
 
Chilterns Conservation Board (CCB) questions the stance taken in the SA that the local 
plan protects land in the AONB from development. Para N7 of the SA reads: 

 
“In the absence of the Plan, the Chilterns AONB Management Plan and relevant statute 
would continue to provide protection for the AONB, however any increase in 
development would be likely to adversely impact the quality and distinctiveness of the 
open countryside and alter landscape character, particularly in rural areas.” 
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The local plan itself is a proposing major development which would adversely impact the 
AONB. The plan is the agent of change for the AONB, through the proposed 2 allocations 
in the AONB at Amersham Old Town, and developments in the setting of the AONB, and 
through proposed insetting of AONB villages from the Green Belt, and permissive 
policies for so-called “Protected Places”. 

 
Housing numbers – the SA explains at para N21 that no reasonable alternatives to the 
housing number has been calculated: “Alternatives to the housing number have not 
been calculated as the identified housing figure in the Local Plan corresponds with the 
national standard methodology “ Why not? The national standard methodology does not 
have to be followed slavishly in all cases (NPPF para 11 Presumption in Favour of 
Sustainable Development and in particular footnote 6). In districts with such a high 
percentage of Green Belt and AONB, a reasonable alternative would be to apply 
footnote 6 of the NPPF and test the impacts of accommodating a lower number of 
homes. 

 
On spatial strategy options, Option C would be the most in line with national policy as it 
avoids strategic GB releases (including two in the AONB). We disagree with assessment 
which led to selecting option D, the worst option for the AONB. The SA at Appendix 3 
page F26 shows that Option C is the best option against the SA objectives, not Option D. 
The difference between them is 2 are more positive under Option D than Option C, but 3 
are more negative. Why has the more extreme option been selected? Why is landscape 
scored as ‘uncertain +/-’ for Options B, C and D when it is clear that Option D would have 
worse impacts that Option C and this is acknowledged in the text at para F.5.3.1 “As this 
option proposes the largest quantum of development in Chiltern and South Bucks it is 
likely that the magnitude of impact on landscape features would be greater when 
compared to other options.” This should be reflected in the scoring table for landscape. 
The same applies to cultural heritage and biodiversity & geodiversity. If it were properly 
represented with the table scoring at F.6.1.1 matched the text, then then Option D 
would be even more clearly revealed as a poor choice. 

 
Para N37 “All sites have been assessed as having negative effects on biodiversity (SA 
Objective 3), due to the fact that all sites could potentially contain habitats or species of 
principal importance and/or sites designated for nature conservation.” This ‘could’ 
should be tested through ecological work, it is not good enough to say that all of the 
sites ‘could’ potentially contain habitats and species – we need to know now to assess 
the suitability of those sites. The Chilterns Conservation Board has been advising the 
Councils since Nov 2017 that some of these sites contain BOAs, Priority Habitat and 
records of Notable Species under sec 41 of the NERC Act. This approach is irresponsible 
and failing legal duties. 

 
Para N42 Chilterns Conservation Board questions the approach of scoring waste effects 
as neutral on the basis that “new housing is not expected to generate more waste 
person, in the operation phase, than existing housing.” It is obvious that the new 
housing would result in more waste generated in the districts, both in construction 
phase (unsure why these are being ignored) and in operational phase once the housing 
is occupied. We note that the SA uses a different approach for climate change, providing 



a district wide increase figure (“proposed development within Local Plan is likely to 
increase the Plan area’s carbon emissions by 21% or more”) rather than comparing 
existing per capita generation with future. Some consistency please. 

 
Para N56 “Area South East of Whielden Street, Amersham Old Town has chalk grassland 
present at the option which promotes high biodiversity of insects and butterflies” 
Chilterns Conservation Board takes a zero tolerance approach to development on chalk 
grassland. It is rare, declining (54% lost in the Chilterns over the 20th century – see 
Chilterns AONB Management Plan) and any further loss is unacceptable. 

 
Para N56 it is unclear why the only mention of impacts on SACs from increased traffic 
and recreational pressure is on Burnham Beeches SAC. The same applies to the Chilterns 
Beechwoods SAC which has already breached the critical loads for air pollution. Natural 
England’s Supplementary Advice for Chiltern Beechwoods SAC, Nov 2018 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4808896162037760 explains 
(page 12) that: 
"The supporting habitat of this feature is considered sensitive to changes in air quality 
and is currently exceeding the critical load for nitrogen (October 2018). This habitat type 
is considered sensitive to changes in air quality. Exceedance of these critical values for 
air pollutants may modify the chemical status of its substrate, accelerating or damaging 
plant growth, altering its vegetation structure and composition and causing the loss of 
sensitive typical species associated with it.” 
There is further information about the problem in Plantlife’s report We need to talk 
about Nitrogen. 

