
  

 

The Planning Inspectorate  
Temple Quay House 
Temple Quay 
Bristol 
BS1 6PN 
 

Our ref: 4315 

23 July 2024  

 
Dear Sirs,  

 
APPEAL BY ST LEONARD’S PAROCHIAL CHURCH COUNCIL AT ST LEONARDS CHURCH HALL, GLEBE WAY, 
CHESHAM BOIS, BUCKINGHAMSHIRE, HP6 5ND – REDEVELOPMENT OF SITE TO CREATE A NEW 
MULTIFUNCTIONAL PARISH CENTRE WITH CAFÉ, DAY NURSERY BUILDING, REPLACEMENT RECTORY 
WITH DETACHED GARAGE, 2 OUTBUILDINGS TO PROVIDE PRAYER ROOM AND SUBSTATION/BIN AND 
BICYCLE STORE, ASSOCIATED PARKING AND LANDSCAPING (APPEAL REF. APP/X0415/W/24/3343635) 

 
We refer to the Planning Appeal and consultation letter in respect of the above matter (attached 
at Appendix 1).  On behalf of the Protect Chesham Bois Common and Surrounding Area Action 
Group (the Group), we confirm our STRONG OBJECTION to the appeal.  
 
As set out in previous submissions to the Council, the Group has some 400 followers, 
individuals/households in Chesham Bois and the surrounding roads in Amersham.  This level of 
opposition is also evidenced by over 400 objections submitted to the Council.    
 
The Groups main concerns with the development relate to the location of the site, which is not 
appropriate for a ‘Parish Centre’ of the scale and intensity proposed, and the adverse impact it 
would have on the amenity of the area, including adjacent and nearby residential properties, and 
the Chesham Bois Conservation Area.  Furthermore, it would prejudice highway safety and 
generate excessive traffic.  It would also harm local biodiversity and ecology and cast additional 
unacceptable pressure on the Chilterns Beechwoods Special Area of Conservation (SAC).      
 
In our strong opinion, the Council and previous Appeal Inspector (Appeal Ref. 
APP/X0415/W/21/3278072 attached at Appendix 2) failed to comprehensively assess the scale 
and impact of the development on the local area, and therefore reached the wrong decision by 
only refusing planning permission for a single reason; the potential impact of the proposal on the 
Chilterns Beechwoods SAC.  In this letter, we will consider the conclusions drawn by Officer’s at 
the Council and the previous Appeal Inspector and rebut them.      
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This letter should be read in conjunction with the previous objections submitted by the Group 
prepared by Carter Planning (attached at Appendix 3), and the many individual representations 
Group Members have made (which should be provided to you by the Council).  
 
PROPOSAL & BACKGROUND  
 
Planning permission is sought for the construction of a new multifunctional Parish Centre, 
including a 275 people ‘Main Hall’, a separate multi-purpose hall, with capacity for another 100 
people, offices and meetings rooms, a church led café, a separate building for a children’s day 
nursery, a new rectory, and parking for 114 cars.  In total, the Group estimate there would be 
capacity for up to 400 people on site at one time.   
 

 
 

Proposed block plan 
 
The development would replace the existing Parish Hall which has a capacity of 80 to 100 people, 
the current Rectory, a large area of open green space, and just 29 parking spaces. 
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Existing block plan 
 
The application proposes grand scale changes to the site and its function, the adverse effect of 
which on the local area and community would be significant and harmful.  In our opinion, to 
describe the development as a ‘Parish Centre’ is misleading.  In reality, it has the capacity to 
function as a regional facility, akin to a Convention Centre, attracting visitors and users from a 
wide geographical area, all congregating on the peaceful and historic Chesham Bois Common.  
 
The current application follows a previous one (PL/20/0401/FA) which was refused by the Council 
in January 2021 and dismissed at Appeal in April 2022.  The only change to the proposed scheme 
is the removal of the Keepers Cottage, which would have provided accommodation for a site 
manager / caretaker.  The rest of the scheme is the same.  
 
REASON FOR REFUSAL 
 
The current application (PL/22/4074/FA) was refused by the Council on 11 January 2024 for the 
following reason: 
 

1. The application site is located within the 12.6km Zone of Influence of the Chiltern 
Beechwoods Special Area of Conservation (SAC). The Council's published FAQs on the SAC 
identify that types of uses other than new homes could lead to a significant impact on the 
SAC, depending on their scale and location. In this case, it is considered that, given the 
scale and use of the proposed Parish Centre, there is insufficient evidence submitted in 
support of the proposal to conclude that its impacts, whether alone or in combination with 
other plans and projects, could be avoided or mitigated so that the integrity of the SAC 
would be preserved. Overall, there is insufficient evidence the proposal would preserve the 
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integrity of the Chiltern Beechwoods SAC and consequently there would be conflict with 
Policy CS24 of the Core Strategy for Chiltern District - Adopted November 2011, Paragraph 
186 of the NPPF (2023), and The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
(as amended). 

 
In view of the above, the single reason for refusal was the potential adverse impact of the 
development on the Chilterns Beechwoods SAC. 
    
While the Group agree with this reason, they wish to inform the Inspector that the previous 
application PL/20/0401/FA, which proposed the same redevelopment of the site minus the 
Keepers Cottage, was refused for four reasons, set out below: 
 

1. By virtue of its scale, mass and external appearance, the proposed Parish Centre building 
would appear as a prominent and intrusive feature within the street scene, would appear 
out of keeping with nearby buildings and would fail to preserve or enhance the Chesham 
Bois Conservation Area. In addition, the Common is a prominent rural feature with its 
mature deciduous trees, grassed open areas and pond. It is a central focus for the 
conservation area and contributes to the rural character. The loss of open space, extensive 
car parking area and light spillage from the glazing in the proposed building and from cars 
using the facility would fail to preserve the feeling of rural tranquillity that is an important 
part of the character of the conservation area. This harm is not outweighed by any 
identified need for the community facilities proposed. The proposal is therefore considered 
to represent an overdevelopment of the site and is contrary to Policies GC1, CA1, CA2 and 
CSF1 of the Adopted Chiltern District Local Plan 1997 (including the Adopted Alterations 
May 2001 and July 2004) Consolidated September 2007 & November 2011, Policies CS20 
and CS29 of the Core Strategy for Chiltern District (Adopted November 2011) and the 
guidance in the NPPF (2019). 
 

2. The proposed new Rectory building would be sited close to the boundaries with the 
adjoining streets and would be a prominent addition to the site, visible from North Road 
and Glebe Way. By virtue of its siting, it would appear overly prominent, intrusive and out 
of character with the surrounding pattern of development. The proposal would therefore 
neither preserve nor enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area and is 
contrary to Policies GC1, CA1 and CA2 of the Adopted Chiltern District Local Plan 1997 
(including the Adopted Alterations May 2001 and July 2004) Consolidated September 2007 
& November 2011, Policy CS20 of the Core Strategy for Chiltern District (Adopted 
November 2011) and the guidance in the NPPF (2019). 
 

3. The proposed car parking areas would result in vehicles manoeuvring in close proximity to 
the dwelling at the Old Rectory, which would result in disturbance to the occupiers of this 
neighbouring property. This would be exacerbated by light pollution from headlamps, 
noise from car doors and people in the car park. This would be detrimental to the 
residential amenities of this property. As such the proposal is contrary to Policy GC3 of the 
Adopted Chiltern District Local Plan 1997 (including the Adopted Alterations May 2001 and 
July 2004) Consolidated September 2007 & November 2011. 
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4. The proposed development would result in an intensification of use of an existing access 

at a point where visibility is substandard due to being blocked by parked cars along Glebe 
Way. This would lead to danger and inconvenience to people using it and to highway users 
in general. The development is therefore contrary to Policy TR2 of The Chiltern District 
Local Plan Adopted 1 September 1997 (including alterations adopted 29 May 2001) 
Consolidated September 2007 & November 2011, Policy CS26 of the Core Strategy for 
Chiltern District (Adopted November 2011) and the guidance in the NPPF (2019). 

 
While the previous Inspector dismissed these reasons, the Group have serious concerns that his 
consideration of the proposed development failed to comprehensively assess the baseline of the 
existing Parish Hall when comparing it to the dramatic uplift in scale and harmful impacts of the 
proposed development.        
 
THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS 
 
The planning application was reported to Planning Committee twice.  First on 17 October 2023, 
where it was deferred by Members for the following reason: 
 
“To allow officers to consider further the implications of the proposed development on the 
integrity of the Chiltern Beechwoods Special Area of Conservation (SAC). The site lies within the 
Zone of Influence of the SAC and Members disagreed with Officers’ screening of the proposal that 
no likely significant effects would occur. They requested deferral of this planning application, 
subject to receipt of a satisfactory Appropriate Assessment for the site, considering potential 
usage against some different scenarios.”   
 
On 9 January 2024 it was reported back to Planning Committee, after the Council had consulted 
with Natural England, and undertaken an Appropriate Assessment of the application to consider 
how it might affect the Chilterns Beechwoods SAC.   
 
While Officer’s considered the development would not harm the Chilterns Beechwoods SAC, 
Members disagreed and refused the application on 9 January 2024.  The Decision Notice was 
issued by the Council on 11 January 2024. 
 
Legal Opinion from Iain Purvis KC 
 
In December 2023 (before the Committee Meeting on 9 January 2024) the Group submitted a 
legal opinion from Iain Purvis KC to the Council relating to the consideration and determination 
of the application.  The letter was sent in response to an email from Officer’s who wrote to the 
Group to advise they could not refuse the proposed development on the same grounds as the 
previous application (PL/20/0401/FA), given the four previous reasons were dismissed by the 
Inspector in the preceding appeal.   
 
It is important to note that Officer’s reported this same message to Members at the Committee 
Meetings in October 2023 and January 2024.  The Group believe Members were ‘hand-cuffed’ by 
this advice, and as such, were led to understand they could only refuse the application on the 
grounds of the harm it would potentially cause to the Chilterns Beechwoods SAC.     
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The letter from Iain Purvis is attached at Appendix 4 and is not repeated here.  However, we wish 
to draw the Inspectors attention to the following important statements: 
 

 
 
In view of the above, it would have been reasonable for Members in this case to disagree with 
certain conclusions drawn by the Inspector in the previous appeal, provided their reasons for this 
were reasonable and clearly expressed.  In the same respect, the Appeal Inspector for the current 
appeal can do the same. 
 
In our opinion, Officer’s at the Council and the previous Appeal Inspector have failed to grasp the 
true scale and impacts of the development on the area and affected residents.  We would like to 
make the following comments on the previous Inspectors Appeal Decision and proposed 
development. 
 
PLANNING OBJECTION 
 
Heritage, Character and Appearance 
 
In paragraph 11 of the previous Appeal Decision (attached at Appendix 2), the Inspector describes 
the setting of the site and surrounding area:   
 
‘11. The site is on land at the eastern end of Chesham Bois Common and sits within an extensive 
area of woodland with mature boundary features. Consequently, the site is heavily screened from 
public view. This also means that the site is visually distinct from the surrounding residential 
development along North Road, Bois Lane and South Road, which fronts onto Chesham Bois 
Common.  Whilst there are some limited views of the existing buildings when looking towards the 
site from North Road, the general impression is still one of a heavily wooded appearance.’ 
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In the paragraph above, the Inspector fails to acknowledge that the existing site, buildings and 
car park are also screened from public view because they are small scale and modest.  As such, 
the existing trees and vegetation effectively screen them. 
 

 
 

The existing Parish Hall 
 
In contrast, the proposed development would dominate the site, covering it with new buildings, 
hardstanding (for up to 114 cars), and associated paraphernalia.  It would have an adverse 
urbanising impact and would be completely out-of-keeping with the rural and tranquil woodland 
setting of The Common. 
 
In our view, no amount of additional soft landscaping would effectively screen the proposed 
development from public view, and certainly not, the increase in on- and off-site activity (vehicle 
trips, noise, disturbance) it would generate (discussed further later). 
 
The Chesham Bois Conservation Area Appraisal states that a ‘vital’ element of the Conservation 
Area is ‘the common, attractive woodland areas, fields, trees and hedges’ which ‘give a feeling of 
rural tranquillity…’.  The importance of trees and open spaces is further emphasised in the extract 
below:    
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In our opinion, the proposal would be a gross overdevelopment of the site and would cause 
significant harm to character and appearance of the area, and rural tranquillity of the 
Conservation Area.  Policy CS20 of the Core Strategy states the Council will require new 
developments to ‘reflect’ and ‘respect’ the character of the surrounding area and those features 
which contribute to local distinctiveness. 
 
Likewise, Policy CA1 states planning permission will not be granted for new buildings in a 
Conservation Area which do not preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the 
Conservation Area with regard to siting, the established pattern of development, density, scale, 
bulk, height, design and external appearance. 
 
For the reasons identified above, the proposed development would be clearly contrary to these 
policies. 
 
Scale and Increase in Activity 
 
The existing scale and intensity of operations on site is modest and proportionate to its village 
setting.  The Planning Statement submitted with the application advises that the existing Parish 
Hall has capacity for around 80 to 100 people with the current hours of operation on weekdays 
from 8am until 9pm, with occasional evening meetings running until 10/10.30pm. 
 
The main hall is in use as a children’s day nursery on weekdays, and in the afternoons, evenings, 
and Saturdays is used by a Dance School.  As the facilities are shared, the users have allocated 
time slots, limiting the number of people on site and associated vehicle movements.  The existing 
car park has just 29 spaces.   
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In view of the above, the baseline of the existing operations and activity is low. 
 
In contrast, the proposed scale and intensity of use would be high.  The multifunctional Parish 
Centre would measure some 35 metres in width and 23 metres in depth and include a 275 people 
‘Main Hall’, a separate multi-purpose hall, with capacity for another 100 people, offices and 
meetings rooms, a church led café, a separate building for a children’s day nursery, a new rectory, 
and parking for 114 cars.  In total, the Group estimate there would be capacity for up to 400 
people on site at one time, approximately four times the capacity of the existing building. 
 

 
 

Ground floor plan of the new Parish Centre showing the main hall,  
separate multi-purpose hall and church led café  

 
The Group believe the proposed development would in fact be a Convention Centre for up to 400 
people for commercial, religious, and social purposes.  The Appellant has not provided any 
information to explain its commercial use, however, with church members in decline (discussed 
later), there is real concern the viability of the building can only be established by commercial 
activities attracting out of area attendees.           
 
The proposed development would also generate significantly more traffic and vehicular activity, 
evidenced by the Transport Statement submitted with the application, which estimates the 
existing site to generate 75 two way trips a day, while the proposed development would produce 
326 two way trips a day (increase of 251 two way trips per day, equating to more than 500 daily 
vehicle movements).   
 
It is not clear from the Transport Statement whether vehicle trips associated with the proposed 
pre-school have been calculated and included.  If not, the anticipated trip generation could be 
considerably greater.  
 
Moreover, we would argue that existing vehicle trips to and from the site are spaced out more 
evenly and coincide with quieter traffic periods (weekday afternoons for example, when the 
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nursery closes).  In contrast, the proposed development would involve people and cars arriving 
en masse to attend large-scale events and services at the building.     
 
The use of the site would also change markedly.  The new building would be used each Sunday 
for the 10.30am church family service, which the Appellant states is regularly attended by 
between 120 to 150 people.  There is nothing of this scale on site currently.   
 
In view of the above, we strongly rebut the previous Inspector’s comments and analysis (below) 
of the existing baseline use, when justifying the proposed development: 
 
‘12. The existing parish centre occupies the northern part of the site and comprises a two storey 
building with facilities including offices for the parish council and parish church and space for a 
nursery and other community activities. There is a modest car park serving the parish centre and 
this is accessed off Glebe Way.  The wide range of facilities on offer at the site means that activity 
levels would be noticeable throughout each day and evening of the week. Consequently, there is 
an established baseline of activity involving the comings and goings of people and vehicles, 
associated lighting and noise, altogether contributing to a character that is not of rural 
tranquillity.’         
         (emphasis by Bell Cornwell)  
  
We strongly disagree that the existing site offers a ‘wide’ range of facilities.  While we 
acknowledge that some of the existing activities and comings and goings would be ‘noticeable’ 
they are just that, and nowhere near comparable to the scale and intensity of the proposed 
operations. 
 
The Inspector goes on to state: 
 
‘15. Whilst the site may make a modest contribution to the setting of buildings within the 
conservation area through its wooded appearance, it is clear that it cannot be regarded as 
contributing to the feeling of rural tranquillity. This is because the existing baseline of activity 
creates a character with greater degrees of vibrance.’ 
         (emphasis by Bell Cornwell) 
 
While the existing building has a greater ‘vibrance’ than surrounding residential properties the 
operations are still low scale.  As such, the existing use of the site maintains the feeling of rural 
tranquillity, preserving this vital aspect of the Conservation Area.  The proposed development 
would not.    
 
