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Appendix 1
 

Neighbourhood Plan 
If you live in Great and Little Kimble cum 
Marsh Parish or own property/land in the 
parish this could be very important to you. 

to fill this in ! 

To fill this in now – 
don’t put it off! 

A few months ago, Wycombe District Council told the parish that we must 
accommodate development of at least 160 new dwellings in addition to the existing 
468 dwellings over 20 years in order to meet national housing needs. 
For you to have a say in future housing developments the Parish Council is 
preparing a ‘Neighbourhood Plan’. This gives us a legal right to have our views 
represented. For this to be completed all residents must be consulted. 

So far: 
ü A public Parish meeting has taken place 
ü Support for the Neighbourhood Plan was established by vote 
ü Funding for the Neighbourhood Plan has been approved 
ü A survey of all dwellings in the parish has taken place 
ü A land use survey has been done 
ü Road safety and flood points maps have been prepared 
ü An overall description of the parish has been prepared 
ü Consultants have been appointed to help us with the plan 

What’s next? 

Please fill in this questionnaire by October 14th to have your say in how you would 
like the parish to develop for the better. Then return it to: 

1. The mailbox at the Stewart Hall, Station Rd, or … 
2. The box in the Swan Pub, or 
3. The mailbox at “Meadowbrook”, Marsh Rd, Marsh 
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Parish Neighbourhood Plan Survey
 

Your Post Code: House number/name 

For each question, please circle the options that best match your opinion 

1.] New housing should be built … 

a.] in small clusters b.] in one main location c.] individually 

2.] The housing should be built … 

a.] all at once b.] over 5 years c.] over 10 years d.] over 20 years 

3.] The housing should be built … 

a.] By the B 4009 b.] In Marsh c.] Along the A 4010 

d.] In Kimblewick e.] Along Marsh Road f.] In several locations 

g.] Another location/s [please specify] …………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

4.] The housing should be … 

a.] Family homes b.] Starter homes c.] Social housing 

d.] Mixed housing with some starter homes e.] I don’t have a preference 

f.] Whatever is most viable g.] Include a preference for village families 

5.] Housing should be designed in keeping with nearby housing 

a.] Agree b.] Disagree c.] No preference 

6.] The housing should be … 

a.] High density b.] Ribbon development c.] Clusters 

d.] Low density e.] No preference 

7.] The suggested total of 160 additional houses in 20 years is … 

a.] Too many b.] Too few c.] About right 

Any further comments ………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
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8.] Which 3 things do you most like about the Parish? 
e.g. views, quiet, community spirit, footpaths, countryside, heritage, environment, 
family links, traditions 

a.] ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

b.] …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

c.] ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

9.] Which 3 things don’t you like about the Parish? 
e.g. traffic, noise, lack of facilities, badly maintained roads, lack of employment, no 
shop, limited public transport 

a.] …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

b.] …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

c.] …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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10.] What 3 main improvements would you hope to see from a well-planned increase 
in housing and population in the Parish? 
e.g. more amenities/ increase in school places/commercial opportunities/ lower cost 
housing/improved transport links/walkways/traffic management/ more young people 

a.] ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

b.] ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

c.] ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

11.] What 3 main safety and/or conservation factors should be taken into account? 
road safety inadequate speed limits/traffic calming/conservation of a specific view 
[please specify] /preservation of specific spaces [please specify] 

a.] ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

b.] ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

c.] ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

For any other comments / questions – please continue on another sheet 

if you attach a sheet please tick the box ¨

If you need assistance in completing this questionnaire please leave contact details in 
one of the mailboxes indicated on the first page. 

If you have any questions or concerns about the Neighbourhood Plan, please attend 
one of the monthly Parish Council meeting and raise the issues with your elected 
councillors. 

Your house name/number and postcode are included to prevent fraudulent returns, 
returns are analysed statistically and then they are destroyed. 
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Appendix 2 
Summary of pertinent comments 

(including background information) 

GENERAL COMMENTS ON LOCATION 

Some respondents wanted to clarify their choices in the first seven questions, such as 

•	 “In small clusters if along B road, one location if along A road, individually if in rural areas” 
•	 “Areas listed were not properly defined... e.g. B4009 is nearly 2km long... so circled several
$

locations”
$
•	 “Ticking low density and clusters we mean groups of dwellings with some space for gardens” and 
•	 “...if question had asked ‘would you like to see new housing developed in a way that compliments 

the rural character of the Parish with appropriate use of traditional materials whilst still allowing 
scope for innovation and individuality’ our response would have been a resounding ‘yes’" 

Others made comments on the general location, such as: 
•	 being along main roads, 
•	 reusing existing brownfield land and redundant farm buildings, 
•	 integrating housing into the community whilst preserving identity and having a blended approach 

with small groups and individual sites throughout the Parish. 

One respondent suggested that new housing should be built back from main roads due to recent research 
on air pollution causing health issues for those living near main roads. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR SPECIFIC LOCATIONS 

One respondent commented: 

•	 “Priority should be to avoid impacting outlook of existing residents so, in order, 1. Option "c" 
between Kimble Station and Bernard Arms. 2. Option "f" along roads without going in front or behind 
other.” 

Another suggested that careful planning would allow most existing residents to keep at least an open 
country view – probably not important for new build (as they would not be losing amenity). 

Others suggested specific parcels of land, although it should be recognised that there was some self-
interest in the responses. Suggestions included: 

•	 Along the main roads (in order to ensure no traffic issues and to keep our countryside safe) 
•	 Marsh Lane 
•	 Between Redding Court and the railway bridge 
•	 On the fields between Griffin School and the Bernard Arms 
•	 The Bernard Arms site 
•	 Holly Tree farm. Off Grove Lane 
•	 Opposite Horstone Cottages 
•	 Land NW side of Moat Cottage 
•	 Between main road and houses along Kimblewick Road (across road from Swan) 
•	 Between garden of Swan and Smokey Row 
•	 Corner of B4009 and Wendover turning by All Saints Church 
•	 Land opposite Little Kimble Station 
•	 Around Kimble mainly, Clanking and limited infills in Marsh/Kimblewick 
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COMMENTS ON SIZE OF INCREASE IN HOUSING NUMBERS AND ON KEEPING THE AREA RURAL 

Several respondents had calculated the percentage increase in housing to be 34%, which they thought was 
disproportionate and would change the character of the area. One commented “Doubling size of the village 
will make it suburban not country village”. 

