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CHALFONT ST PETER PARISH COUNCIL 
Minutes of the EXTRAORDINARY FULL COUNCIL Meeting  
held on Tuesday 11th July 2019 in the Council Offices, 
Gravel Hill, Chalfont St Peter at 8pm 

 
MINUTES 

 
Present: Cllr Smith, Cllr Darby, Cllr Dale, Cllr Dickson, Cllr Longshaw, Cllr 

North, Cllr Rush, Cllr Shinner and Cllr Southworth 
 
 

.Also Present:   Debbie Evans (Clerk) 
     
 

CHAIRMAN WILL ISSUE INSTRUCTIONS REGARDING EMERGENCY FIRE EXITS IN 
THE EVENT OF FIRE 

 
 

43 Apologies received from Cllr Allen, Cllr Browne, Cllr Chellar, Cllr Hatton, Cllr Ryan.   
 
44 The following disclosable personal or disclosable pecuniary interests were declared.  
 
 CDC  Cllr Darby, Cllr Rush and Cllr Smith 
 BCC  Cllr Darby 
  
45 To resolve that in view of the confidential nature of the business to be transacted it is 

advisable in the public interest, that the press and public be temporarily excluded and they 
are instructed to withdraw (Public Bodies (Admissions to Meetings) Act 1960 s1). AGREED. 

 
46 The Council discussed the local plan and CIL response prepared by the Consultants Troy. 
 
 The Council suggested minor changes to the current Local Plan report – 
 

1) There needs to be something on traffic issues/volumes and the busy A413 road, both 
proposed developments are the Chalfont Commons side of the village. 

2) Cllr Smith comments – the village is split by the extremely busy A413 road.  The inspector 

may not understand the issues as there are no facilities over the Chalfont Common side of 

the village, no doctors, no dentists, no shops etc.  Facts taken from the Census 2011 – 

Chalfont Common 68.8% travel by car to work and 19.4% own 3 or more cars.  Chalfont 

Central 64.7 drive to work and 15.7 have more than 3 cars.  Nationally 25% do not own a 

car however the figure for this area is 6.3%. 

3) Cllr Hatton gave comments to Cllr North to be considered – nothing on the defensible 

boundary on the epilepsy site. 

4) Switching between miles and Km, can we be consistent. (4.8 – 4.10) - 2.95miles (4.79km) 

from GX station epilepsy centre. 

 
Once the changes above are made the Council agreed the Local Plan response. Proposed Cllr  
Dale, seconded Cllr Longshaw, unanimously agreed.  
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18th July 2019 

 

Chiltern and South Bucks  

Planning Policy Team 

 

By email only: planning.policy@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk  
 
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Regulation 19 Period for Representations 
Dear Sirs, 
Please find enclosed the representations made on behalf of Chalfont St Peter Parish Council. The 
representations should be considered as a whole.  
 
The Parish Council has serious concerns regarding the soundness and legality of the Local Plan in its 
current form.  The representations consolidate this view by discussing the approach taken in the 
authorities’ consideration of reasonable alternatives, the lack of evidence provided to demonstrate 
exceptional circumstances to justify the release of Green Belt, the unsustainable and unjustified 
nature of the site allocations in the Parish and a number of points of soundness to raise regarding 
the proposed development management policies. 
 
The Parish Council acknowledge the effort made by the Councils in the preparation of this Local 

Plan. However, it is considered that the Plan is unsound and not legally compliant in its current 

state and proposed modifications are suggested throughout these representations.  

 
The Parish Council wishes to take part in any relevant examination hearings. 
 
 
Yours sincerely,  
 
TROY HAYES (MRTPI) 
Managing Director 
TROY PLANNING + DESIGN 
  

mailto:planning.policy@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk
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1. Context of the Parish 
1.1. Chalfont St Peter is a rural parish located in Chiltern District in the south east of Buckinghamshire. It 

is in a group of villages called “The Chalfonts” which also includes Chalfont St Giles and Little 

Chalfont, though these are not situated in Chalfont St Peter parish. With a population of 12,939 

(recorded in the 2011 Census), Chalfont St Peter is one of the largest villages in South East England; 

however, set within the Green Belt, Chalfont St Peter Parish also has a distinctly rural character. 

The north-east of the Parish lies within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). 

 
1.2. On 15th November 2016, the Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan was ‘made’ by Chiltern District 

Council. It is the only ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan in Chiltern District and forms part of the 

development plan when considering planning applications in the Chalfont St Peter designated 

Neighbourhood Area (the whole Parish area). It includes policies for the ‘Village Centre’, ‘Housing’, 

‘Open Space’, ‘Leisure, Community and Health’, ‘Mobile Phone Masts’ and ‘Parish-Wide Issues’. 

 

1.3. These representations consider the Local Plan as a whole but give particular attention to matters 

relating to the Duty to Cooperate, Sustainability Appraisal, the proposed release of Green Belt (and 

failure to demonstrate exceptional circumstances)  and policies ‘SP BP7 – Chalfont St Peter – North 

East’ and ‘SP BP8 – Chalfont St Peter – South East’ and considers  that these sites are not allocated 

for development, now or in the future due to failing the tests of  soundness set out in the NPPF and 

failure to comply with legal requirements.  

 

1.4. In 2016 the Parish Council made representations to the Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation, 

which stated that the Preferred Options showed a clear lack of understanding of the local context. 

Critically, the Parish Council’s representations that the Council’s attempt to demonstrate that 

exceptional circumstances to justify the loss of either location proposed in Chalfont St Peter was 

unfounded because the consequences for sustainable development were entirely unknown. 

 

1.5. The Parish Council welcomes the opportunity to submit representations to the Chiltern and South 

Bucks Local Plan Regulation 19 Period for Representations and trusts that the District Council takes 

these into account when finalising the Plan to submit for examination and reconsiders the 

proposed allocations in Chalfont St Peter. 

2. Introduction   
 

2.1. Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council (referred to as Chiltern and South Bucks) 

have prepared a joint Local Plan to cover the plan period to 2036.  

 

2.2. Paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) explains that local plans are 

examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance with legal and procedural 

requirements and whether they are sound.   

 
2.3. “Plans are ‘sound’ if they are:  

 
a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s 

objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet 
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need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent 

with achieving sustainable development;  

b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based 

on proportionate evidence;  

c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-

boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the 

statement of common ground; and 

d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in this Framework.” 

 
2.4. The NPPF (Paragraph 36) states that the tests of soundness will be applied to non-strategic policies 

in a proportionate way taking account of the extent to which they are consistent with relevant 

strategic policies for the area.  

