further
worsens the situation.

The proposed 25% ‘canopy cover’ referenced
at section 3.6.7 and fig. 24 represents a
further burden and has practicalities and cost
implications which have not been considered
in the draft SPD. (Wates developments)

The SPD is based on the fundamental
assumption that Housing Infrastructure
Funding directed at essential off-site highway
infrastructure is confirmed. The draft SPD

Council response
The Council requires equitable contributions to offsite
infrastructure; the council has considered different
ways of calculating costs and considers assessment
based on Net Developable Area (NDA) most suitable –
this seems to have met with acceptance from most
developers.

Amendments to SPD
Text around different assessment
options confirms preference for
approach based on NDA (Table
22)

The 25% canopy cover requirement is now a Local
Plan requirement. The Inspector found that evidence
presented during the Examination demonstrates that
the provision of trees with the capacity to create 25%
canopy cover could be achieved without requiring
tree planting on a quarter of a site’s developable area
or adversely affect its development capacity. (Note
the definition of canopy cover has been extended to
include green roofs and wall). This requirement can
also support the achievement of biodiversity net gain
and so may save costs in other areas.
In relation to canopy cover the requirements for
green infrastructure are broadly covered in the
viability work under the allowance made for External
costs. The council sets out its assessment of viability
as a supporting document to the SPD.
Homes England’s offer of HIF funding has been
confirmed as a recoverable grant, to be repaid by
developers.

The SPD has been amended to
take account of updated costs
and viability (see section 4.6.1
and appendix 3) and to provide
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thus cannot be approved unless and until the
delivery of the Relief Road can be guaranteed
and this funding is fully secured based on
Homes England’s due diligence requirements.
(Halsbury Homes)
Despite many previous assurances from WDC
that the £12m Housing Infrastructure Fund
had already been awarded this still appears
to be in some doubt. There is a major
question mark over the viability of the plan. A
sustainable plan should not be dependent on
tax payer funding in any case. (Wake Up
Risborough Group)
Concerns were raised at the lack of funding
assurance from developers (10+ residents)

Council response
HIF funding has been secured to accelerate the
delivery of necessary infrastructure. It is not a
condition of the Expansion coming forward. The Local
Plan was approved without the HIF scheme being
confirmed. The updated viability appraisal shows the
overall development is viable and able to repay the
HIF grant, although it does have cash flow challenges
given the need to ‘frontload’ infrastructure delivery.

Amendments to SPD
an update on HIF (see sections
4.4.2 and 4.5.1).

The Council is seeking agreement from developers to
underwrite the funding gap that remains. If the HIF
were not available the onus is on developers to fund
the infrastructure required, including the full Relief
Road.

The Council has completed updated viability work
that takes account of increased costs and supports
the Council’s position as set out in the SPD and the
Local Plan. The Council continues to seek agreement
from developers but in any case the Local Plan and
SPD provide a firm policy basis to resist development
proposals that do not comply with policy.
Despite being questions on the viability of the The Council has completed updated viability work
funding in place back in 2017, we were
that takes account of increased costs and supports
assured that there was plenty of headroom to the Council’s position as set out in the SPD and the
meet any unexpected costs. The headroom is Local Plan.
negligible and an extra source of funding from
the Homes England has been required, which
still needs to be granted. Costs are likely to

The SPD has been amended to
take account of updated costs
and viability (see sections 4.6.1,
4.6.4, 4.8. and appendix 3).

The SPD has been amended to
take account of updated costs
and viability (see sections 4.6.1,
4.6.4, 4.8. and appendix 3).
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rise, however there was no contingency plan
to meet these needs; unless everything goes
perfectly this plan is unviable.
I don’t think sufficient houses will be built to
fund the infrastructure. I don’t believe there
are buyers for all these houses – this is shown
by the empty houses on sites in Longwick,
Haddenham and Chinnor. It then follows that
construction will eventually come to a halt
and with it the CIL payments from it.
We have the problem of the new enhanced
social housing requirement of 48% and the
higher level of CIL at £215 both of which make
development of Brownfield sites very much
less attractive. These figures are fine where
you are developing homes on open farmland,
but this is far from the situation where one is
buying out existing factories and relocating
them, so all in all the Hypnos (railway station)
site is one for the landbank for development
in the future. (W E Black Ltd)
The Delivery Profile and Phasing Plan should
be removed from the SPD, as this does not
form an economic, environmental or social
objective relevant to the attainment of the
development or use of the land policy, as per
the LP Regs 2012, and in any case has been
demonstrated to not be robust.