Others accepted that the country needs extra housing and that the Parish should play its part. One 
suggested the number would be fine if spread over the 20 years, so about 8 a year; others commented that 
large developments would urbanise the village and that the housing should be spread across the entire 
area of the Parish. Several commented that high quality housing in keeping with a rural environment was 
important. 

One respondent asked for more housing and over a shorter time span [possibly a potential developer?]. 
Several others commented that it was too many for a rural Parish and would spoil the area. Comments 
were made that destroying rural areas is wrong and new housing should be built around major existing 
settlements, one pointing out “People it seems wish to live in a small village (otherwise why do they 
come?)”. 

There were several comments about the fact that our rural roads cannot support the extra traffic, being too 
narrow and already having heavy through traffic. The issue of traffic was returned to by many in later 
questions in the survey. 

COMMENTS ON INFRASTRUCTURE 

One respondent commented “Our infrastructure won't take this amount of development.” Others were 
concerned that extra infrastructure would be needed to provide more school places, deal with sewage and 
cope with the extra traffic and also that amenities would need to be improved. One commented “As long as 
school expanded, station upgraded, also bus service & improve roads”. 

COMMENTS ON LOCAL FACILITIES 

One respondent commented “We cannot see what 160 houses would add in facilities to this village”, and 
there were several other similarly negative comments. Most mentioned improvements they would like to 
see as the housing increased. More investment in infrastructure, better broadband and more resilient 
utilities were commented on. There was particular concern about the risk of flooding that might occur with 
more housing. 

Shop 

Over 40% of respondents of the October survey mentioned the lack of a shop among things they did not 
like about the Parish. The village shop in Great Kimble closed more than 20 years ago, and there are now 
no shops within the Parish. At a meeting with two representatives of the planning office at the end of 
October, it was made clear that the Neighbourhood Plan would need to demonstrate that a village shop 
was viable to be acceptable. It is believed there are currently 171 houses in Great Kimble and around 300 
elsewhere in the Parish. Even with a further 160 houses, would this raise sufficient footfall in a small village 
store to be viable? 

However, Wycombe District Local Plan – Regulation 19 Version October 2017 states on page 172 (Policy 
PR3) that they will require “A local centre with 300-400 sqm retail space” for the main Princes Risborough 
expansion area along the relief road. Given the plan also draws up provision for a joint footpath and 
cycleway alongside the upgraded B4009 to Great and Little Kimble, this may be a good compromise for 
Parishioners looking to pop out to small shops on foot or on cycle. 

Pub/restaurant 

The Swan pub was mentioned by several as being important to them, but there was concern that we now 
only have one eating place in the Parish (The Swan). Some suggested a café (possibly community run) or 
a take-away. 

School 
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The local Church of England School in Great Kimble is an important part of the community. It is highly 
regarded, drawing pupils from beyond the Parish, and was rated as outstanding in the last Ofsted report. It 
currently only takes ages 4-7, but plans are in progress to expand it to take children up to age 11, with 
numbers increasing from 67 to 105 pupils. These plans will use the property next to the school to create 
new classroom facilities, but expansion may mean there is less room for children from outside the Parish. 
The school also has an Outside Classroom at ‘Smokey Row’, a 15 minute walk from the school that pupils 
visit weekly and it is hoped the reordering work at St Nicholas’ will provide a suitable floor space for drama, 
PE etc. 

Only 4% of respondents to the survey mentioned the village school as being something they liked about the 
Parish in question 8, but 28% wanted to see an increase in school places in question 10, which asked 
about improvements people would like. This might suggest a low percentage of respondents currently have 
children using the school, but that Parishioners would like to see a younger demographic in the village – 
this ties in with question 4 where nearly 85% thought the housing should be ‘mixed housing with some 
starter homes’, ‘include a preference for village families’ or be ‘family homes’. 

There were numerous comments suggesting the school was improved, enlarged, or even relocated to 
accommodate the likely influx of children from the additional housing. However, there were also a 
significant number of comments relating to the lack of parking at the school and the congestion problems in 
Church Lane at certain times of the day, e.g. 

•	 Church Lane is very congested at certain times of the day and will only worsen if the school is 
enlarged as proposed. Parking must be taken into consideration. 

There is also a private preparatory school in Little Kimble, Griffin House, which takes around 150 pupils 
between the ages of 3 and 11. 

COMMENTS ON COMMUNITY SPIRIT 

There were lots of comments about how important the community spirit is in the villages, and the fact that 
we live in a friendly neighbourhood where “everyone knows everyone else”. Facilities such as the village 
hall, the school, local churches, the pub and the playground were mentioned in connection with facilitating 
community spirit. The allotments and cricket pitch were also valued. However, facilities for people to come 
together are currently very limited – there is just the one village hall in Little Kimble, and one pub in Great 
Kimble, (plus one in Marsh which is currently up for sale) and access on foot is not easy for many. There 
were also a couple of comments about the need to improve safety for the children’s playground. 

Four respondents specifically mentioned there was no centre in Great Kimble, and several suggested some 
building around the village green/playground/pub. Conversely, another respondent wrote: “Parish lacks 
centre - not all residents live by the Swan.” Another commented that the village hall was not in the main 
area. 

COMMENTS ON UTILITIES 

At present, a considerable number of houses in the Parish are not connected to the foul water drainage 
system and outlying areas have no gas supply. In addition, power and telephony supplies are often via 
overhead cables, and several commented that more needed to be done to prevent outages. There were 
also several comments about the poor provision of high-speed broadband. 

With respect to water, there were concerns about flooding due to additional housing run off, with one 
respondent including comments and photos showing their property being flooded in 2015. 

COMMENTS ON LACK OF OTHER FACILITIES 

Some residents complained about the lack of street lights, others valued the dark skies, but the number of 
comments was low in each case. There was also the odd comment about the lack of a doctor’s surgery, 
lack of police presence, poor accessibility for the disabled, the need for more amenities for young people, 
and poorly provisioned and maintained litter bins. 
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One respondent mentioned “lack of housing for the young wanting to continue living in the village”. 