 

2.5. These representations consider the reasons why the policies included in the emerging Local Plan do 

not meet these tests of soundness and comment upon the modifications to the policies that are 

needed in order for the Plan to be considered sound. 

 

2.6. The representations consider the overall structure and strategic nature of the Local Plan before 

commenting on individual policies.   

3. Local Plan Content & Policies Map  
3.1. The Parish Council are concerned that the Local Plan has no strategic policy setting out the overall 

spatial strategy for the plan area in terms of the pattern, scale and quality of development and as a 

result does not meet the requirements of the NPPF. 

 

3.2. The NPPF (paragraph 20) states that “Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the 

pattern, scale and quality of development”. The first policy in the Plan (SP SP1) addresses 

sustainable development and the policies then continue immediately into Development 

Management policies. Therefore, there is no strategic policy which sets out the location and 

quantum of development and what the quality of development will be. As a result it is not possible 

for the Sustainability Appraisal to have assessed the overall spatial strategy of the plan as this is not 

set out anywhere in policy.  

 

3.3. The Parish Council therefore considers the plan to be unjustified, ineffective, inconsistent with 

national policy and is not legally compliant. The Parish Council suggest that a spatial strategy is 

included at the beginning of the document which clearly complies with the NPPF. 

 

3.4. Planning Practice Guidance1 states that “the policies map should illustrate geographically the 

policies in the plan and be reproduced from, or based on, an Ordnance Survey Map”. The Town and 

Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 set out the form and content to be 

followed in the preparation of a Policies Map.  

 

 

1 Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 61-002-20190315 Revision date: 15 03 2019 
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3.5. The Regulations state that the “adopted policies map must be comprised on, or contain, a map of 

the local planning authority’s area”. The use of the singular form of ‘map’ suggests that there 

should be a map which shows the full extent of the local planning authority area. Chiltern and 

South Bucks have not provided such a map, other than the key diagram, and have therefore not 

complied with the regulations and failed to communicate changes to the area as a whole.  The 

maps that are provided are individual maps of key constraints, site allocations and settlements. This 

makes it very difficult to understand the information of the local planning area as a whole and near 

impossible to understand the strategic scale and important context and constraints of Local Plan 

proposals. 

 

3.6. In addition, the suite of policies maps is included as a separate document to the Local Plan and it is 

therefore not immediately apparent of where, for instance, to find geographic detail for policies, 

such as amendments to Green Belt boundaries.  

 

3.7. The Plan and Policies Map are therefore not compliant with national policy and should be found 

unsound. It is recommended that a map is produced showing the entire Local Plan area with 

changes to the Policies Map and that it reconsulted on.  

 

3.8. The Parish Council note with disappointment that the Local Plan makes no mention of the ‘made’ 

Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan which forms part of the Council’s Development Plan. 

Significant resource, including that of Chiltern District Council, went into the preparation of the 

Neighbourhood Plan and it is alarming that the only mention of the Chalfont St Peter 

Neighbourhood Plan is Appendix LP1 where it refers to Chalfont St Peter as a designated 

neighbourhood plan area however does not acknowledge its status as a made plan.  

 

3.9. We request that the Local Plan Local Plan is modified to include additional references to the made 

Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan as it forms part of the Development Plan for the area. 

 

3.10. The Parish Council will keep the Neighbourhood Plan up to date. 

 

4. Sustainability Appraisal  
4.1. A Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the Local Plan has been carried out to appraise the economic, 

environmental and social performance of the Plan. There are a series of SA objectives against which 

each policy is assessed to understand the full impact of the Plan. We consider the Sustainability 

Appraisal to be flawed and does not provide a sufficient basis on which to assess the impact of the 

policies of the Local Plan.  

 

4.2. For the purposes of these representations, the focus is primarily on the way that two of the site 

allocation policies have been assessed which in effect go to the heart of the method of the 

Sustainability Appraisal. These are allocations SP BP7 and SP BP8, both of which are located in 

Chalfont St Peter. 

 

4.3. The SA considers a number of objectives including cultural heritage, landscape and transport and 

accessibility. 

 
4.4. The Transport and Accessibility objective considers whether a policy will “improve the efficiency of 

transport networks by increasing the proportion of travel by sustainable modes and by promoting 
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policies which reduce the need to travel”. It is measured using the research by Barton et al (2010)2 

as a basis.  This research suggested that development located within 600m of a local service 

provides users with access to services. If a development is within 600m of a local service, it would 

be assumed to have a minor positive impact on local accessibility. From the same research, it is 

suggested that residents should be within 2km of a railway station and 400m of a bus stop in order 

to have transport accessibility. If a development is located within a target distance to a bus stop or 

railway station then they are assumed to have a minor positive impact on local transport and 

accessibility.  

 
4.5. It should be noted that the Parish Council does not support this simplistic approach to measuring 

distances to services. A more sophisticated method should be applied which considers additional 

factors such as limitations to travel routes and topography.  For example, Chalfont St Peter has 

particularly challenging topography which would render some modes of transport, such as cycling, 

very difficult to implement on the ground. This would be further supported by the lack of cycle 

network provision and, often, lack of safe pedestrian crossings. These act as limitations for the use 

of public transport.  

 
4.6. However, for the purposes of these responses, the applied method is used for discussion. 

 

4.7. The SA refers to site allocation BP7 as being in “a highly sustainable location” and it scores a 

‘moderate positive’ impact on the transport and accessibility objective. The Parish Council 

questions the validity of this result, on the basis of the assessment methodologies and assumptions 

included in the SA and outlined above. 

 

4.8. In terms of railway access, we assume that access would be secured via the junction of Micholls 

Avenue with Chesham Lane. Gerrards Cross Station, the nearest rail station, is approximately 4km 

away from the assumed point of access. This therefore does not conform to the methodology 

which states that a railway station should be within 2km of the site in order for there to be even a 

minor positive impact on transport and accessibility. 

 

4.9. The nearest shopping facilities to BP7 are in Chalfont St Peter centre itself, which is approximately 

2.4km away from the site. There is a post office in closer proximity, but this will not offer essential 

services and is approximately 410m from the site. This also does not conform with the 

methodology, which states that local services should be within 400m of a site.  

 

4.10. Site BP8 is also incorrectly assessed as having a ‘moderate positive’ impact on transport and 

accessibility. Proposed access to the site is currently unknown, but taking a centre point from the 

site, it is approximately a 2.5km walk to Gerrards Cross station, the nearest train station.  This 

therefore does not conform to the methodology which states that a railway station should be 

within 2km of the site in order for there to be even a minor positive impact on transport and 

accessibility. 