Council response

Amendments to SPD

The land made available for housing in the Local Plan
that takes account of objectively assessed housing
need that is set out in the Buckinghamshire Housing
and Economic Development Needs Assessment
(HEDNA) 2017

No change.

The viability work has shown that the development
can deliver its full contribution to infrastructure taking
account of policy requirements.
The station site is shown indicatively in the delivery
profile as being in the first phase as it is relatively
unconstrained, however it is recognised that it is
unlikely come forward early on and may be delayed
further. It is recognised also that the land rear of
Poppy Road may come forward earlier than indicated.

The housing delivery profile has
been amended at appendix 3.

The Delivery Plan is part of the Council's preferred
approach of delivering the policy objectives including
policy PR17 in the absence of a capacity and delivery
plan undertaken by developers or a full consortium to
coordinate master-planning and delivery. The Council
has and is open to continuing engagement with
developers.

Clarification added at section 4.1
that developers proposals may
present alternative approach if it
delivers a policy compliant
scheme
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Remove as a minimum Sections 5.4 and 5.5,
together with Appendices 2, 3 and 4 to form a
separate evidence document, and to be
informed by meaningful engagement with the
developers
Developers must be required to commit to
providing community amenities. Far too often
we see a development start, the developer
applies to change the detail and essential
services get omitted from the project.
(several residents)

As the rail company does not have funds to
deliver a new bridge and does not require
twin track, why is WDC spending £14million
on such a project?

Funding of the proposed upgrade to the
water supply network in the vicinity of the
expansion area, both as to costings and who

Council response

Amendments to SPD

Key infrastructure requirements are set out in local
plan policy and hence have substantial planning
weight. The SPD represents the Council’s preferred
approach to achieving its policy objectives. It sets out
how the Council believes the full package of
infrastructure can be delivered and is supported by an
updated viability appraisal that takes account of
increased cost allowances.
In the absence of a Framework Agreement,
infrastructure and contributions will be secured
through the planning application process.
The Council is not funding a new rail bridge; that is a
cost to the development as it is a requirement of the
development rather than of the railway, i.e. the
existing bridge is adequate for the railway at present.
The bridge requirement for twin track provision is
passive i.e. only to ensure that any new bridge does
not add to the costs of meeting any future
requirements for twin tracking.
In addition to the cost of laying sewers and pipes
Thames Water levies infrastructure /connection
charges on developers that are used to fund

No change.

No change.

No change.
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will fund this? (Thames Water and/or the
developers).

Council response
investments in infrastructure. These are recognised in
the viability appraisal as a cost on developers.

Amendments to SPD

If individual developers can avoid paying 106
or CIL payments how can we expect other
developers to pay.

Agree. Local Plan Policy PR17 requires equitable
contributions to offsite infrastructure.

No change.

Review PTW’s Viability Report and take note
of the key points. Instruct Avison Young to
run scenario’s which test the viability when
various factors are altered.

Developers evidence has been shared with Avison
Young and taken into account in updated viability
appraisal.

Text refers to updated viability
appraisal.

LPA to provide clarity on who is going to
design the Relief Road, who is going to
construct it and how the process is going to
be managed and funded. (joint developers)
It is not clear what other infrastructure is to
be provided in addition to the Relief Road.
(resident)
We believe it is possible to provide relief
measures, through traffic management,
without the construction of a Relief Road.
(resident)
A large number of houses being built would
result in insufficient numbers being sold or
prices dropping. It is not clear how this will
impact on developers’ ability to pay for the
Relief Road and other infrastructure.
(resident)

The Council has clarified this to developers and the
SPD confirms that this is the responsibility of
developers acting in coordination.

See updated appendix 1
‘Infrastructure Funding, Delivery
Lead and Phasing” table

This is set out in local plan policy, and is included in
the executive summary and section 4 of the SPD

No change.

Traffic modelling indicates that the Relief Road is
necessary to ensure that the highway network copes
with the level of traffic arising from the development.

No change.

