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1. Introduction 
1.1. These representations provide a response, on behalf of Chalfont St Peter Parish 

Council (CSPPC), to the outline planning application PL22/1411/OA.  

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 application, 
followed by conclusions and a recommendation. 

 

2. The Planning Application   
 

2.1. An application for Outline planning permission is sought for the erection of a 
Motorway Service Area with all matters reserved with the exception of access from 
the M25, comprising a facilities building, fuel filling station, electric vehicle charging, 
service yard, parking facilities, vehicle circulation, landscaping, amenity spaces, 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)/attenuation, retaining structures and 
associated mitigation, infrastructure and earthworks/enabling works. 

2.2. The application site is approximately 35.88 hectares according to the applicant. The 
site is almost entirely with Chalfont St Peter Parish apart from a small section in the 
south that is located within Gerrards Cross Parish. The application site is located 
entirely within the Green Belt and entirely within Colne Valley Regional Park.  

 

3. Planning History 
2019 Planning Application for a Motorway Service Area 

3.1. A planning application for a Motorway Service Area was submitted by Extra (dated 28 
June 2019) (Application Ref: PL/19/2260/OA) with the following description:  

“The development proposed is the erection of a motorway service area with all 
matters reserved with the exception of access from the M25, comprising of 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.” 
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3.2. An appeal was made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a failure to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an 
application for outline planning permission. Buckinghamshire Council’s Strategic Sites 
Committee resolved (23rd June 2021) that the Members were ‘minded to refuse’ the 
application for a number of reasons:  

• The proposal constitutes inappropriate development in the Green Belt which 
is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt.  

• The proposal would have substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, 
in both spatial and visual terms resulting in substantial erosion of openness, 
unrestricted sprawl, closing the gap between neighbouring towns and 
substantial encroachment into the open countryside. Such harm is afforded 
very substantial negative weight.  

• The proposed development is of a scale and nature on an open green field site 
which would represent an obtrusion in to open countryside and result in 
significant adverse landscape character and visual impact on the area of the 
development site, its immediate setting and the wider area, loss of best and 
most versatile agricultural land, and would result in less than substantial harm 
to the setting of the listed buildings at Mopes Farm and the public benefits do 
not outweigh the harm to the heritage assets.  

• Having regard to the benefits arising from the proposal and the harm to the 
Green Belt and other harm resulting from the proposal, this harm is not clearly 
outweighed by other considerations. There are therefore no very special 
circumstances to clearly outweigh this harm.  

• The proposal is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework and 
Policies CS1, CS3 and CS4 of the Core Strategy for Chiltern District (2011), 
Policies GB1, GB2, GB30, GC1, LB1 and LB2 of the Chiltern District Local Plan 
(1997) (including alterations adopted 289 May 2001) Consolidated September 
2007 and November 2011.  

 

3.3. The Inspector dismissed the applicant’s appeal (Appeal Ref: 
APP/X0415/W/21/3272171, Decision Date 17 November 2021). The Inspector’s 
conclusions are summarised below:  

• Any MSA in the north-west quadrant of the M25 would be highly likely to be 
on Green Belt land and would cause substantial harm to the Green Belt.  

• In this case there is substantial harm to the Green Belt, significant harm to the 
character and appearance of the area, moderate harm caused by loss of the 
BMV agricultural land and limited harm caused by aviation safety.  

• Conditions and the S106 would not be capable of mitigating the harm to an 
acceptable level.  
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• Although there would be some harm caused by the loss of a veteran tree, 
taken on its own, the need for the MSA and other benefits comprise wholly 
exceptional reasons to override the loss of a veteran tree.  

• The issues of heritage assets, highway safety and accessibility, and pollution 
are neutral considerations in the planning balance.  

• The economic, social and environmental benefits, taken together, are 
substantial. However meeting the need (for an MSA) is the most important 
benefit.  

• Iver Heath MSA:  

o The other economic, social and environmental benefits from Iver Heath 
are capable of being similar to the appeal scheme given the availability 
of more than 35 ha of additional land for off-site enhancement.  

o The harm to the Green Belt and the landscape would be considerably 
less.  

o There would be no impact on the BMV land and aviation safety.  

o The other potential harms to veteran trees and heritage assets are 
unlikely to be matters that prevent an MSA coming forward at the Iver 
Heath site, notwithstanding the great weight that should be given to 
the conservation of heritage assets, including their setting.  

o There is a reasonable prospect that the Iver Heath site could be 
delivered in that there do not appear to be any insurmountable 
obstacles.  

o The CVMSA site may be lagging behind the appeal scheme in terms of 
resolving some technical issues. But, to my mind, it is worth giving a 
site, which is likely to be considerably less harmful to the Green Belt, 
the opportunity to run its course. This is in the context of the 
Government’s imperative of protecting the Green Belt. On the 
assumption that planning permission is granted in the next 12 months 
or so, delays to the delivery would not be significant in the greater 
scheme of things. 

• The substantial harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness and 
effects of openness and purposes, together with the significant harm to the 
character of the area, the moderate harm caused by the loss of the BMV 
agricultural land, and the limited harm caused by the loss of a veteran tree and 
to aviation safety, would not be clearly outweighed by other considerations to 
constitute very special circumstances.  

• In principle, the need for an MSA in the north-west quadrant of the M25 is a benefit 
that should be attributed substantial weight, and along with other benefits, is 
capable of outweighing even a substantial amount of Green Belt and other harm. 
However, there is a reasonable likelihood that these benefits can be achieved in a 
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less harmful way by an alternative site. Therefore, the weight to the benefits of the 
appeal scheme is moderated.  

• In addition, the Inspector attributed substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt 
in accordance with paragraph 148 of the Framework. In doing there has to be a 
gradation of harms depending on the scale and particular location of development. In 
this case, due to the size of the MSA and its particular impacts, the harm is pushing 
towards the top of the scale of substantial harm. 

 

1996 Planning Application for a Motorway Service Area 

3.4. An earlier planning application for a Motorway Service Area submitted for land south 
of the appeal site. The application was refused. 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). 

• Reasons for refusal:  
o No very special circumstances have been demonstrated which would 

justify the reversal of national and local planning policies regarding Green 
Belt. 

o The site is located within the Colne Valley Park. The proposals would 
conflict with the aims of the Park and have a detrimental effect upon the 
amenities of the locality:  
- To maintain and enhance the landscape of the Park in terms of its 

scenic and conservation vale and its overall amenity.  
- To resist the urbanisation of the Park and to safeguard existing areas of 

countryside from inappropriate development.  
- To conserve the nature conservation resources of the Park 

o The application fails to indicate how emergency and staff access is gained 
to the site. Any increased use of the narrow country lanes would 
necessitate road improvements which would be potentially damaging to 
the character of the area. Furthermore, such an increased use could 
adversely affect the amenities of the residents in Slade Oak Lane.  