When considering the impact of light spillage and noise, the Inspector also refers to the existing 
baseline of activity, stating: 
 
‘30. I note the Council’s argument regarding light spillage form the larger glazed areas and light 
and noise would be generated by people and vehicles making use of the proposal’s facilities. I am 
mindful that there is already a baseline of activity and therefore the site is not one of rural 
tranquillity. Consequently, the potential for harm to the character of the immediate area is 
significantly reduced. Furthermore, conditions can secure measures to help mitigate potential 
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disturbance by controlling operating hours, noise, and lighting within the grounds and from within 
the buildings themselves.’ 
 
As shown in the photographs below, the existing building has a limited number of openings, most 
of which are small and domestic in size.  These limit noise and light escape from within it. 

 

 
 

In stark contrast the proposed building would feature large openings and a glazed roof lantern 
(some 9.7 metres above ground level).  
 

 
Proposed south elevation of the proposed Parish Centre 

 
As such, the increased impact of noise and light spillage would be significant and harmful, not 
only to the tranquil setting of the Conservation Area, but also local ecology.  In our view, drawing 
any comparisons between existing noise and light spillage to the proposed development is 
erroneous.  
 
For the reasons set out above, we do not consider that any reasonable decision on the scale and 
impact the proposed development can be justified by the existing baseline use of the site.  In our 
opinion, the previous Appeal Inspector over-estimated the existing baseline use, and under-
estimated the proposed, when reaching his decision.              
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NEED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT  
 
The Group wish to express their concerns that the need for the proposed development may have 
dropped since the original application was submitted in January 2020 (more than 4 years ago). 
 
Indeed, despite being cited in the first reason for refusal on application PL/20/0401/FA, with the 
Council stating the harm caused by the development would ‘not be outweighed by any identified 
need for the community facilities proposed’, there is no evidence in the previous Appeal Decision 
that the Inspector considered this.   
 
We are informed by Group Members that the existing day nursery at the site closed in November 
2023, demonstrating there are other local facilities already existing, and no need for the proposed 
pre-school.  This also reduces the ‘baseline use’ of the existing site.   
 
Furthermore, we understand the congregation of St Leonard’s Church Members is in decline, 
standing at 171 members in March 2022, down to 144 members in March 2023, and 101 
members in March this year.  This evidence is taken from the Electoral Role Report, which 
provides other information confirming that 46 members were removed from the role due to: 
 

• 39 worshipping elsewhere 
• 1 moved away 
• 6 deaths 

 
The Vision and Use Statement submitted with the application explains that the 10.30am Sunday 
Service takes place at The Beacon School, Amersham (as it has outgrown the church), and 
attendance levels are approximately 100-120.  This is no longer correct.  We understand, Sunday 
Services at The Beacon School have ceased since the application was made and returned to St 
Leonard’s Church, emphasising the fall in attendance numbers and that there is no longer a need 
for a premises larger than the existing church.         
 
Notwithstanding the above, the Main Hall in the proposed Parish Centre would have seating for 
275 people, more than double regular attendance reported by the Appellant in the Vision and 
Use Statement.     
 
In view of the above, the Group believe they are correct in their assumptions that the proposed 
Parish Centre will in fact be a regional facility, attended by people from a much wider 
geographical area.  The Common at Chesham Bois is not the appropriate location for such a grand 
scale facility. 
 
The Group also have concerns that the proposed Main Hall would have the capacity for large 
conference style events, aside from use by the Church.  Not to mention large wedding receptions 
and funeral wakes which the Vision and Use Statement alludes to.         
 
The Group also wish to note that there are already 8 churches in Amersham and 3 new 
community buildings:  Lifestyle Centre, Rectory Hill Scouts Hall, and Band Hall which have  
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substantially increased capacity since the previous Appeal Decision.  As such, there is no local 
need for the proposed development. 
   

 
 

Rectory Hill Scout ‘Jubilee’ Hall, opened since the last Inspector’s Decision  
(https://2aoh-scouts.org.uk/hall-bookings)    

 
For the reasons set out above, the Group assert that the scale and size of the proposed 
development far exceeds local need.  They also fear that in fact the development would become 
a regional conference style facility, which is certainly not appropriate in the quiet village of 
Chesham Bois.    
 
NEIGHBOUR IMPACT 
 
The proposed development would have a significant harmful impact on the amenity of nearby 
residents, generating adverse noise, disturbance, and activity, most notably affecting the 
adjacent residential property The Old Rectory. 
 

https://2aoh-scouts.org.uk/hall-bookings
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Proposed block plan showing the relationship with The Old Rectory 
 
In our opinion, the previous Inspectors assessment of this impact was wrong:   
 
‘36. It has already been established that the baseline of activity at the site does not give rise to a 
feeling of rural tranquillity. Consequently, the potential for disturbance, including from lighting 
and noise generated by the movement of people and vehicles already exists to some degree. In 
practice, much of this potential disturbance is already mitigated by the mature boundary features 
surrounding the Old Rectory. 
 
37. Indeed, the existing movement of people and vehicles is in very close proximity to the eastern 
boundary of the Old Rectory, and no significant reports of complaints regarding this current 
relationship have been referred to in the evidence before me.’ 
 
The existing low scale use of the site preserves the feeling of rural tranquillity and does not 
adversely affect nearby residents.  The trees and vegetation on the eastern boundary of The Old 
Rectory also provide an effective buffer to the current activities on site.   
 
Contrary to the Inspector comments the existing movement of people and vehicles is not ‘very 
close’ to the eastern boundary of the Old Rectory, with the existing car parked set back on the 
Glebe Way side of the Parish Hall. 
The Inspector goes on to state:  
 
38. The proposal would deliver new buildings of a similar multifunctional use.  Consequently, the 
activities and movement of people and vehicles would be of a similar nature. The new parish 
centre would be set back from the Old Rectory’s eastern boundary and the majority of activity 
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would be concentrated further away as a result, representing an improvement over the siting of 
the existing parish centre.’ 
 
For the reasons previously set out in this letter, the proposed development would not have a 
‘similar’ multifunctional use to the existing site.  Having capacity for up to 400 people and 114 
parked vehicles.    
 
Likewise, the ‘activities and movement of people and vehicles’ would not be ‘similar’ to the 
existing use of the site.  In our view, to draw such conclusions is erroneous. 
 
Moreover, we believe the Inspector was wrong to conclude that activity from the proposed 
development would be ‘concentrated further away’ from The Old Rectory.  To the contrary, the 
southern and eastern boundaries of The Old Rectory would be directly adjacent to the proposed 
car park, which together with North Road, would surround this property by vehicular activity on 
three of if its fours sides.   
 
Currently, the southern boundary of The Old Rectory backs on to open grassland at the appeal 
site.  The existing boundary treatment is a low iron post and rail fence, with some scattered trees 
and vegetation.  As such, there is limited screening and privacy, as shown in the photograph 
below (taken 10 July 2024).   
 

 
 
The residents at The Old Rectory have lived at the property for 40 years.  In that time the 
relationship with the existing Parish Hall has never been problem.  The proposed development 
would dramatically change this. 
 
The disturbance and noise generated by the proposed car park and development as a whole, 
potentially up to 7 days a week, would destroy the residential amenity and privacy of this 
property.  The impact from headlights, car doors slamming, and vehicle movements (etc) would 
be severe and completely unacceptable.      
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At paragraph 39 of the previous Appeal Decision the Inspector states: 
 
‘39. The car park would be adjacent to the eastern and southern boundaries of the Old Rectory. 
However, robust landscaping proposals would eliminate glimpses through existing mature 
boundary features, which in conjunction with hard landscaping such as fences and gabion walls 
would be effective in mitigating potential disturbance caused by vehicle headlights, among other 
things.’ 
 
The proposed Boundary Treatment Plan submitted with the application (extract below) shows no 
new boundary treatment is proposed on the southern boundary of The Old Rectory.  The blue 
line on the plan is referred to as ‘Existing Boundary and Planting to Remain as Existing’.   
 

 
 

Extract from proposed Boundary Treatment Plan 
 
As such, the Inspectors comments above are incorrect.  The proposed car park would be vastly 
bigger than the existing (114 spaces, opposed to 29), and the proposed activity would be sited on 
the boundary with this property, not further away.     
 
For the reasons set out above, the proposed development would adversely affect the amenity of 
nearby residents, in particular those at The Old Rectory (Grade II listed property), contrary to 
Policy GC3 of the Local Plan.   
    