 
4.11. The nearest shopping facilities to site BP8 are 1.1km away from the centre of the site, assuming 

walking access can be achieved from Upway.  This also does not conform with the methodology in 

the SA, which states that local services should be within 400m of a site. 

 

 
2 Barton, H., Grant. M. & Guise. R. (2010) Shaping Neighbourhoods: For local health and global sustainability. 
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4.12. The Sustainability Appraisal outlines the reasons that the site allocations were selected. The reason 

given for Allocation SP8 is that there are only “limited disadvantages from developing the area” and 

therefore the advantages clearly outweigh them. PPG3 explains that: “The sustainability appraisal 

should identify any likely significant adverse effects and measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and, 

as fully as possible, offset them. The sustainability appraisal must consider all reasonable 

alternatives and assess them in the same level of detail as the option the plan-maker proposes to 

take forward in the Local Plan (the preferred approach).” 

 

4.13. As we set out below, this approach was not undertaken in the Sustainability Appraisal.  

 

4.14. It is concluded that neither site SP BP7 or BP8 should not be considered favourably in terms of 

transport and accessibility. The SA has incorrectly ‘boosted’ the results for the transport and 

accessibility objective and the SA is therefore unsound evidence and the Local Plan is not justified.  

 

4.15. The Parish Council has previously submitted comments in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal 

published during the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan Initial Consultation (Incorporating Issues 

and Options) 2016. Whilst the Sustainability Appraisal and Local Plan have progressed since those 

representations were made in 2016, it is considered prudent to refer to the points which are still 

pertinent.  For ease of reference, the particularly relevant paragraphs from the responses have 

been included below.  

 

4.16. “The summary of the pre-mitigation assessment given at Table 5.1 often records different outcomes 

to the individual assessments within the document. For example, the ‘Transport’ domain for CSP3 

on Table 5.1 records a significant positive outcome (“++”) compared to a slight positive outcome at 

Para 3.10 (“+”). Whilst we agree with neither assessment, this raises significant doubt on the 

robustness of the approach. 

 

4.17. In addition, we consider that limited weight should be given to the ‘post-mitigation’ outcomes 

recorded in Table 5.2 given the extremely limited detail available for the individual options at this 

stage. This table almost ubiquitously records that positive outcomes can be achieved on any 

individual domain for any individual site. However, this is likely to give inadequate consideration of 

the cumulative effects and outcomes for actual development characteristics.” 

 

4.18. It appears that only sites in the Green Belt have been assessed through the Landscape Capacity 

Study for Green Belt Development Options (2017), and therefore it is not possible to ascertain 

whether there may be other sites which would have less of an impact on the landscape and 

therefore a greater capacity for development. This is a significant flaw in the evidence base which 

leads to the site selections not being fully justified. The Sustainability Appraisal disregards the 

Landscape Capacity Assessment (2017) and instead only uses the findings of the Landscape 

Character Assessment (2011). This does not provide a sufficient understanding of the capacity of 

the landscape to accommodate development the Sustainability Appraisal does not therefore form a 

reliable evidence base document 

 

 

3 Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 11-019-20140306 Revision date: 06 03 2014 
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4.19. The view of the Parish Council remains that it is premature to include ‘post-mitigation’ outcomes in 

the Sustainability Appraisal 2019. Whilst the proposed site allocations now have defined 

boundaries and broad levels of development, it is not clear how it has been possible to appraise the 

post-mitigation impacts, when the sites are merely proposals at this stage without detailed 

masterplans having been designed. It has further not been demonstrated how the policies of the 

emerging Local Plan have been applied to show that they have a positive impact which has led to 

improved scorings in the post-mitigation appraisal.  

 

4.20. The images included below are taken from the SA 2019 and show the appraisals of the sites and the 

relevant sites are circled. For information, BP7 is identified as 1.10 and 1.10A and BP8 is identified 

as 1.11. 

 

4.21. It is unclear to the Parish Council how the appraisal of the site in table 5.5 has then been amended 

before it is presented in table 5.9. For the two sites in Chalfont St Peter, the scoring against the 

objectives for transport and accessibility is particularly pertinent as it has changed from a minor 

negative to a moderate positive. The Parish Council support the findings of the sites being scored as 

‘minor negative’ and do not envisage that any mitigation measures could change this to ‘moderate 

positive’. This is because the reasons the sites should be scored as minor negative are the distance 

they are to the train station and the challenging local topography, neither of which can be 

mitigated through policy. 

 

4.22. The only explanation given is that the sites have been appraised in light of the mitigation provision 

included as part of the policy wording in the Local Plan. The policy wording is vague and it is unclear 

how such drastic changes have been assumed when it is not clear what the mitigation will involve  

 

4.23. There is no explanation for the reasons behind this, and if there are, they need to be made far 

clearer. The Sustainability Appraisal is therefore not an effective nor justified piece of evidence on 

which to base the Local Plan. 
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5. SP BP7 Chalfont St Peter- North East 
5.1. One of the sites (BP7) proposed to be allocated for development in the Parish is adjacent to the 

north east of the settlement boundary of Chalfont St Peter. The site is proposed for allocation for 

residential and epilepsy research and care/retirement homes uses. The capacity of the site is 

approximately 360 homes, including 250 market and affordable properties and 110 retirement 

homes. The site is currently situated within the Green Belt. The western part of the site contains 



Full Council 11/07/19 (A08/08)                                                                                Signed 
 

In accordance with the Openness of Local Government Bodies Regulations Act 2014, all non-confidential supporting 
documentation is available to view from the Parish Council Offices. 

 

the existing National Society of Epilepsy functions with the eastern part of the site being open 

grassland. The policy suggests that the Epilepsy Society functions would be remodelled but retained 

as part of the site. 

 

5.2. Paragraph 8 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 (NPPF) describes three objectives 

which are to support the delivery of sustainable development in the planning system.  

 

5.3. Considering first the social objective, this states that in order to achieve sustainable development, 

developments must have “accessible services and open spaces that reflect current and future needs 

and support communities’ health, social and cultural well-being”. These representations have 

previously considered the flawed approach in the Sustainability Appraisal for assessing whether the 

sites have access to transport and services. It has been demonstrated that the site is not in a 

location which provides access to public transport and does not have sufficient access to shops and 

services. Development at this would not constitute sustainable development from a social 

perspective.  

 

5.4. Secondly, the environmental objective in the NPPF states that the planning system should 

“contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment”.  