 

Para N60 states “None of the potential Green Belt removal locations are anticipated to 
have a positive effect on water quality due to the significant increase in demand 
on water demand and treatment facilities. Further assessments may reveal 
areas where the capacity of such facilities is able to cope with this increased demand.” 
Surely until we know that capacity is ready and rare chalk streams will not be further 
degraded, the precautionary principle should apply? This would be a responsible 
approach respecting legal duties. 

 
Para N60 refers to “particular concern for options containing water courses such as the 
River Misbourne at Area South of London Road West, Amersham Old Town, where water 
quality must be monitored throughout the construction phase of development.” This is 
not just a matter of water quality, the river here is geologically perched, and any 
disturbance to the river bed could result in the seepage into the chalk below and 
effectively the loss of the river downstream from this point. It is very surprising that a 
housing allocation is being proposed on a fragile site containing a perched chalk stream. 

 
Table N. 2: Reasons for selecting Building Site Allocations 
SP BP5 Amersham Old Town – South East of Whielden Street 
“The area is located in a sustainable location and falls within 800m of Amersham Town 
Centre. The impacts on the Green Belt can be mitigated and a firm and defensible 
boundary either exists or can be provided. The benefits of the release of the site and its 
subsequent development clearly outweigh the negatives.” 

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4808896162037760
https://www.plantlife.org.uk/uk/our-work/campaigning-change/nitrogen
https://www.plantlife.org.uk/uk/our-work/campaigning-change/nitrogen


We question whether this is a highly sustainable location; the town centre and railway 
station are up a steep hill which will deter walking and cycling, most trips are likely to be 
car based. There is no mention of existing biodiversity value or the site being within the 
nationally protected landscape of the AONB. The benefits do not clearly outweigh the 
negatives, quite the reverse. The site selection justification is based on incomplete 
information and does not give the required great weight to the AONB (NPPF para 172) or 
meet sec 85 CRoW Act duties towards the AONB or s41 of NERC Act re: ecology. 

 
Ditto Table N2 on SP BP4 Amersham Old Town – London Road West 
“The site can make a significant contribution to meeting the development needs of 
the Districts in a highly sustainable location. The impacts on the Green Belt can be 
mitigated and a firm and defensible boundary either exists or can be provided. The 
benefits of the release of the site and its subsequent development clearly outweigh 
the negatives”. 
We disagree. Interestingly the SA makes no claims re: sustainable location or proximity 
to the town centre (although this site is closer that BP5- and also up a steep hill). 

The allocations BP4 and BP5 are not justified, harmful, and should be deleted. 

SA Appendices 
The detailed SA appendices contain errors which have led to faulty conclusions. The 
evidence is not robust. For example, on SP BP4 Amersham Old Town – London Road 
West, the SA Appendix 3 states at page E42 “DM policies within the Local Plan, and the 
high-quality design outcome described in this policy, would be expected to minimise any 
adverse impacts on the setting of the nearby Chilterns AONB”. This AONB is not ‘nearby’ 
– the site is in the AONB. No weight can be given to the scoring against SA objectives if 
the designations have been reported incorrectly. This site should not scope neutral for 
landscape. We disagree strongly that “As such, this policy would be expected to have a 
negligible impact on the local landscape”, the SA has failed to assess the site as being 
part of the nationally designated protected landscape of the AONB. On biodiversity the 
SA fails to mention the chalk stream within the site and just presents standard text on 
biodiversity mirroring other sites. Again we contest the scoring of neutral for biodiversity 
and geodiversity. 

 
With its bland copy and pasted text, the SA section on strategic site assessments fails to 
reference (or show any evidence of being aware of) the Landscape Capacity Assessment 
for Green Belt Development Options in the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local 
Plan. This study commissioned by the Council, carried out by Terra Firma and available at 
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/article/8605/Landscape-Capacity-Study-for-Green-Belt- 
Development-options gives detailed information on the landscape character of each site 
and its sensitivity and capacity for housing. Why is this valuable information not used in 
the SA? The study shows for instance that BP5 has a low capacity for development and 
the report did not recommend development here (see Section B Appendices Summary 
and Table of Capacities on page 8). 

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/article/8605/Landscape-Capacity-Study-for-Green-Belt-Development-options
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/article/8605/Landscape-Capacity-Study-for-Green-Belt-Development-options


For site SP BP5 – Amersham Old Town - South East of Whielden Street 
The SA at pages E46-E50 also fails to recognise that the site is within the AONB, referring 
on page E47 to “the nearby Chilterns AONB” and “minor negative impact on the local 
landscape”. Para E.10.4.1 fails to mention that the site contains chalk grassland, and 
instead uses standard copy and pasted text identical to other sites referring to trees and 
hedgerows. We strongly disagree that development would “result in an overall negligible 
impact on biodiversity” and the scoring against SA objective on biodiversity and 
geodiversity as neutral. We also disagree that the impact on cultural heritage would be 
neutral, given the proximity of the Conservation Area, listed buildings, and views from 
the Martyrs Walk. 

