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1. Introduction 
1.1. These representations respond, on behalf of Chalfont St Peter Parish Council, to the planning 

appeal against non-determination of outline planning application PL19/2260/OA, registered 
under appeal reference 21/3272171.  

1.2. The representations identify the relevant planning history for the site, the statutory planning 
policy and area constraints that are key considerations in determining the appeal. This is 
followed by a review and discussion of the merits of the appeal, followed by conclusions and 
a recommendation. 

1.3. Chalfont St Peter Parish Council’s earlier representations to the planning application were 
submitted in August 2019. A copy of the representations is attached as Appendix 1.  

2. The Appeal  
2.1. An application for Outline planning permission was sought for the erection of a Motorway 

Service Area (MSA) with all matters reserved except for access from the M25, comprising a 
facilities building, fuel filling station, electric vehicle charging, up to 100 bedroom hotel, 
service yard, parking facilities, vehicle circulation, landscaping, woodland and amenity 
spaces, Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)/attenuation, pedestrian and cycle links, 
retaining structures and associated mitigation, infrastructure and earthworks/enabling 
works (PL/19/2260/OA). An appeal against non-determination of the application has 
subsequently been submitted. 

3. Planning History 
3.1. There is no relevant planning history for the site, however, an earlier planning application 

for motorway service area submitted for land south of the appeal site referred to above is 
of relevance to this assessment. Details are as follows: 

• 96/08215/CM - Land forming part of Warren Farm, Denham Road and Denham Park 
Farm, Slade Oak Lane, proposed twin motorway service areas with provision for access 
from M25 (outline application). (that part being within South Bucks District - Objection  

4. Planning Policy  
National Policy Context 

4.1. The relevant planning development framework for planning appeal 21/3272171 is as 
follows: 

• National Planning Policy Framework (2019) 

Local Policy Context 
4.2. The Development Plan for Chiltern District (CD) currently consists of the following: 
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• The Adopted Chiltern District Local Plan (1997) (including The Adopted Alterations May 
2001 and July 2004) (Consolidated September 2007 and November 2011); 

• The Adopted Core Strategy (2011) and Adopted Policies Map; 
• Minerals and Waste Development Plan Documents (prepared by Buckinghamshire 

County Council); and 
• The Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan (adopted in November 2016). 

4.3. It should be noted that the Chiltern and South Buck Local Plan (2036) was withdrawn on the 
21st of October 2020 because it did not fulfil the Duty to Cooperate regarding meeting 
Slough Borough Council’s unmet housing need.  

5. Discussion 
Green Belt 

5.1. The entirety of this development proposal falls within Green Belt. The Parish Council 
recognises that principles relating to developing the Green Belt have not changed since the 
publication of our last representations and therefore we reiterate that the development 
proposal does not constitute very special circumstances and the merits (and material 
considerations) of the proposal do not outweigh the level of harm to the Green Belt (as per 
paragraph 144 of the NPPF).  

5.2. The Parish Council would like to add that the land proposed for development is considered 
to contribute strongly to the Green Belt (as stated within the Buckinghamshire Green Belt 
Assessment Report, 2016). Parcel 44b, to which the development is located within, also 
scored ‘5’ (the highest possible score) for its contribution to Purpose 3 (assist in safeguarding 
the countryside from encroachment) of the NPPF. The parcel was not recommended for 
further consideration.  

5.3. With the above in mind, it is evident that relevant precedents are both applicable and valid, 
due to Central Government’s unchanged direction and stance on Green Belt policy.  

5.4. As referred to above, the 1996 planning application (96/08215/CM) for a motorway service 
area slightly south of the planning application in question (although also situated entirely 
within the Green Belt) was refused because “the proposal involves commercial development 
in the Green Belt as described in the adopted Buckinghamshire Country Structure Plan 1991-
2011 and as shown in the adopted Local Plan for South Bucks and the South Bucks District 
Local Plan Deposit Version 1996 in which there is a general presumption against 
development in the Green Belt with certain exceptions. Motorway Services Areas are not one 
of the exceptions. No very special circumstances have been demonstrated which would 
justify the reversal of central government and local planning policies for the Green belt in 
this instance”.  

5.5. Whilst the development plan has been updated since this period, the presumption against 
development on the Green Belt remains unchanged and therefore any divergence from this 
decision would conflict with both valid local precedents and central government’s existing 
policies (as ascribed in paragraph 137 of the NPPF).   
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Assessment of Need 
5.6. The Parish Council notes that there have been no significant changes - since making its 

previous representations to the proposal in 2019 - in the assessment of ‘need’ for an 
additional MSA on the M25. Therefore, in accordance with paragraph B8 of the Department 
for transport’s (DfT) Circular 02/2013 circular, the Inspector should consider the proposal 
on specific planning merits, rather than on the spacing of MSA sites, beyond conformity with 
the maximum and minimum spacing criteria.  

5.7. Two other development proposals are highly relevant to the determination of the Warren 
Farm appeal, both of which are outline proposals at the planning application stage. These 
are:  

• Application PL/20/4332/OA, received in December 2020 - Outline application for a 
Motorway Service Area between M25 junctions 15 and 16 near Iver Heath – currently 
pending consideration by Buckinghamshire Council; and 

• Application 19/0646/OUT, received in April 2019 – Outline application for a new 
Motorway Service Area at junction 20 of the M25 Motorway (off-line MSA proposal) – 
currently pending consideration by Three Rivers District Council. 

5.8. The Parish Council notes that all three of the MSA schemes appear to fulfil the maximum 
28-mile criteria as set out in Circular 02/2013.  In determining this appeal, it will be necessary 
to consider the circumstances of the other proposed MSA locations and the merits of each 
of these schemes, on the basis that all three of the proposed schemes seek to address the 
same identified ‘need’ for an MSA on the M25.  

5.9. A failure to consider the merits of these alternative proposals would cast doubt on the 
robustness of the Inspector’s decision. The Parish Council notes it will be equally necessary 
for Buckinghamshire Council and Three Rivers Borough Council to have regard to the other 
proposals during their consideration of the alternate schemes.  

5.10. The assessment of ‘need’ is a material consideration that carries significant weight in 
the determination of the appeal, given that all three sites are in the Green Belt. Therefore, 
the Parish Council is pleased to see that both other motorway service providers have been 
granted Rule 6 status for the Inquiry because of their relevance of these proposals regarding 
suitable available sites to address an identified ‘need’.  

5.11. The Parish Council maintains that no conclusive evidence has been provided in the 
Warren Farm planning appeal to demonstrate that this proposal is best-placed, or best 
located to meet the identified need for additional MSA infrastructure. Furthermore, the 
appellant’s Alternative Sites Assessment was carried out in November 2019, without any 
update as to how site availability might have changed in the intervening period.  

5.12. Therefore, the Parish Council cannot quantify how Very Special Circumstances can be 
shown to exist without assessing the merits and deliverability of the alternative proposals. 

5.13. At the time of preparing the appeal representations, Buckinghamshire Council has yet 
to formally quantify its position on the appeal, noting that an officer report and 
recommendation is yet to be presented to Members of the BC Planning Committee.   As of 
May 2021, it remains unclear as to when the Committee will consider a formal response as 
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to how it would have determined the application, had the appellant not submitted the 
appeal against non-determination. The Parish Council respectfully requests that it is given 
further opportunity to comment on the updated Appeal Statement in due course.  

Development Pattern 
5.14. As highlighted by the submitted Location Plan (Figure 1), the appellant’s land extends 

beyond the extent of the development proposal boundary to the built-up edge of Chalfont 
St Peter, bounded to the west by Denham Lane and to the north by West Hyde Lane.  