 
5.5. Site BP7 contains a mixture of existing land use, including the National Society of Epilepsy, and 

open grassland. Beyond the grassland to the east is an area of mature trees and hedges, and 

additional mature hedge and tree rows provide a border to the open areas of grassland.  Therefore, 

the open area of grassland, between the tree area and the National Society of Epilepsy and the 

hedgerows will be important for biodiversity habitats, including creating green links between 

habitats. The construction of dwellings here would be contrary to the environmental objective of 

conserving the natural environment.  

 

5.6. The Parish Council do not think that the historic environment part of the environmental 

sustainability objective has been sufficiently considered. A Heritage Impact Assessment has not 

been prepared to support the Local Plan, and instead it relies upon the findings of the Sustainability 

Appraisal to understand heritage impacts. This is inadequate and the Local Plan is not able to 

demonstrate that it has led to historic environmental sustainability.  

 

5.7. It is clear that neither the social nor environmental sustainability objectives are met through this 

site allocation in Chalfont St Peter. It therefore does not contribute toward sustainable 

development, required through the NPPF and the Local Plan Policy SP SP1 itself.  

 

5.8. For BP7 in particular it is important to note that the policies are very vague as drafted in that it is 

not clear in what form the facilities will remain and how their functionality will be affected during 

and after the construction phases. It is therefore difficult to understand the full implications of the 

proposal in terms of the impact on health care facilities as well as impact on the Green Belt.  

 
5.9. Notwithstanding the vague nature of the policy in relation to the operation of existing uses, the 

Parish Council has other concerns with these site policies.  

 
5.10. The use of the word ‘approximately’ in relation to the proposed number of homes is worrying. 

Particularly when considered in the context of the area of land to be removed from the Green Belt 

being larger than the proposed allocation, it is highly probably that this proposed allocation could 

result in a far larger development than currently intended. The Parish Council therefore suggest 
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that the policies are modified to include firmer wording, such as by the removal of the word 

‘approximately’.   

 
5.11. The Parish Council is also concerned about the ambiguous language relating to masterplans for the 

sites. Insufficient detail is given to suggest what the Council will require in terms of the preparation 

of a masterplan, what the process is and who should be involved. It is suggested that more detail is 

added to the policies describing what will be required through the masterplans.  

 
5.12. The Parish Council requests that specific reference is made stating a requirement to engage with 

the relevant Parish Council in all stages of the preparation of a masterplan for this site. 

6. SP BP8 Chalfont St Peter- South East 
6.1. The other site proposed for allocation in Chalfont St Peter is site BP8, which is adjacent to the south 

eastern edge of the settlement boundary. The site is proposed for allocation for residential-led 

development with a capacity of approximately 200 homes. The site is currently situated within the 

Green Belt. The north eastern corner of the site contains Winkers nightclub and one dwelling, at 

the southern end of Upway, is also included within the boundary. 

 

6.2. Paragraph 8 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 (NPPF) describes three objectives 

which are to support the delivery of sustainable development in the planning system.  

 

6.3. Considering first the social objective, this states that in order to achieve sustainable development, 

developments must have “accessible services and open spaces that reflect current and future needs 

and support communities’ health, social and cultural well-being”. These representations have 

previously considered the flawed approach in the Sustainability Appraisal for assessing whether the 

sites have access to transport and services. It has been demonstrated that the site is not in a 

location which provides access to public transport and does not have sufficient access to shops and 

services. Development at this would not constitute sustainable development from a social 

perspective. 

 

6.4. Secondly, the environmental objective in the NPPF states that the planning system should 

“contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment”.  

 
6.5. Site BP8 is adjacent to Paccar Scout Camp, which is a thriving camp site. There are over 40,000 

visitors to the camp site every year and it is well renowned for being in the countryside and 

encouraging young people to understand the importance of nature conservation4.  The surrounding 

open and natural setting of the camp site is imperative to its success. The Scout Camp has 

developed a 25-year plan for the woodland areas, replacing the pine trees with more traditional 

trees, to help encourage more wildlife back to the area. The development of dwellings around the 

site would have an impact on the closeness to nature that the campsite currently benefits from and 

the work that is going into developing a more native tree habit and encouragement of biodiversity. 

 
6.6. The Parish Council does not consider that the historic environment part of the environmental 

sustainability objective has been sufficiently considered. A Heritage Impact Assessment has not 

been prepared to support the Local Plan, and instead it relies upon the findings of the Sustainability 

 
4 https://www.paccarscoutcamp.org/about-paccar-scout-camp/ 

https://www.paccarscoutcamp.org/about-paccar-scout-camp/
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Appraisal to understand heritage impacts. This is inadequate and the Local Plan is not able to 

demonstrate that it has led to historic environmental sustainability.  

 
6.7. The third objective in the NPPF relating to sustainable development is economic sustainability.  

 
6.8. Site BP8 contains a 2.8ha parcel of land that is the site of Winkers nightclub. The nightclub is in 

active use and is a popular venue for students and local residents alike. It is not explicit within the 

Local Plan allocation, but it is assumed that the nightclub would not be retained as part of any 

planning application. This would have a significant negative affect on the night-time economy of 

the area.  

 

6.9. The loss of the nightclub would not be in conformity with the economic objective of sustainable 

development as detailed in the NPPF as it will result in the loss of a unique type of employment 

within the local area.   

 

6.10. Further, there exist strong economic and social issues with the development of housing adjacent to 

the Scout Camp as part of the proposals for site BP8. The Parish Council are aware of a report 

prepared by the Scout Association which highlights the economic impact of development in close 

proximity to the Scout Camp. It is important to outline the key points from the report here.  

 
6.11. The viability of the site depends on the relatively isolated location, which has strong positive 

impacts on the safety of the young people using the site.  The Scouts are concerned that the public 

footpath that exists between the camp’s offices and the Scout’s woods, which is relatively unused 

at the moment and therefore poses minimal intruder threat, would become far more popular and 

the risk of intruders would be less manageable.  

 

6.12. The Scout Association is concerned about the impact on safeguarding risk assessments and 

consider that the number of young people that will be allowed to stay at any one time will be 

reduced to an unviable level. This will likely lead to the relocation of the Scout camp to outside of 

the Parish. Therefore, this site allocation also does not led to economic or social sustainability and 

it would lead to the closure of an economically viable facility.  

 

6.13. It is clear that neither the economic, social nor environmental sustainability objectives are met 

through this site allocation in Chalfont St Peter. It therefore does not contribute toward sustainable 

development, required through the NPPF and the Local Plan Policy SP SP1 itself.  