HIGHWAY SAFETY & TRAFFIC 
 
The Group remain very concerned about the proposed vehicle access and parking arrangements 
and excessive traffic.  Their objections have been covered in detail by the previous 
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representations prepared and submitted on their behalf by Carter Planning (attached at 
Appendix 3).  The objections raised by Carter Planning are not repeated in full here, but are 
summarised below: 
 

• The Appellants are seeking to widen the existing site access and create sight lines on 
common land which is outside their control.   
 

• The red line plan submitted with the application does not include the widened vehicle 
access or visibility sight lines. 
 

• The Appellant does not have permission from the Parish Council, who own the common 
land, to implement the proposed access and visibility sight lines.  The Transport Statement 
submitted with the application confirms this.  The previous Appeal Inspector proposed a 
Grampian condition for this.  In our view, this is not acceptable.    

 
• Since the previous Appeal was determined on street parking on Glebe Way has been 

formalised.  New on street bays have been created on the western side of the road.  These 
would increase congestion and potentially block sight lines. 
 

• Notwithstanding the above, the proposed vehicular access does not work.  For example, 
access for refuse vehicles.  The representations from Carter Planning (Appendix 3) include 
tracking plans which demonstrate this.  
 

• No provision has been made for delivery vehicles to stand clear of the access route.  This 
could result in delay and possibly congestion within the site and on Glebe Way with 
vehicles having to wait on the road to enter the site.     
 

• The proposed access would struggle to provide suitable and sensible visibility splay 
arrangements as drawn.   

 
• The traffic assessment submitted with the application is based on weekday peak hours 

only.  The proposed development would be busiest at weekends.  It is fundamental that 
a detailed assessment of the traffic impact and car parking demand is undertaken for a 
Sunday.  The previous Appeal Inspector did not have this information. 
 

• The proposed café use would generate an anticipated 113 two way vehicle movements 
per day.  This has implications for the Chilterns Beechwoods SAC. 
 

• The impact of the development on the immediate road network and highway safety could 
be severe. 
 

• The traffic generation data that has been provided for is considered to be unreliable. 
 

• The parking assumptions in the Transport Statement are unrealistic and unjustified, for 
example, that 150 persons travelling to the site will result in just 50 cars. 
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• The proposed amount of parking is inadequate for the quantum of development 
proposed. 

 
In view of the above, the proposed development would be unacceptable on the grounds of 
highway safety and parking contrary to Policies CS26 of the Core Strategy and GC1, RTR11, TR2 
and TR16 of the Local Plan.  
 
BIODIVERSITY AND ECOLOGY 
 
In December 2023 Chesham Bois Parish Council submitted an independent report to the Council 
(prepared by Future Nature WTC) which raised concerns about the lack of details in the ecology 
reports submitted with the application.  This was followed up by a letter to the Bucks Council 
Ecology Officer on 3 January 2024 (attached at Appendix 5) raising the same.   
 
The concerns raised include ‘the lack of buffer zones in the planning application to protect the 
habitat of the existing protected species in designated Priority Habitat areas around the boundary 
of the site’. 
 
We understand the Parish Council will be submitting further detailed representations on this 
matter to the Appeal.   
 
The Group uphold the concerns raised by the Parish Council in respect of local biodiversity and 
ecology and the unacceptable impact the proposed development would cause.       
 
IMPACT ON THE CHILTERNS BEECHWOODS SAC 
 
The site is located within the Chilterns Beechwoods SAC (SAC) 12.6km zone of influence.  This was 
the sole reason for dismissing the Appeal in 2022, and the current application in January 2024. 
 
Advice from Natural England is clear that net increases in pressure in the zone of influence would 
result in likely significant effects on the SAC.  The appeal site is captured by the zone of influence 
and considerations relating to recreational impact are relevant to the proposal.  Members at the 
Planning Committee on 9 January 2024 recognised this and refused the application as a result. 
 
The Group firmly believe the proposed development would have “significant effect” under the 
Habitat Regulations on the SAC due to its size and the combination of elements proposed, 
including the Main Hall and café.  They consider the Appropriate Assessment undertaken by 
Officer’s at the Council to be inadequate and are concerned that Natural England have not been 
made fully aware of the intensive commercial use of the site which is proposed.  We refer the 
Inspector to the previous submission prepared by Carter Planning, submitted to the Council on 7 
December 2023 (attached at Appendix 3), which covers these matters in detail.       
 
As discussed previously in this letter, the scale of the proposed development would be excessive 
and it would not be a local facility, akin to regional conference centre.  As such, the Group contest 
that visitors attending special services and events at the site, from further afield, could choose to 
combine their trip with an overnight stay or short break.  In such circumstances, they may also 
plan to visit local sites of interest, which might include the SAC. 
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In conclusion, the proposed development would have significant effects, in combination with the 
existing pressures, on the SAC and would be contrary Policy CS24 of the Core Strategy, Paragraph 
180 of the NPPF, and the Habitat Regulations.  
 
CONCLUSION  
 
In conclusion, for the reasons set out above, the appeal site is not an appropriate location for the 
proposed development and would have many negative and harmful impacts on the local area. 
 
The Group believe that Officer’s at the Council and the previous Inspector failed to objectively 
assess the scale and impact of the proposed development, and in doing reached the wrong 
decision.  They are also concerned that too much weight has been apportioned to the current 
low scale use of the site. 
 
In view of the above, the Group contest that it would be reasonable in this case for the new 
Inspector to disagree with the previous Appeal Decision and dismiss the appeal.    
 
The Group respectfully request that the appointed Inspector consider the points raised in this 
letter and other representations submitted by Carter Planning on their behalf.  They would like 
to add that they are not opposed to the redevelopment of the site ‘in principle’ but cannot 
support the proposals in their current excessive form.   
 
It is our strong opinion that the proposed development is contrary to local and national planning 
policies on numerous grounds, not least the Conservation Area policy, and therefore the appeal 
must be dismissed. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
BELL CORNWELL LLP  
 
 
 
ANDREW BOOTHBY 
Associate 
01494 326 277 
aboothby@bell-cornwell.co.uk 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:aboothby@bell-cornwell.co.uk
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APPENDIX 1 – APPEAL CONSULTATION LETTER FROM BUCKINGHAMSHIRE COUNCIL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Directorate for Planning, Growth and Sustainability 
Walton Street Offices, Walton Street, Aylesbury, HP20 1UA

planning.csb@buckinghamshire.gov.uk
01494 732950 | 01895 837210 
www.buckinghamshire.gov.uk

Officer: Melanie Beech

Email: planning.appeals.csb@buckinghamshire.gov.uk

Tel: 01494 732950 / 01895 837210 

Mr colin whipp
Manor Barn
North Road
Chesham Bois Amersham
Buckinghamshire
HP6 5NA Ref: APP/X0415/W/24/3343635

25 June 2024

Dear Mr whipp

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
 APPEAL UNDER SECTION 78

Appeal 
reference:

APP/X0415/W/24/3343635

Appellant's 
name:

St Leonard's Parochial Church Council

Appeal start 
date:

25 June 2024

Application 
Reference:

PL/22/4074/FA

Application type: Full Planning Permission
Location: St Leonards Church Hall, Glebe Way, Chesham Bois, 

Buckinghamshire, HP6 5ND
Proposal: Redevelopment of the site to create a new multifunctional 

Parish Centre with cafe, day nursery building, replacement 
rectory with detached garage, 2 outbuildings to provide 
prayer room and substation/bin and bicycle store, 
associated parking and landscaping

 An appeal against refusal has been received in respect of the above application, as detailed in the appellant's 
grounds of appeal.

The appeal will be determined on the basis of written representations. The procedure to be followed is set out in 
Part 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Appeals)(Written Representations Procedure)(England) Regulations 
2009.

We have forwarded all the representations made to us on the application to the Planning Inspectorate and the 
appellant. These will be considered by the Inspector when determining the appeal.

If you wish to make comments, or modify/withdraw any previous representations you have made, you can do so 
on the Planning Inspectorates website at https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk. Pana Kwabe (The Planning 
Inspectorate case officer) can be reached by telephone on 0303 444 5000. If you do not have access to the 
internet, you can send a copy to:

mailto:planning.appeals.csb@buckinghamshire.gov.uk
https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/


Pana Kwabe
The Planning Inspectorate 
Temple Quay House 
2 The Square
Bristol 
BS1 6PN

All representations must be received by the Planning Inspectorate by 30 July 2024. Any representations 
submitted after the deadline will not usually be considered and will be returned. The Planning Inspectorate does 
not acknowledge representations. All representations must quote the appeal reference 
APP/X0415/W/24/3343635.