 
 

5.15. If the appeal is allowed, the development proposal would result in a thin tract of 
undeveloped Green Belt land remaining between the existing built-up edge of Chalfont St 
Peter and the motorway service area boundary. The development proposal would therefore 
result in the increased urban containment of this land, contrary to a) and c) of paragraph 
134 of the NPPF. 

5.16. As such, it is considered that the development proposal would undoubtedly cause 
unequivocal harm to the Green Belt in terms of its openness – both spatial and visual. Given 
that the methodology of a Green Belt Assessment is underpinned on the NPPF’s five Green 
Belt purposes, of which “to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment” is 
one (as per paragraph 134c) of the NPPF, purpose 3), this development proposal would 
result in a lower ‘purpose 3’ score of the remaining tract of land in subsequent Green Belt 
Assessments, which, in turn, would reduce the overall level of harm of development on the 
applicant’s additional land. This is considered wholly inappropriate and contrary to NPPF 
Green Belt purposes (as per paragraph 134 of the NPPF), as the development would reduce 
the openness and landscape setting of the remaining tract of Green Belt situated between 
the MSA and the built-up edge of Chalfont St Peter.   

Figure 1 - Site boundary and applicant's additional land ownership 
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Hotel Provision 
5.17. The Parish Council considers the ‘M25 West (Warren Farm) MSA Hotel – The Hotel 

Needs Case’ report to be inaccurate and to not reflect the latest economic forecast. The 
following statements, sourced from the submitted Hotel Needs Case Report (published in 
June 2019), conflict with one another (our emphasis added):  

“It is unlikely that a hotel at the M25 West (Warren Farm) MSA would compete in the local 
hotel market; in reality it might pick up a small amount of overflow business when these 
hotels are very full, but first choice is likely to be for hotel in the destination and close to the 
purpose of visit rather than on a motorway;” 

“The local market area hotels are performing at levels that demonstrate they are turning 
business away because they are full and are not indicating that they are serving a motorway 
market in any way; they are embedded in their local community: the motorway is almost 
irrelevant to them.” 

5.18. The above two statements conflict with the statement below: 

“With average occupancies at over 70% + (the industry-accepted standard for when hotels 
begin to deny demand as they are full), confirms existing hotels will be trading at or close to 
capacity for much of the time with limited spare capacity, indicating a need for new hotels.”  

5.19. With reference to the above, it is abundantly clear that the Hotel Needs Case Report 
has applied an overly reductionistic view on the case of need. As quoted above, the Report 
acknowledges that the clientele of local (non-MSA) hotels strongly differs from MSA hotel 
clientele, and, as the needs of the two groups differ, the local (non-MSA) hotels do not 
indicate that they are serving the motorway market as “the motorway is almost irrelevant 
to them”. Taking this into account, it is, therefore, a serious flaw of the Report to then state 
that there is a need for new hotels based on the fact that “average occupancies [are] at over 
70%”.  

5.20. This interpretation is not underpinned on detailed analysis - as contrary to their earlier 
findings - the Report is combining the need for both non-MSA and MSA hotels to justify the 
need for an MSA hotel (which in their own words is unlikely to be used by the majority of 
those seeking a local hotel stay). This evidence cannot, therefore, be used as justification on 
the basis that data used within the Report is applied dishonestly to make a case of need.  

 
Figure 2: MSA hotel sector performance over the period 2014-2018 –Source: Hotel Needs Case Report 
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5.21. Furthermore, figures shown in Figure 2 (sourced from the Hotel Needs Case Report) 
reveal that there is a downward trend in MSA hotel sector performance over the period 
2014-2018. The Parish Council would like to highlight that overall hotel performance is likely 
to have been significantly impacted since the beginning of the Covid-19 pandemic in early 
2020 and therefore this data is now highly inaccurate.  

5.22. The Covid-19 pandemic has prompted radical changes in the way we live and work. 
These impacts on working patterns are likely to reduce the need for MSA hotels and should 
therefore be fully incorporated into need assessments. As such, it is possible that the MSA 
hotel is no longer financially viable and as such cannot be endorsed by the Parish Council.  

Secondary Vehicular Access & Safety 
5.23. The Parish Council acknowledges that revisions were made to the “new multi-user 

employee access”, labelled access ‘B’ in the submitted revised Design and Access 
Statement”. Despite these revisions, the Parish Council questions the purpose of such a 
route, as the title “multi-use employee access” with a “controlled employee only access into 
the MSA at MSA boundary” is unclear and raises key concerns regarding fire safety due to 
the lack of unobstructed non-motorway access. Given that access ‘B’ is earmarked as the 
only alternative vehicular route (other than the M25 access), it is clear that the appellant 
has failed to address the needs of the emergency services.   

5.24. In their representation dated 11th November 2020, Buckinghamshire’s Fire and Safety 
Service stated that: “Milton Keynes and Buckinghamshire Fire Authority wish to thank the 
planning department for their clarification of subsidiary access in relation to the project 
proposal, specifically, the provision of secondary, non-motorway, access for emergency 
services, via the local network using Denham Lane. […] In the absence of a suitable and 
design compliant subsidiary access the Authority seeks to secure a condition to planning for 
the inclusion of Automatic Water Suppression System in the design brief for both the MSA 
and Hotel premises.” 

5.25. With the above in mind, it is evident that the Denham Lane access has limited use, as 
the access route is only suitable for employees. Furthermore, any other personnel (such as 
contractors) would be unable to use this route due to the employee-only access system. 
Therefore, this raises the question as to whether this access point is appropriate and 
whether it is required. Furthermore, it is concerning that neither the revised submitted 
Planning Statement or Design and Access Statement refer to the provision of an Automatic 
Water Suppression System. Whilst the Fire and Safety Service recognise that this matter can 
be secured through a condition, in the absence of a suitable secondary emergency access 
route, the Automatic Water Suppression System is a key safety requirement that should be 
recognised and appropriately outlined through the submission.   

5.26. The Parish Council remains deeply concerned by the prospect of an MSA development 
that is not serviced by a dedicated emergency access. Emergency access provision is an 
integral infrastructure requirement that ensures the site’s safe operation, particularly in the 
event of a catastrophic incident or blockage on the M25. The existing local road network is 
unsuitable for an intensification of use, particularly by heavy vehicles, and the Parish Council 
does not believe that outline planning permission can be granted without ensuring 



Troy Planning + Design | Appeal Representations 21/3272171 | Chalfont St Peter Parish Council | May 2021 

 7 

 

appropriate safeguards. The appeal should therefore be dismissed on highways and health 
and safety grounds.  

5.27. In terms of the appropriateness of the increased use of Denham Lane, the Chiltern and 
South Bucks Phase 2B Modelling Report (2017) states that Denham Lane is already 
constrained based on the baseline (do nothing) scenario. For comparative purposes, the 
Phase 2B Modelling Report (2017) modelled a development site (now de-allocated due to 
the withdrawal of the Local Plan) which would result in 150 additional two-way trips on 
Denham Lane. The assessment found that this would affect queueing times along Denham 
Lane by 1000%.  

5.28. Based on the assumption that any upscaling would be proportionate to the Phase 2B 
Modelling Report (2017) findings, our analysis in Table 1 below highlights how operational 
employee traffic (as detailed in the submitted MSA West [Warren Farm] Motorway Service 
Area Transport Assessment) would affect queue times along Denham Lane and West Hyde 
Lane. This is a particularly pertinent issue as the submitted Design and Access Statement 
states that access route B would provide a “new multi-user employee access (pedestrian and 
cycle) from Denham Lane to the MSA”.    

