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INTRODUCTION 

 

1. My name is James Holmes and I am a Director with Aitchison Raffety, Chartered Town 

Planning Consultants.  I have an MA in Town Planning and am a Member of the Royal Town 

Planning Institute. 

 

2. I am instructed by Vikesh Patel who is the owner of a property known as Felden Lawns, 

Sheethanger Lane HP3 0BG, who OBJECTS to the planning application.  

 

3. This Statement sets out the reasons why the application is considered to be unacceptable 

having regard to adopted planning policies and guidance. 

 

 EXISTING BUILDINGS DO NOT APPEAR TO BENEFIT FROM PLANNING PERMISSION  

 

4. The existing buildings on the site do not appear to benefit from planning permission. We note 

that in February 2020, the Council REFUSED planning permission (reference 19/02959/FUL) 

for a retrospective application which sought to retain the unauthorised chicken coup (Building 

B) and the retention of the extension to a dilapidated ‘stable’ (Building A).  

 

5. It is also understood that a Certificate of Lawful Development has not been applied for, or 

granted, to retain these buildings. As they appear to be unauthorised, they should be removed 

from the site.   

 

 
 

Refused Stable (Building A) and Chicken Coup (Building B) 

 

 NO PLANNING PERMISSION FOR THE USE OF LAND FOR EQUESTRIAN PURPOSES  

 

6. We also understand that planning permission has never been granted for the use of the land 

for equestrian purposes, and an application for a Lawful Development Certificate for 

equestrian use has not been submitted or approved. As such, it is requested that the applicant 



 

 

provides the Council with evidence to show that the use of the land for equestrian purposes 

is lawful.  

 

7.  Page 4 of the Planning Statement submitted with the application states that the land is 

currently utilised for equestrian husbandry. However, from an inspection of the site it would 

appear that the land is not actually used for equestrian purposes at the present time.  

 

8.  Furthermore, google earth aerial photographs from 1999 to 2018 (a period of 19 years) do not 

show any horses being present on the land over this period. This raises questions as to the 

lawful use of the land. 

 

9. Planning legislation dictates that after a period of 10 years the change of use of land becomes 

lawful (ie exempt from enforcement action). But to become lawful the use must be continuous 

over this period. However, the land does not appear to be currently used for equestrian 

purposes, and the evidence in the form of aerial photographs (above) does not appear to show 

any equestrian use has taken place for a continuous period of 10 years. This would indicate 

that the use for equestrian purposes may not be lawful.  

 

10. We note that the grazing of horses falls within the definition of agriculture at S336 of the Act. 

We also understand that if additional food is brought onto the land, or if the horses kept on 

the land are ridden and used for recreation then that is classed as keeping horses for 

equestrian use.  This is position is confirmed in the appeal case (APP/Z3825/X/15/3133260) at 

paragraph 7.3.13 of the Appeal Decision, where the Inspector states:   

 

‘the grazing of horses that are not used for an agricultural purpose (ie working horse) or raised 

and kept for the production of meat would not be an agricultural use of the land, unless they 

are simply turned out for grazing and nothing else.  If there is supplemental feeding or they 

are kept there for exercise or accommodation that is an equestrian use, not an agricultural 

use.’ 

 

11. Page 14 of the Planning Statement confirms that the horses’ diet would be supplemented by 

purchasing “hay and feed”. As the horses’ diet would be supplemented by additional food 

being  brought onto the land, in accordance with the above appeal case, this would constitute 

a change of use from agriculture to equestrian. Furthermore, should the applicant intend to 

use the wider site to exercise and ride their horses, this would also constitute a material 

change of use of the whole site to equestrian.  

 

HARM TO GREEN BELT  

 

12. The site is located within the Metropolitan Green Belt and strict planning controls exist in 

order to safeguard character and openness. Both Local and National Planning Policy are 

consistent in their approach to new development in the Green Belt and state that the 

fundamental aim of the Green Belt is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently 

open.  



 

 

 

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

is a presumption against inappropriate development in the Green Belt and development 

should not be allowed except in very special circumstances.  The construction of new buildings 

is to be regarded as inappropriate unless it meets one of the exceptions set out in paragraphs 

145 and 146 of the NPPF.  

 

14. The provision of new build equestrian facilities is not specifically mentioned in the NPPF 

(paragraphs 145 and 146) as one of the exceptions to inappropriate development in the Green 

Belt.  Paragraph 145 of the NPPF does allow for appropriate facilities in connection with 

outdoor sport and recreation.  However, this is only on the grounds that they preserve the 

openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it. 

Planning consent should be refused for development where proposed facilities are not 

appropriate, in terms of their necessity and scale, and where the proposal would have an 

adverse effect on the character and openness of the Green Belt.   

 

15. The current proposal seeks to obtain planning permission for a very large, purpose built stable 

on the land. This is larger than the stable proposed in the last application which was refused.  