 
The SA at Reg 19 stage differs from the SA at Reg 18 stage (Lepus Consulting, Sept 2017) 
which scored BP5 as major negative for landscape and negative for cultural heritage and 
biodiversity & geodiversity. Why has the final Reg 19 stage SA stripped out this detail 
and has neutralised the concerns, without explanation? We recommend that this finer 
grained analysis is reinstated as it helps to identify problems and distinguish between 
sites (surely the purpose of an SA). 

 
The SA has not tested the sites BP4 and BP5 to see whether they would constitute major 
development in the AONB under NPPF para 172. 

 

Air quality para 85: “increasing GHG emissions that could exacerbate climate change as 
well as increased nitrogen in the environment that could have adverse impacts upon 
sensitive habitats, such as eutrophication, acidification and toxicity.” We agree and like 
the way this is summarised. Air pollution is a direct threat to the habitats and species of 
the Chilterns AONB, and is harming even our most protected biodiversity sites (Natural 
England’s Supplementary Advice for Chiltern Beechwoods SAC, Nov 2018 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4808896162037760 explains 
(page 12) that: 
"The supporting habitat of this feature is considered sensitive to changes in air quality 
and is currently exceeding the critical load for nitrogen (October 2018). This habitat type 
is considered sensitive to changes in air quality. Exceedance of these critical values for 
air pollutants may modify the chemical status of its substrate, accelerating or damaging 
plant growth, altering its vegetation structure and composition and causing the loss of 
sensitive typical species associated with it.” 

 
In para N89 on landscape the words “has the potential to adversely affect the local 
landscape” is missing the point that sites BP4 and BP5 will adversely affect the 
landscape, and this is nationally protected landscape of the AONB. The next sentence 
“these impacts may also affect the character of the Chilterns AONB” is vague and weak – 
if BP4 and BP5 are progressed these impacts will affect the nationally protected 
landscape of the Chilterns AONB and not just in terms of its character. It will result in 
direct loss of chalk grassland and chalk stream habitats that make up the special qualities 
of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (see Chilterns AONB Management 
Plan 2019-2024 page 7). Since the statutory definition of ‘natural beauty’ in the CRoW 
Act 2000 covers ‘flora, fauna, geological and physiographic features’, conserving and 

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4808896162037760


enhancing natural beauty requires consideration of all of these, not just landscape 
character impacts. 

 
Para N92 “The Local Plan is likely to have negative impacts upon water. The majority 
of the Plan area is within a groundwater SPZ and so construction within these areas is 
likely to some extent increase the risk of groundwater contamination.” This is not 
acceptable or wise long term. “Development proposed within the Local Plan is likely to 
increase total water consumption in some locations which may increase the requirement 
for higher water efficiency standards to be met in order to meet water demand.” This 
does not make sense, it will increase total water consumption, not just in some 
locations. Sadly the populations living with the precious resource of Chilterns chalk 
streams the River Misbourne and River Chess have the highest per capita water 
consumption in the UK at 173 litres per person per day, which is 32 litres above the 
national average (see new report Chalk Streams in Crisis, June 2019). Taking into account 
that these two chalk streams are currently failing the Water Framework Directive, this is 
not a sound place to add new households, there should be a moratorium on new 
strategic development until Water Framework Directive standards are achieved for 
these chalk streams. 

 
Table N.3: Likely positive sustainability impacts of the Emerging Local Plan 
We dispute strongly the assertion on biodiversity that “Although development proposed 
within the Local Plan would be expected to result in the loss of some biodiversity 
features, such as woodland and parkland, the policies ensure that internationally and 
nationally protected biodiversity sites (such as Burnham Beeches SAC) are protected and 
biodiversity net gain is promoted across the Plan area.” The plan allocates sites with 
fragile and sensitive habitats which make up the special qualities of the Chilterns AONB: 
BP4 a chalk stream, and BP5 on chalk grassland. The SA again fails to mention the 
Chilterns Beechwood SAC and only focusses on Burnham Beeches SAC. The plan as 
proposed will have a negative impact on biodiversity, through direct habitat loss to 
development and indirect impacts from pollution, disturbance and water abstraction, 
from the allocated sites plus the myriad of planning applications likely to be generated 
by policies on village development (SP PP1 on insetting and DM PP1 on infilling). We do 
not share the optimistic assertion that there would be net gain for biodiversity across 
the plan area. 

 
We agree with the identified negative impacts in Table N4 such as Impact on the 
Chilterns AONB: 
“Adverse effects could potentially arise as a consequence of development proposals 
within the Local Plan which affect the Chilterns AONB and its setting. The development 
proposed in the Local Plan has the potential to adversely impact on views from more 
sensitive locations such views from the Chilterns AONB.” This should be accorded great 
weight. 

https://www.chilternsaonb.org/uploads/files/CCSP/Chalk%20Streams%20in%20Crisis%20report_June%202019.pdf
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