4. Planning Policy  
National Policy Context 

4.1. National Planning Policy Framework (2021) 

Local Policy Context 

4.2. The Development Plan for Chiltern District within Buckinghamshire currently consists 
of the following: 
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Chiltern District Local Plan 1997  

4.3. 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  

4.4. 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 paragraph 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 review the boundaries of the Green Belt. 
Within the Green Belt, national policy will continue to apply” 

Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan (adopted in November 2016) 

4.5. 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…”  

4.6. 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 areas of the parish”. 

4.7. 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 contribution to 
the Green Belt. The approach taken in each Plan has been and still is consistent with 
ever-evolving national policy. 
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4.8. The Chiltern and South Buck Local Plan (2036) was withdrawn on the 21st October 
2020 on the grounds that it did not fulfil Duty to Cooperate with regard to meeting 
Slough Borough Council’s unmet housing need.  

 

4.9. CSPPC notes from its comments on the current planning application that the 
Buckinghamshire Council’s Planning Policy team considers that the proposed 
development is not in accordance with the development plan:  

 
“…the overall Policy conclusion is that the proposed development is not in 
accordance with the development plan and that very special circumstances 
will need to be justified to consider allowing an exception to normal Green 
Belt policy to allow the proposed motorway services.” 

 

5. Green Belt 
5.1. The entirety of this development proposal falls within Green Belt. CSPPC recognises 

that policy relating to proposals in the Green Belt have not changed since the 
applicant’s appeal that was dismissed in November 2021. Development is proposed 
on both the western and eastern side of the M25 and despite the applicant’s attempts 
to justify that its proposals are now ‘less harmful’ in Green Belt terms, the fact still 
remains that the proposals constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
which is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt1. The proposals do not constitute 
very special circumstances and the merits (and material considerations) of the 
proposals do not outweigh the level of harm to the Green Belt2. The fundamental aim 
of Green Belt is to prevent urban sprawl but keeping land permanently open and the 
essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence3. It 
is clear to CSPPC that the proposals are fundamentally at odds with this aim of the 
NPPF and forever alter the openness of the area. 

Land West of the M25 

5.2. The land proposed for development west of the M25 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 also 
notably scored a ‘3’ (out of 5) against Purpose 1 (preventing urban sprawl) and 
Purpose 2 (preventing neighbouring towns from merging) due to its role forming a 
wider gap and visual separation between the settlements of Chalfont St Peter and 

 
1 NPPF Paragraph 147 
2 NPPF Paragraph 148 
3 NPPF Paragraph 137 
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Maple Cross. The parcel was not recommended for further consideration in that 
study.  

5.3. In his report the Inspector for the previous appeal states: 

“With regard to the visual dimension of openness, that part of the appeal site to the 
west of the M25 comprises a chalk valley cutting through rolling farmland. The open 
land extends between the M25 and Denham Lane, the latter forming the eastern 
extent of Chalfont St Peter. The MSA would involve a significant incursion of built form 
and infrastructure into this open landscape together with a marked change in 
landform.”4 

Land East of the M25 

5.4. The land east of the M25 falls within Parcel 40b in the Green Belt study. In the study 
it scored a ‘3’ (out of 5) against Purpose 2 (preventing neighbouring towns from 
merging) as it forms the wider gap between Denham Green and Maple Cross 
preventing development that may reduce the perceptual and actual distance 
between the two settlements. The study notes how the parcel maintaining the overall 
openness of the gap between Denham Green and Gerrards Cross / Chalfont St Peter 
to the west.  

5.5. In respect of Purpose 3 (assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment) 
the parcel scored a ‘3’ noting that “there is a marked transition in the character of the 
landscape from north to south”. It states that “the north of the parcel retains a largely 
unspoilt rural character with a rolling landscape characterised by large, open 
agricultural fields” and that “as a result of local topography and the high level of 
openness, there are often long vistas across the wider countryside”. The proposals are 
located within this northern part of the parcel therefore this assessment applies to 
the development proposed in this location. 

5.6. The Inspector considered that with only limited development on the land east of the 
M25 in the form of slip roads and the bridge over the M25 that it would have some 
effect on the openness of the land. Cleary with the main MSA facilities now being 
proposed east of the M25 the current proposals do now have a significant effect on 
the openness of the land. The Inspector’s consideration of the eastern parcel also 
assumed that most of the area would remain open with swathes of meadow and 
woodland planting – not a new MSA development.  

“The area to the east of the M25 is already close to major works associated 
with HS2 and crossed by overhead power lines. Moreover, most of the area 
would remain open with swathes of meadow and woodland planting. In this 
context the provision of slip roads and the bridge over the M25 would have 
some, but not a significant, effect on the openness of this parcel of land.”5 

 
4 Warren Farm MSA Appeal Decision Reference: APP/X0415/W/21/3272171, Paragraph 14 
5 Warren Farm MSA Appeal Decision Reference: APP/X0415/W/21/3272171, Paragraph 16 
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5.7. 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 on the grounds that “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”.  

5.8. The presumption against development in the Green Belt remains unchanged and 
therefore any divergence from this would conflict with the recent appeal decision, 
the local authority’s evidence on Green Belt in addition to local and national policy 
existing policies. 

6. Alternative MSA Proposal at Iver Heath 
 

6.1. The Inspector for the MSA appeal at Warren Farm considered the merits of the that 
proposed scheme as well as the merits of the MSA proposals located between M25 
junctions 15 and 16 near Iver Heath (Application PL/20/4332/OA known as the Colne 
Valley Motorway Service Area (CVMSA). He made a number of key conclusions in his 
report.  

6.2. The Inspector considered that the landscape and visual harm of an MSA on the Iver 
Heath would be considerably less than an MSA in the location of the current 
application site. And whilst he confirmed that the CVMSA site is for someone else to 
decide including whether the very special circumstances test is passed his final 
conclusion was that the CVMSA provides similar benefits but with less harm as 
referenced below: 

“Of particular note is the different relationship with users of the M25 - those 
passing the appeal site would be on an embankment, whereas at Iver Heath 
they are in a cutting. Therefore, the landscape and visual harm of an MSA on 
the Iver Heath site would be likely to be considerably less than that proposed 
on the appeal site.”6 

“The decision on the CVMSA site is for someone else, including deciding 
whether the very special circumstances test is passed. I can only make a 
judgement on the comparative merits. However, based on what is before me, 
the CVMSA site would provide similar benefits but with appreciably less harm. 

 
6 Warren Farm MSA Appeal Decision Reference: APP/X0415/W/21/3272171, Paragraph 106 
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Therefore, the feasible alternative of the CVMSA site is a weighty other 
consideration.”7 

6.3. He acknowledged that although the CVMSA site may be lagging behind in terms of 
delivery that given the fact that it was considerably less harmful to the Green Belt 
that it should be given the opportunity to “run its course”. He refers to a potential 
time horizon of 12 months for a planning permission being granted. His report is 
dated 17th November 2021 therefore it is still within the twelve month period.  