Housing delivery would be over a period of more than
ten years so supply is not expected to exceed demand
or affect developers’ ability to meet costs. The
expected rate of housing delivery is based on
evidence of comparable sites and has been taken into
account in the viability appraisal.

No change.

Page 127 of 141

Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document –- Statement of Consultation - March 2021
Main issue raised

Council response

Amendments to SPD

A17. Other matters – in scope
Main issue raised
Council response
General concerns over timing of any
The potential for impacts on residents’ property
CPO on residents properties were raised arise in relation to phase one of the Relief Road.
These are being considered in detail as part of the
design work on this section of the Relief Road by
the Council. This will be the subject of further
consultation and discussion with those affected
ahead of any planning application being made. The
Council is concerned to minimise the impact on
residents’ property.

Whether to revisit the development
opportunity of land within the odour
buffer

The SPD only deals with the Princes
Risborough expansion area, (i.e. north
of the railway line). All sections of the
draft Local Plan are integral because ALL

In advance of work being completed on the design
of the first phase of the Relief Road and a delivery
programme being confirmed it is not possible to
offer more certainty on this issue in the SPD.
This may be an opportunity if up to date and
appropriate evidence is provided to secure
additional dwellings at the time that an application
is submitted.
While sections 2 and 3 are concerned with the
major expansion in terms of preferred design
guidelines, the delivery plan section 4 of the SPD is
concerned with the wider area of comprehensive

Amendments to SPD
No change.

The indicative odour buffer is not
amended on plans, but we made a change
to section 2 to reinforce flexibility in the
wording to indicate the potential (and
limits) on development in these areas.
No change.
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are affected by the “Relief Road”
proposals that depend on the PREA.
Changes needed, suggested wording the
document must be expanded to include
the rest of the town in many sections.
(Risborough Environmental Group)
The Council should review the figures
stated in the draft SPD, alongside the
Local Plan and provide consistent
figures throughout. This would help
provide clarity for the developers and
the public. (Joint developers)
The proposals conflict with key
elements of planning and transport
policy. (BANG)

No detail on the land to the rear of
Poppy Road and land at Princes
Risborough station. We need to be
consulted on this. (RARA)

Council response
development and how the expansion as a whole
will be phased and delivered. Proposals for the rest
of the town and for the town as a whole are
already contained in the LP.

Amendments to SPD

The SPD has been reviewed to ensure figures are
consistent. Where differences are occurring, an
explanation has been added (e.g. where Ashill is
already accounted for in the baseline, the figure is
“without Ashill”

Clarification has been made and
justification provided where figures differ.

The Council does not accept that there is any major
conflict. The SPD has been reviewed to ensure
consistency with policies and that the SPD
proposals are expressed as a preferred approach to
delivering the policy objectives
These sites are considered as part of the delivery
plan as they are part of the Area of Comprehensive
Development and are required to pay a
proportionate contribution towards the
infrastructure requirements.

Various amendments made. See overall
consultation summary and individual
points for more details.

Changes have been made in the delivery
plan in relation to phasing of these sites
and the proportion that they comprise of
the Net Developable Area.

In terms of the design guidelines they are out of
scope as they are relatively small sites likely to be
developed by single developers and so do not raise
the same issues of design and coordination. More
details will come forward as part of future planning
applications.
Page 129 of 141

Princes Risborough Expansion Supplementary Planning Document –- Statement of Consultation - March 2021
Main issue raised
An assessment has been carried out
with respect to National Grid’s
electricity and gas transmission
apparatus which includes high voltage
electricity assets and high-pressure gas
pipelines. National Grid has identified
that it has no record of such apparatus
within the SPD area. (National Grid)
Detailed concerns were raised over
traffic modelling data for Shootacre
Lane which is incorrect, and/or
ambiguous, and risks understating the
level of traffic that will occur along
Shootacre Lane before the Culverton
link is completed.
The plan lacks any coordination with
the neighbouring parish and the rest of
the district.
Review consistency between plans to
ensure important aspects are shown on
each plan where feasible e.g. Black
Hedge and fig 26a (PRTC)

Council response
Noted

Amendments to SPD
No change.

The Council has reviewed the technical work with
its transport consultant. They have confirmed that
although there had been a minor error in relation
to incorrect maps being inserted, this does not
change the key findings.

No change.