 

6.14. The use of the word ‘approximately’ in relation to the proposed number of homes is worrying. 

Particularly when considered in the context of the area of land to be removed from the Green Belt 

being larger than the proposed allocation, it is highly probably that this proposed allocation could 

result in a far larger development than currently intended. The Parish Council therefore suggest 

that the policies are modified to include firmer wording, such as by the removal of the word 

‘approximately’.   

 
6.15. The Parish Council is also concerned about the ambiguous language relating to masterplans for the 

sites. Insufficient detail is given to suggest what the Council will require in terms of the preparation 

of a masterplan, what the process is and who should be involved. It is suggested that more detail is 

added to the policies describing what will be required through the masterplans.  
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6.16. The Parish Council would request that specific reference is made stating a requirement to engage 

with the relevant Parish Council in the preparation of a masterplan for this site. 

 

7. Policy SP PP1 – Protected - Green Belt 
7.1.  A fundamental area of concern with the Local Plan is the lack of explanation of whether 

exceptional circumstances exist to warrant the amendment of Green Belt boundaries. 

 

7.2. The Local Plan states at paragraph 10.1.4 that “National policy allows for Green Belt boundaries to 

be altered through the preparation of a Local Plan, where exceptional circumstances exist. The 

Council has reviewed its housing and employment needs up to 2036 and has concluded that the 

locally identified needs cannot be met without some Green Belt release.” 

 

7.3. The Plan then continues to state, in Policy PP1, that over 7 square kilometres of land is being 

removed from the Green Belt. The Local Plan does not itself detail which areas of land are to be 

removed from the Green Belt, and instead the reader is required to refer to a separate document 

entitled “Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Map” which one can only assume is intended to 

be read as an appendix to the Local Plan. The Plan should be modified to reflect this.  

 

7.4. There are two maps within the Policies Map document mentioned above that are of particular 

relevance to the Parish in relation to Green Belt. These are the maps that show the areas of land 

proposed to be removed from the Green Belt as part of the allocation for sites BP7 and BP8.  

 

7.5. The Parish Council does not consider that exceptional circumstances have been adequately 

demonstrated. The “Green Belt Exceptional Circumstances Report” provides limited justification to 

amend Green Belt boundaries. Rather, it appears that the report lists a site’s performance against 

the Green Belt purposes and the impact that removing the site from the Green Belt would have on 

said performance as well as the contribution the site would make to meeting the housing need. 

 

7.6. A letter from Brandon Lewis in June 2016 (the then Minister of State for Housing and Planning) 

made it particularly clear that “demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt boundaries”. 

Therefore, the inability to meet housing and employment needs is not justification alone to amend 

Green Belt boundaries. 

 
7.7. It is considered that exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated to justify the removal 

of the two sites within Chalfont St Peter parish, from the Green Belt.  

 

7.8. Further, the NPPF 2019 states at paragraph 136 that “Once established, Green Belt boundaries 

should only be altered where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified”. As 

outlined above, there is minimal reasoning as to why Green Belt boundaries should be altered. This 

part of the Plan, and all other parts that relate to the allocation of sites in the Green Belt, is 

therefore not consistent with national policy and the Plan is unsound.  In order to rectify this and 

be considered sound, the Plan needs to be able to demonstrate clearly that exceptional 

circumstances exist.  

 

7.9. Relating equally to both sites, the Parish Council is concerned as to why the areas of land proposed 

for removal from the Green Belt are larger than the site allocations with which they are associated. 

As has been established above, exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated to warrant 
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the removal of land from the Green Belt. It holds further that there are certainly not exceptional 

circumstances to amend Green Belt boundaries which extend further than proposed site 

allocations.  

 
7.10. If the boundaries are extended further than the proposed allocation, it is reasonable to assume 

that any future planning application for either of the sites end up comprising the full area of land 

removed from the Green Belt. By not continuing to protect parcels of land which are outside of the 

proposed allocations, it makes them vulnerable to speculative development.  It is of great concern 

that there is an absence of any other development management policies, relating solely to these 

areas. Without any specific policies, the Parish Council raises concern that these sites could be at 

risk of speculative residential development, which would be outside of the Local Plan process and 

therefore planned in a piecemeal way. 

 

8. Policy SP EP3- Enterprising- Retail Allocations 
8.1. Policy SP EP3 allocates the Library/ Ambulance Station in Chalfont St Peter for 500sqm (gross) A1-

A5 use, subject to the reprovision of the library.  

 

8.2. As currently drafted, the policy is very weak. It is considered that more detail is required in this 

policy that provides some guidance as to where the library should be reprovided, whether it will 

need to be of equal or better quality and what size it will need to be. Particularly, as the 

functionality of libraries is often far wider than just a library, more detail is needed to demonstrate 

what is expected. The Parish Council questions why there is no requirement to reprovide the 

ambulance station and would suggest that the policy should be amended to include specific 

reference to the requirement for an impact assessment at the time of an application to understand 

the implications of the loss of the ambulance station. 

 

8.3. There is a further lack of detail in regard to what will be permitted on the site. Whilst the policy 

says 500m2 of A1-A5 floorspace, it is not clear if the figure relates to footprint or floorspace and 

therefore whether multiple stories will be permitted. There is no detail given for form, height or 

design, all of which are important to retain the local character and ensure that the development 

happens in a planned way.  

 

9. Additional Policy Comments 
Policy DM DP4 – Design- Local Heritage Assets  

9.1. The Parish Council are concerned that insufficient reference is given to locally listed heritage assets. 

Policy DM DP4 offers protection to local heritage assets but the Parish Council consider that the 

policy should be more specific in stating where the local listed heritage assets are identified. For 

example, the Chalfont St Peter Neighbourhood Plan establishes sixteen local heritage assets but 

these are not referred to in the emerging Local Plan policy. 

 

9.2. The Parish Council suggests that the wording of Policy DM DP4 is amended to make reference to 

where locally listed heritage assets may be found, such as in a relevant Neighbourhood Plan.  
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Policy DM DP6 – Design- Low Carbon Development 

9.3. This policy states that at least 20% of energy needs should be achieved through on-site renewable 

or low-carbon technologies. The Parish Council is concerned that this percentage is very low if it is 

to last the duration of the Plan period. This is particularly relevant now that the Government has 

agreed to set a zero-carbon target by 2050, over and above the current EU target of 32% renewable 

energy targets by 2030.  

 

9.4. The Parish Council therefore trust that there is the intention that the proposed 20% target will be 

reviewed as part of the Local Plan review, required every five years. It would be appropriate to 

include specific reference to such intention in the policy.  