“There is a reasonable prospect that the Iver Heath site could be delivered in 
that there do not appear to be any insurmountable obstacles. The CVMSA site 
may be lagging behind the appeal scheme in terms of resolving some technical 
issues. But, to my mind, it is worth giving a site, which is likely to be 
considerably less harmful to the Green Belt, the opportunity to run its course. 
This is in the context of the Government’s imperative of protecting the Green 
Belt. On the assumption that planning permission is granted in the next 12 
months or so, delays to delivery would not be significant in the greater scheme 
of things.”8 

6.4. In any event, Buckinghamshire Council will need to assess whether there are very 
special circumstances for the CVMSA. In terms of the current application at Chalfont 
it is already clear from the previous Warren Farm Inquiry and Inspector’s decision 
that very special circumstances do not exist at this location.  

 

7. High Speed 2 (HS2) 
 

7.1. The application site located east of the M25 is adjacent to the HS2 Chiltern Tunnel 
(southern portal) and within the HS2 area known as the Colne Valley Western Slopes. 
According to the applicant the application site (east of the M25) is temporarily being 
used for stockpiling excess material whilst HS2 is being constructed.  

7.2. The HS2 proposals are clear that the approved HS2 proposals and its design respond 
positively to the character of the Colne Valley, which is highly valued by the 
community, and that its proposals seek to conserve, enhance, restore; and transform:   

“The design has responded positively to the character of the Colne Valley, 
which is highly valued by the local community. The design has followed the 
general approaches (as applicable) in the HS2 Landscape Design Vision, which 
are to: 

Conserve; Enhance; Restore; and Transform.”9 

 
7 Warren Farm MSA Appeal Decision Reference: APP/X0415/W/21/3272171, Paragraph 119 
8 Warren Farm MSA Appeal Decision Reference: APP/X0415/W/21/3272171, Paragraph 129 
9 Written Statement Page 3. Application Ref: PL/21/0591 
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7.3. The approved HS2 Masterplan (see Figure 1 below) indicates the application as ‘Land 
Returned to Agricultural’. The HS2 proposals were designed carefully through 
considerable local engagement and independent design review. To clarify, CSPPC 
opposed the HS2 proposals in this location due to the impact of the development in 
this sensitive and vulnerable location. Colne Valley Park Community Interest 
Company (CIC) were also opposed to the HS2 project.  

7.4. The preparation of the carefully considered design including its landscape, 
environmental impacts never involved the option of introducing an MSA west of the 
HS2 site. It was clearly important to restore the land to its natural state to help 
mitigate the impact of the development. Clearly introducing an MSA in this location 
conflicts with the HS2 Design Vision and Masterplan and the HS2 proposals were 
considered and approved with the area in question being restored as agricultural land 
and not an MSA that will result in a range of additional negative impacts to the area.   

 
Figure 1: HS2 Masterplan Application Ref: PL/21/0591  

 

7.5. The HS2 Colne Valley Western Slopes Legacy Design Vision compares a ‘before and 
after’ of the current situation in 2020 with that of 2040 once the restoration of the 
area has matured (see below). Any introduction of an MSA east of the M25 (along 
with associated new infrastructure west of the MS25) would clearly conflict with this 
legacy project and the openness of land both east and west of the M25 where the 
application site is located. 
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Figure 2: HS2 Colne Valley Western Slopes Design Vision (Part 2) Application Ref: 
PL/21/0591  

 

7.6. The applicant claims that only 20% of the land will be capable of being reinstated to 
its former agricultural quality due to compaction and weather conditions affecting 
displaced soils:  

“The reinstatement of agricultural land after construction works does not 
usually lead to land of the same quality, due to compaction and weather 
conditions affecting displaced soils. It is likely that only 20% of such land would 
be reinstated to the same quality after HS2.”10 

 

7.7. However, this is not corroborated by HS2 as part of its planning application where it 
states that agricultural soil will be reinstated to similar profiles to those originally 
present to maintain agricultural quality.  

“Where agricultural restoration is proposed, soils will be reinstated to similar 
profiles to those originally present to maintain agricultural land quality.”11 

 

7.8. In any case there does not appear to be any technical assessment provided as to the 
following details. Instead, it appears the applicant has jumped to a conclusion that 
most of the land will not be suitable for agricultural  

a) What area of the land is currently being used temporarily used  to stockpile 
materials; 

b) What materials are and have been stockpiled on the site;  

c) How long have the materials been stockpiled;  

d) What impact the stockpiling of materials has had on the land and soil; and  

 
10 Planning Statement, Paragraph 10.66 
11 HS2 Environmental Design (Part 1), Section 5.3.3 (Technical Solutions) Application Ref: PL/21/0591 
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e) Based on the above a-d what type of agriculture the site could support in 
the future  

 

7.9. Critically, the site could of course be used for other uses if the above technical analysis 
were to prove conclusive that the land is not suitable for agricultural use. Alternative 
uses could be land for the use of biodiversity (for example) and further improve the 
pedestrian and visitor experience to the area as well as further improve the qualities 
of the Green Belt and CVRP in this location.  

  

 
Figure 3: HS2 Environmental Design (Part 1), Soil Profile Plan Figure 5.13 Application Ref: 
PL/21/0591  

 

7.10. We note from the HS2 Drainage Strategy that the application site is adjacent 
to the north west quadrant of the Colne Valley Western Slopes and that the runoff 
from this area will be allowed to ‘discharge freely’. It is currently unclear, as far as we 
can tell, from the applicant’s application how the drainage strategy of HS2 and that 



Troy Planning + Design | Representations PL/22/1411/OA : Land Between Junctions 16 and 17 of the M25 
Near Chalfont St Peter | July 2022 

 13 

 

of the application site would function together. This is clearly a concern given the 
sloping character of the area and the likely drainage impacts  

“The landscape area to the west of the HS2 alignment (north west and south 
west quadrant) and runoff from the material placed in the South East Quadrant 
will be allowed to discharge freely.”12 

 

 

Figure 4: Drainage Strategy for Colne Valley Western Slopes. Written Statement. 
Application Ref: PL/21/0591  

 

HS2 Comments 
 

7.11. We note from the HS2 response to the current planning application that it has 
a number of concerns about the proposals. Perhaps most critical of the concerns is 
that HS2 considers that there are “key interfaces of concern between HS2 and the 
revised MSA scheme proposals” that the applicant will need to consider in cumulative 
effect terms with HS2 including:  

• Contouring 
• Noise Impacts 
• Light Impacts 

 

 
12 Written Statement Paragraph 5.4.57. Application Ref: PL/21/0591  
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7.12. HS2 goes on to say in its comments that “As a committed project in that 
location, planning policy dictates that the HS2 completed scheme should be fully 
taken into account by the developer”.  