Please note that any representations you submit to the Planning Inspectorate will be copied to the appellant and 
this local planning authority and will be considered by the Inspector when determining the appeal. Information 
provided in your representation will; be published on the Council's website. We will use our best endeavours to 
ensure that signatures, telephone numbers and personal email addresses are not published.

If you submit comments and then subsequently wish to withdraw them, you should make this request to the 
Planning Inspectorate by 30 July 2024.

Using the Council’s application reference, the planning application documents and appellant’s grounds of 
appeal are available to view on the Councils Public Access System. If you require access to a computer you may 
come to the Council Offices where there are facilities available. Your local library may also have available 
computers and internet access.

More information and guidance on taking part in appeals is available from the Planning Inspectorate’s website, 
www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate. 

You can download a copy of the Planning Inspectorate’s “Guide to taking part in planning appeals” booklet(s) at 
www.gov.uk/government/collections/taking-part-in-a-planning-listed-building-or-enforcement-appeal. The 
guide explains who decides an appeal and what the rules are, how you can make your views known and what is 
considered.

When made, the decision will be published on the Planning Inspectorate’s website and the Council's website.

Yours sincerely

Melanie Beech
Principal Planning Officer

https://pa-csb.buckinghamshire.gov.uk/online-applications/
http://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate
http://www.gov.uk/government/collections/taking-part-in-a-planning-listed-building-or-enforcement-appeal
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APPENDIX 2 – APPEAL DECISION 2022 
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 1 March 2022 

by L Page BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date:  29 April 2022 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/X0415/W/21/3278072 
St Leonard’s Church Hall, Glebe Way, Chesham Bois HP6 5ND 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by St Leonard’s Parochial Church Council against the decision of 

Buckinghamshire Council. 

• The application Ref PL/20/0401/FA, dated 31 January 2020, was refused by notice 

dated 15 January 2021. 

• The development proposed was originally described as redevelopment of the site to 

create a new multifunctional parish centre, a church led cafe, purpose built day nursery, 

replacement rectory, additional staff dwelling (keepers cottage) and associated parking 

and landscaping. 
 

 
Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed.  

Procedural Matters 

2. During the course of the appeal, Natural England issued new advice regarding 
significant recreational pressure upon Chilterns Beechwoods Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) and that there could be implications for new housing within 

the 12.6km zone of influence. The 12.6km zone of influence includes land 
within Buckinghamshire Council (Aylesbury Vale and Chilterns Districts) and 

the site subject to this appeal. Parties were given an opportunity to comment 
on any potential implications and the matter has been treated as a main issue 

under the appeal.  

3. The appellant identified a potential oversight in notifying the parish council. 
However, it is not clear whether this is in reference to informal notification and 

consultation conducted by the appellant or otherwise. Whatever the case may 
be, I have no reason to question whether the parish council have been formally 

notified of the original application or the appeal. Indeed, they have engaged 
fully throughout and have not been prejudiced during any of the proceedings.    

4. Sections 66(1) and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 

Areas) Act 1990 require decision makers to give special regard to the 
desirability of preserving listed buildings and their setting pay special attention 

to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of 
conservation areas. Notwithstanding the wording in the reasons for refusal, 
these statutory requirements have helped determine the main issues. 

5. Parties were given an opportunity to comment on the revised National Planning 
Policy Framework (the Framework), and any comments pertinent to the appeal 

have been considered accordingly. 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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Main Issues 

6. The main issues are the effect of the proposal on the: 

(a) integrity of Chilterns Beechwoods SAC; 

(b) character and appearance of the area, including Chesham Bois 
Conservation Area and the setting of The Old Rectory and stables; 

(c) living conditions of neighbouring occupiers; and 

(d) highway safety. 

Reasons 

Chilterns Beechwoods SAC 

7. The site is within Chilterns Beechwoods SAC’s 12.6km zone of influence. Advice 
from Natural England1 is clear in that net increases in residential development 

in the zone of influence would result in likely significant effects on the SAC. 
This is due to the fact that recreational impacts cannot be ruled out. Whilst I 

recognise the appellant’s point that the site is towards the outer limits, it is still 
captured by the zone of influence and considerations relating to recreational 
impacts are still relevant to the proposal.  

8. I am also mindful that the zone of influence has been drawn to capture the site 
despite the potential presence of other recreational opportunities elsewhere. 

Indeed, it may well be the case that future residents would utilise other 
recreational opportunities nearby, but there is no evidence to suggest that they 
would utilise these exclusively and avoid Chilterns Beechwoods SAC in its 

entirety. Therefore, likely significant effects would remain.  

9. Consequently, it is clear that an appropriate assessment under the Habitats 

Regulations is required. In this context, whilst I recognise the difficult timing of 
the emerging advice from Natural England, there is insufficient evidence 
submitted in support of the proposal to conclude that its impacts, whether 

alone or in combination, could be avoided or mitigated2 so that the integrity of 
the SAC would be preserved. 

10. Overall, there is insufficient evidence the proposal would preserve the integrity 
of Chilterns Beechwoods SAC and consequently there would be conflict with 
Policy CS24 of the Chiltern District Core Strategy 2011, Paragraph 180 of the 

Framework, and the Habitats Regulations.  

Character and Appearance 

11. The site is on land at the eastern end of Chesham Bois Common and sits within 
an extensive area of woodland with mature boundary features. Consequently, 
the site is heavily screened from public view. This also means that the site is 

visually distinct from the surrounding residential development along North 
Road3, Bois Lane and South Road, which fronts onto Chesham Bois Common. 

Whilst there are some limited views of the existing buildings when looking 
towards the site from North Road, the general impression is still one of a 

heavily wooded appearance. 

 
1 in their capacity as the statutory nature conservation body under the Habitats Regulations 
2 such as contributions to strategic mitigation and secured by planning obligation  
3 Areas of which are designated as an Established Residential Area of Special Character 
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12. The existing parish centre occupies the northern part of the site and comprises 

a two storey building with facilities including offices for the parish council and 
parish church and space for a nursery and other community activities. There is 

a modest car park serving the parish centre and this is accessed off Glebe Way. 
The wide range of facilities on offer at the site means that activity levels would 
be noticeable throughout each day and evening of the week. Consequently, 

there is an established baseline of activity involving the comings and goings of 
people and vehicles, associated lighting and noise, altogether contributing to a 

character that is not of rural tranquillity.  

13. The existing rectory occupies the southern part of the site and comprises a two 
storey building and is in mixed use with a residential element and business 

element associated with the parish church. It is separated from the parish 
centre by established boundary features and benefits from its own access off of 

Glebe Way. An extensive garden area occupies the southern and western parts 
of the site and generates an appreciable degree of openness, albeit this is not 
perceptible from public land due to intervening screening.    

14. Chesham Bois Conservation Area includes the site within its boundaries. Among 
other things, the conservation area derives some of its heritage significance4 

from the common, attractive woodland areas, fields, trees, and hedges; all of 
which in combination give rise to a feeling of rural tranquillity across much of 
the conservation area. In addition, the conservation area also derives some of 

its heritage significance from the pleasing contrast between dense groups of 
small late 19th century terraced and semi-detached cottages and the larger 

detached houses which stand in substantial plots.  

15. Whilst the site may make a modest contribution to the setting of buildings 
within the conservation area through its wooded appearance, it is clear that it 

cannot be regarded as contributing to the feeling of rural tranquillity. This is 
because the existing baseline of activity creates a character with greater 

degrees of vibrance.  

16. It could be argued that some of the existing buildings provide neo arts & crafts 
design of reasonable quality, but they do not make an appreciable contribution 

to the special architectural interest of the conservation area. This assessment is 
reinforced by the fact that views into the site are heavily screened, and the 

buildings cannot be fully appreciated as part of the conservation area as a 
whole.     

17. Grade II listed buildings of the Old Rectory and associated stables are located 

directly to the north west of the site and the majority of their heritage 
significance is derived from their special architectural interest. Mature boundary 

features separate the site and screen the majority of the Old Rectory and 
stables from view. Consequently, the architectural aspects of these buildings 

are mostly appreciated from within the grounds of the Old Rectory itself or 
from North Road. Historically, the Old Rectory included land5 that has since 
been ceded to the existing rectory and due to the presence of mature boundary 

features the historical association is not readily identifiable. Altogether, the site 
makes a limited contribution to the appearance of the listed buildings’ setting.  

