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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 

proposed allocation of the strategic housing site for 900 dwellings to the north-east of 

Chesham (‘Preferred Option 1’) in the Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation (October-

December 2016).   

 

1.3 My client objected to the inclusion of the proposed housing site in the initial Regulation 18 

and Issues and Options Consultation carried out by the Council in March 2016. Our 

submission from that initial consultation is attached at Appendix 1. The points raised are still 

relevant and should be taken into account in respect of the current consultation. 

 

1.4 The current submission does not make any further comment on the earlier proposed 

strategic employment land to the north of Lycrome Road, on the basis that this potential 

allocation has been dropped and we have not been invited to comment further. 

 

1.4 On behalf of my client, we wish to make the following additional comments by way of 

objection to the Preferred Option 1 becoming a proposed housing site in the Emerging Local 

Plan. The proposed allocation of the site for housing is considered to be wholly unacceptable 

in planning terms. 

 

2.  OPPOSITION AT INITIAL ISSUES AND OPTIONS STAGE  

 

2.1 Firstly, it is important to note that there is widespread opposition to the inclusion of this site 

for housing in the emerging Local Plan. The Green Belt Development Options Appraisal 

(October 2016) confirms that at the last consultation stage, some 181 people formally 

objected to the allocation of this site for housing, with only 20 people writing in support.  

 

2.2 The public have made it very clear that they do not support the allocation of this site for 

housing. Significant weight should be attached to the fact that some 90% of those who 

responded to the previous consultation objected to the development proposals.  

 

2.3 The evidence base in respect of the current consultation is weak and inconsistent, and does 

not alleviate the clear concerns raised in respect of the development of the site. As such, we 

do not consider that it would be reasonable for the Council to proceed with the allocation of 

the site for housing.  
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Overwhelming Objection to proposed housing site  

 

3. EVIDENCE BASE  

 

3.1  The current consultation document (page 12) refers to two key documents that formed part 

of the evidence base, namely the Green Belt Assessment Part Two Draft Report (October 

2016) and Green Belt Development Options Appraisal (October 2016). The Council has relied 

heavily on these documents in deciding which potential housing sites to pursue further.  

 

3.2 However, we have significant concerns in respect of the weight that can be attached to the 

evidence base, as set out below.  

 

 Green Belt Development Options Appraisal (October 2016). 

 

3.3 Paragraph 1.2 advises that the purpose of the Green Belt Review is to identify options that 

could potentially bring forward sustainable development opportunities, without causing 

unacceptable harm to the Green Belt, or the purposes, or a purpose for, including land 

within the Green Belt, and to test whether there are exceptional circumstances to justify a 

Green Belt boundary change. 

 

3.4 Having regard to the above, for a site to be selected as a potential housing allocation, it 

should meet three key requirements. It should:- 

 

(1)  comprise of sustainable development  

 

(2)  not cause unacceptable harm to the Green Belt, including the purposes for 

including land within the Green Belt 

 

(3) represent exceptional circumstances to justify a Green Belt boundary 

change. 
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3.5 However, it is considered that the site scores very poorly in respect of these three 

requirements, as summarised below:  

 

Requirement 1 - Proposed allocation does not comprise of sustainable development 

 

3.6 The proposed allocation for Preferred Option 1 is not considered to represent sustainable 

development for a number of reasons, including the following:- 

  

• Harm to setting of Listed Buildings - The Green Belt Development Options 

Appraisal document confirms that the development of the site is likely to result 

in an adverse impact on Cultural Heritage (Objective 1), due to impact on the 

Listed Buildings at Whitehouse and Brockhurst Farm. 

 

• Harm to Landscape (Objective 2) - The Green Belt Development Options 

Appraisal document confirms that the development of this land could affect the 

setting of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) which lies 

immediately to the west of this proposed area. The site is characterised by 

gently undulating topography, small pockets of woodland, amenity grassland, 

hedgerows, pasture and arable land. However, a formal Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment (LVIA) has not been provided as part of the consultation. A 

formal LVIA may also demonstrate landscape harm within the site itself, in 

addition to impact on the AONB. 