• The applicant seems to have overlooked potential synergies 
regarding retaining existing slip road which could significantly 
reduce the carbon impact of the proposed development 

• The application refers in its Framework Travel Plan (section 4.6)  to 
the existing HS2 access to the north and east of the application site 
and how the developer will work with the LPA and Highways 
Authority to retain these local connections. However, HS2 explains 
that the northern access are the slip roads for which an Undertaking 
/ Assurance is in place to remove once HS2 works are completed 
and the eastern access is also the quarry access road for which a 
legal agreement is to be entered into between HS2 Ltd and Three 
Rivers District Council to remove.  

• HS2 states that whilst proposed draft planning conditions included 
as Appendix 1 of the planning statement now relate to a different 
site and proposal, the vast majority remain relevant and, crucially 
from an HS2 interface perspective, the HS2 condition requested in 
HS2’s consultation response to the previous application is still 
included. The condition is for the requirement of a detailed Design 
and Construction Method Statement(s) to be submitted and 
approved by the LPA and that it must include arrangements to 
ensure any concurrent taking place of both developments that the 
HS2 works are not impeded. The reason for the condition is “To 
ensure the works do not prejudice the construction of HS2”. 

 

7.13. The comments from HS2 are concerning and strongly suggest that HS2 
considers that the applicant has not taken into account the cumulative effect of the 
HS2 proposals with its own.  

8. Colne Valley Regional Park (CVRP) 
 

8.1. At the time of preparing these representations Colne Valley Regional Park has not 
submitted its response to the planning application and it is understood that these will 
be submitted in early July. CSPPC makes the following comments in respect of the 
impact of the proposals on the CVRP without prejudice ahead of CVRP’s comments.  

8.2. CSPPC considers that the application proposals directly conflict with the Vision and 
Objectives of the CVRP.  

8.3. The Vision for the Regional Park states how it will look by 2050: 
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“In 2050, the Colne Valley Regional Park is a network of high-quality 
countryside, villages, green spaces, lakes and waterways. 

It forms a unique and precious green buffer immediately to the west of 
London, centred on the River Colne and the connected waterways, lakes 
and canals. Water quality, flow and condition throughout is improved 
and exceeds all statutory requirements. The Park has a high profile and 
fulfils its enormous potential as a regionally significant destination for 
recreation and relaxation. 

The Colne Valley Regional Park is a vibrant, living entity vital to good 
health and overall well-being: an important environment, rich in wildlife, 
in which people live, work and play, and one that actively encourages 
farming and forestry to thrive.”13 

8.4. The Objectives for the Park are as follows:  

• Landscape: To maintain and enhance the landscape, historic environment 
and waterscape of the park. Comment: the landscape will be significantly 
impacted by the MSA proposals.  

• Countryside: To safeguard the countryside of the Park from inappropriate 
development. Where development is permissible the Park will encourage the 
highest possible standards of design. Comment: The proposals represent 
inappropriate development both in Green Belt terms and in countryside 
terms. 

• Biodiversity: To conserve and enhance biodiversity through the protection 
and management of species, habitats and geological features of the Park. 
Comment: Clearly the impacts of an MSA east and west of the M25 will have 
a negative impact on biodiversity. 

• Recreation: To provide opportunities for countryside recreation and ensure 
the facilities are accessible to all. Comment: The proposals will have an 
impact on the experience of users of the Public Righs of Way surrounding the 
proposed scheme and the introduction of an MSA and its infrastructure will 
detract from the countryside character. 

• Rural Economy: To achieve a vibrant and sustainable rural economy, 
including farming and forestry, underpinning the value of this precious area 
of the countryside. Comment: The proposals undermine the rural character 
of the area and conflict starkly with the objective of creating a vibrant and 
sustainable rural economy including farming and forestry. 

• Community: To encourage community participation including volunteering 
and environmental education and promote the benefits of health and social 
well-being afforded by access to high quality green space. Comment: The 

 
13 https://www.colnevalleypark.org.uk/whats-special/  
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proposals will result in the degradation of green space and there is no 
environmental educational proposals proposed as far as we are aware. 

8.5. It is clear that the proposals directly conflict with the overall Vision for the Park as 
well as all of its Objectives. The proposals, if approved and delivered, would create 
significant harm to the Park and its purposes. 

 
 

9. Transport, Emergency Access, Sustainability and 
Parking 

 
National Highways 

9.1. SPPC notes that National Highways has requested clarification and further technical 
documentation from the applicant on a number of important matters. As a result, it 
has issued a ‘holding recommendation’ and requested that the Council not determine 
the planning application for a period of 56 days (until at least 27th July) or until such 
time as National Highways is able to submit an alternative response.  

9.2. National Highways explains in its response that it is interested in the potential impact 
upon the M25 and has undertaken a review of the submitted Transport Assessment 
(April 2022) and other relevant planning documents by the applicant. It is interested 
as to whether there would be any adverse safety implications or material increase in 
queues and delays on the SRN during construction and operation of the MSA.  

9.3. CSPPC is concerned that such fundamental assumptions and analyses have not been 
undertaken by the applicant at the point of submitting its planning application. 

9.4. These include for instance a considerable difference in the number of parking spaces 
for the staff of the MSA which National Highways estimates is currently 65 parking 
spaces short which is nearly double what the applicant is providing. It also raises a 
key point about the need for the applicant to base its daily visitor flows on the latest 
(post covid) forecasts which is likely to require a significant increase in visitor parking 
as well.  

9.5. National Highways rightly points out that there is indeed potential that HS2 and the 
MSA could have construction works simultaneously and therefore it requires an 
assessment of how these would interact.  

9.6. Cleary these changes in assumptions have the potential to have considerably greater 
and ‘severe impacts’ on the M25 (and the Green Belt, landscape etc) and have not 
yet been properly tested by the applicant.  

9.7. In its current response National Highways raises issues about the applicant’s 
assumptions used and requests further information:  

• Turn-in Rates 
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Recommends that additional sites are considered to gain more 
confidence in the turn in rates. 

• Parking Requirements:  

Considers that 38 staff car parking spaces is not adequate 
explaining that there will be a maximum of 411 staff on site at once. 
This would require a car driver mode share of 9% which is not 
reasonable. It points to the Colne Valley MSA car driver mode share 
assumptions which are 25% - this would result in the need for 103 
staff car parking spaces.  

Parking provision for visitors to the MSA are based on pre Covid 
daily flows (DfT Circular 02/2013). However, the applicant should 
be using the 2025 forecasts which shows a daily increase of 178,000 
of which 20,100 are HGVs. This will increase the number of parking 
spaces required. 

• HS2 Traffic: 

The Transport Assessment assumes that HS2 will be completed by 
late 2024 and that key civil engineering works there will have been 
completed before the construction of major works of the MSA. 
However, National Highways considers there is potential for there 
to be a short period where both HS2 and the MSA are being 
constructed concurrently and it requests an assessment of how 
both would interact in terms of traffic impacts and the source data 
for information regarding the assumptions of the HS2 activities.  