An erratum to the transport modelling report will
be issued on the website following SPD adoption.
The Council has engaged with local communities,
including neighbouring parishes, through the local
plan and SPD processes.
Plans have been reviewed to be consistent as far as
possible. It is necessary to strike a balance between
clarity of different elements and
comprehensiveness

Section on engagement has been updated
following the close of the consultation.
Plans reviewed and updated where
appropriate.
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A18 Process / SPD format/ Consultation materials
Main issue raised
Objections were raised in relation to the
SPD being progressed in advance of the
local plan adoption and unitary council.
(RARA, developers and others)

Council response
The SPD was consulted on at a time the inspector's main
modifications were already in the public domain and
consulted on. As such it was clear what direction of travel the
inspector had, and what she wanted to modify to make the
plan sound (there were no substantial modifications to the
Princes Risborough proposals).

Amendments to SPD
The SPD reflects the adopted
status of the local plan and the
new unitary council.
Wording added in section 1.

The SPD is being approved some time after the Local Plan has
been adopted, ensuring that the SPD is fully able to reflect
the adopted Local Plan.
The establishment of the new council does not have a
bearing on the SPD programme as the Wycombe area
development plan continues to be the valid development
plan for the Wycombe area in the new authority. The policy
onus on the Council to produce a Capacity and Delivery Plan
remains.
Criticisms were made in relation to the
The Council has always been clear about the issues upon
consultation process. Some respondents which it is consulting. The SPD cannot reopen decisions made
felt that the community and other
at the Local Plan stage.
stakeholders had not been listened to
Previous engagement on the Local Plan continued as the
(RARA, Wake Up Risborough, others).
council engaged with the community via its representatives
on the Princes Risborough Steering group including local
members and the Town Council prior to the draft SPD. The
Council then provided 6 weeks for representations to be
made on the draft SPD. Events were also held to provide
opportunities for questions and feedback, and information
was disseminated through a wide range of channels.

The SPD introduction has been
amended to reflect the
consultation and wider
engagement since summer 2019.
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The Plan fails to take into account that
Wycombe District Council will be
merged into a larger Buckinghamshire
Council, which will require a complete
review of the housing requirements for
this larger Unitary Authority.
Some detailed criticisms were made on
the information shown on the
consultation leaflet, including
information missing, erroneous
information, and information that had
changed since the concept plan.
Some respondents sought clarification
as to the level of certainty brought by
the SPD
The SPD should be reviewed to ensure
effective cross-referencing

Council response
The Buckinghamshire Local Plan process for the Council area
as a whole has now started, and a Local Development
Scheme setting out the timetable has been approved. The
adopted Local Plan adopted August 2019 remains in effect
for the Wycombe area.

Amendments to SPD
No change.

The purpose of the SPD is to provide further details on how
the Expansion could come forward The consultation leaflet
was part of a menu of information sharing – as a high level
document it could not include all the information set out in
the SPD. It did however have an erroneous (superseded)
boundary for Alscot area.
The SPD provides further guidance to the Local Plan; it is not
however fixing the development as more detailed planning
permissions will come forward.
Noted.

Checks have been made in
relation to the Alscot area
boundary on the SPD plans.

Some criticism related to consultation
materials legibility including leaflet and
exhibition boards
Implications of this phasing plan are so
significant that it should have been
included in Local Plan process, perhaps
as a proposed modification to the
original Princes Risborough policies, so
that its soundness in terms of national
and other local policies could have been
properly examined.

We have reviewed this, and will aim to take lessons learned
forward in future engagement
The proposals have not changed in terms of what is allocated
in the plan; it does suggest earlier delivery than that set out
in table 16 of the plan but that is not something which has
not been tested as part of the local plan.

Wording amended throughout to
reflect this.
Referencing of documents and
policies has been reviewed
throughout the document
No change.

No change.
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No weighting of design requirements or
priorities to allow balanced decision
making to assist development to come
forward. (Bloor Homes)
Concerns as to timeframe that may be
required to prepare and achieve final
signatories to such a document,
allowing for appropriate legal inputs.
Bloor Homes supports that Princes
Risborough expansion area will be built
in phases and by different developers.
The timing of the publication and
consultation, in advance of the release
of the Inspector’s Report concerning the
Local Plan Examination, provides
uncertainty to the consultation process.
(Bloor Homes)
The SPD was published for consultation
with very little in the way of
constructive dialogue or engagement
with landowners and developers within
the PREA. The draft therefore doesn’t
reflect our earlier submissions to the
Local Plan process.
It’s vital the Council and developer
partners with land interests understand

Council response
It is not for the SPD to include any policy weighting. This is
the role of the normal development management process.