 

• Loss of Habitats of principle importance - The Green Belt Development Options 

Appraisal document itself confirms that the development of the site would 

result in an adverse impact on biodiversity (Objective 3), through the loss of 

habitats of principal importance, including a loss of hedgerows and habitat 

connectivity at the site. 

 

• The proposed level of growth would result in the sprawl of Chesham Town 

consuming the nearby historic village areas of Lye Green and Orchard Leigh. 

These settlements would become lost within the larger area of Chesham.  

 

• It is more appropriate to locate growth on the edge of principal settlements 

outside the Plan area. The scale of development proposed (900 dwellings) on 

the edge of the relatively modest settlement of Chesham is not sustainable. The 

site is not close to the larger principal settlements of High Wycombe, Uxbridge, 

Slough and Maidenhead, where development of this scale should be located in 

order to facilitate a more sustainable pattern of development. These 

settlements are far larger and have considerably better access to employment, 

social facilities, shops and services, and public transport. 

 

• The allocation of such a high level of housing on one site in Chesham would 

deprive smaller settlements, such as Amersham (which has a higher population 

than Chesham according to the 2011 census), Amersham-on-the-Hill, Little 

Chalfont and Chalfont St Peter, of an appropriate proportion of housing growth, 

which is needed to sustain these communities.  
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• Significant highway issues would result. Transport problems associated with the 

development of the site are numerous. The Green Belt Development Options 

appraisal confirms that “Draft local modelling shows significant increases in 

travel time within Chesham town centre and on roads in the eastern part of the 

town. Impacts are particularly on A416/Broad St/ White Hill roundabout, A416 

Broad St to Park Road, White Hill, B4505/ White Hill/ Botley Road roundabout 

and A416/Vale Road roundabout.” The County Council’s Highways reports 

(Countywide Local Plan Modelling Report by JACOBs July 2016 – point 5.2.3) 

asserts that there will be “significant increases in travel time through the centre 

of Chesham” with “travel times on St. Mary’s Way increasing threefold”.  

 

• 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 the decades. It therefore 

seems a significant flaw in the Local Plan to have such a big long term strategic 

development dependent on it as a rail link.   

 

• Significant impact on air quality. It is inevitable that most trips would be made 

by private vehicles rather than sustainable modes of transport. The centre of 

Chesham has struggled with air quality for a number of years, and is within an 

Air Quality Management Area. The above evidence indicates that congestion 

waiting times within the town could increase overall by as much as 400%. This 

means that if it currently takes 10 minutes to drive through the town from one 

side to the other, it could take over 40 minutes if this development goes ahead. 

Nitrogen dioxide pollution arises primarily from emissions of a mixture of 

nitrogen dioxide and nitric oxide created by combustion processes such as 

vehicle engines. It is therefore astonishing how any appraisal of this site could be 

considered “sustainable” in the face of this evidence. 

 

 
 

Adverse impact in Chesham’s Air Quality Management Area 
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Requirement 2) Proposed allocation causes unacceptable harm to the Green Belt including 

the purposes for including land within the Green Belt 

 

3.7 Paragraph 79 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) makes it clear that the 

Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. It states that the fundamental aim of 

Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the 

essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence. The 

development of the site as proposed would clearly have a substantial and negative impact 

on the openness of the site.  

 

3.8 Paragraph 89 of the NPPF advises that local planning authorities should regard the 

construction of new buildings as inappropriate in Green Belt, unless one of five exceptions 

applies. None of these exceptions would permit general residential development in this 

location.  

 

3.9 Paragraph 80 of the NPPF states that the Green Belt serves five purposes. It is considered 

that all five purposes are still very relevant in relation to the area to the north-east of 

Chesham. The development of the site would conflict with the purposes for including land 

within the Green Belt. The development of the land would:- 

 

• Result in urban sprawl of the built-up area of Chesham. We strongly dispute the 

suggestion in the Green Belt Assessment Part Two Draft Report (Appendix 5) that 

the allocation of the land would result in limited conflict with Green Belt 

purposes as “The area could be regarded as preventing the outward sprawl of 

Chesham”. However, allocating land for 900 houses on the edge of Chesham will 

clearly result in the urban development expanding into open countryside. To suggest 

otherwise is plainly misleading  

 