Road Road user increase 
and associated 
scheme 

Queueing time 
increase  

Denham Lane 150 additional two-
way trips, withdrawn 
Local Plan site 
allocation 

1000% 

West Hyde Lane 150 additional two-
way trips, withdrawn 
Local Plan site 
allocation 

40% 

Denham Lane 425 additional two-
way trips, MSA 
proposal 

2833% 

West Hyde Lane 425 additional two-
way trips, MSA 
proposal 

113% 

Table 1: MSA employee car user queue assessments 

5.29. Based on our assessment, employee car trips alone could increase queue times along 
Denham Lane by 2833% and 113% along West Hyde Lane. This oversight is a clear dereliction 
of duty of the appellant, as the potential adverse impacts to local residents would be 
incredibly severe. This issue is further conflated by the potential additional trips made by 
HGV drivers during the construction phase, as the submitted MSA West [Warren Farm] 
Motorway Service Area Transport Assessment states that “during this initial 12-week period, 
the main construction access route is expected to be from A413 along Joiners Lane and 
Denham Lane with a site access from Denham Lane at the adjoining field access”. As shown 
in Figure 3 below, the Joiners Lane/Denham Lane junction is rural in nature and, as 
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evidenced above, was not designed to support the level of traffic proposed by the 
development proposal – and in particular, heavy goods vehicles.  

5.30. Furthermore, it should be acknowledged that planning application 96/08215/CM 
(refused permission in 1996) was partly refused because “the Council would be concerned if 
Slade Oak Lane ere to be used for staff and emergency access. It is in part a very narrow 
country lane which in places is only sufficient to allow one vehicle to pass. Any increased use 
would necessitate road improvements which would be potentially damaging to the character 
of the area. Furthermore, such an increased use could adversely impact the amenities of 
residents in Slade Oak Lane”.  

5.31. With such a profound and applicable precedent, it is therefore evident that the 
proposed transport routes are ill-conceived, go against Buckinghamshire Council’s (formerly 
South Bucks District Council’s) previous determination evidence and are in contravention of 
paragraph 102a) of the NPPF. On that basis, this appeal should be dismissed. 

 
Figure 3 Denham Lane/Joiner Lane junction) 

5.32. The Parish Council is deeply concerned that pedestrian access via the multi-user 
route for employees will encourage on-street parking around the junction of Joiners and 
Denham Lanes, and immediate side roads. It stands to reason that MSA staff living in or 
near the SL9 catchment (a population of some 24,000 approx.) will choose this route to 
work which avoids the risk of motorway congestion, not to mention time and extra fuel 
costs (12 miles each way if the M25 is used). 

Parking 
5.33. Adjacent Robertswood School, Denham Lane has limited and insufficient parking for 

even its own staff. Recently, double yellow lines have been painted around the school 
entrance and surrounding junctions which puts additional pressure on parking.  Adjacent 
to Cheena Meadow there is limited car parking for short visits, only to the Garden of Rest 
and burial ground. In the Chiltern emerging Local Plan (now withdrawn for revision) it was 
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proposed that no non-residential development would be permissible if it did not include 
adequate off-street parking. 

 
Figure 4 Congestion near Robertswood School 

5.34. For comparative purposes, Table 2 below provides a summary of proposed parking (as 
set out in the submitted Amended Planning Statement [July 2020]) and parking 
requirements based on Buckinghamshire Council’s Parking Guidance (2015) – Zone 2 (less 
accessible) area standards. Floorspace data was sourced from the submitted ‘Environmental 
Statement – Proposed Development’ document. As shown below, that proposed by the 
appellant falls short of requirements set by Buckinghamshire Council.  

5.35. The Parish Council requests further clarity as to how the appellant has quantified the 
proposed parking figures, as, if miscalculated, this would create congestion and potential 
tailbacks on the M25, which, in turn, would create significantly increased pressure on the 
local highway network.  

 
Proposed 
Use 

Area 
(sqm) 

Parking requirement 
based on 
Buckinghamshire 
Council Parking 
Guidance (2015) 

Proposed parking 
 

Hotel 3,750  100 (1 per bedroom) Up to 1,030 light 
vehicle spaces 
(including 5% 
disabled spaces);  

Facilities 
building 
(minus 
hotel) 

24,150 1,725 (1 space per 
14sqm, food retail A1 
use, [GFA >1000sqm]) 
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Filling 
station 

21,850 
(stated 
area 
minus 
shop kiosk 
area) 

586.8 (1 space per 
38sqm for B1/B2 use) 

Up to 200 HGV 
spaces;  
Up to 23 coach 
spaces;  
Up to 23 
caravans/motor 
homes/vehicle and 
trailer (including 2 
disabled space);  
Up to 23 motorcycle 
spaces; and  
Up to 1 abnormal 
load space.  
 

Shop 
kiosk in 
filling 
station 

450  20.5 (1 space per 
22sqm, A1 GFA < 
1000sqm) 

TOTALS: 2,432 1,300 
Table 2: Parking analysis findings 

 
Air Quality  

5.36. The Parish Council is also concerned that the development proposal would cause an 
unacceptable increase in air quality pollution. The submitted ‘Environmental Statement – 
Air Quality’ document states that: 

“It has been found that the maximum contribution to nutrient nitrogen deposition and 
nitrogen-derived acid deposition, due to the Proposed Development, within Bloom Wood is 
1.008% and 0.429% respectively of the relevant critical loads for woodland. Where no 
improvement in background pollution or vehicle emission performance, from 2018, is 
realised, the maximum contribution to nutrient nitrogen deposition and nitrogen-derived 
acid deposition, due to the Proposed Development, within Bloom Wood is 1.872% and 
0.797% respectively of the relevant critical loads for woodland”. 

5.37.  It then adds that: 

“The assessment concludes that contributions of more than 1% of the relevant critical loads 
for nitrogen deposition have been identified at Bloom Wood. However, this exceedance of 
the 1% is considered to be a worst-case result. To assess the impact of the car park on Bloom 
Wood, the car park had to be modelled at full and continuous capacity, at speeds of 5km/h 
throughout. In addition, a site access pathway around the full boundary of the MSA has been 
included for a robust assessment approach. In reality, the car park would never be fully 
occupied at all times and therefore any nitrogen deposition as a result of the car park can be 
assumed to be less. Additionally, critical loads for Bloom Wood were utilised for the Old Park 
Wood SSSI, as Bloom Wood being an ancient woodland does not have site-relevant critical 
loads. The critical loads from Old Park Wood could therefore be a more conservative 
estimation of the critical loads for Bloom Wood.”   

5.38. The above findings reveal that the proposed development creates a palpable threat 
to public health, as, as stated in ‘Design Manual for Roads and Bridge – Air Quality’ 
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Standards1, projects which exceed the critical 1% nitrogen deposition threshold fall within 
the likely significant air quality effect for human health category. In addition, it is worth 
noting that the ‘Design Manual for Roads and Bridge – Air Quality’ notes that in-combination 
effects of plans and projects should be assessed at the initial scoping stage in addition to the 
stage requiring further assessment. 

5.39. In the absence of in-combination effect analysis – in particular, an assessment on the 
MSA proposal and highway works relating to HS2 (for example, HS2 works along nearby 
Chalfont Lane), it is probable that accurate nitrogen deposition levels far exceed that of the 
critical load required to adversely impact human health. On this basis, the Parish Council 
refutes the information presented within the Environmental Statement and therefore 
objects to the development proposal. 

Landscape and Visual Impact  
5.40. As raised in our previous representations, details pertaining to landscape character 

and mitigation measures are scarce and inadequate. As stated in the submitted ‘M25 West 
MSA: Review of Landscape Issues’ Report, the proposed development “would require the 
removal around 50 individual trees, two small copses and c.1.7km of hedgerow. One veteran 
tree (T247), a mature hedgerow ash, is proposed to be removed”. The Parish Council deems 
the compensatory ‘landscaped area’ and mitigation measures to be insignificant and 
inadequate in comparison to the designated Green Belt land and associated landscape 
elements which are due to be lost through this development.  

