
PETITION 

Against Proposals to 

Develop 900 homes on Land 

NE of Chesham & 

Removal of Site #1 from 

Green Belt Designation 
Presented by Phillip Plato - FInstD DipSurv MRICS   of  

Date – 10 January 2017 

INTRODUCTION:  I have been asked to present the following petition on behalf of a group of local residents 

represented by the Brown Not Green campaign covering the whole of Chesham.   

This petition was created in response to the South Bucks & Chiltern District Councils emerging new Local Plan to 

develop on what is referred to as Preferred Site Option No.1, some 900 new homes to the NE of Chesham and to 

remove nearly 60Ha of land from Green Belt Designation. The Brown Not Green group commissioned a petition 

hosted on a specialist online portal known as Petition24.com to identify the general numbers of people who are 

opposed to development on the Green Belt at the Preferred Site Option No. 1. This has also been supplemented by a 

physical paper petition. Methodology to the process is described on a separate sheet. 

OBJECTIVE: This Petition urges Chiltern District Council to remove the Preferred Option Site Number 1 from any 

further consideration for development or plans to remove its Green Belt designation on the grounds that the area is; 

· Unsustainable for development, and any development proposals should follow Government Guidance to 

develop brownfield sites first (ie: Brown not Green). 

· That contrary to National Planning Guidance (NPPF)  there are no “exceptional circumstances” to justify the 

area being removed from Green Belt designation & 

· Development on the scale proposed will cause significant harm to the wider area of Chesham notably in 

terms of increased traffic congestion, pollution, air quality, effects on schools and medical services, 

inadequate local infrastructure and potential injurious affects upon the local wildlife and ecology. 

An early copy of this petition has already been submitted to the Planning Dept as part of the public consultation 

exercise which closed on 12 December 2016.  However, many local people have expressed frustration at only 

becoming aware of the recent public consultation late in the process. The local community wanted to ensure 

the Council was fully aware of the strength of feeling against this flawed and ill conceived proposal, and that 

the views of signatories will be taken into account before any further local plan proposals emerge as such 

feelings may not be reflected by the number of responses the Planning Dept might have received before the 

12 December deadline. 

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES: within 56 days of first inviting the public to sign.  

Numbers of verified signatures recorded online    1,305 

Number of signatures to physical paper petition       459 

Total Number of signatories from 15 Nov 2016 to 10 Jan 2017    1,764 
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METHODOLOGY: 

Re: ONLINE PETITION – Petitions24.com: To prevent misuse and fraudulent multiple or computer generated 

signatories, Petitions24.com use “capcha” at login & also require signatories to verify their signature by clicking on a 

subsequent email link sent to each recipient.   

Although 1,305 are shown as having signed, they are not counted until the signatory verifies by clicking on the link in 

the subsequent email. At the date of this submission, 1,302 people have verified & are therefore listed within this 

document whilst 3 are awaiting response to the verification request. Petitions24.com advises that over 1,100 

different IP addresses have been used by the on-line signatories.  

Re: PHYSICAL PETITION: This was created as it became apparent that some people do not have internet access 

and/or some people prefer to register their opinion in person. The signatories to the paper petition were advised not 

to sign if they had already signed online and this was recited on every sheet of the paper petition. This has been 

cross checked with the online names to ensure there has been no misuse. 

 

 

The narrative inviting signatories to this Petition was as follows: 

“Chiltern District & South Bucks District Councils are jointly preparing a Local Plan until 2036.  Part of the proposal is to expand 

the town of Chesham by building new homes of which 900 are proposed to be built on agricultural land currently designated as 

Green Belt on the NE of Chesham at a hamlet called Lye Green. 

The Lye Green community fears these plans, if adopted, will (amongst many other things) result in: 

· Significant damage to the openness and visual appearance of the area, which is close to an Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty in the Chiltern Hills, 

· The loss of identity of the community in Lye Green which will then simply become absorbed within Greater Chesham 

whose sprawl will threaten and adversely impact upon the  amenity of other nearby villages & settlements particularly 

from increased traffic. 

· Loss of good quality agricultural land and the adverse impact upon the wildlife, flora & fauna on the affected land. 

The Lye Green Residents also question how the Council can claim "exceptional circumstances" to justify removing this site from 

the Green Belt. They also question whether Chesham can cope with such an expansion, when the road & drainage infrastructure 

is at capacity & the Council Highways Dept. have reported that "significant increases in congestion" in the town will occur adding 

to already bad air quality particularly in Berkhampstead Road.  There are also concerns how sustainable such proposals are in 

terms of being too far from local shops and the Underground Station which itself struggles to cope with existing commuter 

demands. 

The community feels that any expansion of the town must follow the Government's advice by looking to brownfield sites first (ie: 

unused or derelict employment land, empty offices, & unused areas outside the Green Belt - ie Brown not Green).  

We question the need and ability of Chesham to cope with a disproportionate share of the new homes being planned in 

the combined areas of South Bucks & Chiltern District and urge that the proposal to build on the Preferred Option Site #1 on land 

to the NE of the town be scrapped.   

Please sign this petition & visit www.brownnotgreen.weebly.com for more information on what else you can do to help.” 

 

The list of signatories now follows together with the list voluntary comments submitted by 91 individuals: 
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IMPORTANT NOTE: 
 

Although signatories to the online petition were not required to make any 

comment when signing, the software on Petitions24.com offers an 

opportunity for comments to be made which are now recited in the following 

pages.   

 

The following points should be highlighted: 

 

· 91 Individuals have voluntarily chosen to offer comments. 

 

· Only 2 comments have been redacted on grounds of being offensive. 

 

· There have been no comments received in support of the Council’s 

proposals regarding the Preferred Option Site No.1. 

 

· Most comments highlight concern that:  

Ø Brownfield options are not being looked at or exhausted before Green 

Belt is considered for development. 

Ø That there is inadequate infrastructure (notably roads, trains & drains) 

to service the proposed development at this location. 

Ø Schools, doctors & dentists in the town cannot accommodate such an 

expansion of Chesham. 

Ø That Chesham is already very congested with traffic and these plans 

will make things much worse. 

Ø The loss of the communities in Lye Green & the effect on other 

nearby communities such as Orchard Leigh, Welpley Hill Ashley 

Green & Botley. 

Ø The damaging effect on local woodland, wildlife, flora & fauna. 

Ø The effect on the remaining Green Belt & nearby Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty. 

Ø Loss of agricultural land & the cumulative effects of this proposal 

combined with HS2. 

Ø Concerns about flooding & surface water drainage. 
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