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Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) Regulation 18 and Issues and Options Consultation

1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

My name is James Holmes and I am an Associate Director with Aitchison Raffety, Chartered
Town Planning Consultants. I have an MA in Town Planning and am a Member of the Royal
Town Planning Institute.

1.2

This Statement is submitted on behalf of Plato Property Investments LLP who object to the
strategic housing sites to the north-east of Chesham, as proposed by the emerging Chiltern
and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036), initial Regulation 18 and Issues and Options
Consultation.

1.3

This Statement sets out why the proposed strategic sites are unacceptable in planning terms
and should not be allocated for development.

2.

PROPOSED STRATEGIC HOUSING SITE

2.1

A large strategic housing site is proposed to the north-east of Chesham, as shown on the
plan below. The site is approximately 66 hectares in area. No information is given as to its
potential capacity. However, if it were developed at an indicative density of 30 dwellings per
hectare this would amount to an indicative capacity of some 1980 dwellings.
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3.

PROPOSED STRATEGIC EMPLOYMENT AREA OF SEARCH

3.1

Within Appendix 5, a specific proposal is included to the north of Chesham, where the
Council is to explore the potential to provide new local employment opportunities to allow
some existing and outdated employment sites in the town to be redeveloped for other uses.
The area of search is substantial, occupying approximately 173 hectares.
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4.

OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED STRATEGIC ALLOCATIONS

4.1

On behalf of my client, we object to the housing and employment allocations proposed to
the north-east of Chesham for the following reasons.
Distribution of Growth

4.2

The Buckinghamshire HEDNA identifies a need for 7300 new homes and 2 hectares of
employment land in the Chiltern District over the plan period, as shown in the table below.

Local Plan Consultation (p7)
4.3

The proposed strategic housing site to the north-east of Chesham is 66 hectares in area and
if built to a density of 30 dwellings per hectare, which would make effective use of the site, it
could accommodate up to 1980 dwellings.

4.4

This single allocation alone would provide some 27% of the total houses needed in the
whole of the Chiltern District for the whole of the plan period to 2036. Such a high level of
growth from one site in one settlement is not considered to be sustainable.

4.5

The proposed level of growth for Chesham is disproportionate to the size and nature of the
settlement. It would result in the sprawl of Chesham town consuming the nearby historic
village areas of Ashley Green, Orchard Leigh, Lye Green & Whelpley Hill which would then
become lost within the larger area of Chesham town. It should be noted that Chiltern District
contains a number of other larger settlements, including Amersham (which has a higher
population than Chesham according to the 2011 census), Amersham-on-the-Hill, Little
Chalfont and Chalfont St Peter. These settlements should not be deprived of an appropriate
proportion of housing growth.

4.6

Furthermore, the emerging Local Plan will also cover the district of South Bucks, which also
contains several large settlements that have their own requirement for growth, including
Beaconsfield, Gerrards Cross and Burnham. All of these larger settlements also have a
growing population and should take their fair share of new development. It is unfair that
Chesham should potentially carry the burden of 27% of the total houses needed in the
whole of the Chiltern District for the whole of the plan period to 2036.
More appropriate to locate growth on edge of principal settlements outside the Plan area

4.7

We consider that a much more sustainable form of development would be to locate the bulk
of the housing growth close to the principal settlements outside the Plan area, including
Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough and Maidenhead. These settlements are far larger than the
4
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more modest towns in Chiltern and South Bucks and have considerably better access to
employment, social facilities, shops and services, and public transport.
4.8

The 2011 census confirms that the population of the largest towns in Chiltern and South
Bucks are relatively small in terms of their population, as follows:•
•
•
•

4.9

Amersham 23,068
Chesham 22,356
Gerrards Cross, including Chalfont St Peter 20,633
Beaconsfield 13,797

Chiltern and South Bucks are surrounded by far larger settlements, which are much more
sustainable, as confirmed by the 2011 census, as follows:•
•
•
•

High Wycombe 120,256
Uxbridge 52,774
Slough 140,200
Maidenhead 67,404

4.10

The National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities to define a
network and hierarchy of centres that are resilient to anticipated future economic changes
and that meets the needs of their catchment population. Due to the very limited size of the
settlements within Chiltern and South Bucks, it is inevitable that people living in such
locations will commute out of the Districts to work, as well as to shop, at the much larger
settlements which surround it.

4.11

In our view, the best solution for Chiltern and South Bucks would be to locate new housing
and commercial growth in areas that are close to the larger principal settlements of High
Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough and Maidenhead, in order to facilitate a more sustainable
pattern of development.
Many other potential housing and employment sites exist

4.12

The current consultation in respect of the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan
suggests only one very large strategic housing site at Chesham. However, it is clear from the
Council’s Draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment that hundreds of other
sites have been put forward as being suitable for housing, but discounted for one reason or
another, and yet these sites are not the subject of the current consultation. It seems
perverse that many of the reasons related to Green Belt, preserving openness,
unsustainability or potential injurious affects on wildlife & natural habitat or loss of
agricultural land that have excluded other sites from consideration have not resulted in
similar conclusions about the subject areas being unsuitable too. If development were more
evenly distributed across a wider number of areas, we contend the overall impact would be
considerably mitigated.