• Construction Traffic:  

National Highways requests a draft version of the applicant’s 
detailed Construction Traffic Management Plan is made available 
so it can review the haulage route.  

• Swept Path Assessment: 

No vehicle tracking exercise has been undertaken or provided with 
in the TA. National Highways recommends that these assessments 
illustrating the access arrangements are provided. 

• Highway Drawings:  

Further details are requested regarding the access and grade 
separated junction that crosses over the M25 (including AutoCAD 
format) so that proper checks can be conducted and design 
standards / guidance used can be established. 

 

Emergency / Secondary Access 
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9.8. The application does not include emergency or secondary access. As explained in the 
Transport Assessment “once operational, all access, including employees and 
emergency vehicles will from the mainline’.  There appears to be no detailed 
consideration of emergency access in the Transport Statement or any justification for 
not including one. Given the very detailed consideration of this topic at the previous 
Inquiry it seems odd to CSPPC that the current proposals are almost absent from its 
consideration. We request further information and request that justification is 
provided by the applicant on this matter.  

Sustainability 

9.9. The NPPF states that “Transport issues should be considered from the earliest stages 
of plan-making and development proposals, so that: c) opportunities to promote 
walking, cycling and public transport use are identified and pursued”14  

9.10. With no secondary access there is no potential opportunity for employees to 
access the site by public transport, walking or cycling. The applicant estimates that 
there will be 310 FTE jobs at the MSA who will need to drive to work.  

9.11. In its Sustainability Statement15 the applicant explains that it  

“will encourage the use of the surrounding network of footpaths, in addition to 
increasing pedestrian accessibility to the Site area. This could include:  

• Onsite footways, pedestrian / cyclist access; 

• Provision of secure cycle parking; 

• Provision of improvements to the surrounding existing cycle and pedestrian 
pathways, connecting the site to surrounding areas and wider cycling 
routes” 

9.12. However, according to the Transport Assessment all employees must use the 
M25 for access to the site. Therefore, it is entirely unclear from the documentation 
whether access to footpaths and cycle paths are proposed or not. 

9.13. The applicant’s Sustainability Statement states that” 

“due to the nature of the Proposed Development to provide facilities for 
existing motorway users, additional trips will not be generated beyond staff 
movements. The proposed MSA may generate some road traffic (e.g., staff 
trips), however this is likely to be small and not significant”.16 

9.14. Firstly, there are an estimated 411 staff that will be on site at once. This is not 
a ‘small and not significant’ additional number of trips each day. Additionally, there 
will be delivery vehicles accessing the site therefore we consider the applicant has 
not seriously considered the actual transport impacts of the proposals.    

Parking & Electric Vehicle Charging Points 
 

14 NPPF Paragraph 104 
15 Sustainability Statement, Table 11.1 
16 Sustainability Statement, Paragraph 11.2.1 
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9.15. Notwithstanding the valid points raised by National Highways regarding the 
unreliable assumptions made by the applicant regarding parking requirements, there 
are significantly less parking spaces proposed than that of the previous appeal 
application. The current application proposes a total of just over 1,000 parking spaces 
(by our estimation) whereas the appeal application proposed around 1,300 parking 
spaces. The most notable difference is that the current application proposes around 
270 less light vehicle spaces. There are 58 less HGV spaces proposed, and 4 less coach 
spaces proposed. If the National Highways representations result in further work 
demonstrating that more parking capacity is required, this will undoubtedly alter the 
non-parking related development capacity of the site and have knock on impacts to 
the masterplan with less land available for mitigation measures.   

9.16. We note that the Transport Assessment does not provide a parking plan that 
contains any detail for one to review or assess. It states that “The illustrative 
masterplan is provided in Appendix D”. When one views that masterplan document 
the key for all “Proposed parking and road network” is coloured grey and there is no 
further breakdown or indication which area is proposed for any of the different 
parking facilities including 759 light vehicle spaces, where the 38 disabled spaces will 
be located or where the 142 HGV space are located. Without such information one 
cannot ascertain whether there will be the required capacity or whether the potential 
layout is suitable.  

9.17. The Transport Assessment fails to specify the number of EV charging points 
that will be provided with the scheme. It simply states that “Electric Vehicle Charging 
Points within the light vehicle parking area”. It then suggests that a planning condition 
handles this issue. However, the quantum and location of EV charging points should 
be clearly stated and illustrated in the current application.  

Denham Park Farm Quarry 

9.18. We note that the Denham Park Farm Quarry is located to the south of the site 
The applicant’s Transport Assessment makes no mention of the quarry despite the 
fact that the quarry has been operational since 2017 and as we understand it (and as 
noted in the applicant’s planning statement) has a permitted phased plan for 
extraction and restoration over a 20 year period. 

9.19. It is entirely unclear as to how the operation of the quarry and associated 
movements have been considered in the applicant’s proposals and documents 
submitted.  

 

10. Public Rights of Way 
10.1. The appeal Inspector concluded that the previous proposals which, like these 

current proposals, involve a significant incursion of built form and infrastructure into 
the open landscape together with a marked change in landform, would be clearly 
perceived by users of the footpath and by the many motorists on the M25. The Public 
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Rights of Way (PRoW) around the application site are also significant in this location 
(both east and west of the M25). 

10.2. As stated in the Design and Access Statement the area around the site has a 
high density of existing PRoW and are very well used by the local community and 
visitors.  

“The area around the site has a high density of public rights of way that are 
enjoyed by the local community and visitors. These are illustrated on the figures 
showing Existing Public Rights of Way (below).”17 

 
Figure 5: Existing Public Rights of Way (PRoW), Design and Access Statement 

“There are two recreational routes along the eastern (CSP/44/1 – Old Shire 
Lane) and southern site boundaries (CSP/43/2 – South Bucks Way), a local route 
along the northern boundary (CSP/16/1). The South Bucks Way continues east 
of the site from Denham Lane (CSP/26/1), see figure Existing Promoted Public 
Rights of Way, Site Scale”18 

 
17 Design and Access Statement (Section 2.1) 
18 Design and Access Statement (Section 2.1) 
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Figure 6: ‘Existing Promoted Public Rights of Way, Design and Access 
Statement 

 
 

11. Landscape and Visual Impact  
11.1. The application includes a Landscape and Visual section of the Environmental 

Statement (Vol 1 Chapter 7).  

Landscape 

11.2. Within that report it states that:  

“All physical changes are limited to the area of the Site and will not 
have a direct impact on the wider landscape”19   

11.3. CSPPC considers that the introduction of an MSA which develops both the 
west and east side of the M25 will clearly have an impact on the wider landscape.  