COMMENTS ON LACK OF EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

Being a large Parish of some 557 hectares, dwellings are much spread around apart from in the main 
villages. There are thought to be a considerable number of small businesses running in the area, either 
from home or in commercial units, such as re-purposed farm outbuildings. There were a few comments in 
the survey about current lack of employment opportunities within the Parish. 

However, the Wycombe Local Plan only asks for residential housing to be built in our Parish. (It should be 
noted that 500 sqm space for business start-ups is planned for the main expansion area for Princes 
Risborough). 

COMMENTS ON PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

There were several comments about the good proximity to local towns and to cities further afield, with both 
bus and railway connections. However, there were more comments about the lack of convenient public 
transport for those who do not live on the main bus route or by the station. Pertinent comments include 

•	 “Bus service is quite good and reliable, but still need a car if working farther out. Sadly no work as 
such in the villages. Trains are very frequent also, but not always convenient, so having a car is 
essential for some residents” 

•	 “Public transport regular services limited to one or two roads, i.e., not using Grove Lane/Lower 
Icknield Way” 

•	 “Poor transport links by train, poor quality roads, use of Parish as high speed rat run” 

Under the section asking what improvements respondents would most like to see, improved bus/train links 
to local towns were mentioned, with a specific call for a regular bus service on the B4009. Improved access 
to the station for pedestrians from the south and west was also mentioned. 

COMMENTS ON FOOTPATHS AND CYCLE WAYS 

There is a good network of footpaths in the Parish, including part of the Aylesbury Ring, and a large 
number of respondents mentioned how important being close to the countryside and having good footpaths 
was. It should be pointed out that the footpaths are generally unmade paths crossing the countryside rather 
than being convenient for accessing facilities. There are some paths along road verges, but there were a 
large number of comments about the lack of provision for pedestrians/cyclists along roads. Specific areas 
of concern included: 

•	 “The railway bridge in Grove Lane, where there is no footpath. This makes it difficult to access 
things like bus services, the train station and village hall for those living in Clanking and the west 
side of Great Kimble” 

•	 “No road-side pavements for those accessing the school in Church Lane” 
•	 “The need for a wider footpath along the B4009” 
•	 “The need for dramatic improvements to the pathway along the A4010” 
•	 “Lack of safe footpaths and cycle tracks through Great Kimble and the A and B roads that serve it 
•	 Pedestrian connectivity to the station through providing an all year round surface was suggested by 

one respondent, and others suggested similar improvements. 

It was also suggested that more footpaths and cycleways would reduce the carbon footprint and that 
footpaths should be dual use – walk and cycleway. There were also a few comments about the need for 
better bridleways. One respondent suggested: 

•	 “Interconnect villages and hamlets with horse-riding and cycle paths/footways separate from
$
roads/cars”. 


COMMENTS ON COUNTRYSIDE, VIEWS, QUIET AND ENVIRONMENT 
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There were many comments about how much respondents liked the views to the countryside, the peace 
and quiet, the easy access to country walks and the environment in general. The following comments are a 
small sample but give an idea of the range of opinions. 

•	 “The fact we are a small countryside rural area with green spaces and country views and lots of 
lovely country walks and wildlife” 

•	 “We have the perfect balance of rural quiet living whilst having nice small towns close by” 
•	 “Countryside; quiet, green natural space and therefore a healthy environment” 
•	 “...we moved to Kimble to get away from the noise and stress of town life” 
•	 “Beautiful views and many lovely walks, and footpaths all over to see our beautiful countryside” 
•	 “Open green spaces with mixed agriculture and sustainable hedgerows and woodland for wildlife” 
•	 “Views with low density development not obstructing views over local countryside and Chiltern Hills” 
•	 “Views outlook - to lose any view is loss of value + quality of life” 
•	 “Countryside; quiet, green natural space and therefore a healthy environment” 
•	 “Clean air!” 

Other comments about the environment and heritage include: 

•	 “Lack of street lighting so night sky visible” 
•	 “Village traditions must be maintained. Once they're gone, they never return, more the pity” 
•	 “Chiltern heritage” 

COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC VIEWS AND SPACES 

There were numerous comments about specific views and spaces respondents thought important to be 
retained. A sample follows: 

•	 “Maintaining rural nature of the Parish” 
•	 “The character of the surrounding natural environment should, where possible, be preserved and/or 

enhanced” 
•	 “As much open space as possible retained, whether agricultural, grassland or woodland as befits 

this rural Parish” 
•	 “Conservation of ALL areas of natural beauty in the Parish” 
•	 “Respect for areas of outstanding natural beauty and the green belt” 
•	 “Conserve hayfields and meadows which are the main habitat and food source for wildlife in the 

area, including hedgerows” 
•	 “Preserve fields, including those between Great & Little Kimble and the footpaths that cross them” 
•	 “We have some beautiful views and historic churches and buildings in the villages” 
•	 “Allotments, village hall and Cricket club should be preserved” 
•	 “Pub/village green/play area: preserve” 
•	 “Preserve view, field outlooks of existing properties, .e.g. new Redding Close ideal without 

impacting others, but NOT bulk between Kimble Station and B4009 NOR bulk along B4009 from 
Bridge Street towards Askett” 

•	 “Conservation of views both of the hills from the village and the views from the hills on the 

Ridgeway”
$

•	 “View towards AONB protected and more species-rich hedges” 
•	 “Specifically, Beacon Hill and Monument Hill and woodland” 
•	 “View of Coombe Hill/Ellesborough Church/Chequers Hill” 

COMMENTS ON RECREATIONAL ASPECTS 

Comments that respondents made about recreational activities include: 

•	 “Rural environment to pursue Horse Riding activities” 
•	 “Country lanes for cycling with beautiful views” 
•	 “Good footpath links giving good access to facilities and amenities across the Parish as well as 

“valued recreational walking routes” 
•	 “Play facilities for children” 
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• “Keeping dog walking field near train station” 

COMMENTS ON ROAD MATTERS 

Badly maintained roads 

There was considerable concern amongst respondents about the poor state of our local roads and verges. 
Comments such as: 

• “Church Lane is so badly maintained. Lots of potholes and over hanging trees and hedges” 
• “Badly maintained roads, lack of foot paths, nightmare walking under the bridge for the bus & train” 
• “Badly maintained roads and paths and overgrown hedges need to be cut back” 
• “The state of the roads on the B4009, potholes and in Marsh is very poor, not being maintained!” 