 
4 Chesham Bois Conservation Area Appraisal 1995 
5 Known as Glebe Land 
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18. In relation to the character of the listed buildings’ setting, the situation is very 

similar to that already described in my assessment of the site’s role as part of 
the conservation area, in that the character of the site is not one of rural 

tranquillity but one of appreciable vibrance and activity.   

19. All of the existing buildings on the site would be demolished under the 
proposal. However, these are of limited architectural interest and heavily 

screened from public view so their loss would not be harmful in the round. 
Furthermore, the design of the buildings proposed would be of greater 

architectural interest and this would enhance the built form at the site.    

20. The new parish centre is the largest building being delivered under the 
proposal. Whilst the size of the building’s footprint is appreciable in extent, the 

height and roof profile of the building has been carefully designed into a draped 
canopy. This provides a more natural form and, alongside the use of sensitive 

materials and extensive glazing creating views through the building, would 
ensure it assimilates with the wooded appearance of the site and would not 
give rise to a sense of dominance or intrusion from adjacent public land.   

21. I am also mindful of the consultation response provided by the Council’s 
Principal Conservation & Listed Buildings Officer, where it is set out that the 

new building would contain a pleasing mixture of rectangular forms and where 
the planar timber clad walls would be relived above by a sinuous and 
undulating monolithic low pitched roof form, covered in a living sedum and 

green roof material.  

22. Notwithstanding the Council’s argument that the size and form of the parish 

centre would not respond to the local area, in my view, the appearance of the 
building would better reflect the site’s wooded context in comparison to the 
existing parish centre which, although representative of the century within 

which it was built, does not respond to the surrounding environment in the 
same way.  

23. The building would take on a more contemporary appearance and depart from 
the traditional building designs that are apparent throughout the conservation 
area, but I am satisfied that the quality of design and the role of the building as 

a central component of the community, would deliver a high quality of design 
that embraces the woodland setting. 

24. Indeed, guidance6 sets out that there is a place for contemporary and 
innovative architecture or more interesting designs which demonstrate 
adherence to the basic principle of being in harmony with their site and the 

surrounding buildings and countryside. Therefore, and altogether, it is 
reasonable to conclude that the new parish centre would enhance the 

conservation area’s built form. 

25. The other buildings proposed are much smaller by comparison and through the 

use of sensitive materials would generally be inconspicuous within the 
landscape, as would any associated paraphernalia, especially in the context of 
the mature boundary features of the site, whilst any views into the site through 

access points would be limited and fleeting.  

 
6 3.31 of Chilterns Buildings Design Guide 2010 
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26. Furthermore, the size of the site allows for generous set-backs and separation 

between buildings, which in conjunction with landscaping, helps maintain a 
degree of openness without giving rise to a feeling of overdevelopment.  

27. Whilst I acknowledge that the new rectory would be sited close to the boundary 
with North Road I am satisfied that no harm would arise. This is based on the 
photomontages provided, where it is clear that the visual prominence of the 

new rectory would be similar to the existing parish centre and mitigated by 
additional tree planting. Furthermore, although the Council make contentions 

about a building line, the sporadic nature of buildings along this side of North 
Road means that an established building line is not readily apparent and 
therefore one cannot be breached.   

28. The proposal would increase the car parking provision at the site. However, it is 
clear from the evidence before me that there are opportunities to restrict the 

use of tarmacadam and white line painting and secure an appropriate surface 
treatment that is more in keeping with the appearance of the conservation 
area. For example, securing the use of paving and other materials with greater 

heritage aesthetic, along with intervening landscaping, would help the larger 
car park better assimilate into the wooded context.  

29. The car park would extend westwards in parallel with The Old Rectory and 
stables. However, the lack of direct association and screening provided by the 
mature boundary treatments on this part of the site would mitigate any harm 

to the setting of these listed buildings. 

30. I note the Council’s argument regarding light spillage form the larger glazed 

areas and light and noise would be generated by people and vehicles making 
use of the proposal’s facilities. I am mindful that there is already a baseline of 
activity and therefore the site is not one of rural tranquillity. Consequently, the 

potential for harm to the character of the immediate area is significantly 
reduced. Furthermore, conditions can secure measures to help mitigate 

potential disturbance by controlling operating hours, noise, and lighting within 
the grounds and from within the buildings themselves. 

31. Whilst the buildings generally preserve and enhance the character and 

appearance of the conservation area in their own right and in the existing 
context of the site, I am mindful of the fact that in broad terms the proposal is 

also supported by a robust landscaping scheme. This would reinforce the 
woodland appearance of the site and provide additional screening of the 
proposed buildings, from public land and from the grounds of the Old Rectory.   

32. Altogether, the proposal would preserve and enhance the wooded appearance 
of the site without harming the rural tranquillity and character of the wider 

conservation area or the setting of the listed buildings adjacent. Furthermore, 
the loss of existing buildings on site, which make a limited contribution to the 

conservation area, would not be harmful, and the new parish centre would 
make a positive contribution to the conservation area.  
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33. Overall, the proposal would preserve and enhance the character and 

appearance of the area, including Chesham Bois Conservation Area and the 
setting of The Old Rectory and stables. In this context, an absence of harm 

means that an assessment against the public benefits is not required in this 
case. Accordingly, the proposal would not conflict with Policies GC1, CA1, CA2 
and CSF1 of the Chiltern District Local Plan 1997 or Policies CS20 and CS29 of 

the Chiltern District Core Strategy 2011.  

34. Among other things, these development plan policies reflect the statutory 

duties set out within Sections 66(1) and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings 
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, which require decision makers to give 
special regard to the desirability of preserving listed buildings and their setting 

and pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 
character and appearance of conservation areas, something I have given 

considerable importance and weight in my assessment.      

Living Conditions 

35. The Old Rectory is a large dwelling on a substantial plot with mature boundary 

features along its eastern boundary, which provide effective screening from the 
site. The Old Rectory has a large rear garden area, creating a setback which, in 

conjunction with mature boundary features along its southern boundary, 
provides effective screening from the existing rectory’s garden area. 
Consequently, whilst there are glimpses through the mature boundary features 

along the southern boundary, the outlook of occupiers at the Old Rectory is 
largely self-contained.  

36. It has already been established that the baseline of activity at the site does not 
give rise to a feeling of rural tranquillity. Consequently, the potential for 
disturbance, including from lighting and noise generated by the movement of 

people and vehicles already exists to some degree. In practice, much of this 
potential disturbance is already mitigated by the mature boundary features 

surrounding the Old Rectory.  

37. Indeed, the existing movement of people and vehicles is in very close proximity 
to the eastern boundary of the Old Rectory, and no significant reports of 

complaints regarding this current relationship have been referred to in the 
evidence before me.    

38. The proposal would deliver new buildings of a similar multifunctional use. 
Consequently, the activities and movement of people and vehicles would be of 
a similar nature. The new parish centre would be set back from the Old 

Rectory’s eastern boundary and the majority of activity would be concentrated 
further away as a result, representing an improvement over the siting of the 

existing parish centre.  

39. The car park would be adjacent to the eastern and southern boundaries of the 

Old Rectory. However, robust landscaping proposals would eliminate glimpses 
through existing mature boundary features, which in conjunction with hard 
landscaping such as fences and gabion walls would be effective in mitigating 

potential disturbance caused by vehicle headlights, among other things.  
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40. The car park would also be larger, but the majority of additional spaces would 

be set back to the south of the site. Consequently, in a similar scenario to the 
revised siting of the new parish centre, the majority of activity would be further 

away as a result and potential sources of disturbance such as the opening and 
closing of vehicle doors and vehicle manoeuvring would be limited by distance, 
intervening mature boundary features and hard landscaping.  

41. Altogether, the existing baseline of activity at the site, in conjunction with 
sensitive siting and enhanced landscaping, would help control the effects of any 

modest intensification of the use. Furthermore, I am mindful that conditions 
can provide additional mitigation. For example, by controlling operating hours, 
noise, static lighting direction and intensity.  

42. Overall, the proposal would not harm the living conditions of neighbouring 
occupiers and would not conflict with Policy GC3 of the Chiltern District Local 

Plan 1997. 

Highway Safety 

43. The existing parish centre access off of Glebe Way is only wide enough for a 

single vehicle. However, there is no evidence that the access does not safely 
accommodate the intensity of traffic generated by the existing use. For 

example, there is no evidence of accidents, indiscriminate parking along Glebe 
Way, or other such data to indicate that the existing access arrangements are 
unsafe.    