• Result in the Town of Chesham merging with the historic village areas of Lye Green 

and Orchard Leigh. These settlements would then become lost within the larger area 

of Chesham Town. The suggestion in the Green Belt Assessment Part Two Draft 

Report (Appendix 5) that “the new boundary would prevent sprawl and joining of 

Chesham with Berkhamsted and at a local level Chesham with the Green Belt 

settlement of Botley” is also astonishing. The harmful coalescence with Lye Green 

and Orchard Leigh is not mentioned, and the Council cannot sensibly suggest that 

the lack of coalescence with Berkhamsted is a reason to permit the scheme 

 

• Result in substantial development encroaching on the countryside  

 

• Result in acknowledged harm to the setting of Listed Buildings  

 

• Not assist in urban regeneration, as it would result in the availability of a very large 

Greenfield site, thereby not encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 

land 

 

3.10 We also dispute the suggestion in the Green Belt Assessment Part Two Draft Report 

(Appendix 5) that the land makes limited contribution to biodiversity, as it is not a protected 

area or having a specific asset which cannot be retained. The Green Belt Development 
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Options Appraisal confirms that the development of the site would result in an adverse 

impact on biodiversity through the loss of habitats of principal importance.  

 

Requirement 3) Proposed allocation does not represent exceptional circumstances to justify 

a Green Belt boundary change 

 

3.11 Paragraph 83 of the National Planning Policy Framework advises that once established 

Green Belt boundaries should only be altered “in exceptional circumstances”. The 

Government attaches great weight to the protection of the Green Belt, and demonstrating 

‘exceptional circumstances’ is a high requirement to achieve.  

 

3.12 The only conceivable reason to remove the land from the Green Belt would be to meet a 

substantiated need for new homes, which could not be met through the development of 

land outside of the Green Belt.  

 

3.13 The Green Belt Development Options Appraisal advises that in terms of the scale of 

development to be planned for “this will be determined through a combination of a number 

of factors” as set out below. This comment shows that there is considerable uncertainty in 

respect of the level of housing that needs to be provided within the District.  

 

Factors influencing the scale of 

development that needs to be provided 

Is assessment complete and not subject to 

change? 

The outcome of the Buckinghamshire 

Housing and Economic Development Needs 

Assessment (HEDNA)  

 

No - This is currently in draft and when 

finalised will determine the levels of 

development need generated within the 

Plan area. A final HEDNA is expected to be 

published soon but may require further 

update(s) prior to Plan submission if 

circumstances materially change 

Consideration of relevant representations 

received during the Initial Consultation 

(Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and 

Options (January to March 2016) – 

published as part of the evidence base in 

October 2016 

Yes - but this shows that 90% of 

respondents to the site to the north-east of 

Chesham objected to the allocation of the 

site. 

Consideration of relevant representations 

to be received as part of the pending 

Preferred Options consultation – intended 

to be held October to December 2016 

No - Current consultation  

The outcome of the Chiltern and South 

Bucks Housing and Economic Land 

Availability Assessment (HELAA) 

No - Only a draft version has been prepared 

and this is subject to change 

Scale of development opportunities to 

come forward through a review of the 

Green Belt – informed by the Green Belt 

Assessment Part 1 and draft Part 2 

 

No - A robust assessment cannot be carried 

out at present as one of these documents is 

still in draft form and is subject to change.  
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Factors influencing the scale of 

development that needs to be provided 

Is assessment complete and not subject to 

change? 

Opportunities for meeting unmet needs 

from Chiltern and South Bucks Districts in 

sustainable locations through working 

with other local planning authorities 

under the Duty to Co-operate. 

No - It is understood that no formal 

agreement has been made with 

neighbouring authorities. The Aylesbury 

Vale Local Plan is currently on hold due to a 

failure to corporate with neighbouring 

authorities, including Chiltern District 

Council. However, it is understood from a 

letter dated 4 December 2015 from 

Chiltern that they are agreeable in principle 

to accommodate some housing. 

 

3.14 Until a definitive position is reached on housing need and supply it is simply not possible to 

reach a conclusion as to whether or not a particular Green Belt site is required. However, 

this is exactly what the Council’s evidence documents seek to do. The Council’s approach in 

respect of this matter is considered to be flawed.  