4.13

Appendix 1 of the HELAA contains a list of a few hundred sites that were excluded following
the Stage 1 Assessment. A few of these sites correspond with the larger strategic allocations
that are part of the current consultation, but the vast majority are not included. Many of
these were not included simply because they are in the Green Belt, a reason which clearly
5

Objection to Proposed Strategic Housing and Employment Sites to north-east of Chesham
Emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) Regulation 18 and Issues and Options Consultation

has not prevented the larger allocations from being put forward for housing in the current
Local Plan consultation. The point we wish to make is that these 320 sites amount to many
thousands of houses, which would make a significant contribution to housing needs. These
sites should also be subject to public consultation to establish which schemes the public
would wish to support.
4.14

Appendix 2 contains a list of a few hundred sites that are suitable for further assessment,
but have not yet been released for public consultation.

4.15

Appendix 3 contains a list of a number of sites that were deemed not ‘Suitable’ or ‘Available’
at Stage 2 Assessment, for a variety of reasons including not being previously developed
land and in agricultural use. Again, these reasons did not prevent the larger allocations from
been put forward for housing in the current Local Plan consultation.

4.16

Appendix 4 contains a list of a few hundred ‘Suitable’ sites that were excluded from the
Stage 2 Assessment because of insufficient information on their availability. These sites are
clearly suitable for redevelopment but further information is required from land owners or
developers. The issue of availability did not prevent the larger allocations from being put
forward for housing in the current Local Plan consultation.

4.17

Appendix 5 contains a listed of several sites deemed suitable, available and achievable at
Stage 2 Assessment, but as yet consultation has not been undertaken in respect of these
sites.

4.18

Having regard to the above, we feel that there is certainly potential for a very large number
of new homes to be provided across both Districts, from site suggestions that have not yet
been formally accepted and have not gone out to public consultation. The Council seem to
have discounted a large number of sites for reasons that did not prevent the current
strategic sites from coming forward.

4.19

Given the fact that such significant development is now proposed in the Green Belt, we feel
that the sites in the HELAA should be reassessed and brought forward for public
consultation. The sites in the HELAA would provide a substantial contribution to housing
land supply.

4.20

Furthermore, we would ask whether the council has explored the suitability of other
potential employment sites outside of the Borough. For example, has the council consulted
Dacorum Council regarding the use of Bovingdon Airfield? This site lies on the boundary of
Chiltern District and although Green Belt it has prevailing development and uses and
contains previously developed land including large arras of concrete runways. Therefore it
would be more suitable for employment uses and more in accord with Government policy.
Landscape Harm

4.21

Concern is raised that the development of the site for housing is likely to result in a
significant visual impact on the landscape. This site is characterised by gently undulating
topography, small pockets of woodland, amenity grassland, hedgerows, pasture and arable
land.
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4.22

The LCA description for the Ashley Green Settled Plateau states that the strength of
character and intactness of the character area is ‘moderate’, meaning that the landscape is
reasonably tolerant of moderate levels of change. However, as a Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment has not been provided as part of the consultation, the precise impact on
the landscape is not currently known.

4.23

Given that habitats present at the proposed site include mature hedgerows, priority
woodland, arable fields and ponds, concern is also raised that the proposals would result in
harm to ecology. My client is aware of numerous different types of wildlife & species of birds
in the areas.
Impact on AONB

4.24

The Sustainability Appraisal (January 2016) prepared to inform the current consultation
states that the residential site is likely to impact on the setting of the Chilterns AONB located
to the north and south. The employment site is within the AONB and would result in change
to its character. The harm to the AONB is in addition to harm to the Green Belt. Both of the
sites are not, therefore, considered to be in a suitable location for the scale of the growth
proposed.
Highway Impact

4.25

It is understood that the area in question was put forward on the basis of its ‘good’
accessibility to the road network. However, this is far from the case, as the site is in a
peripheral location on the edge of Chesham and accessibility by road is poor.

4.26

The principal vehicle access to both the proposed strategic housing and employment sites
would be accessed via Nashleigh Hill and Lycrome Road. However, the existing junction is
inadequate for the scale of development proposed.

Existing junction of Nashleigh Hill and Lycrome Road - inadequate
for the scale of development proposed
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4.27

Furthermore, Lycrome Road is very narrow in places and is unsuited to the volume of traffic
that would result from the proposed allocations. The proposed employment allocation
would result in large commercial vehicles struggling to navigate this narrow road, causing a
danger to oncoming vehicles & pedestrians given there is little provision for footpath along
most of Lycrome Road.

Lycrome Road is very narrow in places
4.28

It is clear from the photograph above that the road is heavily lined with trees in places,
reducing the scope for widening to take place. Parts of the road are bordered by existing
residential properties, which are situated directly adjacent to the highway, and the volume
and nature of the increase in traffic would have a significant impact on their residential
amenities.