Traffic/Speeding/Noise 

Many respondents were concerned about the volume and speed of traffic using our roads, along with the 
number of lorries, judging by the considerable number of comments. Particular concerns were: 

The volume, speed and size of traffic on both the A4010 and B4009 e.g. 
•	! “B4009 is used as a ‘rat run’ for speeding cars making it unsafe for crossing - the speed limit of 

“40 is totally inadequate” 
•	! “Amount and size of traffic e.g. HGVs on B4009” 
•	! “Narrow bridge and traffic conditions at a 4010/B4009 junction” 
•	! “40mph maximum speed limit on all main roads. 20/30 on all side roads” 
•	! “Speed limit 30mph, not 40mph for built up areas like our section of the A4010” 

The traffic speed in Marsh and along Marsh Road and the number of commercial vehicles using the minor 
roads e.g. 

•	! “Traffic - the lane through Marsh is far too busy with HGVs etc” 
•	! “Many heavy HGV/lorries carrying large loads of soil and subsoil (too fast also) using Marsh Rd” 
•	! “Lower speed limits, enforced, e.g. Marsh Rd” 

Narrow lanes being unsafe e.g. 
•	! “Narrow lanes used by HGV's and large agricultural vehicles also used by pedestrians, cyclists 

and horse riders” 
•	! “Traffic speed and volume on small roads, especially near school / play areas” 
•	! “Road safety and safe routes to the school - 20mph limit for Church Lane/Bridge Street” 
•	! Some wanted restrictions on access as well as speed e.g. “Ban any lorries through Bridge 

Street/Church Lane as it is too narrow”. 

Noise from traffic and trains e.g. 
•	! “Increase of traffic, noisy and never seems to stop. It's 24 hours now” 
•	! “Noise of heavy vehicles on B4009 and A4010” 
•	! “Noise from trains hooting too loudly. Would prefer automatic warning to footpath users by an 

'electric' signal device” Vibration from trains was also mentioned. 

Road safety/traffic management 

There were numerous comments on this topic, probably more than on any other, particularly calls to reduce 
speeds on both the main roads and the minor ones. There were some calls for traffic calming, but in the 
main respondents wanted better traffic management, particularly along the A4010 by the derelict Bernard 
Arms (to allow pedestrians to cross safely), along the B4009 through the village, along Marsh Lane to 
Marsh, and along Bridge Street/Church Lane. There were also several comments about making junctions 
safer. A selection of comments follows: 

•	! “Road safety, particularly meaningful speed limits and routes for pedestrians and cyclists” 
•	! “Safety of pedestrians (paths can be uneven), traffic does not always observe speed limits” 
•	! “Road safety along Bridge St/Church Lane, especially during school pickup/drop off time
$

(reducing speed limit at all times)”
$
•	! “Traffic and no speed enforcement and dangerous roads for pedestrians and vehicle users” 
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•	! “Unpoliced road speed limits: on B4009 traffic is often travelling at 50/60mph in a 40mph limit” 
•	! “Much larger 40 mph signs please” 
•	! “Improved parking and signage & maintenance of roads. Roundabout at Bridge / Marsh Rd/ 

B4009” 
•	! “Road planning to alleviate rat run in Marsh” 
•	! “Better traffic management putting people (not cars) first... for footpaths/cycle ways connecting 

communities safely” 
•	! “Better management of hedgerows to improve road safety/visibility on rural roads” 
•	! “Poor traffic calming in residential areas” 
•	! “Pelican/Pegasus crossing by The Swan” 
•	! “Parking for the school” 

COMMENTS ON LOOKING TO THE FUTURE 

Concerns (particularly about increased traffic due to various reasons) led to comments such as: 

•	 “Need to think about how the construction traffic gets to the building sites” 
•	 “Junctions on B4009 should have mini-roundabouts to help access and egress when traffic 

increases. Princes Risborough local plan would divert traffic onto B4009 from A4010 on top of local 
traffic from new housing” 

•	 “B4009 has too much traffic - this will increase with building in P. Risborough” 
•	 “The increase in traffic, especially as 3K houses are planned for P.R. means our village will be 

ruined. Please note: A4010 is already too busy at peak periods” 
•	 “With B4009 to be main road, keep numbers of houses lower, to reduce vehicles entering” 
•	 “Most of the roads in the Parish, except the main roads, are narrow. Having a new housing estate 

with a large number of houses adjoining a country lane would be dangerous / ruins the environment. 
Thus the need for a few new houses to be scattered throughout the area, not all in just one or 2 
developments” 

•	 “HS2, EW Rail and the Princes Risborough plan which will all have huge impact on our Parish” 
•	 “Traffic management - especially considering effects of HS2 road closures nearby” 
•	 “Parish used as a shortcut to avoid main road” 
•	 “Build houses where possible to walk to school, station village hall with adequate lighting” 

COMMENTS ON HOUSING MIX / DENSITY / LOOK 

There were numerous comments on this topic, predominantly supporting the view that the look and feel of 
the Parish should be retained as far as possible. 

•	 Several Parishioners commented in detail on the fact that they wanted quiet, low density housing to 
keep the rural atmosphere. 

o	 “Most properties look out onto open countryside, front or back” 
o	 “Gentle evolution of quality architecturally pleasing ‘in keeping’ homes” 
o	 “Protect what old buildings/cottages are left to keep the Kimble ‘feel’” 

•	 As for the look of the housing, there were comments such as: 
o	 “Housing to be in keeping with local country placement and Chilterns vernacular” 
o	 “Maintain the essential character of English villages - having small clusters of houses 

interspersed with open spaces - avoid large blocks of housing” 
o	 “New housing developed in a way that compliments the rural character of the Parish with 

appropriate use of traditional materials whilst still allowing scope for innovation and 
individuality” 

o	 “Brick and flint” 

•	 One respondent commented at length about the number of new houses that had to be
!
accommodated in the Parish: 


o	 “If we are compelled to accept this level of development, then it should be implemented over 
as long a time frame as possible, and over a number of sites, possibly three, to minimise the 
urbanisation of the Parish. .... The aim of the development we are required to accommodate 
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should be to minimise the visual and environmental impact for the majority of Parish 
residents.” 