44. Intensity of traffic would increase under the proposal. However, it is clear from 
the evidence before me that the existing access is to be widened so that two 

vehicles would be able to pass safely, whilst trip generation data suggests 
there is sufficient capacity on the highway network and parking provision on 
site to accommodate the additional vehicle movements. A travel plan could also 

be secured by condition to provide additional mitigation and encourage a shift 
to more sustainable forms of transportation.  

45. The proposal’s visibility splays could be achieved in perpetuity in accordance 
with Manual for Streets. These could be secured by Grampian style condition, 
and I am satisfied that there is a process to seek permission to undertake 

works on common land in order to overcome potential barriers to 
implementation and allow the condition to be complied with within the time 

limit of any planning permission.  

46. The secondary access to the site which currently serves the existing rectory 
has limited movements. Consequently, whilst it would close to vehicles under 

the proposal, benefits relating to the reduction of vehicle conflicts and highway 
safety improvements would also be limited.  

47. Overall, the proposal would not harm highway safety and would not conflict 
with Policy TR2 of the Chiltern District Local Plan 1997 or Policy CS26 of the 

Chiltern District Core Strategy 2011. 

Other Matters 

48. A significant number of interested parties made representations in response to 

the original application and to this appeal. Generally speaking, many of the 
matters raised relate to the main issues dealt with earlier in the decision. I 

comment below on other matters raised. 
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49. There is no evidence before me that community dissatisfaction in and of itself 

would make the proposal unviable or that this should be a factor weighed in 
the balance in this particular case.   

50. The proposal is supported by an energy statement, among other things, and I 
am satisfied that those matters relating to climate change have been 
adequately addressed.  

51. Whilst the wider common may be accessible to the public, and provides 
valuable open space in this context, it is clear that the site is private land 

without public access benefits.    

52. Thames Valley Police made representations on design safety but there is no 
evidence that the area suffers from higher crime rates. Furthermore, there is a 

clear strategy for separating publicly accessible areas and those which can be 
kept private and secure.  

53. On 9 November 2021, the Environment Act 2021 (c. 30) (the Act) received 
Royal Assent. The purpose of the Act is to make provision for targets, plans 
and policies with the intention of improving the natural environment, including 

provisions for a mandatory biodiversity net gain objective.  

54. The objective is met when the biodiversity value attributed to the development 

exceeds the pre-development value of the onsite habitat by at least 10%.  

55. However, it is clear that the Act is primary legislation and provisions relating to 
this objective require secondary legislation before coming into force and, in any 

event, biodiversity enhancements could be secured by condition. 

Conclusion 

56. Whilst the proposal would preserve and enhance the character and appearance 
of the area including Chesham Bois Conservation Area and the setting of The 
Old Rectory and stables and would also be acceptable in relation to living 

conditions and highway safety, there is insufficient evidence to conclude that it 
would preserve the integrity of the Chilterns Beechwoods SAC.  

57. Given the international importance of these sites, harm in relation to such 
matters carries overriding weight under the appeal. As such, the proposal 
would conflict with the development plan as a whole. Furthermore, the 

Framework and the Habitats Regulations are clear that planning permission 
must not be granted given the circumstances that are present in this case and 

the appeal must be dismissed. 

Liam Page 

INSPECTOR 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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APPENDIX 4 – LEGAL OPINION FROM IAIN PURVIS KC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Sent: Tuesday, December 12, 2023 12:29 PM 
To: Melanie Beech <Melanie.Beech@buckinghamshire.gov.uk> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE Application Ref. PL/22/4074/FA Redevelopment of Chesham Bois Parish 
Centre 
 

[Please note this has been sent from an external source - treat with caution and do not 
open attachments / use links until you are sure this is a trusted communication see 
intranet/IT for advice.] 

Dear Ms Beech 
  

Below and attached is a letter written by Iain Purvis KC regarding the possible costs order on 

appeal against Planning Authority if they refuse the new application by St Leonard's, which 

we believe is important to the decision-making process in the Planning meeting Wednesday 

13th December at 6.30pm, and we would ask you to take this into consideration. 
  
Many thanks 

Best regards 
Peter Williams & Colin Whipp (on behalf of the Protect Chesham Bois Group)  
 

 You don't often get email from protectcbcommon@gmail.com. Learn why this is important  

mailto:Melanie.Beech@buckinghamshire.gov.uk
mailto:protectcbcommon@gmail.com
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


 
Iain Purvis KC 
Manor Lodge, North Road, Chesham Bois,  HP6 5NA 
 
7 December 2023’ 
 
I have been asked to consider the email of Mr Shires of 12 July and the point he makes there about a 
possible costs order on appeal against the Planning Authority if they refuse the new application by St 
Leonards. 
 
It is of course correct that Planning Authorities must act reasonably, and that an Inspector may make an 
award of appeal costs against a Planning Authority if it has been guilty of unreasonable behaviour in 
refusing an application. The Planning Guidance issued by the Government includes as one potential 
example of this (amongst many) ‘unreasonably refusing’ an application by ‘persisting in objections to a 
scheme or elements of a scheme which…an Inspector has previously indicated to be acceptable.’ Of 
course, this does not mean that refusing a new application where an Inspector may have previously 
indicated that he would regard it as acceptable is inherently unreasonable. On the contrary, as I shall 
show, it may be eminently reasonable to conclude on the evidence and as a matter of judgment that such 
an application should be refused. 
 
The whole question needs to be understood in the overall context of the duties of the Planning Authority, 
the circumstances in which any indication by a previous Inspector was given, and the precedential value 
of previous decisions. The following points are relevant: 
 
(a)           The duty of the Planning Authority is to exercise its own independent judgment to determine 
planning applications in the light of the appropriate laws and policy considerations. In doing so it has to 
consider the evidence put before it. 
 
(b)           Where a new application is made after the refusal of a previous application, the Planning 
Authority must assess it on its own merits, bearing in mind the evidence which is filed on the new 
application. This evidence may of course be new or different from the evidence on the previous 
application. 
 
(c)           When an Inspector refuses an appeal, they may of course make comments on aspects of the 
application which they would have regarded as acceptable, or indicate disagreement with some of the 
reasons given by the Planning Authority for refusing the application. This is what happened in the present 
case. However it should be borne in mind that those comments or indications are strictly ‘obiter dicta’ (ie 
they are not relevant to the actual decision made) and therefore neither binding nor of the same 
persuasive value as the actual reasoning of the decision. Furthermore, and importantly, the comments 
are made purely on the basis of the evidence on that application. It cannot be assumed that the same 
comments or indications would necessarily have been made if the evidence had been different. 
 
(d)           Comments or indications in an Inspector’s decision in one application are not binding on either 
Inspectors or Planning Authorities in another application. On the contrary, the new application must be 
decided independently as a matter of personal judgment on its own merits. The reasoning may of course 
be persuasive but often of course it may not be. Any decision making body presented with such a 
decision must consider whether the reasoning is in fact cogent and convincing. 
 
(e)           ‘Consistency’ is of course an important aspect of decision making in the public sphere which 
applies to planning applications. However, it is also important to note that this does not demand that the 
decisions of Inspectors on similar issues must be the same. The leading case, often cited, on consistency 
in planning decisions is North Wiltshire District Council v. Sec of State for the Environment and Clover 
(1993) 65 P & CR 137. There Mann LJ said this, having explained that consistency was an important factor 
in planning decisions: 



 
                'I do not suggest and it would be wrong to do so, that like cases must be decided alike. An 
inspector must always exercise his own judgment. He is therefore free upon consideration to disagree 
with the judgment of another but before doing so he ought to have regard to the importance of 
consistency and to give his reasons for departure from the previous decision.  
 
                To state that like cases should be decided alike presupposes that the earlier case is alike and is 
not distinguishable in some relevant respect. If it is distinguishable then it usually will lack materiality by 
reference to consistency although it may be material in some other way. Where it is indistinguishable then 
ordinarily it must be a material consideration. A practical test for the inspector is to ask himself whether, 
if I decide this case in a particular way am I necessarily agreeing or disagreeing with some critical aspect 
of the decision in the previous case? The areas for possible agreement or disagreement cannot be defined 
but they would include interpretation of policies, aesthetic judgments and assessment of need. Where 
there is disagreement then the inspector must weigh the previous decision and give his reasons for 
departure from it. These can on occasion be short, for example in the case of disagreement on aesthetics. 
On other occasions they may have to be elaborate.’ 
 