5.41. As highlighted below in Figure 2, the Chiltern District Landscape Character 
Assessment2 classifies most of the western part of the site as a ‘mixed use terrace’ 
character, with landscape guidelines stating the following:  

• “Conserve and manage the woodland (including ancient woodland) which provide 
enclosure in the landscape and form an important landscape pattern and feature, and 
invaluable biodiversity benefit. 

• Promote appropriate management of arable farmland and rough grazing, to help 
generate a wildlife rich habitat, and visually attractive landscape. 

• Conserve and manage hedgerow boundaries, which provide visual unity and intactness 
and increase biodiversity, linking areas of woodland and agricultural farmland. Consider 
planting and refilling of hedgerows, and encourage new tree planting to maintain tree 
population. 

• Maintain open views across fields, and monitor the introduction of vertical 
infrastructure, which would adversely affect views within the landscape. 

• Conserve the relatively low density of dispersed settlement, avoid infilling.” 

 
1 https://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/prod/attachments/10191621-07df-44a3-
892e-c1d5c7a28d90?inline=true 

2 https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/landscape-character-assessment 
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5.42. Given that the development proposal will cause inappropriate harm to the landscape 
through loss of agricultural land (total urban development coverage equating to 11.37ha 
based on the submitted Environmental Statement [Proposed Development]), removal of 
numerous hedgerow boundaries, loss of open views and integration of recreational uses 
within tranquil landscape settings, this development proposal is not compliant with the 
guidelines set out in the Landscape Character Assessment and therefore will cause 
unequivocal damage to both local landscape and ecology. 

5.43. It should also be noted that, due to the scale of this development, mitigatory native 
scrub planning, native hedgerow planting and marginal planting (as proposed within the 
submitted revised illustrative masterplan) are overly simplistic measures that do not 
account for the complex interplay between habitats, disturbance regimes and ecosystem 
processes which pre-existed the development on-site.  

5.44. As such, these mitigation measures fail to address the specific needs and restorative 
process required to support local floral and faunal populations and therefore this 
development proposal is in contravention of paragraph 174b) of the NPPF.   

Ecology   
5.45. Whilst the Parish Council acknowledges that the development of the site would result 

in the loss of low-grade agricultural land, it is also unclear as to how the development 
proposal would impact wider ecological networks. It is noted that Bloom Wood and the thin 
tract of woodland to the east of Bloom Wood are classified as ancient woodland, and 
therefore the development must conform with paragraph 175c) of the NPPF, which states 
that “development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as 
ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly 
exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists.”   

5.46. With the above in mind, the appellant has failed to assess the potential impact of the 
development on the aforementioned ancient woodlands. The Forestry Commissions’ most 
recent representation (29th September 2020) states that “changing the water table or 
drainage of woodland or individual trees” could “result in the loss or deterioration of ancient 
woodland or ancient and veteran trees”. It is therefore considered that the submitted 
Environment Statement – Local Water Resources Report (undated, published 3rd July 2019) 
and other supporting evidence provide insufficient details on what impact the development 
proposal will have on groundwater levels. The Environment Statement states that there will 
be a “minor adverse” effect on the Gerrards Cross Gravel Formation in relation to the 
“excavation and removal of the topsoil and shallow superficial deposits could reduce the 
rainfall-runoff response and also alter groundwater levels and increasing the vulnerability of 
the groundwater to potential contamination/oil spills during construction”. This alludes to 
the fact that groundwater levels will indeed be altered.  

5.47. The validity of the above assessment is also questionable as the Environment 
Statement (Local Water Resources) Report methodology assumes that “the design proposals 
will evolve in conjunction with the drainage strategy, and as such the assessment assumes 
that this strategy is incorporated within the Development Proposal”. However, the drainage 
strategy referred to has not been submitted as part of the appeal submission and an 
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“additional surface water drainage strategy report” (dated 1st November 2019) appears to 
supersede the publish date of the “Environmental Statement – Local Water Resources” 
report (undated, published 3rd July 2019), therefore it is entirely unclear as to what drainage 
measures have been assumed on-site for the purposes of these assessments.  

5.48. Based on the above, it is evident that the appellant has failed to assess the potential 
ecological knock-on effects of the development proposal. In the absence of robust evidence 
and in recognition of the sensitivity of the ancient woodland, it is not possible to ascertain 
whether the impacts to groundwater will result in the deterioration of both tracts of ancient 
woodland. The Parish Council, therefore, urges the appellant to provide more clarity on this 
matter.  

Noise and Light Pollution  
5.49. Due to the scale and nature of the proposed MSA development, which would remain 

in 24-hour operation, the Parish Council is deeply concerned by the potential adverse 
impacts on residential amenity through noise and light pollution. Amenity impacts are 
likely to be particularly significant for the residents of West Hyde Lane, who will be within 
300 to 400 metres from the core area of the MSA site. 

5.50. The Parish Council does not believe that nearby residential receptors have been 
adequately considered within the appellant’s Environmental Statement, which does not 
appear to provide a detailed assessment of the impacts likely to result from an increase in 
traffic (construction and operation) on West Hyde Lane. A further assessment of the 
potential noise and light pollution should be undertaken to inform details of mitigation, 
rather than the appellant relying on details to be provided retrospectively through a 
Construction and Environmental Management Plan.  

6. Conclusions and Recommendation 
6.1. The proposed development is wholly unjustified on the grounds that the stated ‘need’ for 

MSA infrastructure does not constitute ‘very special circumstances’ to warrant a substantial 
development in the Green Belt, and as such does not comply with paragraph 144 of the 
NPPF. The development would also erode the quality of remaining Green Belt land, with an 
increased likelihood of future piecemeal development of the Green Belt situated between 
the proposed MSA and the built-up edge of Chalfont St Peter. The Parish Council believes 
that the remaining tract of Green Belt would no longer be afforded the same weight in terms 
of its contribution to the NPPF’s Green Belt purposes.  

6.2. The appeal must be carefully considered in the context of two alternative MSA proposals to 
address an identified ‘need’ on the M25. The planning merits of each scheme should be 
weighed up carefully to ensure that available land with the Green Belt is justified based on 
minimising harm and the degree of conflict with the five Green Belt purposes under 
paragraph 134 of the NPPF. An updated assessment of alternative sites should also be 
provided, cross-referencing the submitted evidence provided as part of the alternate 
proposals. 
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6.3. The development proposal would result in unacceptable levels of congestion on the local 
road network, as queue times are likely to exceed 2800% that of baseline queue times along 
Denham Lane. This represents a grossly unsustainable pattern of development which would 
cause significant detrimental impacts to local residents. As noted above, this proposal also 
contradicts earlier rulings by South Bucks District Council, who justified the refusal of a 
similar MSA application because the likely effects to the local road network would be severe, 
as the proposed routes for HGV drivers (during construction) and employees were not 
designed to support the level of growth proposed. 

6.4. The Parish Council does not believe that outline planning permission can be granted without 
ensuring appropriate safeguards for emergency access. The developer cannot rely on the 
existing local road network, in particular Denham Lane, which is wholly inadequate for use 
by larger vehicles and increased volumes of traffic. The appeal should therefore be 
dismissed on highways and health and safety grounds.  

6.5. It is also evident that the scale and design of the scheme would cause significant harm to 
the landscape setting and local ecology. This harm would likely be irreversible and would 
cause widespread disturbances to flora and fauna due to the removal of important habitat. 
The Parish Council remains concerned that development at the site could achieve net gains 
in biodiversity.  

6.6. The unprecedented impact of the Covid-19 pandemic also raises concerns over the viability 
of the proposed hotel, as assessments of need are outdated and do not reflect existing 
work/life patterns which are fundamental in assessing the long-term occupancy projections 
of the proposed hotel.  