•	 Others made comments that reinforced the view of over half of respondents to question 4 that the 
housing should be ‘mixed’: 

o	 “A considered balance of housing stock” 
o	 “Mix of houses ensures a good demographic profile” 
o	 “A good mix of properties to encourage integration” 
o	 “New development should be in smaller clusters of large and smaller houses with a 

proportion of affordable homes to allow younger families and residents to have the 
opportunity to live in the Parish.” 

•	 One respondent mentioned “unaffordable house prices” amongst the things not liked about the 
Parish. Indeed, there were a considerable number of comments supporting lower cost housing for 
young families and individuals to stay/live in the village. 

•	 There were comments about retaining views for existing residents, such as: 
o	 “Ensure building lines do not spoil views of Chilterns and Ridges” 
o	 “Not blocking countryside views from other houses” 
o	 “As we are lucky enough to live in a pleasant area, it would be good if any development 

makes as little impact as possible on residents” 

•	 Several also mentioned use of infill plots and small clusters of houses, rather than ending up with 
estates. e.g. 

o	 “As much as possible keep all development small scale so as not to destroy the nature of 
current villages feel” 

o	 “A sympathetic and not overwhelming set of small developments that meet the needs of 
local people” 

o	 “Preserving open spaces by building houses in lots of small clusters” 

•	 Green spaces and planting of trees were also mentioned, with one asking for “integration of wildlife 
areas within 'cluster' developments”. 

MISCELLANEOUS CONCERNS 

There were some miscellaneous comments that probably fall outside the scope of the Neighbourhood Plan, 
such as “Illegal development: lack of Council enforcement”, “Lack of progress with former Bernard Arms 
PH” and “Rubbish on verge”. 

13 
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Appendix 4
 

Great and Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION 

Great and Little Kimble cum Marsh 
Parish Council is co-ordinating a 
public consultation process on its 
Neighbourhood Plan proposals, under 
Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood 
Planning (General) Regulations. 

An event is being organised which will 
update everybody on the background to 
date and the future process. The event 
will also invite residents to give feedback 
on where future residential development 
should take place locally. 

THE CONSULTATION EVENT
&

Sunday June 24th 2018 
11.00 – 17.00 

The Kimble Stewart Hall 
Station Road 
Little Kimble 
Bucks 
HP17 0XN 

Following this consultation event the feedback comments received will be reviewed 
by the Parish Council, in preparation of the next stage in the Neighbourhood Plan 
process. 

The consultation materials will be available to view on the website 
www.kimbleplan.org from 10am on Monday June 25th 2018. 

The deadline for the receipt of consultation feedback will be 
9am on Monday 9th July 2018. 

If you have any questions, please call Local Dialogue our consultation team, 
on Freephone: 0800 319 6187 or email: consultation@kimbleplan.org 
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Appendix 7
 

Question 1
 

88.3% of responses indicated that residents and stakeholders had some level of support for the intention of 
the Parish council to develop a Neighbourhood Plan. This level of support provides the strength of mandate 
that the Parish Council needed to justify the production of a Neighbourhood Plan. Only 8.3% of residents 
opposed the production of a Neighbourhood Plan. 
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Questions 2 and 3 

It was important for the Parish Council to get an understanding of the general nature of development that 
residents would like to see in the area. There were broadly two options and the support for each was 
sought in each following question: 

• Question 2 - A more concentrated level of development brought forward in a fewer number of sites? 
 
 

• Question 3 - A less concentrated level of development brought forward in a higher number sites? 
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Question 2 and Question 3 sought to better understand what residents preferred. 

For Question 2, 66.7% of responses were opposed to a more concentrated level of development brought 
forward in a fewer number of sites, whilst 19.2% supported this option. For Question 3, 55% of responses 
would prefer to see a less concentrated level of development brought forward in a higher number of sites, 
whilst 20% of responses did not support this approach. Clearly a ‘less concentrated level of development 
brought forward in a higher number of sites’ received a greater level of support and was the preferred 
option. 
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Questions 4 and 5 

Residents were then asked to list their preferred three sites of the 10 shortlisted sites and why their three 
sites were preferred. The table below indicates which sites were most supported and the specific level of 
support for each of the 10 sites. 

No analysis has been undertaken in compiling this report or separate weighting given to whether any 
respondents specifically objected to a site adjoining or close to their own property and instead ‘preferred’ 
others some distance away. The majority of responses were from properties near or adjoining the various 
sites and relatively few responses were received from areas such as Marsh and Kimblewick. 

Residents gave their three most and three least preferred sites. The preferred sites were given 3, 2 and 1 
points in order of preference (most preferred site got 3 points). The least preferred sites were given -3, -2 
and -1 in order of preference (least preferred site got -3 points). The overall aggregate score was then 
calculated. 

The top three preferred sites based on their aggregate score, were 17a, 17b and 15. 
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Questions 6 and 7 

Residents were then asked to list their least preferred three sites of the 10 shortlisted sites at the event and 
why these three sites were the least preferred. The table below indicates which sites received least 
supported and the specific level of opposition for each of the 10 sites. 

No analysis has been undertaken in compiling this report or separate weighting given to whether any 
respondents specifically objected to a site adjoining or close to their own property and instead ‘preferred’ 
others some distance away. The majority of responses were from properties near or adjoining the various 
sites and relatively few responses were received from areas such as Marsh and Kimblewick. 

Residents gave their three most and three least preferred sites. The preferred sites were given 3, 2 and 1 
points in order of preference (most preferred site got 3 points). The least preferred sites were given -3, -2 
and -1 in order of preference (least preferred site got -3 points). The overall aggregate score was then 
calculated. 

The least preferred three sites based on an aggregate score were 20, 4 and 10. 
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Question 8 

Residents were then asked to rate if they found the consultation session informative/useful. To achieve a 
score of 95.8% of attendees to the consultation who found it to be informative or very informative, provides 
the justification that the consultation undertaken achieved the desired outcome of the Parish Council in 
terms of informing residents. 
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Question 9 

Finally, residents were then asked what other non-housing benefits they would they like to see come 
forward as part of this process, e.g. shop, larger playing field/park, improved or new footpath/cycleways or 
bridleways etc. A shop was by far the most supported item, however, there was also strong support for 
highway/footpath related items. A selection of 10 responses, selected at random, are detailed below: 

•	! Local shop, improved footpaths along road, reduction in speed limits and introduction of more road 
crossing.   