Amendments to SPD
No change.

In relation to the inspector's report - the SPD was consulted
on at a time the inspector's main modifications were already
in the public domain and consulted on. As such it was clear
what direction of travel the inspector had, and what she
wanted to modify to make the plan sound (there were no
substantial modifications to the Princes Risborough
proposals).

No change.

The Council sought to engage with developers over a period
of years before the SPD was published with limited success.
The SPD fully reflects Local Plan policy requirements
following consideration and approval by the Local Plan
Inspector process. Engagement with developers has
continued.

No change.

No change.
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the outcome of the Local Plan
Examination process through a review
of the Inspector’s Report. There is a
need for a pragmatic and collaborative
approach to preparation of the SPD.
Only then will the delivery partners
have a viable framework on which to
prepare and submit applications.
We want a sound Local Plan and a SPD
for PR that sets out a fair, equitable and
proportionate approach to the delivery
and funding of infrastructure alongside
housing delivery. Without it, there are a
serious risk the Expansion area will not
come forward. (Joint developers)

Council response
In addition to a pragmatic and collaborative approach a
recognition is needed of the requirement for policy
compliant development.

The SPD sets out the Council’s preferred approach but is
open to other options that achieve policy compliant
development, and is committed to continuing to engage with
developers, including through the pre application process.

Halsbury are willing to continue to
engage with the council and other
stakeholders in relation to the two
options identified in the draft in relation
to the consideration of individual
planning applications and a potential
Framework Agreement.

The Council sought to engage with developers over a period
of years before the SPD was published with limited success.
The SPD fully reflects Local Plan policy requirements
following consideration and approval by the Local Plan
Inspector process. Engagement with developers has
continued, including by taking account of a number of points
made by developers in response to the public consultation.

The consultation and engagement that
has occurred in relation to the
preparation of the draft SPD has been
derisory and totally inadequate. The

After the consultation ended dialogue with developers
continued in autumn winter 2019/2020 with the scope for
agreement on an MOU and a Framework agreement being
explored, and with the Council accepting of consequential

Amendments to SPD

Wording has been updated to
reflect the Council’s preferred
approach to securing fair and
equitable contributions while
recognising that other
approaches may also be policy
compliant. (sections 4.1, 4.6.1,
4.7.1 and 4.7.2)
The SPD has been amended to
reflect valid points made by
developers in response to the
public consultation – see overall
consultation summary and
individual points for more details.
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implementation of such a major scheme
requires the continuous involvement of
all relevant stakeholders.

Council response
delays on completing the SPD as a result. Developers chose
not to take this further forward at that stage. The Council
welcomes continued engagement including through the pre
application process. The adoption of the SPD will provide
more clarity and support continued engagement, including
through pre application discussions. The council considers
that an approach based on a Framework Agreement
continues to have merit.

The SPD doesn’t relate to policies in the
development plan but to the
incomplete, emerging Wycombe District
Local Plan. A further consultation must
thus be undertaken if and when the
WDLP is finally adopted. (Halsbury
Homes)

In relation to the inspector's report - the SPD was consulted
on at a time the inspector's main modifications were already
in the public domain and consulted on. As such it was clear
what direction of travel the inspector had, and what she
wanted to modify to make the plan sound (there were no
substantial modifications to the Princes Risborough
proposals). The SPD is being approved some time after the
Local Plan has was adopted, ensuring that the SPD is fully
able to reflect the adopted Local Plan.
Accepted

The Urban Design Framework Plan,
together with all other parameter plans
be labelled as ‘Indicative/Illustrative’,
and flexibility be applied to the
supporting text (Taylor Wimpey)
Policies/ reasoned justification as
required by the regulations are not
clearly expressed. (Halsbury)
The draft SPD should be amended to
state that the responses to technical
matters contained therein are

The reasoned justification is intended to follow through from
section 2 through to 3 and the explanatory text in the local
plan.
The role of the SPD is to set out the Council’s preferred
approach. It does not replace more detailed technical

Amendments to SPD

The Illustrative nature of plans
has been made clearer
throughout the SPD.