6.7. Based on the above findings, the Parish Council is unable to support the development 
proposal and therefore call for the appeal to be dismissed.   
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APPENDIX A – Previous Representations 
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Planning.comments@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk 

21st August 2019 

 

Dear Sirs,  

Chalfont St Peter Parish Council: objection to planning application LA ref. no. 

PL/19/2260/OA – erection of a motorway service area (MSA) with all matters reserved, 

except for access to/ from the M25 on land at Warren Farm (between junctions 16 and 17) 

This objection is being submitted on the above MSA application on behalf of Chalfont St Peter Parish 

Council (PC). The letter sets out the PC’s principal concerns, relating to the proposal not being in 

accordance with the statutory development plan; there are no material considerations to indicate that 

it should be determined other than on the basis of development plan policies (s38(6) of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990, as amended). The PC considers that the proposal is inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt and it does not demonstrate any ‘very special circumstances’ that 

could justify the grant of planning permission (consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) 2018, as revised 2019). 

The PC’s overall conclusion from their detailed consideration is that the planning application should 

be refused planning permission; in any event however, the PC fully expects there to be formal 

invitations to comment again on the application prior to its determination, in response to anticipated 

changes to the proposal inevitably resulting from this statutory consultation period’s outcomes.  

Lastly, a recommendation is put forward by the PC for next steps: a strategic, coordinated approach 

to selecting future sites and proposals for MSAs serving the West M25 should be taken.  
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The development plan 

Chiltern District Local Plan 1997 

The saved policies of the adopted Chiltern District Local Plan 1997 include Policy GB2, which reflects 

the-then national Green Belt policy. The MSA proposal would not be in accordance with the policy - 

as inappropriate development that should be refused planning permission – unless it can be shown 

that it would ‘preserve the openness of the Green Belt’ and ‘not conflict with the purposes of including 

land in it’ (criterion (b)(iv).  

Chiltern Core Strategy 2011 

The adopted Chiltern Core Strategy 2011 likewise cross-refers to the-then current national Green Belt 

policy. It does not include a Green Belt, District-specific policy, stating in para. 14.4 that with regard 

to sites for new residential development and the Green Belt’s boundaries: 

“As the Council has been able to identify land, there has been no need as part of this Core 
Strategy to review the boundaries of the Green Belt. Within the Green Belt, national policy 
will continue to apply.”  

Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan 2016 

The made Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan (2016) does not include a Green Belt policy either, 
referring to its extent – and to that of the Colne Valley Park - in para. 2.10. Once again, it relies on 
current national Green Belt policy; one of the Plan’s Objectives (page 43) is to ‘conserve and enhance 
the Parish’s landscape and views’ and the Plan goes on to confirm: 

“The designation of much of the Parish’s area as Green Belt provides strong protection from 
development…” 

Policy PWI1 has the objective of supporting the rural economy; together with its supporting text, it 
reads as follows: 

 
“Proposals that involve the creation of new employment opportunities within the rural area 
will be supported so long as they accord with policies in the Neighbourhood Plan and higher 
level policies.  
 
10.2 New employment in rural areas can have a significant impact on the appearance of the 
open countryside and the Green Belt. It is important therefore that any proposals for new 
employment accord with policies protecting the landscape and rural parts of the parish.” 

The PC concludes from the statutory development plan that the Green Belt’s long-maintained 
boundaries in Chiltern that have endured throughout – in new plans and through Plan review - in the 
vicinity of the M25 confirm the site’s positive contribution to the Green Belt. The approach taken in 
each Plan has been and still is consistent with ever-evolving national policy.  

https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/localplan1997
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/planning/adoptedcorestrategy
https://www.chiltern.gov.uk/article/7408/Chalfont-St-Peter-Neighbourhood-Plan
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The PC’s comments below, particularly with reference to the location and scale of the proposed 
MSA, clearly demonstrate that the development does not preserve the openness of the Green Belt, 
either spatially, visually, or as perceived ‘on the ground’. 

Material considerations - key aspects of the current application and the PC’s concerns 

The primary concern of the PC is the siting of the proposed development on Green Belt land. In 

addition, it is also a cause for concern that the applicant has ownership/control over land well beyond 

the defined red line boundary of the current scheme. There is therefore very considerable uncertainty 

over the precedent of the already extensive Green Belt development proposed leading to further 

pressure for expansion of the MSA in the future; this concern is very real for the PC, when looking at 

the so-called ancillary but very diverse facilities that already form part of this current application.  

This objection only raises the PC’s fundamental concerns and does not aim to cover all of the others, 

as it is not possible to comment in detail and with complete accuracy at this outline stage – one reason 

being that the PC acknowledges that the scheme is expected to be subject to change in response to 

the outcomes of this consultation exercise. Instead, the PC’s objection deals with the key aspects of 

the proposal, as follows: 

• Applicant’s ‘need’ case for MSA provision at Warren Farm 

• Scale of the proposal, out of proportion with meeting need 

• Green Belt  

• Site-specific aspects – public rights of way, construction vehicles and the application 

Environmental Statement  

• Wider considerations – traffic flows (Highways England) and crash data  

• Concluding comments and recommendations  

 The applicant’s ‘need’ case 

The PC fully understands the way in which the ‘need’ case for MSAs is defined, as explained in the 
Department for Transport’s (DfT) Circular 02/2013, ‘Strategic road network and the delivery of 
sustainable development’.   
 
In the applicant’s justification of ‘very special circumstances’ outweighing harm to the Green Belt in the 
Planning Statement, the primary reasoning given for the proposal is in reference to the safety function 
of MSAs:  
  

“Motorway service areas and other roadside facilities perform an important road safety 
function by providing opportunities for the travelling public to stop and take a break in the 
course of their journey.” para. 3.2 

 

The Circular recommends that:  
 

“(…) the maximum distance between motorway service areas should be no more than 28 
miles.” 4.3 
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Based on this Government advice relating to the distance between MSAs, 14 routes have been 
identified by the applicant:  
  

 “…where the distance between existing MSA facilities exceeds 28 miles and therefore where 
there is a ‘gap’ in provision (measured from Junction tip of nose to Junction tip of nose i.e. the 
point at which the driver must make a decision to enter a MSA or continue). Some of these 
gaps are substantial; with 9 being 40 miles or more, including 2 gaps of 60 miles or more.”  4.5 

 
The Circular’s advice on a 28-mile maximum distance takes into account: the regime of statutory 
breaks and working time restrictions that the drivers of heavy goods vehicles are often subject to; the 
speed restrictions of these heavy vehicles; varying speed limits on the strategic road network (SRN); 
and traffic congestion at peak hours or in high-capacity areas. The aim is for the maximum distance 
between signed services to be, on average, equivalent to 30 minutes of driving time. The PC wishes to 
highlight how there is Government advice as to how this advice should be applied; the Circular most 
importantly notes (in paras. B5. to B8.): 
 

“B5. […] However the timing is not prescriptive as at peak hours, on congested parts of the 

network, travel between service areas may take longer. 

B6. The Highways Agency therefore recommends that the maximum distance between 

motorway service areas should be no more than 28 miles […].  