•	! Lower speed limits, better crossings and pathways and local shop.   
•	! Footpaths need upgrading and a fence around the existing playing fields.   
•	! Pavement/cycle way from The Swan to the junction of B4009, bus service and village shop. 
•	! A shop and better bridleways.   
•	! Village shop, better link between Great and Little Kimble.   
•	! There is a flaw in the overall development plan. The proposed housing is fine and local main roads 

could handle the extra traffic. However, the plan also proposed to make the B009 an A road to carry 
the bulk of traffic between High Wycombe and Aylesbury. This is incompatible with the proposals for 
increased housing density.   

•	! Shop, retention of hedgerows, fair vote on plans for low populated areas of the Parish.   
•	! Small Tesco's or village shop. Reduction of speed limits across all roads in to Parish. Better 


maintenance of footpaths.  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Actual feedback 
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APPENDIX 9
 

Great and Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION - UPDATE 

The local Community has the right to 

develop its own Neighbourhood Plan in 

order to have some say as to how the 

community should grow. Residents will 

recall the public Consultation event in June 

2018 in the Village Hall, where feedback 

was sought on the possible location of 

future residential development locally. 

A further period of consultation is being 
launched at the Annual Parish Meeting on 
8th May 2019, which will seek the views 
of residents on the pre-submission draft 
of the Neighbourhood Plan. This period of 
Consultation will run for 6 weeks ending 
on the 11pm on 20th June 2019. 

THE ANNUAL 

PARISH MEETING 

Wednesday 8th May 2019 
8pm - 10pm 

The Kimble Stewart Hall 
Station Road 
Little Kimble 
Bucks 
HP17 0XN 

The consultation materials will be available to view on the website www.kimbleplan.org from 
9th May 2019. 

The deadline for the receipt of consultation feedback will be 11pm on 20th June 2019 

If you have any questions, please call Local Dialogue our consultation team, on Freephone: 
0800 319 6187 or email: consultation@kimbleplan.org 
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Great and Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION - UPDATE 

A further period of consultation is being launched at the Annual Parish 
Meeting on 8th May 2019 which will seek the views of residents on the 
pre-submission draft Neighbourhood Plan. This period of consultation 
will run for 6 weeks ending on the 11pm on 20th June 2019. 

THE PARISH MEETING AT THE KIMBLE STEWART HALL STARTS 
AT 8PM AND DOORS OPEN UNTIL 10PM 

The consultation materials will be available to view on the website www.kimbleplan.org from 
9th May 2019 and available at the annual parish meeting. 

The deadline for the receipt of consultation feedback will be 11pm on 20th June 2019. 

If you have any questions, please call Local Dialogue our consultation team, on Freephone: 
0800 319 6187 or email: consultation@kimbleplan.org 
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Appendix 12 
Question 1 

Feedback was given by attendees of the event in answer to whether they supported eight different policies 
in the context of planning for housing growth. 

If they were in opposition, they could also attach comments with these answers. 

The following policies relate to the development
and use of land in the designated neighbourhood
area of the Parish. They focus on specific
planning matters, that are of particular interest to 
the local community in the context of planning for 
housing growth in appropriate places. Please
indicate if you support each policy. 

Support
% 
no. of 
responses 

Oppose Unsure 

KIM1 – Settlement boundaries 61.5% 
40 

16.9% 
11 

21.6% 
14 

KIM2 – Design principle 76.2% 
48 

9.5% 
6 

14.3% 
9 

KIM3 – Housing site allocations 58.2% 
39 

29.9% 
20 

11.9% 
8 

KIM4 – Schools 58.1% 
36 

9.7% 
6 

32.3% 
20 

KIM5 – Landscape buffer 80.7% 
50 

8.1% 
5 

11.3% 
7 

KIM6 – Employment 62.7% 
37 

13.6% 
8 

23.7% 
14 

KIM7 – Community and leisure uses 74.2% 
46 

4.8% 
3 

21% 
13 

KIM8 – Protecting international habitats 68.9% 
42 

9.8% 
6 

21.3% 
13 
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Overall, in response to the development criteria, each one had more support than it had opposition. 

KIM5 ‘Landscape buffer’ had the most support with 80.7% (50 people) supporting and only 8.1%, five 
people, opposing. 

KIM3 ‘Housing site allocations’ had the least support, with 29.9% of respondents (20 people) in opposition. 
However, there were still more, 58.2% (39 people) in support. 

As to those who left opposition comments, these are summarised below: 

KIM1 – SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 

Negative 
•	 Five were unhappy that sites in other areas of the village were not included; 
•	 Three felt that the definition of the village boundary was inappropriate; 
•	 Three asked if sites could be included outside of the designated boundary as these would impact 

the village too; 
•	 Two said that the development does not create an appropriate core and is too spread out; 
•	 Two commented that the proposed calculations for infill/windfall were not appropriate; 
•	 One mentioned that the plans were damaging to the countryside. 

KIM2 – DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

Negative 
•	 Five commented that not enough parking spaces had been allocated; 
•	 Two commented that more sites are needed in order to decrease the density of the current
!

developments;
!
•	 Two felt that more wildlife protection is needed and more hedges needed to be preserved; 
•	 Two highlighted that more work needs to be done to preserve views; 
•	 One was concerned that there was no reference to affordable or specialist housing. 

Positive 
•	 One felt that too much parking had been allocated; 
•	 One felt the landscaping was good; 
•	 One felt that the developments were respectful of views; 
•	 One said that they were pleased there was provision for solar panels. 

KIM3 – HOUSING SITE ALLOCATIONS 

Negative 
•	 Six felt that the proposed developments are too high density; 
•	 Five felt that not enough sites had been chosen; 
•	 Four felt there was an unfair spread of sites around the village; 
•	 Two felt that there were not enough small properties or affordable houses included; 
•	 One felt that there was not enough pedestrian/cyclist/horse rider provision; 
•	 One felt that the proposed allocation for windfall was too low; 
•	 One felt that the developments were too visually intrusive; 
•	 One highlighted a flood risk. 