The format of the document is
better explained in the
introduction.
Clarity added throughout as
appropriate
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suggested, but more detailed technical
assessment and consultation with
statutory consultees shall be considered
through the determination of planning
applications. (Taylor Wimpey)

Council response
assessment and consultation with statutory consultees at
planning application stage.

Amendments to SPD

A19. Out of scope
Main issue raised
Bledlow-cum-Saunderton Parish Council
raised a concern in relation to increased
traffic household waste recycling.

Council response
Amendments to SPD
The plan allocated the expansion and defines the uses within it. The No change.
Council consulted all infrastructure providers as part of the local plan
process.

The Plan as adopted does not include a Household Recycling Centre
as part of the expansion. The SPD cannot change the scope of the
allocation.
Longwick buffer boundary should be
The Inspector’s Report (10 July 2019) accepts the revised boundary
reduced and drawn in a northwards
of Longwick Gap which correctly takes account of the granting of
direction, bringing it in line with the
planning permission at Ivy Farm, Longwick, and its purpose to
northern extent of developable parcels
protect the undeveloped character of the countryside within the
DP9 and DP10 as shown on the northern designation and to maintain separation between smaller
side of Longwick Road (Joint response
settlements and the EA (Policy PR5, as amended by MM30).
from developers)
Policy PR5 explains that the designation is not intended to be an
absolute restriction on all development but that any such
development would need to be small scale in order to respect the
rural character of the area.
Some respondents raised objections to
The Local Plan sets out the rationale for Princes Risborough
the scale of development proposed and expansion, and sets out a policy framework that seeks to deliver a
the detrimental effects it will have on
high quality expansion to the town, which integrates old and new.
the town.

No change.

No change.
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Council response
Amendments to SPD
The Local Plan process is now closed. The SPD builds upon and is in
conformity with the adopted policies for the Expansion.
Whether the land promoted off Mill
The site falls outside the Princes Risborough settlement boundary.
No change.
Lane for residential development should The land is located within the strategic buffer which seeks to protect
be included in the expansion area
the undeveloped character of the countryside and maintain
(Gladman) or not (residents)
separation between smaller settlements and the expansion area
(Policy PR5). Residential development at this location would be
contrary to the adopted local plan.
Respondents raised issues around the
The Molins Sports ground is not part of the main expansion area, but No change.
lack of details for Molins sports ground, is subject to a separate policy (PR15) in the Local Plan.
and its role in overall sports facility
provision.
More visibility needed of discussions
with Chiltern Railways that they will
provide adequate rolling stock and
services to cope with the near doubling
of the size of the town, and the
anticipated increase in demand for
passenger services from the town
Concerns raised over lack of
infrastructure to deal with increased
traffic through High Wycombe via West
Wycombe roundabout

This is for Chiltern Railways to consider as part of their forward
planning. The development will be built out over a period of time
allowing for service planning and capacity to be put in place.

No change.

Transport impacts of the plan as a whole were assessed as part of
No change.
the Local Plan. Traffic and other impacts must be balanced against
other issues, including housing need.
The expansion is well located for residents to make sustainable
travel choices, including local trips for everyday needs and to the rail
network for longer distance trips
Given the constraints on traffic at West Wycombe there are
currently no planned improvements to which the expansion could be
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We have concerns that the overall PREA
may not be viable, owing to the
significant infrastructure costs
associated with the development. The
viability appraisal has identified that the
forward funding of key enabling
infrastructure presents a financial
challenge. The viability assessment
includes an assumed £12m contribution
from the Housing Infrastructure Fund
based on a bid submitted by WDC. The
outcome of WDC's HIF bid hasn’t been
confirmed, with Homes England
requiring assurance of housing delivery
before it is able to commit funding, as
outlined in Section 5. 7 of the SPD.
Therefore, there remains a risk that the
HIF bid could be unsuccessful;
jeopardising the whole scheme.

Council response
reasonably asked to contribute. These issues will be considered
further as part of work on LTP5.
Reopening local plan site allocations is beyond the remit of this SPD.
The Council has completed updated viability work that supports the
Council’s position as set out in the SPD and the Local Plan.