Residential properties directly adjacent to Lycrome Road
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4.29

Furthermore, large sections of Lycrome Road do not have a footpath and the road is too
narrow for a path to be provided. Occupiers of the proposed housing allocation would be
unable to walk safely to the Black Cat Public House on Lycrome Road, which is the only
community facility near the site. Any road widening or highway improvements to facilitate
housing or employment development locally would require compulsory purchase of land for
such works not just on peoples front garden & other land but probably requiring many of the
homes that abut the highway at present.

4.30

There are already prevailing problems on Lycrome Road related to on street parking
generated from the recent development of the former Wycombe College site near the
junction with Nashleigh Hill. A further picture below illustrates the problem which has
persisted since completion of the development and which frequently compromises the
ability of the local bus to get through or which causes a hazard to vehicles turning into
Lycrome Road at the Nashleigh Hill road junction. Any development of the proposed areas
will increase traffic and potentially make this problem worse.

Residential on street parking near junction of Lycrome Road / Nashleigh Hill
Chesham single weakest element of the whole rail and tube network in the Chilterns
4.31

It is also relevant to note that Chesham is at the end of a single track spur of the main
Metropolitan/Chiltern line which runs through Amersham. It has only a fraction of the
carrying capacity of Amersham, Chalfont, Chorleywood etc. For example, Chesham has only
2 trains South to London per hour during the rush hour, as opposed to 8 trains per hour
from Amersham, Chalfont and Chorleywood. These towns also serve the towns Northwards
up to Aylesbury, whereas Chesham has no Northward line. Given the single track, there is
also no real possibility of significantly increasing carrying capacity in future.
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4.32

Chesham is inherently the single weakest and most fragile element of the whole rail and
tube network in the Chilterns. It gives almost no scope for upgrading or service
improvement to meet increased demand over decades. It therefore seems a significant flaw
in the plan to have such a big long term strategic development dependent on it as a rail
link. There is another option for rail travel via Berkhamsted, which is on a main line, but
accessibility by bus is limited and there is already quite a lot of congestion getting into town
at rush hour.
Pollution

4.33

Concern is raised that the proposed strategic allocations would result in further
deterioration in air quality within the town. The proposed allocations are not in a sustainable
location and it is inevitable that most trips would be made by private vehicles rather than
sustainable modes of transport.

4.34

The centre of Chesham has struggled with air quality for a number of years, and is within an
Air Quality Management Area. The Air Quality Management Area was declared because
assessments of air quality predicted that the annual mean objective for nitrogen dioxide of
40 μg/m3 would not be met. Nitrogen dioxide pollution arises primarily from emissions of a
mixture of nitrogen dioxide and nitric oxide from combustion processes such as vehicle
engines.

Adverse impact in Chesham Air Quality Management Area
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Loss of potentially High Grade Agricultural Land
4.35

The sites contain Grade 3 agricultural land. It is unknown whether this is Grade 3a (which is
considered best and most versatile). As such it is uncertain whether development would
lead to loss of best and most versatile land. Paragraph 112 of the NPPF makes it clear that
local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of
retaining the best and most versatile agricultural land, and should seek to use areas of
poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality. Further information is required
to ascertain the precise quality of agricultural land.
Impact on Listed Buildings

4.36

There are a number of Listed Buildings adjacent to the proposed housing site, including the
Granary and Farmhouse at Brockhurst Farm (Grade II Listed). There are a number of Listed
Buildings on the site, including Sloeland Farmhouse, granary at Sloeland Farm, barn at
Pressmore Farm and granary at Pressmore Farm (all Grade II Listed). The setting of these
Listed Buildings will change as a result of the proposed housing allocation. The significance
of this depends on the design of any development and the importance of setting to these
features. Further information would need to be submitted in respect of this issue.
Potential for Flooding

4.37

Local evidence indicates that flooding is a problem in the area. The fields continually flood
and a photo is provided below, as evidence. A formal flood risk assessment should be
undertaken to establish the suitability of the sites in respect of this issue.
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5.

CONCLUSION

5.1

For the reasons outlined above, it is not considered that the proposed strategic housing and
employment sites to the north-east of Chesham are sustainable, or offer the most
appropriate strategy for delivering the required growth in jobs and housing.

5.2

Given the relatively small scale of the settlements within Chiltern and South Bucks, it is
considered that a much more sustainable option would be to locate employment and
housing growth adjacent to the principal settlements outside the Plan area, including
Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough, and Maidenhead. These settlements are far larger than the
more modest towns in Chiltern and South Bucks, and have much better access to
employment, social facilities, shops and services, and public transport.

5.3

It is accepted that some growth is also required in towns such as Chesham, but this should
be proportionate to the relatively limited size of the settlement. The land to the north-east
of Chesham is not considered an appropriate location for large scale strategic employment
and housing growth.
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