(f)            It will be noted that Mann LJ is making three important points here. One is that each decision 
must be taken on the basis of the inspector’s own judgment. The second is that if the second application 
is distinguishable from the first then the relevance of consistency falls away. I would add that a case may 
be distinguishable not only on the basis of what is being applied for, but also on the basis of the evidence 
which is before the decision making body. The third is that an inspector can disagree with a previous 
inspector’s decision on a wide range of bases. This include the interpretation of policies, aesthetic 
judgments and assessment of need. Where there is such disagreement, there is nothing preventing the 
inspector from coming to their own view, provided that they weigh the previous decision and give some 
reasons for departing from it (which may be shortly stated). 
 
It follows from all this that a Planning Authority, confronted with a new application, must consider an 
Inspector’s decision on a similar earlier application as part of their overall consideration. However: 
 
1.            If the opposition to the new application includes new and relevant evidence or material which 
the previous Inspector did not consider, then the case is inherently distinguishable from the previous 
decision, and the significance of ‘consistency’ as a factor falls away. 
 
2.            The Planning Authority should not shy away from disagreeing with commentary in a decision of 
an Inspector on an earlier application if it regards the reasoning of the Inspector as wrong or it disagrees 
with it on reasonable grounds. To do so would fail to comply with its obligation to exercise its own 
independent judgment. 
 
3.            There is no guarantee that an Inspector on an appeal against a decision of a Planning Authority 
will go along with the reasoning of an earlier Inspector on a similar application, so it would be wrong for 
the Planning Authority to take its decision on that assumption. 
 
So far as the question of costs is concerned, it would be intolerable for a Planning Authority approaching 
its duties in a lawful and reasonable way to be affected in its decision making process by a fear that an 
application for costs would be made by a disaffected party. This is why the legislation only provides for 
the award of costs where the Planning Authority has acted ‘unreasonably'. It will be apparent from the 
above that it may be perfectly reasonable to uphold objections to a new application even on subject 
matter which appeared to have been considered acceptable by an Inspector on a previous case. This will 
be the case where the evidence is different or where the Planning Authority disagree with the reasoning 
of the Inspector on reasonable grounds. Both of those positions may be regarded as perfectly justifiable 
in this case. 
 



Given the new evidence in the present case, and the strength of the arguments against what were strictly 
‘obiter’ comments from the Inspector on the previous application, the Planning Authority would be well 
within its rights to refuse the present application with an appropriate explanation. An Inspector on 
appeal from such a refusal would assess the validity of the reasoning against the previous Inspector’s 
comments and come to his own view, but I can see no reason why the conduct of the Planning Authority 
in such circumstances could be deemed ‘unreasonable’ such as to attract a costs penalty. 
 

Iain Purvis KC 
7 December 2023’ 
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APPENDIX 5 – LETTER TO BUCKS COUNCIL ECOLOGY OFFICER FROM CHESAM BOIS PARISH 
COUNCIL 



 

1 
 

 
 

The Council Office, Glebe Way, Chesham Bois, Bucks. HP6 5ND 
Telephone: 01494 432585 Email: clerk@cheshamboispc.org.uk    

www.cheshamboispc.org.uk 
 

3rd January 2024 
 
 
Re:  Planning Application PL/22/4074/FA 
To:  Bucks Council Ecology Officer  
 
Following the publication of the Bucks Council report on 21/12/23 in relation to the East Bucks Area Planning 
Committee  (EBAPC) meeting on Tuesday, 9th January 2024, we were concerned to read that the new, material 
planning issues relating to ecology that were highlighted in the report by Future Nature WTC dated 4/12/23 have 
been summarily dismissed. 
 
Future Nature WTC is an independent, wholly owned consultancy by the Berks, Bucks and Oxfordshire Wildlife 
Trust and they were instructed by Chesham Bois Parish Council because of concerns raised about the lack of 
detail in submitted ecology reports, issues which had not been addressed by Bucks Council and were not 
discussed at the EBAPC meeting on 17/10/23. 
 
In the published report by Bucks Council, reference is made to the more comprehensive ecology report provided 
by Future Nature WTC in para. 5.8 (below): 
 
5.8 CBPC have instructed an independent ecologist to review the reports submitted with the application and 
assess the potential impact of the development on the Chesham Bois Common. The Council’s Ecologist has 
reviewed the report prepared by Future Nature WTC on behalf of CBPC and does not consider that any 
new information has been provided. She acknowledges that a new Statutory Biodiversity Metric User Guide 
was published in November 2023, but such updates occur regularly and to expect applicants to have to update 
their metric every time would be unreasonable. The Council assesses the application at the time of its 
submission. Officers are confident that the impact of the proposed development on protected species has been 
properly considered and this is set out in paragraphs 5.30 and 5.31 of the previous Committee Report. The new 
report that has been submitted does not alter this conclusion. 
 
As no response to the material issues highlighted in the Future Nature WTC report has been published, we are 
writing to request that a full explanation of the reasons why each of the items raised in that report are not being 
addressed. 
  
With regard to Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) metrics, we acknowledge that guidelines are evolving over time, 
nevertheless news of the planned November 2023 update was published on 21st February 2023 and we 
understand that planning applications should take account of both current and emerging guidelines. In addition, 
we wish to highlight that reference to a ‘target time to recovery’ of up to 27 years in BNG metrics, published on 
behalf of the applicant, has not been highlighted. The negative BNG score which would result from the proposed 
development, as referenced in the report from Future Nature, is now relevant. 
 
As you will be aware, the original planning application for this large-scale conference centre was submitted in 
February 2020 and has not materially changed. It pre-dated the publication of the Environment Act 2021 and 
the increasing recognition of the importance of protecting nature. We also note that Bucks Council is party to the 

http://www.cheshamboispc.org.uk/
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Biodiversity Action Plan referenced in the published Forward to 2030 – Buckinghamshire & Milton Keynes 
Natural Environment Partnership (bucksmknep.co.uk), which provides guidelines to follow as an interim 
measure before the Local Nature Recovery Strategy is finalised. 
  
The Biodiversity Action Plan list of objectives include issues relevant to the referenced planning application:   
1. Retain, enhance, expand and create priority habitats everywhere 
2. Increase the overall land area of wildlife-important habitats and land positively managed  

for wildlife and high nature value habitats  
3. Create and manage buffers around existing and new areas of priority habitat and around  

other core and high quality biodiversity and habitat sites, following best practice  
guidelines  

4. Enhance existing habitats and improve habitat condition: to achieve more hectares in  
positive management for wildlife and increase the use of nature-based solutions for  
climate change adaption. This includes a focus on public spaces, the urban environment, farming and 
land management 

5. Connect quality habitats across the landscape to enable species movement across larger  
areas to improve habitat and species resilience to external pressures with a focus on  
connectivity within and between BOAs as well as into the wider landscape  

6. Improve people’s connectedness with nature, so that communities across  
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes value and understand the role of nature in 
mental and physical wellbeing  

7. Ensure biodiversity is a key factor in the design of the urban environment and of new  
Development 
 

In particular, we would highlight the lack of buffer zones in the planning application to protect the habitat of 
existing, protected species in designated Priority Habitat areas around the boundary of the site. Also, the failure 
to meet the objective to ensure that biodiversity is the key factor in the design of new developments, in respect 
of the scale and design of the proposed, large-scale buildings which include use of extensive glazing and lighting.  
  
On appeal in 2022, the Planning Inspector was not provided with detailed information about the proposal, such 
as site capacity, event durations, full capacity traffic generation or the impact on ecology.  For example, the 
Inspector only references the appearance of the proposed building design and extensive car park and not the 
negative impact on ecology which has now been recognised. He also references the ‘rural tranquility’ nature of 
the existing environment.  The fact that he states that the environment would not be affected by c.500% increase 
in site occupancy and vehicle parking only serves to indicate that he may have been misled by the lack of detail 
in the information provided at that point in time.  
 
As you know, the proposed development site is in a Conservation Area which Bucks Council is required to 
protect and is surrounded by designated Priority Habitat and Chesham Bois Common which is a rich wildlife 
habitat and corridor.  The lack of consideration of all relevant issues relating to the ecology of this oasis for 
wildlife by Bucks Council is a major concern and proposed measures to mitigate the potential impact directly 
conflict with the design and proposed usage of the site and would result in long term harm.  Protecting the 
environment has become critically important since the previous application was considered on appeal and NPPF 
(2021) Paragraph 180a states “When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should apply 
the following principles:  
a) if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an 
alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then 
planning permission should be refused.”   
 
We look forward to reading your detailed response to our concerns and the issues raised in the report provided 
by Future Nature WTC. 
 
Yours faithfully 
Annette Dealey 

 
Clerk  
Chesham Bois Parish Council 

https://bucksmknep.co.uk/forward-to-2030/
https://bucksmknep.co.uk/forward-to-2030/
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