KIM4 – SCHOOLS 

Negative 
•	 Nine felt that there were not enough school places to meet the increase in demand; 
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•	 Four felt that the road near the school was too dangerous. 

Positive 
•	 One said that the school provision was adequate. 

KIM5 – LANDSCAPE BUFFER 

Negative 
•	 Five felt that the definition of ‘small scale’ was too vague; 
•	 Two mentioned that the buffer should be expanded to both sides of Smokey Row; 
•	 One felt that the allocation was not comprehensive enough; 
•	 One felt that the development would have an adverse impact on the countryside and green spaces. 

KIM6 – EMPLOYMENT 

Negative 
•	 Two commented that there are already too many commuters; 
•	 Two claimed there would be no increased employment; 
•	 Two were worried that limiting developments would be damaging to farmers as this would limit their 

ability to add more farm buildings. 

KIM7 – DESIGN PRINCIPLES COMMUNITY AND LEISURE USES 

Negative 
•	 Two wanted reassurance that additional facilities must not be a burden to the Parish; 
•	 One was concerned as to who would be responsible for maintaining the open spaces; 
•	 One felt that the shop is not viable; 
•	 One commented that more facilities are needed for the elderly and disabled; 
•	 One commented that more pedestrian/cyclist provisions are needed. 

KIM8 – PROTECTING INTERNATIONAL HABITATS 

Negative 
•	 Six felt that more needs to be done to protect wildlife and biodiversity; 
•	 Six were concerned that the ancient hedgerows would not be adequately protected; 
•	 One was concerned about pollution in ponds; 
•	 One felt that any development on green space is harmful. 

Positive 
•	 One felt that the mitigation measures were appropriate. 
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Question 2 

Feedback was given by attendees of the event in answer to whether they supported, opposed or were 
unsure about the inclusion of the five selected sites. They could also attach comments with these answers. 

Please indicate if you support the inclusion of
each of the 5 sites selected? 

Support
% 
(number) 

Oppose Unsure 

Site 1 – Land at Grove Lane (Left of the Free 
Church) 

73.8% 
(45) 

13.1% 
(8) 

13.1% 
(8) 

Site 10 – Land at the Laurels 56.9% 
(37) 

24.6% 
(16) 

18.5% 
(12) 

Site 14 – Land east of Kimblewick Road (Behind 
the Swan PH) 

63.9% 
(39) 

18% 
(11) 

18% 
(11) 

Site 15 – Land at Grove Lane (Behind Redding 
Court) 

71% 
(44) 

14.5% 
(9) 

14.5% 
(9) 

Site 17A – Doe Hill Farm (Lower plot by Brook 
Cottage) 

81.7% 
(49) 

8.3% 
(5) 

10% 
(6) 

Overall, each site had more support than it had opposition. 

The site with the most support and the least opposition was Site – 17A Doe Hill Farm. 81.7% of 
respondents supported the inclusion of this site, compared to just 8.3% opposed. 

The site with the least support was Site 10 – Land at the Laurels with 56.9% of respondents in support. 
However, this is still far greater than the 24.6% in opposition. 

368 



  

   
 

       
        

 

 
 

      
       

   
 

  
 

 
              
        
            
         
         
           
          
                

  
 

 
         
           
            
             

 
 
  

SITE 1 – LAND AT GROVE LANE (LEFT OF FREE CHURCH)
 

Feedback was given by respondents in answer to whether they supported the inclusion of Site 1 – Land at 
Grove Lane. Below is a graph detailing their responses. 

45 respondents were supportive of the inclusion of Site 1 – Land at Grove Lane. Eight attendees were 
unsure and eight attendees were not supportive. This means that, overall, 73.8% of attendees were 
supportive of the proposed scheme. 

Comments: 

Negative 
•	 Seven felt that the road is too dangerous for the proposed development; 
•	 Three felt that parking provision is inadequate; 
•	 Three felt that the proposal was too high density/too many units; 
•	 Two mentioned a flood risk on the site; 
•	 Two were in opposition to the shop; 
•	 Two were concerned about maintaining hedgerows and wildlife in watercourses; 
•	 One felt that not enough affordable housing is included; 
•	 One felt that the development was not considerate of views or the setting of the Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty (AONB). 

Positive 
•	 Five were in support of the shop; 
•	 Two felt that that the number of units was appropriate; 
•	 Two mentioned they were in support of development on the site; 
•	 One is pleased that the development will not overlook the existing homes. 
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SITE 10 – LAND AT THE LAURELS 

Feedback was given by respondents in answer to whether they supported the inclusion of Site 10 – Land at 
the Laurels. Below is a graph detailing their responses. 

37 respondents were supportive of the inclusion of Site 10 – Land at The Laurels. 12 attendees were 
unsure and 16 attendees were not supportive. This means that, overall, 56.9% of attendees were 
supportive of the proposed scheme. 

Comments: 

Negative 
•	 17 mentioned that the road is too dangerous or there is already too much traffic to accommodate 

the proposed development; 
•	 Five were concerned by the lack of footpath; 
•	 Five felt that parking provision is inadequate; 
•	 Five thought the proposal was too high density/too many units; 
•	 One thought the gardens were too small; 
•	 Seven were concerned about a flood risk on site; 
•	 One was concerned about sewage issues. 

Positive 
•	 One commented that the rating for transport should be changed to ‘lively positive effect’ due to rail 

and bus links. 

370 



  

   
 

      
         

 

 
 

        
                

   
 

 
 

  
    
           
                 
            
        
             
              
       
          
        
         

 
 
 
  

SITE 14 – LAND EAST OF KIMBLEWICK RD (BEHIND THE SWAN PH) 

Feedback was given by respondents in answer to whether they supported the inclusion of Site 14 – Land 
east of Kimblewick Rd. Below is a graph detailing their responses. 

39 respondents were supportive of the inclusion of Site 14 – Land East of Kimblewick Rd. 11 attendees 
were unsure and 11 attendees were not supportive. This means that, overall, 63.9% of attendees were 
supportive of the proposed scheme. 