 

Policy BP SP1 Building- Developer Contributions to Support Growth 

9.5. The policy should be removed as it is not justified to include a CIL policy in the Local Plan when the 

Charging Schedule has not yet been examined or adopted. We have provided separate 

representations to the current CIL Draft Charging Schedule consultation. A key part of our 

representations is the lack of evidence to justify the arbitrary threshold of 400 units or 10 hectares 

in order to apply a Nil rated CIL for large sites.   We raise the same points in relation to Policy BP 

SP1. 

10. Conclusion  
10.1. These representations demonstrate that the Plan, Policies Map and Sustainability are unsound and 

not legally compliant for the reasons set out above. 

 

10.2. The proposed allocations in Chalfont St Peter Parish do not contribute to sustainable development 

and the exceptional circumstances required to amend Green Belt boundaries have not been 

demonstrated and therefore to remove these sites from the Green Belt is unjustified.  

 

10.3. Sufficient detail has not been provided through policy SP EP3 (Retail Allocations) and therefore the 

policy will not be effective in ensuring that reprovision of existing use is appropriate.  

 

10.4. The inclusion of a policy regarding developer contributions is premature and unnecessary when the 

Community Infrastructure Levy is yet to be examined and the Parish Council has made separate 

responses in relation to the current Draft Charging Schedule consultation.  

 

10.5. The Sustainability Appraisal is an unnecessarily complex and flawed document which does not 

properly appraise each of the reasonable alternatives using unreliable evidence and giving too 

much weighting to ‘post-mitigation’ outcomes in the assessment of sites. 

 

 
 
Public Consultation - SENSE have already produced their response which is accessible via their  
website. 
 
Cllr North requested assistance from Cllr Rush (Comms & PR Chairman) and the Clerk to ensure a  
robust social media campaign is produced.  Cllr Rush agreed to provide a written statement for 
social media streams and the Clerk will post the responses and any required links on the website.    
Cllr North to provide final documentation for Cllr Rush and the Clerk to use. 
 



Full Council 11/07/19 (A08/08)                                                                                Signed 
 

In accordance with the Openness of Local Government Bodies Regulations Act 2014, all non-confidential supporting 
documentation is available to view from the Parish Council Offices. 

 

 
 
The Council discussed the CIL response produced by Troy.  The Council agreed to accept the 
response as is, proposed Cllr Shinner, seconded Cllr Rush, unanimously agreed. 
 

 

Chiltern and South Bucks  

Planning Policy Team 

 

By email only: planning.policy@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk  
 
Chiltern and South Bucks Community Infrastructure Levy 
Draft Charging Schedule Consultation  
Dear Sirs, 
Please find enclosed the representations made on behalf of Chalfont St Peter Parish Council.  
 
We confirm that the Parish Council: 

• Wishes to be heard by the Examiner at the examination. 

• Would like to be notified of submission to the examiner. 

• Would like to be notified of the publication of the recommendations of the examiner and 

reasons for thse recommendations. 

• Would like to be notified of approval of the charging schedule by the District Council.  

 
Yours sincerely,  
 
TROY HAYES (MRTPI) 
Managing Director 
TROY PLANNING + DESIGN 
  
 
 
 
 

mailto:planning.policy@chilternandsouthbucks.gov.uk
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2.  
Introduction 

The Councils’ consultation form for the Draft Charging Schedule asks three questions:  

• If you believe that the proposed levy rates do not strike an appropriate balance 

between securing additional investments and potential effects on the viability of 

developments in the charging area, please specify.  

• Please provide any comments you wish to make on the Draft Instalments Policy or 

the Payment In-Kind Policy? 

• Please provide any other comments below that you wish to make on the Draft 

Charging Schedule. 

We do not believe the proposed levy rates strike an appropriate balance between securing 

additional investments and potential effects on the viability of developments in the 

charging area. Our reasons for this and our other concerns regarding the reliability of 

evidence and unjustified approach of the Draft Charging Schedule are set out below.  

We do not have any comments on the Draft Instalments Policy or the Payment In-Kind 

Policy.  
 
Context and summary of previous consultation 
 

1.1. The Parish Council has previously submitted representations to the Chiltern and South Bucks 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule (PDCS) Consultation in 

2018.  

 

1.2. At that time, the Parish Council was concerned that the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan was 

not at an advanced enough stage to be able to feed into the preparation of the PDCS, particularly in 

relation to strategic sites.  Fundamentally, the PDCS did not define the threshold for strategic sites 

and, at the time, there were no specific details of sites that were to be included in the Local Plan to 

allow respondents to undertake a comparative assessment.  

 

1.3. The Parish Council highlighted that a maximum value has been arbitrarily applied in the testing of 

CIL rates and that the CIL rates in neighbouring authorities should not have an overriding impact on 

the CIL rate proposed for Chiltern and South Bucks.  

 

1.4. The Parish Council continue to hold the opinion that the PDCS consultation was premature as 

respondents could not fully understand the impact of a zero CIL rate for strategic sites when the 

size or location of strategic sites were not known. These representations for the Draft Charging 

Schedule (DCS) reinstate the concerns raised by the Parish Council during the PDCS consultation in 

2018 as well as identifying further inadequacies of the Viability Assessment and assumptions. 

 
1.5. It is of concern that the Local Plan & CIL Viability Assessment explains for the ‘large sites’ the 

information and assumptions appear to be unreliable:   
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“It should be noted that this information evolved though out the assessment process such that 
alterations to costings were being applied up to the point of finalising this work. This is typical in 
our experience and is likely that the costs assumed for this study will not be in their final form 
moving forward.”  
 
and 
 
“It needs to be made clear that although specific appraisals have been carried out for these 
sites, in reality the length of time over which the development is planned (over the life of the 
joint Local Plan) means that the results can only provide a high level assessment of the 
potential viability of the sites. None of the schemes have been subject to Master Planning or 
costing advice as far as we are aware, and therefore all costs are purely estimates at this 
stage.“ 

 
National Policy and Guidance 

1.1. It is acknowledged that there exists a draft update to the Community Infrastructure Levy 

Regulations (2019)5. These regulations are expected to come into effect on 1 September 2019 and 

therefore do not apply to the current consultation. However, at the time the CIL comes to be 

adopted, it is likely that the new Regulations will apply and therefore the Council will need to 

consider how to best reflect the updates and changes. It is unclear from the Council’s 

documentation how this significant change to the regulations will be reflected in the evidence base 

and proposed Charging Schedule.  