 

16. The current proposal is for a L-shaped building, which includes a tractor store, hay store, tack 

room, feed room, toilet facilities, a further storeroom and three separate stable areas. None 

of these facilities were shown on the previous proposal and their inclusion results in a building 

of a size that is not justified in planning terms. 

 

 
Current proposal for a far larger stable than the refused scheme 

and includes a number of uses/facilities that were not applied for previously 

 



 

 

17. The plan below shows the current structure on the site in blue and the proposed stable 

building in yellow. This clearly shows that the stable would be significantly larger than the 

existing building on the site.  

 

 
 

Current structure on site in blue and the proposed stable building in yellow 

 

18. The proposed building would form a large and dominant addition at the site, appearing 

intrusive within the natural landscape and context of the surroundings.  It would have an 

adverse urbanising effect, to the detriment of openness and the local environment.  

 

19. As well as the visual impact of the building, the development would also significantly increase 

vehicular and pedestrian activity at the site and in the surrounding area to the detriment of 

the openness and character of the Green Belt.   

 

20. The NPPF also states that facilities in connection with outdoor sport and recreation should not 

conflict with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt.  These are set out below:- 

 

 To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 

 To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

 To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

 To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 

 To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 

urban land 

 

21. The proposal is considered to be contrary to the third bullet point above as it would not 

safeguard the countryside from encroachment. The development therefore conflicts with the 

purposes of including land within the Green Belt, contrary to paragraph 134 of the NPPF and 

constitutes an inappropriate form of development. 

  



 

 

PROPOSAL IS AKIN TO A ‘LEISURE PLOT’  

 

22. The Planning Statement advises that the building has been designed to accommodate not just 

horses, but someone to be on site for the vast majority of the day and also space for the 

applicant, his family and particularly his children. The Planning Statement clarifies that “this is 

why it is important that the additional rooms are on site”. 

 

23. The proposal clearly provides more than just a shelter for horses. It is designed specifically as 

a place where the applicant and his family, including his children, can go and spend time during 

the day. For this reason, in many respects the proposal is akin to a ‘leisure plot’ for the 

applicant and his family. It is not, however, considered that there is any basis to allow such a 

use in the Green Belt. 

 

LIMITED JUSTIFICATION IS PROVIDED FOR THE FACILITIES  

 

24. In our view, the application provides limited information in respect of the need for the 

proposed facilities.  

 

25. The Planning Statement advises that the proposal will reduce the need for the client to have 

to travel to and from their horses being kept in Sarratt. However, we note that the applicant’s 

address is omitted from the application form, despite the form specifically requiring this 

information.  

 

26. The Planning Statement advises that the applicant already has the use of facilities for his 

horses, tractor and trailer in Sarratt. No further information is given as to the facilities already 

available in Sarratt. As such, it is not clear why the proposed stable building is now required 

in Felden if adequate facilities are already provided in Sarratt. 

 

27. The Planning Statement seeks to justify the new stable on the basis that the journey to Sarratt 

is “difficult in the morning traffic”, but this does not seem to be a valid reason to provide a 

substantial new development in the Green Belt. The journey from Felden to Sarratt at 8.30am 

only typically takes 14 minutes and is not considered to be at all ‘difficult’. 

 



 

 

 
 

Journey from Felden to Sarratt is less than 5 miles and only takes 14 minutes 

 

NEIGHBOUR AMENITY  

 

28. The proposed stable building would be located directly to the rear of my client’s house, at 

Felden Lawns, Sheethanger Lane. It should be noted that the planning application drawings 

are incorrect, in so far as the boundary of my clients garden adjoins the application site (as 

shown in black below) 

 

 
 

The application drawings are incorrect, in so far as the boundary of  

my clients garden adjoins the application site 

 

 



 

 

29. My client is concerned that the proposed stable would result in an adverse impact on amenity, 

including noise disturbance and smells from horse manure from horses to be brought to the 

site.  

 

30. My client is also concerned about the increase in activity associated with the proposal. The 

proposed building is intended to be occupied for most of the day, with the appellant’s family 

and children also spending leisure time at the site. One of the features which originally 

attracted my client to their property was its secluded and quiet location, and the proposed 

development could potentially erode this. 

 

31. Finally, we note that a new fence has been constructed across the site in line with the rear 

garden boundary of the properties in Sheethanger Lane. My client is concerned that this fence 

is effectively seeking to create a separate plot adjacent to the rear of the properties on 

Sheethanger Lane.  

 

32. We seek clarification as to why this fence has been constructed, as it does not seem to be 

related to the application for the proposed stable and is not referred to at all in the supporting 

Planning Statement.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

33. In conclusion, for the reasons given above, we do not consider the application is acceptable 

in planning terms, and therefore planning permission should be refused. 