B7. Speed limits on the strategic road network vary and therefore, applying the same 

principles, the maximum distance between signed services on trunk roads should be the 

equivalent of 30 minutes driving time. This distance can also be shorter […] 

B8. The distances set out above are considered appropriate for to all parts of the strategic road 

network and to be in the interests and for the benefit of all road users regardless of traffic 

flows or route choice. In determining applications for new or improved sites, local planning 

authorities should not need to consider the merits of the spacing of sites beyond conformity 

with the maximum and minimum spacing criteria established for safety reasons. Nor should 

they seek to prevent competition between operators; rather they should determine 

applications on their specific planning merits.” (the PC’s emphasis) 

Planning merits – the Green Belt and ‘very special circumstances’  

 
On the basis of having sought to adequately demonstrate that there is a need case that can be made 
for an MSA somewhere in this general West M25 location, the applicant suggests that the application 
site should be granted planning permission on the basis that the acknowledged harm to 
the Green Belt arising from the development is justified, due to the compelling safety need 
demonstrating ‘very special circumstances’. The Planning Statement submitted in support of the 
application confirms this conclusion: 
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“The harm to the Green Belt and other harm, in the case of this application, are considered to 
be significantly outweighed by the benefits of the proposal and as a result the Green Belt 
balance once again falls very firmly on the side of the proposal and ‘very special circumstances’ 
have been demonstrated.” Para. 11.7 

In defining ‘very special circumstances’ justifying harm to the Green Belt, the NPPF states: 

“143. Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be 
approved except in very special circumstances.  

144. When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that 
substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not 
exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other 
harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.” 

The PC would point out that there are many other considerations to also take into account, some with 

very substantial weight that should be attached to them. It is accepted that there may be a safety-

based need for a further MSA serving this western section of the M25; however, there is nothing 

conclusive in the Warren Farm planning application’s supporting documentation demonstrating that 

this planning application is best-placed, or best located to meet that need.  

Green Belt openness 

The proposed site comprises open, agricultural land that forms part of a highly visible and extensive 

area of Green Belt that is also part of the Colne Valley Regional Park. The MSA’s harm to the openness 

of the Green Belt in both visual and spatial terms will inevitably be considerable.  

In short, there can be no certainty that the application site should be chosen for an MSA, in the context 

of national advice on provision. While the applicant has undertaken an assessment of alternative sites, 

the PC considers that its findings do not justify the harm to openness. 

Scale of proposal - unjustified harm to the Green Belt, and not appropriate to ‘need’  

It is the PC’s view that the scheme also poses excessive, unjustified harm to the Green Belt, because 

the scale and content of the proposal are out of proportion and not consistent with national advice 

on safety need. The mandatory minimum requirements for facilities on a signed MSA, as set out in 

Circular 02/2013, are as follows: 

• Open 24 hours a day, 365 days a year 

• Free toilets/hand washing, without the need for purchases 

• Shower and washing facilities for HGV drivers, including secure lockers 

• Hot drinks and hot food available, for consumption on the premises 

• Access to a cash-operated telephone 

• Free parking for 2 hours’ minimum 

• Fuel 
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It is acknowledged by the applicant themselves that the proposed ‘Facilities Building’ is larger than 

most other existing MSAs across the UK (Planning Statement, para. 10.22), with an indicative total 

gross internal area (GIA) of around 7,800sqm. This building is proposed to include:  

• “Food court and ancillary retail, incorporating facilities for the sale and consumption of hot 

and cold food and beverages on and off the premises; 

• Business Centre comprising a Business Lounge with a range of different sized meeting rooms; 

• Free toilet and hand washing facilities for all drivers and their passengers; 

• Showers and washing facilities for HGV drivers; and 

• Staff areas including kitchen, catering storage, staff rooms, retail storage, refuse areas, 

office space”. 

In addition, a 100-bed hotel (approx. 3,750 sqm GIA) and a forecourt sales building as part of the fuel 

filling station (450sqm) are also proposed.  

In considering the appropriateness of this scale of development, the PC notes that the DfT Circular 

recommends: 

“B29: The scope and scale of retail activities at roadside facilities is a matter for consideration 

by the relevant local planning authority in line with the National Planning Policy Framework 

and local planning policies. However, local planning authorities should have regard to the 

primary function of roadside facilities which is to support the safety and welfare of the road 

user.”  (para. B29) (the PC’s emphasis) 

The size of the Facilities Building, the overall quantum of commercial floor space proposed and the 

scale of the scheme as a whole are all excessive and are not seen to support this primary function. The 

applicant’s justification for the scale of development is entirely in contradiction with its placement in 

the Green Belt. For example, the explanation provided by the applicant for the scale of the Facilities 

Building, is that it is in order to provide ample and comfortable room for consumption and in 

anticipation of visitor numbers associated with the section of M25 it would be serving. Reference is 

made to the high visitor numbers at Cobham and Beaconsfield MSAs and a general view is taken that 

these numbers will increase ‘over the lifetime of the development’. However, no consideration is given 

as to the possibility of a fall in demand, or of the potential for this proposal to alleviate capacity 

pressure on surrounding MSAs – as it serves as an alternative for previously re-routing road users with 

a previous MSA ‘gap in their route’.  

Additionally, a higher number of parking spaces is proposed that is above the calculations suggested 

in the DfT Circular (Planning Statement, para. 10.35). This is suggested, in order to accommodate/ 

cater for: bad parking; police incidents; and retaining the appearance of visible spaces, to encourage 

drivers to take a break.  

The PC view is that these points do not form adequate justification for the scale, content and size of 

Green Belt development proposed, and they call into question the soundness of reasoning by which 

all other parts of the scheme’s scale have been proposed and justified.  
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The PC also queries how such large scale ‘main town centre uses’ (NPPF, Glossary), particularly the 

hotel, business centre and very considerable amount of retail floorspace, are justifiable in the out-of-

town location of the proposed MSA. It is not easy to grasp how the extensive floorspace proposed can 

be described as ancillary to the principal MSA use. 

For these reasons, Chiltern District Council should consider whether each of the justifications for the 

scale and content of the proposal are well-founded, in the context of whether their provision is or is 

not consistent with the NPPF, and whether any element does or does not amount/ contribute  to the 

required ‘very special circumstances’ for justifying Green Belt harm.  

Relevant planning history and its implications 

As the applicant acknowledges and as long ago as 1998, land at Warren Farm was proposed for an 

MSA; it was one of a series of such proposals on the M25 around this time that were subject of (all 

but one) separate inquiry. The-then Secretary of State’s (SoS) decision (refusal, as recommended by 

the Inspector) for Warren Farm was one of several that were subsequently quashed (in Elmbridge BC 

& Anor v SoS) in the High Court (as stated in a Government Office for the South East letter dated 24 

January 2001). However, the application was not reconsidered jointly and subsequently with 6 other 

‘western sector’/ M40 MSA proposals.  

All of the first ‘round’ of inquiries considered alternative sites but to differing degrees; in the High 

Court ruling, Richards J stated: 

“170. […] the SoS did not have a reasonable basis for the assessment of competing sites, or at least has 

failed adequately to explain how he carried out the exercise in a way that, notwithstanding the 

apparent difficulties, withstands scrutiny or rationality grounds.” 

All of the decisions under challenge, for all of the proposed MSAs, were quashed - due to issues of 

legitimate expectation, breach of natural justice and breach of the Environmental Effects Regulations 

- ‘allowing the SoS to reconsider the matter as a whole” (paras. 228 and 229 of the judgment).  

According to a Government Office for the South East letter dated 17 May 2001, need, highway matters 

and impact on the Green Belt were the matters for consideration at the ensuing multi-scheme inquiry. 

In addition, the appropriateness of proposals being submitted in outline was to be considered.  