 

3.15 We consider that the potential supply of new homes is far more positive than the Council 

have suggested. The current Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation lists sites that could 

provide a total of approximately 5,450 new homes. However, this figure excludes the 

following:- 

 

• Sites outside of the Green Belt, which will inevitably come forward for housing 

development. The Chesham Society identified 12 sites within the town centre that 

have not been included in the provision calculations, which they feel can provide 

between 900 to 1,200 dwellings. These sites alone are more than sufficient to offset 

the loss of the proposed site to the north-east of Chesham. 

 

• 17 sites in the Green Belt that were not considered suitable for development, 

unreasonably in our view, as they perform no worse than land to the north-east of 

Chesham (discussed below). 

 

• Green Belt sites which did not give a specific level of residential provision  

 

• Green Belt sites that were being allocated for commercial or office development. 

We question whether any of these sites would come forward for commercial 

development, given that there is currently little or no demand for speculative 

commercial development. These sites could provide residential development.  

 

• Sites listed at Appendix 1 of the HELAA - Approximately 320 sites that were excluded 

following the Stage 1 Assessment. Many of these were not included simply because 

they are in the Green Belt, a reason which clearly has not prevented the larger 

allocations from being put forward for housing in the current Local Plan 

consultation. 

 

• Sites listed at Appendix 2 of the HELAA - These comprise of a few hundred sites that 

are suitable for further assessment, but have not yet been released for public 

consultation. 
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• Sites listed at Appendix 3 of the HELAA - These sites are referred to as 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.  

 

• Sites listed at Appendix 4 of the HELAA - These comprises of 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 defined as suitable for 

development but further information is required from land owners or developers.  

 

• Sites listed at Appendix 5 of the HELAA - This comprises of a list 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. 

 

 Sites dismissed in Green Belt Development Options Appraisal (October 2016) 

 

3.16 In particular, we wish to highlight that the Green Belt Development Options Appraisal 

(October 2016) lists some 36 Green belt sites that were assessed for their development 

potential. However, 17 sites (some 47%) are no longer being pursued for potential housing 

allocations. The reasons given for not perusing development on these sites, is either not 

convincing, or would equally apply to the proposed housing site to the north-east of 

Chesham, as demonstrated below: 

 

3.17 Sites 1.02, 1.18, 1.19, 1.23, 1.24 and 1.27 were discounted by the council on the basis 

that they relate to “areas with little or no development potential” such as Otley and 

Denham villages, and Burnham Park. However, the proposed housing site to the north-

east of Chesham is no more suitable for development than these sites. It too is in a rural 

location and includes the small settlement of Lye Green. If the Council considers that Lye 

Green is a suitable location for housing growth, then it must follow that growth is also 

suitable at other small villages in the District.  

 

3.18 Site 1.04 was discounted by the council due to a concern that it would “would harm the 

historic setting of Old Amersham and contribute to the outward sprawl of a large built-up 

area into open land”. However, the development of the proposed housing site to the north-

east of Chesham would equally have a detrimental impact on Listed Buildings and open land. 

The Green Belt Development Options Appraisal (October 2016) confirms that development 

would have an adverse impact on Listed Buildings at the Whitehouse and Brockhurst Farm 

complex, as well as several other negative impacts (discussed elsewhere in this Statement).  

 

3.19 Sites 1.07 and 1.08 were discounted by the council due to a concern that development 

would result in an adverse impact on the AONB. However, the same applies to the proposed 

housing site to the north-east of Chesham. 

 

3.20   Sites 1.21, 125 and 130 were discounted due to not being unable to define an appropriate 

defensible Green Belt boundary. However, dismissing these sites on this basis is wholly 

unjustified, as each is surrounded by roads and field boundaries, enabling a new defensible 

Green Belt boundary to be provided. Plans of each site are provided below. Plans of each of 
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these sites are provided below, and we consider that they are no less suitable for 

development than the proposed housing site to the north-east of Chesham. 