 

1.2. It is entirely unclear if or how the viability evidence prepared by the Council informed its proposals 

to apply a nil (£0/sqm) rate for ‘Large sites over 400 homes or 10 hectares in area’. In order for a 

potential ‘strategic site’ to be given a ‘low or zero levy rate’ then the evidence must show that the 

site has low, very low or zero viability. The Councils have failed to provide such evidence 

particularly in relation to the arbitrary size set for a ‘large site’ of over 10 hectares. Table 2 

(Strategic Sites – Potential Viability Results May 2019) of the viability study (Appendix IIb) assesses 

the strategic sites. Both of the sites within Chalfont St Peter appear to perform positively which 

begs the question why the sites are zero rated.   

 
1.3. PPG6 states that  “If the evidence shows that the area includes a zone, which could be a strategic 

site, which has low, very low or zero viability, the charging authority should consider setting a low or 

zero levy rate in that area. The same principle should apply where the evidence shows similarly low 

viability for particular types and/or scales of development.”  

 

 
Draft Charging Schedule 
 

1.4. The Draft Charging Schedule for Chiltern and South Bucks was published for consultation in June 

2019. The DCS has been informed by the findings of the “Local Plan and CIL Viability Assessment 

June 2019. 

 

 
5 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2019/9780111187449/introduction 

6 Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 25-021-20190315 Revision date: 15 03 2019 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2019/9780111187449/introduction
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1.5. CIL regulations require rates to be attributable to individual Charging Authorities and therefore the 

draft charging schedule is presented in two tables; one for Chiltern and one for South Bucks. The 

rates included within the tables are both the same. For the avoidance of doubt, these 

representations relate to both of the draft charging schedule tables.  

 

Key assumptions that underlie the Residential Viability Assessment for different land 

uses 
1.6. The testing assumptions in the PDCS applied the equivalent of an additional £10,000/dwelling cost 

to all typologies to cover ‘site works’. It was considered by the Parish Council that this value 

typically represents costs on larger sites associated with enabling work to open-up sites (e.g. 

access, utilities infrastructure, levelling) and that a cost of this magnitude is less likely to be seen on 

smaller sites. It was suggested that this could increase the case for differential charging as part of 

the viability evidence base. 

 

1.7. The testing assumptions for the DCS now include a note to say that the site works have assumed 

£33,000/dwelling for the larger/strategic sites. It has not been made clear why there is a such a 

large difference here compared with the PDCS consultation nor why this figure only applies to 

strategic sites. Site works costs will still be incurred for the smaller development sites and therefore 

the Parish Council still supports the use a differential charging rate in the viability evidence base.  

 

1.8. The professional fees should be set at a range dependant on the size of a scheme rather than a flat 

8% rate. This should generally reflect that larger sites have more substantial requirements for such 

input as a proportion of build costs. It is not clear why the Viability Assessment itself has included a 

range of 8-10% for professional fees, yet the Appendix 1, which includes the residential 

assumptions, includes the flat rate of 8%.  Consistency should be applied throughout the reports.  

 

1.9. As stated in the representations to the PDCS, the marketing fees suggested are very low at only 1-

3%. A range of between 3-6% is more commonly applied but this has not been reflected in the 

updated assumptions.  

 

1.10. It is noted that the PDCS assumptions included an allowance for electric vehicle charging points and 

that the DCS assumptions no longer include such an individual allowance, but rather groups it as 

part of the overall sustainability allowance. Through Policy DM NP10, the Local Plan requires an 

electric vehicle charging point for each new home in all major residential developments and will 

support the provision of electric vehicle charging points in all new small-scale residential 

development. It is of concern that neither the Viability Assessment nor the residential assumptions 

include reference to this being an individual policy cost, therefore it cannot be known how 

extensive the implications of policy DM NP10 are to new development.  

 

1.11. The Parish Council raised through the PDCS whether bungalows have been included as a typology, 

given there are a number of them in the Districts. This has not been addressed through the 

updated Viability Assessment, which is of concern to the Parish Council, who understand that 

bungalows can have significantly varying effects on viability testing.  
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Residential development CIL rates across all areas within the districts 
1.12. The average price per sqm for Chiltern is £5,589.80 and for South Bucks is £5,498.70. 

The average for Chalfont St Peter is recorded at £5,849. Sales prices for each settlement does 
deviate from the median quite considerably. For example, Beaconsfield has an average value per 
square metre of £8,806, over £3,000 higher than the average for South Bucks. To a lesser extreme, 
Amersham has an average value per sqm of £6,113, some £500 more than the Chiltern average.  
 

1.13. The parish of Chalfont St Peter is more likely to be representative of an area of generally higher 

values concentrated on the respective northern and southern boundaries of South Bucks and 

Chiltern Councils (see Viability Assessment Appendix III). 

 

1.14. The residential CIL rates cover an area so vast (i.e. the total area of Chiltern and South Bucks) that 

they cannot possibly be reflective of the true viability of a specific area. This could have severe 

impacts for some of the lower value areas, whilst higher value areas may be not contributing as 

much as they could.  

 

1.15. When comparing the proposed residential CIL rates there is quite considerable variation to the 

surrounding areas, particularly in relation to the fact that even at a single borough or district level 

differential charging areas have typically been adopted to reflect varying rates of viability.  

 

• Dacorum Council, to the north east of Chiltern, has residential CIL rates ranging from £100-

£250, plus a zero rate for two strategic sites on the edge of Hemel Hempstead.  

• Three Rivers has a similar principal with rates ranging from £0-£180.  

• Wycombe has two zones, range between £151.22 and £181.47  

• Windsor and Maidenhead ranges between £0-£240 

 

1.16. Notwithstanding concerns over direct comparison with neighbours it is generally felt that higher 

rates of CIL may be achievable in some parts of Chiltern and South Bucks without putting the 

majority of development at risk.  

 

1.17. It is not typically appropriate to compare every typology tested against all benchmark land values 

identified – for example the largest sites are unlikely to be acquired at values reflecting existing 

residual use. Typologies are typically grouped into a narrower range of appropriate benchmarks. 

The approach adopted may falsely imply that some sites are unable to support CIL charging against 

unrealistic benchmark land values and does not substantiate the lower charging rates proposed. 

 

1.18. A relevant range of ‘typologies’ related to emerging Local Plan allocations does not seem to have 

been clearly tested. The largest typology that has been tested is 100 dwellings or a site size of 

2.5ha, yet decisions have been made in relation to CIL for ‘large’ sites which are given a threshold 

of 400 dwellings or 10ha sites. It is therefore not clear how an approach can be put forward that is 

based on the assessment of a limited range of typologies, reflecting only a quarter of the size of 

sites that the findings have been applied to.  