Planning permission for one M25 MSA was eventually granted, following a conjoined inquiry in 2002-

3 (despite Richards J concluding that ‘it does not follow from my judgment that a full further inquiry is 

needed’ in para. 172 of the transcript). In January 2005, planning permission was granted for two 

MSAs, one (‘New Barn Farm’) between M25 junctions 10 and 9 in the Green Belt in Elmbridge (notably 

it was the only M25 proposal) and the other at Junction 2 of the M40. Both the Inspector and SoS 

concluded: 

“[…] in the absence of an acceptable second M25(W) MSA site, any residual need not addressed by 

New Barn Farm, must be considered on the M4 and M40 radial routes. 

https://www.casemine.com/judgement/uk/5a8ff8d360d03e7f57ecdd1c
https://www.casemine.com/judgement/uk/5a8ff8d360d03e7f57ecdd1c
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwiOuuC2so7kAhU5RBUIHf20CgoQFjAAegQIARAC&url=https%3A%2F%2Fdemocracy.buckscc.gov.uk%2FData%2FDevelopment%2520Control%2520Committee%2F20010227%2FAgenda%2FItem11c.pdf&usg=AOvVaw3vq_ufLRv2hWU3Ypfy4wny
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwiOuuC2so7kAhU5RBUIHf20CgoQFjAAegQIARAC&url=https%3A%2F%2Fdemocracy.buckscc.gov.uk%2FData%2FDevelopment%2520Control%2520Committee%2F20010227%2FAgenda%2FItem11c.pdf&usg=AOvVaw3vq_ufLRv2hWU3Ypfy4wny
https://democracy.buckscc.gov.uk/Data/Development%20Control%20Committee/20010717/Agenda/Item06g.pdf
http://edocs.elmbridge.gov.uk/IAM/IAMCache/1959075/1959075.pdf


 

 

troyplanning.com 
14-18 Emerald Street 
London 
WC1N 3QA 
 
T: 0207 0961 329  

LONDON 
AMSTERDAM 
HAMPSHIRE 
MANCHESTER 
PORTLAND 

[…] there is insufficient justification to delay a decision on the grounds that a further search for a M25 

MSA site might be successful […] 

The SoS has carefully balanced the harm to the Green Belt, and any other harm, against the compelling 

unmet need for an MSA. He concludes […] that this unmet need amounts to very special circumstances 

of sufficient weight to clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and any other harm[...] 

[…] the compelling need for an MSA amounts to a material consideration which is sufficient to 

outweigh conflicts with other national planning policies, the development plan and any other matters 

raised at the Inquiry.” (paras. 29, 40 and 41 of the SoS’ decision letter) 

The currently proposed MSA is in very close proximity to the previous Warren Farm scheme and seeks 

to justify its harm to the Green Belt through making safety provision to the same stretch of the M25. 

Yet the 2005 decision makes clear that Beaconsfield and Cobham met this need. With there being only 

a short distance between these two existing MSAs, there is reasonable ground for it to still to be 

considered that together, they satisfy the safety need for West M25 MSA provision. 

Site specific material considerations 

Environmental Statement – Non-technical Summary 

The PC is of the opinion that there are important concerns arising from the applicant’s approach to 

reasoning the environmental effects of the MSA. From the Non-technical Summary of the 

Environmental Statement, it is concluded that there are too many suppositions that are not well-

founded – and that at this outline application stage, a well-informed comment on environmental 

impacts and the effectiveness of their associated mitigation measures cannot be made. While not in 

a position to comment on the specific technical elements of each category, and reference should be 

made to the relevant competent authority’s opinion on these matters, the PC would like to highlight 

certain issues of particular concern that warrant the Council’s careful and close consideration: 

1. Landscape and visual impact – inadequate details are provided, to assess in detail whether the 

proposed mitigation measures (during both construction and operation) are adequate. The PC’s 

overall view is that they are not, bearing in mind the reference to the ‘significant effects on the 

character of the landscape during construction and operation in relation to the Site itself e.g. the 

fabric of the landscape’. It is particularly disturbing that this impact is from changes to the 

landform and the loss of trees and hedgerows – as well as ‘the addition of new features that are 

not in keeping with the landscape character of the site’. The PC cannot accept that 

reinforcement ‘through woodland and hedgerow planting and the design of the scheme’ could 

mitigate this scale and extent of impact, in any timescale. 

2. Land adjacent to the site – it is acknowledged by the applicant that during construction, public 

rights of way along the eastern and southern edges and through the northern edge of the site 

may be diverted or closed during construction for safety reasons. Linked with the MSA’s 

operation, on land outside the application boundary, a new definitive bridleway would provide 

access from the underpass to Denham Lane; there would also be informal routes and green 
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space, and enhanced existing public rights of way, north to south and east to west. Other 

‘enhancements’ relate largely to planting. There will inevitably be difficulties in ensuring that the 

applicant is tied to the application ‘commitment’ for implementing these off-site proposals.  

 

3. Ecology, biodiversity and nature conservation – the applicant refers to habitat losses that would 

include the following:  

o C.2ha of broadleaved woodland (of which c.1.5ha is broadleaved semi-natural) 

o In the order of 1,200m of species rich hedgerow  

o A single veteran tree  

New habitats created as part of the proposed development and ‘on land within the applicant’s 

control’ would include ‘in the order of’:  

o 13ha of new native broadleaved woodland  

o 6 new ponds  

o 5,000m of new species-rich hedgerow  

The applicant concludes that following the mitigation/compensation measures outlined above, no 

significant residual impacts are predicted to arise (acknowledging that proposals to minimise 

disturbance of nesting birds and direct losses of active nests will be necessary). The applicant 

comments that as this is an outline application, information on biodiversity is limited at this stage. 

The PC would however once again comment that on the basis of the information provided there 

is in particular no certainty that landscape measures outside the application boundary will be 

undertaken; there may well be issues with enforceability, bearing in mind that they would not 

constitute development. 

4. Agriculture, soils and ground conditions - while the PC notes that much of the proposed site is 

low-grade agricultural land, its permanent loss is significant, particularly as it cannot be 

mitigated against. In addition, the applicant acknowledges that as a consequence of the 

development, the site’s ‘remaining soils’ function, quality and resilience, would be reduced’. As 

regards ground conditions, not enough site investigation appears to have been undertaken for 

any clear conclusions to be drawn and mitigation measures put forward. The applicant states 

that the majority of mitigation will be by way of ‘engineering solutions’. The PC would however 

point out that for matters such as slope stability, if it is found that potentially extensive and 

obtrusive measures are required, then this is highly likely to impact the ability of the scheme to 

hide into the bottom of the valley as proposed. 

 

5. Transport and access – Highways England have already liaised with the applicant and 

commented in a formal submission on the application; there are clearly ongoing issues with 

calculations (and there has seemingly been no consideration of the volume/size of construction 

vehicles in terms of their suitability or otherwise on the local (country lane) road network, 

particularly Denham Lane.  
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An indicative number of 425 employees is expected to work at the site, yet only 20 cycle spaces 

are allocated. (framework travel plan, sections 3.2 and 4.2). Sustainable, non-car reliant modes of travel are 

therefore under-provided and employees’ car use will inevitably lead to exacerbated congestion 

issues and help to promote a lack of concern for sustainability.  

6. Air quality – on the basis of the application only being in outline, there seems to be less-than-

expected information on pollution matters. Consideration seems to have only been given to the 

impacts of dust, fine particulate matter and for pollution concentrations of NO2, PM10 and PM2 

have only been considered for the nearby existing sensitive human receptor (Orchard Caravan 

Park). Air quality impacts for the wider Denham Lane area and other residents in West Hyde 

Lane in the Chalfont St Peter area seem not to have been considered. It would appear that the 

mitigation proposed focuses on an appropriate Construction Environmental Management Plan 

and EV charging points – disproportionately small measures in the PC’s estimation. 

In conclusion, the PC cannot accept the applicant stating: 

‘[…] the design of the proposed development and its construction has taken into account the 

potential environmental effects and where necessary mitigation measures form an integral 

part of the scheme so to ensure that the environment is suitably protected and any impacts 

from the Proposed Development are minimised. It is therefore considered that there are no 

overriding environmental constraints which would preclude the Proposed Development.” 
(Summary, page 31) 

Unless and until there is a planning decision notice that sets out extensive conditions and 

requirements for reserved matters approval (accompanied by an inevitably complex s106 agreement), 

and the detailed planning conditions are discharged alongside the s106 obligations being met, there 

cannot be any certainty that the proposed mitigation of impacts will be effective (either when the 

planning permission is implemented/ the  site is operational).  