Amendments to SPD

The SPD has been
amended to take
account of updated costs
included at appendix 3
PREA Delivery Profile and
Infrastructure Costs, and
in the viability appraisal.
The position in respect of
HIF is updated and
clarified.

We recommend that opportunities to
support the delivery of infrastructure,
for example through additional
residential development, are explored
by WDC. This could include
development on land off Shootacre
Lane which is controlled by L and Q
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Estates which is located within the Area
of Comprehensive Development shown
in Figure 2 of the SPD and includes land
for the Culverton Link section of the
Relief Road. (Taylor Wimpey for L and Q
Estates)
Development at Culverton Farm could
reduce the risks associated with the
current third-party ownership of the
land required to deliver the Culverton
Link. (Taylor Wimpey for L and Q
Estates)
The SPD is inconsistent in how it shows
access to the land off Poppy Road.
Access to the site shown on Figure 13 as
part of the Concept Plan. Figure 26a sets
out the vehicular access and movement
strategy. However, that drawing does
not show access to the site. It should
therefore be amended to identify a
potential access point from the land off
Poppy Road onto Wycombe Road, along
with an access from the Culverton Link
to the site. Similarly, Figure 52 should
be amended to show the connection
from the Culverton Link to the site.
(Arrow Planning Ltd for Magnacrest)
Concerns were raised in relation to the
chalk stream ecosystem being under

Council response

Amendments to SPD

The site falls outside the PR settlement boundary.
Residential development at this location would be contrary to the
adopted local plan.
The Council has signalled a willingness to assist with the acquisition
of land should this be necessary.

No change.

Although considered as part of the delivery plan in terms of design
No change.
guidelines and site access this site is out of scope as it is a relatively
small site likely to be developed by single developers and so does
not raise the same issues of design and coordination. More details
will come forward as part of future planning applications, and can be
considered as part of pre-application discussions.

Policy CP10 sets out the Council's strategic commitment in relation
to protecting water quality:

No change.
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severe stress, and the need to support
the recommendations from the Chalk
Streams in Crisis report (joint report by
twelve organisations, including
Chilterns Conservation Board and
BBOWT)).
Thames Water should not be increasing
abstraction volume from local
boreholes, to meet water supply
requirements of the imminent
development, as the aquifer is depleted.
WDC and Thames Water should include
a written commitment in the NLP to
guarantee that further town
development will not rely on any
additional groundwater being drawn
from the chalk aquifer, thus
exacerbating an already dire
environmental problem.
Thames water must:
- undertake a fundamental
overhaul of drought
management planning to enable
a more pro-active, precautionary
approach that better protects
rivers and wetlands in future.
- put clear targets should be put in
place for replacing aquifer
abstraction with alternative

Council response
" 4. Working in partnership with the Environment Agency, Natural
England and the water companies to protect, manage and improve
water quality in the District, particularly the quality of water bodies
which are currently failing to meet the Water Framework Directive
(WFD) requirements as set out in the Thames River Basin
Management Plan (RBMP)."
Policy DM38 expand on this (see the plan for full text). The Council
has responded to Thames Water’s latest Draft Resource
Management Plan which is a long term plan looking at water supply
sources across the whole area covered by Thames Water and which
seeks to reduce groundwater abstraction especially from Chalk
Aquifers.

Amendments to SPD
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supplies in affected river
catchments.
- actively support the construction
of new strategic water storage
and supply reservoirs in the
South East, as a matter of
urgency to meet future demand,
and replace unsustainable
abstraction.
Will Summerleys road be closed during
the construction? What will be the
impact of the construction traffic, what
alternatives for traffic? Timing of
railway possession? there is no
passenger traffic at night but there is
freight traffic using the railway at night
so possession would cause major
disruption; we should talk to network
rail
I know you have plans to close the
junction of Mill Lane with the B4009
Lower Icknield Way but black ice is
often present before this point, so if the
Local Plan goes ahead in its current
format, please address this issue by at
least putting up a warning sign.
(resident)

Council response

Amendments to SPD

This level of detail goes beyond that which can be covered by the
SPD. The Council’s project delivery team is in touch with Network
Rail regarding the design. This issue will be considered further as
part of any proposals put forward for consultation ahead of
construction.

No change.

This is a matter for the detailed design stage

No change.
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