11.4. The applicant’s report also argues that: 

“In terms of landscape character, the scale of disturbance to the Site is 
relatively limited and will be experienced in the context of the existing 
motorway corridor and HS2. Furthermore, parts of the landscape which 

 
19 Environmental Statement Vol 1, Chapter 7 Landscape and Visual Paragraph 7.9.19 
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were subject to the HS2 construction activity (which includes the Site) 
will be relatively ‘new’ in their appearance”20 

11.5. CSPPC questions how the scale of disturbance to the Site could be 
determined by the applicant as ‘relatively limited’. The west of the M25 is 
undeveloped Green Belt and countryside which is proposed for development as 
roads with a constant steam of motorway and service vehicle traffic. The applicant 
also appears to downplay the restoration measures HS2 will be implementing at the 
Colne Valley Western Slopes saying that they will be relatively ‘new’ in their 
appearance. This assumption and statement fail to consider and appreciate the 
design vision by HS2 for the restoration and improvement of the area in question. 
The applicant should be assessing landscape impact on the basis of the HS2 
restoration work being fully delivered and not on its ‘new’ appearance – particularly 
given that the application site itself is part of the restoration project. 

11.6. As stated above, the proposals do indeed extend into the surrounding areas 
in terms of landscape impact.  The applicant attempts to argue that the impact 
beyond the application site is limited due to it being well contained by existing well 
defined boundaries however there is little evidence demonstrating these 
boundaries: 

“For a localised section of the motorway network, the associated 
infrastructure of the slip roads, operational MSA, layout and related 
elements (such as lighting) will each extend the character of the 
motorway infrastructure into the adjacent landscape, however this is 
very limited and both to east and west is contained by existing, well-
defined boundaries. Such impacts are balanced by the approach to the 
design, which seeks to integrate the Proposed Development into the 
landscape through use considered mitigation.”21 

Visual  

11.7. The applicant concludes that views of the Site and of the Proposed 
Development are restricted to a relatively limited areas in the immediate context of 
the Site and from locations close to the Site boundaries conceding that there are 
some cross valley views from the east. The applicant identifies a number of 
‘representative visual receptors’ including the following22: 

• Near distance recreational receptors such as walkers using the network of 
rights of way adjacent, and in close proximity to, the Site. Largely restricted 
to the public footpath to the west (CSP/16/1) and public bridleway to the 
east (CSP/44/1) (also the route of the Old Shire Lane and South Bucks Way);  

 
20 Environmental Statement Vol1, Chapter 7 Landscape and Visual Paragraph 7.9.20 
21 Environmental Statement Vol1, Chapter 7 Landscape and Visual Paragraph 7.9.21 
22 Environmental Statement Vol1, Chapter 7 Landscape and Visual Paragraph 7.9.24-25 
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• Recreational receptors such as walkers using the network of public rights of 
way further afield, particularly the routes (and common land) to the east 
near Harefield, but also to the north, on the edges of Maple Cross;  

• Receptors associated with the edges of the local settlements, including 
Maple Cross and Harefield, and to a lesser extent South Harefield and 
Chalfont St Peter; and  

• Users of the local transport network, but largely limited to Denham Lane, the 
M25 and Denham Way, as well as Park Lane further to the east.  

11.8. The applicant concludes that the highest magnitude of visual impact and 
significance of effect are from locations directly adjacent to the Site or very close to 
the site stating that:  

“Notwithstanding the significance of effect from close proximity to the 
Proposed Development, all views show that the landscape and visual 
strategy has the potential to avoid or minimise visual (and landscape) 
impacts and result in a reduction in the significance of visual effect in 
the medium to long term (i.e. as landscape proposals become fully 
established)”.23 

11.9. The experience of users of walkers using the Public Rights of Way (PRoW) and 
common land along with views from the edges of settlements and the M25 should 
not be underestimated by the applicant or by the Council. The Inspector for the 
Warren Farm MSA Appeal considered these points in his report:  

“These changes would be clearly perceived by users of the footpath 
which runs near to and across the northern part of the site and by the 
many motorists on the M25. Drivers on the M25 would have their eyes 
on the road ahead and would also anticipate seeing MSAs at regular 
intervals. That said drivers would have some appreciation of the 
surrounding open landscape. Moreover, passengers would be more 
likely to enjoy the passing open countryside preserved by Green 
Belt.”24 

11.10. The Inspector concluded that the development would lead to “inevitable 
major landscape and visual effects which it not possible to mitigate and that it 
would result in significant harm to the character and appearance due to its 
landscape and visual effects.  

“However, notwithstanding these factors, the particular location of 
the development leads to inevitable major landscape and visual 
effects which it is not possible to mitigate. In this case the 
development would result in significant harm to the character and 

 
23 Environmental Statement Vol1, Chapter 7 Landscape and Visual Paragraph 7.9.30 
24 Warren Farm MSA Appeal Decision Reference: APP/X0415/W/21/3272171, Paragraph 15 
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appearance of the area, by reason of its landscape and visual 
effects.”25 

11.11. He also concluded that it was not compliant with the Local Plan (Policies GC1 
and GC30) as it failed to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside and would not relate well to landscape features, not integrate into the 
rural setting and not conserve the scenic beauty or amenity of the landscape:  

“As a result, the development would not recognise the intrinsic character and 
beauty of the countryside and would conflict with Policies GC1 and GB30 of 
the Chiltern District Local Plan (CDLP) as it would not relate well to landscape 
features, would not be well integrated into its rural setting and would not 
conserve the scenic beauty or amenity of the landscape.”26 

11.12. CSPPC considers that the current application should be refused on the same 
landscape and visual impact grounds.  

 

12. Air, Noise and Light Pollution  
Cumulative Impact (HS2, Denham Park Quarry) 

12.1. National Highways and HS2 have submitted in their representations to this 
application fundamental concerns about whether / how the applicant has taken into 
account in its assessments and plans the construction of HS2 alongside the impacts 
of the construction and operation of the MSA if they were to coincide. CSPPC shares 
these concerns of National Highways and HS2. CSPPC has raised the same issue in 
relation to Denham Park Quarry which has a permitted phased plan for extraction 
and restoration over a 20 year period.  

12.2. CSPPC would like to point out the need for the applicant to take into account 
the proposed MSA, HS2 and Denham Park Quarry in its assessment of Air, Noise, 
and Light Pollution as the impact of the MSA will result in a serious impact on its 
own but in reality, the impact of all three of these developments being constructed 
/ in operation simultaneously will clearly be far greater in terms of its impact on the 
area. CSPPC requests evidence from the applicant on the cumulative effect of the 
development in this area to be provided.  

Transport Assumptions 

12.3. As set out in these representations National Highways has requested and 
challenged the applicant on its assumptions and reports in relation to the SRN. One 
of its queries is in relation to an apparent gross underestimate of employee parking 
provision. If the application is to be altered to include, for example, more parking 

 
25 Warren Farm MSA Appeal Decision Reference: APP/X0415/W/21/3272171, Paragraph 33 
26 Warren Farm MSA Appeal Decision Reference: APP/X0415/W/21/3272171, Paragraph 34 
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and additional movements then clearly the air, noise and light pollution evidence 
also needs to be updated to reflect this.  