In any event, the PC has reached a view on the available information that there is uncertainty around 

the sufficiency or otherwise of proposed mitigation during construction and worse still, once the site 

is operation. Not all of the land in the control of the applicant has been included within the 

development boundary, and this further undermines the certainty of mitigation measures for the 

wider site.  

Public rights of way and emergency access  

The applicant’s description of the ‘(C) New definitive bridleway to provide access from the underpass 

to Denham Lane and along Denham Lane (resurfaced as multi-user route)’ does not seem to match 

the map provided. It is not clear whether the route will be a new bridleway on private land, as shown 

on the map, or whether it will constitute an upgrading and resurfacing of Denham Lane to support 

multi-users. 

The PC would also question the suitability or otherwise of the new multi-user route for employee 

access to the MSA, questioning whether it connects well into existing non-car infrastructure in the 
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surrounding area, where employees are likely to travel from. The conclusion from the presented 

application proposal is that it is likely to be underused, given its setting, the likely shift hours that 

employees would work and the demographic of some of the locally-derived employees (e.g. students, 

part-time workers and so on). 

Additionally, in light of comments by Thames Valley Police, the PC would like clarification as to how 

the request for an emergency services access route will be provided to the site. In particular, it is 

important to ensure that restrictions to such a route will be sufficient, and it will be maintained in 

order to ensure that unintended access to/ from the MSA does not impact on local roads (that already 

experience congestion).  

Highways England - traffic flow issues  

With reference to the potentially negative congestion impacts for this busy motorway section and in 

the application’s current form, it is understood that Highways England have raised concerns and 

questions regarding the information provided in the Transport Assessment, which forms part of the 

Environmental Statement. It is noted that forecast flows have not been used for 2026, the year in 

which the MSA is expected to open, and as such an informed judgment is not yet able to be made ‘as 

to whether the existing carriageway can accommodate a development of this nature in this location.’ 

Footnote 42 of the NPPF states that policies for large-scale facilities such as roadside services should, 

where necessary, be developed through collaboration between strategic policy-making authorities 

and other relevant bodies. Given Highways England’s issues with the flow data, the Council has been 

advised to delay issuing a decision until satisfactory data is resubmitted and they can progress their 

analysis. Until this is complete, it is not possible for the PC to ascertain whether the implications on 

motorway traffic congestion as a result of this proposal would be acceptable or not – taking into 

consideration the high volume of traffic this area of motorway accommodates. Potentially this 

application, as a single site aiming to meet the suggested MSA demand, will have material/detrimental 

effects on this section of the strategic road network. 

Construction management scheme  

The PC is extremely concerned about the suggestion for using the A413 along Joiners Lane and 

Denham lane as a route for construction traffic for 12 weeks - particularly in the knowledge that there 

will undoubtedly be very many heavy vehicle and plant movements every day. Even a CEMP would 

not resolve this problem, as a country lane is entirely unsuitable as a matter of principle for the high 

volume of construction vehicles and earth-moving involved in a proposed development of this scale. 

There is a school on Denham Lane, and the area is often congested with very little space for parking 

at peak times coinciding with school hours. The Parish Council would also query the scope for using 

HS2-related access provision.  
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Potential combination with other Green Belt release sites to form encroachment  

As part of the Local Authority’s emerging Local Plan, which is currently undergoing public consultation, 

other large sites in close proximity to the proposal are being considered for removal from the Green 

Belt for development (the Epilepsy Society and Winkers Nightclub with adjoining fields). 

While the PC does not necessarily support these schemes, the plan-led system means that large-scale 

developments on Green Belt land should be pursued via the Local Plan process for removal from the 

Green Belt in this way, rather than as in the current situation, where a separate planning application 

has been submitted intending to show ‘very special circumstances’ that in this case do not exist. A due 

process via plan making is vital for ensuring that the functions and purposes of the Green Belt, as 

defined in national policy, are delivered and then maintained permanently. 

In this way too, cumulative impacts can be considered on the wider local area and can be addressed 

most suitably in the Local Plan making process. 

Conclusions and recommendation 

It is clear from the above analysis that the Warren Farm application should be refused planning 

permission, principally because there are no material considerations that indicate that a decision 

should be made other than in accordance with the development plan. The NPPF confirms that it would 

be consistent with national policy to refuse the application, as the applicant has not made a ‘very 

special circumstances’ case for the use of this Green Belt site for an MSA. The harm to the Green Belt 

demonstrated by the PC is clearly far in excess of the proposed MSA’s supposed benefits. No aspect 

of the proposal has shown any ‘very special circumstances’ for the PC to conclude the contrary.  

Additional reasons for refusing the proposal should relate to the other harm caused by impacts 
on biodiversity, air quality, landscape character etc. and the limited proposals for protection, 
enhancement and mitigation; the PC does not however consider that there is enough information in 
the outline application to comment in full on these matters.  
 
This application – consistent with the NPPF and in light of other emerging MSA proposals outside the 

District - potentially point to the authorities taking a strategic outlook to MSA provision in relation to 

the West M25; in effect, this would be a review of the 2005 SoS MSA decision and the comprehensive 

grounds it was based on. It is suggested that a holistic approach is needed for considering any 

proposed MSA provision to meet ‘need’ on this section of the M25, in light of the Beaconsfield M40 

MSA having been allowed on appeal to meet that need. 

The applicant’s Alternative Sites Assessment inadvertently confirms that this approach would be a 

sensible way forward for stakeholders:  

“It is clear that no single site can satisfy all of the existing gaps in provision, however when 

identifying a preferred location the aim should be to ensure that as many of the existing gaps 

as possible can be filled.” (para. 8.9) 
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For this reason, and for the reasons detailed above, the PC suggests that the relevant authorities 

should adopt a holistic and strategic approach to addressing the issue of whether there are existing 

gaps in the safety provision of MSAs that should be addressed. In the application’s present form, the 

evidence presented for gaps in current MSA provision are seen by the PC as being deficient, as 

distances between alternative MSAs and potential sites - and the role of the Beaconsfield M40 MSA 

(which may still be better suited to meet ‘need’) - are not fully considered. The scheme has been 

considered in isolation of other proposals, despite the applicant’s own Alternative Sites Assessment 

highlighting that other sites, e.g. at J17 or J20, are viable for suitable developments.  

Chiltern DC should in these circumstances liaise with Three Rivers DC, alongside other statutory 

consultees (e.g. Highways England) and West M25 authorities in order to collectively determine the 

most appropriate long-term strategy that should be sought, as arising from these proposals. It should 

be acknowledged that a gap on any one stretch of the M25 can be met by more than one site/ 

developer (to the greater benefit of motorway users), rather than judging the planning merits of a 

single scheme in isolation from others and with reference to the wider network that served. This 

approach could help ensure that harm to the Green Belt could be minimised/ obviated, allowing the 

most suitable scheme serving the safety need to come forward. The PC’s recommendation is all the 

more relevant, with Heathrow expansion proposals taking shape and in view of current planning 

applications and previous planning decisions in the area. 

The PC therefore objects to the current planning application. It is understood that if there are further 

submissions, the PC would be consulted on any significant future changes with implications for the 

Parish. The overall view is that this proposal is of such a scale that Chiltern and West M25 authorities 

should liaise directly with Highways England, and all other relevant statutory bodies/ stakeholders, in 

order to find the best long-term solution. 

 

 

Yours faithfully, 

Troy Hayes 
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