Comments: 

Negative 
• Eight thought the proposal was too high density/too many units; 
• Six commented that the site is too large; 
• Six felt that the road is inappropriate for development as there is already too much traffic; 
• Four thought that there needs to be a footpath/cycle/horse rider provision included; 
• Two felt that parking provision is inadequate; 
• Four were opposed to development as it is Grade II agricultural land; 
• Two felt that the development would impact the rural character of the village; 
• One felt the proposals are not considerate of views or setting in the AONB; 
• One had concerns over destruction to wildlife and hedgerows; 
• One had concerns about lighting and fencing; 
• One had concerns about pollution (traffic, light, noise). 
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SITE 15 – LAND AT GROVE LANE (BEHIND REDDING COURT) 

Feedback was given by respondents in answer to whether they supported the inclusion of Site 15 – Land at 
Grove Lane. Below is a graph detailing their responses. 

44 respondents were supportive of the inclusion of Site 15 – Land at Grove Lane. Nine attendees were 
unsure and nine attendees were not supportive. This means that, overall, 71% of attendees were 
supportive of the proposed scheme. 

Comments: 

Negative 
•	 Seven thought the proposal was too high density/too many units; 
•	 Five were unhappy the development will overlook existing properties; 
•	 Four felt the proposed houses are too high and will ruin the view and the AONB setting; 
•	 Four thought that the road is dangerous and there is already too much traffic to accommodate the 

proposed development; 
•	 Two felt that parking provision is inadequate; 
•	 Two felt that a footpath/ footway is needed; 
•	 Two were concerned by the flood risk on the site; 
•	 One had concerns that there would not be room to upgrade the railway; 
•	 One had concerns over destruction to habitats. 

Positive 
•	 Two mentioned that the site was sensible for development; 
•	 Two felt that improvements to the bridge and roads should be made before the work on the 

development begins. 
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SITE 17A – DOE HILL FARM (LOWER PLOT BY BROOK COTTAGE)
 

Feedback was given by respondents in answer to whether they supported the inclusion of Site 17A – Doe 
Hill Farm. Below is a graph detailing their responses. 

49 respondents were supportive of the inclusion of Site 17A – Doe Hill Farm. Six attendees were unsure 
and five attendees were not supportive. This means that, overall, 81.7% of attendees were supportive of 
the proposed scheme. 

Comments: 

Negative 
• Six thought the proposal was too high density/too many units; 
• One thought that the site is too large; 
• Three felt that the road is too dangerous to accommodate the proposed development; 
• One felt the footpath needs to be improved; 
• One felt that parking provision is inadequate; 
• Two felt that views and the AONB setting had not been considered; 
• Three were concerned by the flood risk on the site; 
• One was opposed to development on green spaces; 
• One was opposed to the development as it is on Grade II agricultural land. 

Positive 
• Three mentioned that the site was sensible for development; 
• One felt that unit numbers could be increased on this site; 
• One commented that this development was low density. 
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Question 3 

All respondents were asked whether they had any additional comments on the proposals.
!
42 attendees left comments in this section. These have been categorised into positive comments, negative
!
comments and suggestions. The negative comments have been further categorised for ease of reading.
!

POSITIVE 

•	 Four respondents felt that residents’ voices have been listened to and the consultation had been 
thorough; 

•	 Four mentioned that they agreed to the five sites; 
•	 Two felt the shop was a good addition; 
•	 Two said that they were happy that the developments were evenly spread around the village; 
•	 One mentioned that the density of the developments was appropriate; 
•	 One felt that the number of proposed homes could increase as policy has changed; 
•	 One mentioned that they were glad to see the hedgerows being protected. 

NEGATIVE 

Size and density of the sites 
•	 Seven felt that the proposals are too high density/too many units; 
•	 Five felt that the sites are too big; 
•	 Three felt that future windfall has not been appropriately considered; 
•	 Three mentioned that there needs to be more affordable housing; 
•	 One commented that 160 new homes in an unnecessarily large figure; 
•	 One commented that the area does not need more development and it can go elsewhere. 

Infrastructure 
•	 Seven felt that more infrastructure improvements were needed; 
•	 Two felt that improvements to public transport are needed; 
•	 One commented that the railway service report was inaccurate; 
•	 One commented that there should be more solar and water storage; 
•	 One felt that a shop/café would not be viable; 
•	 Traffic 

o	 Four were concerned by an increase in traffic; 
o	 Three commented that any traffic calming measures need to be agreed with residents; 
o	 Five felt that there needs to be more pedestrian/cyclist/horse rider provisions; 
o	 One commented that too much parking has been included and people should be 

encouraged to use public transport; 
o	 One commented that there needs to be more cycle parking and car charging stations at 

each site. 

Ecology/ Green space 
•	 Four felt that there needs to be more adequate protections for wildlife; 
•	 Two commented that hedgerows will need to be replaced if they are lost; 
•	 Two felt that the AONB has not been adequately protected. 

Planning approach 
•	 Six commented that the phased approach was not correct; 
•	 Five felt unhappy that the Community Survey had been ‘ignored’; 
•	 Two thought the proposals were not in accordance with the Wycombe Local Plan; 
•	 One thought that the Neighbourhood Plan Working Group was not credible as the majority are 

Parish councillors and it contains four people applying for sites and three councillors from Marsh 
where no development is proposed; 

•	 Two mentioned that archaeological protections need to be included; 
•	 One thought there would be no community benefits to the sites. 
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SUGGESTIONS 

• Six people felt that other sites should be considered (in general); 
• Eight people wanted Site 17B reconsidered; 
• Two people wanted Site 19 reconsidered; 
• One person wanted Site 7 reconsidered; 
• One person wanted Site 5 reconsidered; 
• One person wanted Site 20 reconsidered; 
• Two people felt the shop should be on Site 14; 
• Two people felt the shop should be on Site 1; 
• One person felt the shop should be on Site 17. 

It should be expected to see a disproportionate number of negative comments to positive as those who are 
most aggrieved are most motivated to comment. 
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Question 4 

Feedback was given by respondents in answer to whether they supported the Great and Little Kimble cum 
Marsh Parish Council pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan. Below is a graph detailing their responses. 

38 respondents, 58.5%, supported the Great and Little Kimble cum Marsh Parish Council pre-submission 
Neighbourhood Plan. 19 respondents, 29.2%, were unsupportive. 

This shows an overwhelming level of support in the local community for the Great and Little Kimble cum 
Marsh Parish Council pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan. 
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APPENDIX 13
 

Actual feedback 
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