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Introduction 
 

1. This document shows a summary of the main issues which were raised 
in the responses to the consultation on the Affordable Housing 
Supplementary Planning Document1 – Public Consultation Document 
(November 2011). It also shows how the main issues have been 
considered, how the consultation was carried out and who was 
consulted. This document has been prepared following the 
Government’s regulations for producing SPDs2 and in accordance with 
the Council’s statement of Community Involvement.  

 
2. A list of abbreviations used in this document is included as Appendix 1. 

 

Who was consulted about the SPD and how were they 
consulted? 
 

3. In total 823 organisations and individuals were sent a letter / email 
about the SPD which asked them to make comments. A response form 
for making comments was available on the Council’s website. The 
organisations consulted included Town and Parish Councils in the 
District, adjoining Councils, Registered Providers, planning agents and 
developers as well as many individuals. To see a list of organisations 
who were consulted about the SPD see Appendix 2. 

 
4. The consultation period for the SPD was 6 weeks from 25th November 

2011 to 6th January 2012. SPD regulations require that the consultation 
period has to be more than 4 weeks but no longer than 6 weeks. 

 
5. The Council used various other ways to draw attention to the 

opportunity to make comments on the SPD. This included publication 
of the SPD and its supporting documents on the Council’s website, 
provision of copies of the SPD in the Planning Services area of the 
Council’s reception, distributing copies of the SPD to 8 libraries who 
serve the District area (including the two community libraries) and 
placing formal notices in three local newspapers which are circulated in 
the District. 

 
6. On 13th December 2011 the Council held a forum for agents who 

regularly submit planning applications in the District.  The SPD was 
discussed at the forum together with the invitation to make comments.  

 
7. Registered providers which are active in the District were sent a follow-

up email about the SPD in order to seek comments on the SPD as well 
as to seek advice about related issues.  

                                                 
1 Hereafter referred to as the / this SPD 
2 Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004, as amended 
Regulations 17 and 18 
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Summary of main issues in the responses and 
addressing the main issues raised 
 

8. 21 individuals/organisations made duly made responses on the SPD. 
Responses came from a variety of organisations and a list of those 
responding can be found in Appendix 3. By way of interest, as of 9th 
January 2012 (3.30pm) there had been 494 downloads of the SPD 
from the Council’s website. 

 
9. Table 1 sets out the issues raised by each respondent together with a 

response to their comments. Potential changes to the SPD are 
highlighted in the last column of the table. 

 
 



Table 1: Summary of Responses to the SPD 
 
CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

2028 Mrs Shinji N Respondent raised a question about the 
existing housing development site at 
Bell Lane and whether the 40% 
affordable housing requirement applied 
there.  
 
 
Question was also raised about what 
criteria is used to assess the eligibility of 
individuals to purchase affordable 
housing.   

Comments noted but are not relevant to 
content of the SPD. The Bell Lane site 
was permitted prior to the adoption of 
the Core Strategy affordable housing 
requirement.  
 
The Council’s allocation criteria and 
policy are used to allocate new homes 
as part of its housing function. 

No change needed 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

3488 Hastoe Housing 
Association 

C Respondent commented that the SPD 
financial contribution formula works only 
for schemes below 4 units and not for 
calculating payments for larger 
schemes.  
 
With on-site provision will Registered 
Providers (RPs) be willing to buy the 
resulting affordable units?  
 
If no registered provider is interested 
financial contributions will not allow 
replacement dwellings to be provided 
elsewhere in the District.  
 
Suggests alternative method if on-site 
provision to be replaced by financial 
contributions.  
 
Hastoe’s preferred option in relation to 
taking on responsibility for affordable 
dwellings would be on schemes where a 
minimum of 4 affordable units are 
required.  
 
Aside from raising concerns about 
managing schemes where only 1 unit is 
proposed, Hastoe raised concerns that 
the developer of these small schemes is 
likely to be inexperienced in providing 
affordable units and meeting the 
stringent build requirements e.g. size 
standards and the Code for Sustainable 
Homes. Hastoe felt that the level of work 
involved with hand holding and 
overseeing a small scheme is 
disproportionate to the number of 

The financial calculation methodology 
only relates to small schemes where 
there is no expectation for on-site 
provision of affordable housing. For 
these small schemes the Council is 
unable to ask for financial contributions 
which would cost more to the developer 
than for the cost of providing one 
affordable unit on-site (The Core 
Strategy Inspector commented on the 
importance of contributions being 
proportionate to the comparative costs of 
on-site provision). On larger 
development schemes, if the Council 
considers that a payments in-lieu of 
providing affordable housing on site is 
acceptable, the methodology for 
calculating the cost to the developer will 
therefore be different.  
 