 

       
 

Sites 1.21, 125 and 130 have an appropriate defensible Green Belt boundary  

 

3.21 Site 1.17 was discounted due to a concern about coalescence with a neighbouring 

settlement. However, the same applies to the proposed housing site to the north-east of 

Chesham, which would result in coalescence with the settlement of Lye Green.  

 

3.22 Site 1.28 was discounted due to a concern that development would have a ‘minor adverse 

impact’ on landscape, biodiversity, and natural resources. However, the same applies to the 

proposed housing site to the north-east of Chesham. The Green Belt Development Options 

Appraisal (October 2016) confirms that development to the north-east of Chesham would 

have an adverse impact on Listed Buildings, would harm the landscape, including the setting 

of the AONB, and is likely to result in a loss of habitats of principal importance, including a 

loss of hedgerows and habitat connectivity at the site, thereby impacting on biodiversity.  

 

3.23 Site 1.22 was discounted due to a concern that it performs an important role in terms of 

protecting open countryside from encroachment from development, contributes to wider 

Green Belt objectives that would be likely lost through removal. However, we consider that 

the same applies to the proposed site to the north-east of Chesham.  

 

3.24 Site 1.26 was not the subject of any Green Belt or other assessment, yet it has been 

discounted for housing development. The Green Belt Development Options Appraisal 

(October 2016) does not provide any reasons as to why development on this site is no longer 

being considered by the Council. This is a large site of some 73.44 hectares and if developed 

at a density of 35 dwellings per hectare could accommodate 2,510 dwellings. 

 

3.25  It is concerning that so many sites have been discounted for development without adequate 

justification, or for reasons that would also apply to the site to the North East of Chesham.  

 

3.26 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 a number of sources. The Council 

seem to have discounted a large number of sites for reasons that did not prevent the current 

strategic sites from coming forward. 
 

3.27 If development were more evenly distributed across a wider number of areas, we contend 

the overall impact would be considerably mitigated. 
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4. CONCLUSION  

 

4.1 In conclusion, we object strongly to the proposed allocation of land to the North East of 

Chesham. There is widespread opposition to the allocation of this site, with some 90% of 

respondents objecting to the proposals at the last consultation stage.  

 

4.2 We have raised significant concerns in respect of the weight that can be attached to the  

Evidence base, particularly the Green Belt Assessment Part Two Draft Report (October 2016) 

and Green Belt Development Options Appraisal (October 2016). 

 

4.3 The purpose of the Green Belt Review is to identify options that could potentially bring 

forward sustainable development opportunities, without causing unacceptable harm to the 

Green Belt, and to test whether there are exceptional circumstances to justify a Green Belt 

boundary change. 

 

4.4 However, we have shown that the land to the North East of Chesham is not a sustainable 

location for substantial growth, due to a number of factors. It would result in harm to setting 

of Listed Buildings, harm to landscape, loss of habitats of principle importance, significant 

highway issues, poor public transport, increase in pollution in an area with existing air 

quality problems, and coalescence of Chesham with the nearby historic village areas of Lye 

Green and Orchard Leigh.  

 

4.5 The site is not close to the larger principal settlements of High Wycombe, Uxbridge, Slough 

and Maidenhead, where development of this scale should be located in order to facilitate a 

more sustainable pattern of development. These settlements are far larger and have 

considerably better access to employment, social facilities, shops and services, and public 

transport. 

 

4.6 The National Planning Policy Framework advises that once established Green Belt 

boundaries should only be altered “in exceptional circumstances”. The Government attaches 

great weight to the protection of the Green Belt, and demonstrating ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ is a high requirement to achieve.  

 

4.7 Until a definitive position is reached on housing need and supply it is simply not possible to 

reach a conclusion as to whether or not a particular Green Belt site is required. However, 

this is exactly what the Council’s evidence documents seek to do. The Council’s approach in 

respect of this matter is considered to be flawed.  

 

4.8 We consider that the potential supply of new homes is far more positive than the Council 

have suggested, and that the council is not able to demonstrate that there are exceptional 

circumstances to release this part of the Green belt for housing development.  

 

4.9 For the above reasons, we do not consider that it is appropriate in planning terms to 

proceed with the proposed housing allocation to the North East of Chesham.  
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