Air Pollution 

12.4. The applicant states that it considers that HS2 “key civil engineering works 
are due to be completed late 2024…with the current South Portal compound being 
demolished in early 2025” and that the MSA is likely to being construction in 2025 
following the hand over27.  It then then goes on to say that due to lack of overlap 
between major works that the cumulative impacts of HS2 in combination with the 
MSA are not significant: 

“Due to the lack of overlap between major works, it is not considered that the 
cumulative impacts of HS2 in combination with the MSA scheme will be 
significant”28 

12.5. As stated previously, the applicant should not rely on the assumption that 
HS2 will be effectively completed in late 2024 and ‘handed over’ in 2025 and as a 
result it feels it can ignore the cumulative impact of the two developments in its 
assessments.  

12.6. 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 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. 

Noise Pollution 

12.7. The applicant’s Noise and Vibration Assessment identifies the ‘Noise and 
Vibration Sensitive Receptor Locations’ which includes locations up to 1.2 km from 
the proposals.  It only identifies one location of west of the M25 (Avery Cottage, 
Denham Lane) presumably as the applicant is measuring distances from the main 
MSA area and not the proposed transport infrastructure west of the M25. This 
surely cannot be a robust approach given the noise impacts that will result from the 
infrastructure being constructed and operated west of the M25.  

12.8. As one can see from our basic measurement from the proposed transport 
infrastructure west of the M25, a 1.2 km distance is nearly in the centre of Chalfont 
St Peter Village.   

12.9. CSPPC therefore considers that the findings of the Noise and Vibration 
Assessment cannot be relied upon and will need to be revisited. There will clearly be 

 
27 Environmental Statement, Vol 1 Chapter 15 Air Quality Paragraph 5.2.2 
28 Environmental Statement, Vol 1 Chapter 15 Air Quality Paragraph 5.2.2 
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considerable noise and vibration impacts from the MSA development both west and 
east of the M25 which does not appear to have been properly assessed. 

 
  Figure 7: Environmental Statement, Noise and Vibration, Table 14.5 
 

 
Figure 8: 1.2km Distance Measurement from development west of M25 (Source: 
Google Maps) 

Light Pollution 

12.10. It was not possible to locate a detailed Light Pollution study in the applicant’s 
submission setting out a detailed lighting impact of the proposals and proposed 
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mitigation.  This is concerning to CSPPC given the likely severe light pollution 
impacts of a new MSA that will be running 24 hours a day.  

12.11. The applicant’s ‘Sustainability Statement’ includes a table titled ‘Air Quality 
and Environmental Pollution Initiatives’ which includes five brief bullet points 
explained as “The following measures will be considered at the detailed design stage 
in order to align with industry best practise for the mitigation of impacts of external 
lighting”:  

• Use of optimised optics, minimal inclination, and minimal heights. 

• Non-essential lighting is switched off (occupancy sensing) at a pre-
determined curfew time, suggested as 23:00. 

• All lighting used around the perimeter will be mounted so the photometric 
distribution is towards the task area, preventing artificial light spillage. 

• Consideration of ecological habitats and the direction of luminaire away 
from these areas. Adopting a light quality in form of LEDs (<2700K and 
>550nm) to emit minimal UV and blue light. Post installation shielding could 
also be used. 

• Retention of trees around the site perimeter.”29 

12.12. Whilst these measures would be welcomed, they are generic mitigation 
measures and place all the emphasis on the detailed design stage which is clearly 
too late in the process to assess the development’s lighting impact at the outline 
stage. 

12.13. The applicant’s Landscape and Visual Assessment discusses potential light 
impacts in landscape and visual terms. It concludes that the lighting effects for each 
of the landscape character areas and visual impacts are not considered to be 
‘significant’. CSPPC seriously questions these conclusions and questions what 
lighting design the consultant used as a basis to make such conclusions as the new 
lighting associated with the MSA east of the M25 and transport infrastructure west 
of the M25 will clearly lead to considerable additional light pollution in the area.  

 

 Ecology & Biodiversity Net Gain 
Badgers 

12.14. The applicant has provided a Badger Survey Report30 however most of the 
important information is redacted making it almost impossible to understand its 
contents. However, it does state at Paragraph 4.1.2 that “Since the 2019 surveys the 
activity and sett creation on site and in the surrounding land has increased overall. 

 
29 Sustainability Statement, Table 12.1 
30 Environmental Statement, Appendix 8.2 Badger Survey Report 
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CSPPC requests a non-redacted version of this report to better understand its 
contents. 

Bats 

12.15. CSPPC notes that all species previously recorded (in 2018/19) were also 
recorded in 2021 and that there has been an increase in activity for some of the 
species:  

“The results of the survey generally concur with the findings of the previous 
survey. All of the species recorded by the 2018/2019 surveys have also been 
recorded on site during the 2021 surveys. Levels of activity for some species 
such as Noctule/Nyctylus sp have increased marginally”31 

Great Crested Newts 

12.16. It is noted that the Great Crested Newt population has increased significantly 
at Pond 3 located west of the M25 and that it has been assessed as having a ‘good’ 
Habitat Suitability Index Assessment (HSI).  

12.17. Pond 4 was assessed as having ‘Average’ HIS.  

 

 

 

 

 
31 Environmental Statement Vol 2, Appendix 8.3 Bat Survey Report 
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Wintering Birds 

12.18. It is noted that the following criteria were considered by the applicant in terms 
of evaluating the survey area for its significant to wintering birds32:  

• A: The occurrence of large or notable population of an individual species, 
particularly if these comprise a significant proportion (i.e. 1% or more) of the 
national breeding (or wintering) population. No wintering populations 
recorded within the survey area comprised 1% or higher of the national 
breeding population 

• B: The species-richness of the bird assemblage of the survey areas (i.e. how 
many different types of species does the survey area or development area 
support); In accordance with the criteria provided by Fuller (1980); with 37 
species recorded by the survey, the site is considered to currently support a 
wintering assemblage of at least Local importance 

• C:  The assemblage of species listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife & Countryside 
Act 1981, Annex 1 Birds Directive, NERC listed species, LBAP species and 
species determined to be of either red or amber status in BoCC 4, and therefore 
of conservation concern.  The surveys indicate that the survey area supports 
a range of wintering Red listed BoCC, Amber listed BoCC, NERC listed and 
LBAP species considered likely to be of at least District importance. 

 

Biodiversity Net Gain 

12.19. The applicant’s Biodiversity Net Gain Report covers two scenarios: Scenario A) 
the current habitats baseline, including land within a HS2 construction site for the 
Chiltern Portal to the east of the M25; and Scenario B) described as a ‘dynamic’ 
baseline Scenario, it assumes that all land within the HS2 controlled area is 
remediated to arable farmland with no hedgerows, analogous to its former 
agricultural use. 