 

1.19. This does not provide the relevant evidence to support a £0/sqm CIL charge on ‘strategic sites’. It 

should be noted that ‘strategic sites’ in some higher value areas may be able to support CIL 
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whereas they may not in other areas but when there has not been an assessment of a typology of 

over 100 dwellings, it cannot be properly justified.  

 
Non-residential development CIL rates 

1.20. The Parish Council generally supports the approach for CIL charging on non-residential uses, but the 

following points seek to ensure all potential implications are fully explored.  

 

1.21. The retail rates are higher than in other nearby areas and it is important not to deter retail 

development from appropriate locations. The rates proposed are equivalent to residential 

development and may act as a disincentive to ‘high street’ uses). 

 

1.22. Further testing would be beneficial to explore differential rates based on unit size or distinctions 

between retail uses. It may therefore only be the largest convenience stores (‘supermarkets’) and 

retail warehousing that could be liable for a higher CIL rate. 

 

1.23. The £35/sqm rate proposed for other uses is relatively ‘nominal’ and in the case of major non-

residential development may not fully address infrastructure requirements to the same extent as 

alternative mechanisms such as S106 planning obligations. This should be reflected as part of 

spending priorities, particular as a result of major development such as motorway service stations 

or related to HS2 that may affect the parish. 

 

1.24. The Parish Council is also conscious that a significant proportion of non-residential development 

may not be CIL-liable (i.e. as a result of non-accessible areas the public would not visit or through 

measures such as the ‘vacant building credit’). Such arrangements can be difficult to operate in 

practice and result in a limited contribution to funding at the rates proposed – although the Parish 

Council recognises that this does not itself justify an increased charge for non-residential 

development. 

 

1.25. If a £0/sqm rate is adopted for ‘strategic sites’ the Councils should consider this applying to 

residential and non-residential uses. If this is not the case, there is a risk that on land identified for 

non-residential uses CIL acts as a disincentive for development and leads to the non-delivery of 

mixed-use parts of site. 

 
 

Proposed Nil Rate on ‘Large Sites’  
 

1.26. The Parish Council have focused this part of the representations on the decision to set all ‘large’ 

development at a zero CIL rate. 

 
1.27. Fundamentally, it has not been made clear why 400 dwellings or a site size of 10ha have been set 

as the thresholds for the determination of a ‘large’ site. It appears from the Viability Assessment 

that this threshold has been applied because the Councils had determined a threshold approach 

would be introduced for CIL and that Policy BPSP1 identifies these thresholds. This suggests 

therefore that the thresholds have not been determined as a result of the Viability Assessments, 

but rather have been predetermined by the Council. Therefore, the rates are not justified as they 
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are not based on proportionate evidence. It has not been adequately assessed whether the site 

threshold could have been larger. 

 
1.28. Table 2 (Strategic Sites – Potential Viability Results May 2019) of the viability study (Appendix IIb) 

assesses the strategic sites. Both of the sites within Chalfont St Peter appear to perform positively.   

 

1.29. When considering the size of a developable site, it is important to understand how the developable 

area of a site reduces once various designations and policy constraints are considered. Often, as the 

site area increases, the allowance for land needed for the additional infrastructure also increases 

and this must be deducted from the gross site area. For the purposes of demonstration, it is 

interesting to apply the following research7 findings to understand gross to net ratios.  

 
 
Site area (hectares) Gross to net ratio (range) Gross to net ratio mid-point 

Site up to 0.4ha 100% 100% 

Site between 0.4 – 2ha 75 – 90% 82.5% 

Site greater than 2ha 50 – 75% 62.5% 

  
1.30. If the above is applied to a site size of 10ha, as used as the threshold for CIL, the developable area 

would be 6.25ha. If one were to then apply a rough estimate of 30 dwellings per hectare, this 

results in 188 dwellings. This therefore does not correlate with 400 dwellings as the threshold.  

 

1.31. The Parish Council would therefore suggest a much larger site size threshold should be used, to 

better correlate with the 400 dwellings. Based on the above gross to net ratios and calculation 

applied in paragraph 1.30, it would be more appropriate to use a threshold of 21ha. This is 

demonstrated in Table 1. 

Table 1 Proposed site size threshold 

 Threshold included in Viability 
Assessment 

Alternative Threshold  

Gross site area 10ha 21.28ha 

Net site area 6.25ha 13.3ha 

Dwellings per hectare 30 30 

Dwellings 188 400 

 
 

1.32. The above is a crude calculation, but it gives a clear indication of the limitations of the use of 10ha 

in the determination of the site size for a ‘large’ site and justification for a larger threshold being 

used.  

  

 
7 http://urbed.coop/sites/default/files/Tapping%20the%20Potential%20Report.pdf 

http://urbed.coop/sites/default/files/Tapping%20the%20Potential%20Report.pdf
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1.33. The Parish Council has carried out some initial calculations in relation to the potential CIL receipts  

for both the District Councils and the Neighbourhood (Parish Council) Portion in relation to 

Chalfont St Parish Council.  

 
1.34. The following assumptions have been used to calculate potential CIL receipts: 

• The average floorspace per dwelling has been calculated based on the indicative floorspace 

used in the Viability Assessment (page 23) , which includes flats and houses. This results in 

an average of 104m2 per dwelling. 

• A potential CIL rate of £150/m2 has been applied. 

• Whilst policy DM LP1 includes the potential housing mix, the sites are not at an advanced 

enough stage to understand how this mix will be applied and therefore, the mix has not 

been applied at this time. 

• An affordable housing threshold of 40% has been applied to assume that only 60% of the 

dwellings will contribute towards the CIL.  

Table 2 Potential CIL Income 

Site Total CIL Income Neighbourhood Portion (Chalfont 
St Peter Parish Council) 

SP7 £2,340,000 £585,000 

SP8 £1,872,000 £468,000 

Total £4,212,000 £1,053,000 

 
1.35. As evidenced in Table 2, the potential CIL income from sites SP7 and SP8 is a significant. These 

contributions could be spent on local infrastructure needs, particularly the neighbourhood portion, 

which amounts to over £1 million.  

 

Conclusion 
1.36. The Parish Council has raised significant concerns regarding the Draft CIL Charging Schedule, and its 

supporting evidence. The Parish Council does not support the use of a zero CIL rate on sites 

considered ‘large’ and would further contest the threshold of a ‘large’ site particularly in relation to 

the arbitrary setting of a 10 hectare threshold. The Parish Council proposed an alternative 

threshold in the calculations at Table 1 and it is suggested that consideration is given to this and the 

threshold increased.  

 
47 Date of next meeting – Thursday 25th July 2019 
 
 
 
 
Meeting finished at 9.40pm 
 