12.20. Preliminary results for Scenario A (based on indicative landscaping proposals): 
the development could deliver 15.41 net gain in biodiversity (habitats) and 29.35% 
net gain for linear habitats (hedgerows). This would require two new hedgerows on 
a parcel of external habitat compensation land to the north of the application site 
(through a legal agreement).  

12.21. Preliminary results for Scenario B (based on indicative landscaping proposals): 
the development could deliver 14.35% net gain in biodiversity (habitats) and 29.35% 
net gain for linear habitats (hedgerows). This would require two new hedgerows on 
a parcel of external habitat compensation areas to the north of the application site 
and the conversion of arable habitats within the external habitat compensation area 
to neutral grassland.  

 
32 Environmental Statement Vol 2, Appendix 8.5 Wintering Birds Survey 
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12.22. Whilst CSPPC welcomes the maximising of biodiversity net gains in the parish, 
it is currently unclear as to how the biodiversity net gain proposals link with the 
ecological surveys undertaken for badgers, GCNs, bats and wintering birds and how 
the proposals will result in a net gain for these species.  

12.23. CSPPC queries why there is a reliance on ‘External Offset Land’ to deliver the 
necessary biodiversity net gains and whether these locations are the most suitable.  

12.24. It is noted in Paragraph 4.5.7 of the applicant’s Biodiversity Net Gain Report 
that a ‘Biodiversity Management Plan’ will be required in order to confirm the habitat 
creation, management and monitoring requirements over the 30-year management 
period. Buckinghamshire Council should require this Management Plan to be 
provided with the current planning application otherwise it is not possible to confirm 
that the stated biodiversity net-gains are realistic and achievable. 

12.25. Linked to CSPPC’s overall concerns regarding the lighting impact of the scheme 
is the impact of light pollution in relation to wildlife including birds and bats. 

12.26. CSPPC would like to point out that much of the scrubland and some of the 
cereal crop fields located southwest of the application site are home to skylarks which 
are on the ‘red list’.    Also, the existing tunnel under the M25 is used by deer – not 
just muntjacs. 

 

13. Heritage & Archaeology 
  

13.1. The applicant identifies two heritage assets within the vicinity of the 
application site33:  

• A group of three Grade II Listed Buildings at Mopes Farm lie c.290m – 315m 
south-west of the site and comprise the farmhouse, barn to the north-west and 
the barn and cottage to the south-west (NHLE ref. 1124829, 1124830, 1158470). 
The applicant concludes that:  

o “The proposed development within the site is focused within the eastern 
extent of the site, beyond the M25, and comprises motorway services, 
associated buildings and road networks. There is no clear intervisibility 
between the Listed Buildings at Mopes Farm and the land within the site 
due to the topography of the site, the landscape and the presence of 
intervening vegetation along the southern site boundary. However, 
glimpsed views of the upper extents of buildings at Mopes Farm, are 
possible from occasional parts of the site, such as the PRoW on the 
southern edge of the site.” 

o “The land within the site is not considered to contribute to the heritage 
significance of the Listed Buildings at Mopes Farm. On this basis, the 
proposed development within the site is considered to result in no harm 

 
33 Environmental Statement Vol 2, Appendix 9.1 Heritage Statement 
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to the significance of the Grade II Listed Mopes Farmhouse, the Grade II 
Listed Barn to northwest of Mopes Farmhouse and the Grade II Listed 
Barn to southwest of Mopes Farmhouse and Mopes Farm Cottage.” 

 
• The Scheduled Monument Moated site 200m north-west of Chalfont lies c. 

635m south-west of the site on Gerrards Cross Golf Course (NHLE ref. 1014602). 
The applicant states that: “There is no intervisibility between the site and the 
asset, and on the basis of that, distance and a lack of historical association, the 
site is not considered to contribute to the heritage significance of the asset, and 
the proposed development is considered to result in no harm to the significance 
of the Scheduled Monument. It has not been assessed further.” 

 

13.2. It also identifies three Grade II Listed Buildings lie along Old Uxbridge Road 
1.03km east of the site, comprising the Church of St Thomas of Canterbury; May 
Cottage and Corner Hall (NHLE ref. 1173848, 1173843, 1348255). However, it states 
that at the time of the site visit, these assets were not clearly visible in views east 
from the site. Any potential intervisibility between the land within the site and these 
assets is not considered to comprise key views, and the site does not contribute to 
their heritage significance. Therefore, the proposed development is not considered 
to result in any harm to these heritage assets, and they have not been assessed 
further. 

13.3. CSPPC looks forward to reviewing the response from Buckinghamshire 
Council’s Conservation Officer on the applicant’s Heritage Assessment and its 
conclusions. CSPPC is concerned that the applicant may have overlooked the amount 
of development proposed west of the M25 in its assessment due to the revised 
scheme now proposing the main proposals east of the M25. However considerable 
development is still proposed west of the M25 in the form of considerable highways 
infrastructure.  

13.4. The applicant does identify views of Mopes Farm, from parts of the sites 
including the PRoW on the southern edge of the site yet dismisses the potential for 
any harm to Mopes Farm. This needs much further investigation and assessment by 
the Council.  

Archaeology  

13.5. CSPPC notes that the Buckinghamshire Archaeology consultee considers that 
the area west of the M25 requires an archaeological assessment. CSPPC supports that 
such an assessment is required and takes issue with the fact that Heritage Statement 
downplays the fact that considerable highways infrastructure is being proposed west 
of the M25 (our emphasis added): 

“A large amount of prehistoric activity has been recorded in the study area, 
and activity has been recorded within the site during works prior to the 
construction of the M25, comprising a buried soil surface and pit containing 
finds of prehistoric to Bronze Age date, and various findspots of prehistoric 
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date. The geophysical survey which was undertaken within the western part 
of the site in 2019 did not record any anomalies indicative of prehistoric 
archaeological remains. The potential for significant, prehistoric 
archaeological remains within this part of the site is considered to be low. 
Development proposals are focused in the eastern extent of the site, on land 
to the east of the M25”34 

14. Conclusions and Recommendations  
14.1. The proposed development is wholly unjustified on the grounds that the 

development proposal does not constitute ‘very special circumstances’ to warrant 
strategic inappropriate development in the Green Belt, and as such continues to 
conflict with paragraphs 147 – 150 of the NPPF.  

14.2. As Buckinghamshire Council will have read from CSPPC’s detailed 
representations there are, in addition to Green Belt, a multitude of additional 
grounds for refusal that we trust will be fully considered by the Council in its 
assessment of the application.  

14.3. Based on the above findings, the Parish Council is unable to support the 
development proposal and therefore request that the planning application is refused. 

 

 
34 Environmental Statement Vol 2, Appendix 9.1 Heritage Statement Paragraph 7.2 