The Core Strategy  only allows 
‘alternatives’ to on-site provision (an in-
lieu payment would be just one 
alternative) in exceptional circumstances 
(refer to paragraph 10.4 of the Core 
Strategy). The SPD could provide more 
detail on how the Council will assess the 
appropriateness of this through the 
planning application process.  
 
These issues are also raised by other 
respondents to the SPD (see other parts 
of this table).  
 
 
 
 

The SPD should be 
amended to include more 
detail about the 
circumstances in which the 
Council will accept 
alternatives to on-site 
provision of affordable 
housing and how it will 
assess the appropriateness 
of this through the planning 
application process. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

affordable homes being built. 
 
The type of scheme, its location and 
tenure would be important in whether a 
registered provider would be willing take 
on a scheme and flats would not be 
considered. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Hastoe Housing 
Association  
 
Contd 

 SPD should include design quality 
advice for affordable housing. 

Although the SPD cannot include new 
policy it is recognised that more detail 
could be included within the SPD 
drawing the developers attention to 
national design and build standards for 
new affordable homes.  

The SPD could include a 
cross reference to the 
Housing Quality Indicators 
used by the Homes and 
Communities Agency. 

3124 Equality and 
Human Rights 
Commission 

N no comment n/a  

3092 Chalfont St 
Giles Parish 
Council  

S Support SPD with no comment Support welcomed  

3075 Amersham 
Town Council  

N Support the principle of the proposed 
method to determine financial 
contributions for affordable housing.  
However, concerned that the level of 
£125 per sq/m may have a detrimental 
effect on future development within the 
area. 

Support for method used welcomed.  
The figure of £125 per sq/m has been 
robustly tested in the Chiltern District 
Council Affordable Housing Financial 
Contributions Study and it should not 
detrimentally affect development viability 
in the District.  

No change to the SPD 
needed – the SPD states 
that the Council will monitor 
the impact of the financial 
contribution on housing 
developments. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

3273 Catalyst 
Housing 
Association 
 
(registered 
provider) 

N Comments relate to developments 
where there is a requirement for a small 
number of affordable dwellings to be 
provided as part of a larger housing 
development including market housing. 
 
 It is unlikely that Catalyst would be keen 
to take on between 1 and 4 affordable 
units on small market housing schemes 
because;  
• scale of development would be too 

small leading to inefficient use of 
resources;  

• on smaller developments the 
affordable units could end up being 
seen as the ‘poor relations’ to private 
units leading to management issues;  

• design and layout of small schemes 
may give rise to high service charges 
for residents; and 

• most schemes of this nature will be 
from smaller developers who will not 
be aware of the affordable housing 
requirements and require more 
support from a registered provider 
('hand holding').  

 
Preference would be for affordable units 
as houses rather than flats as they can 
be managed more easily.  

Comments are noted  
 
See response to the comments from 
Hastoe Housing 

The SPD should be 
amended to include more 
detail about the 
circumstances in which the 
Council will accept 
alternatives to on-site 
provision of affordable 
housing and how it will 
assess the appropriateness 
of this through the planning 
application process. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

3145 Hightown 
Housing 
Association 

N Comments relate to developments 
where there is a requirement for a small 
number of affordable dwellings to be 
provided as part of a larger housing 
development including market housing. 
Hightown HA would consider taking on 
small developments of 1/2/3 units 
Hightown HA already manage rented 
and shared ownership stock locally and 
deal with Section 106 sites elsewhere 
with these sorts of numbers.   
 
Hightown HA would look at each 
scheme on its merits. Would prefer to 
sell smaller shares of shared ownership 
properties (less than 50%) which are 
more accessible for 1st time buyers. 
With rental units Hightown HA intend to 
sign short form agreements for each 
scheme. This would be with the Homes 
and Communities Agency to allow 
charging of affordable rents (also 
requires LA approval). 
 
Hightown HA consider all schemes in 
the same way being interested in the 
location, management sustainability and 
design quality of affordable units which 
are offered.  We always consider 'future 
occupants' and would not just accept 
substandard units.  
 
Hightown HA are not adverse to 
conversions and any development 
would be required to meet the criteria 
set out in the short form agreement.   

Comments noted  
 
See response to the comments from 
Hastoe Housing  

The SPD should be 
amended to include more 
detail about the 
circumstances in which the 
Council will accept 
alternatives to on-site 
provision of affordable 
housing and how it will 
assess the appropriateness 
of this through the planning 
application process. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

3108 Paradigm 
Housing 
Association  
 
(PHG) 

N Comments relate to developments 
where there is a requirement for a small 
number of affordable dwellings to be 
provided as part of a larger housing 
development including market housing. 
 
PHG is getting a lot of new enquiries 
from small site developers in Chiltern. 
PHG will always try to make a small 
scheme work even if it comprises only 1, 
2 or 3 dwellings. However, some 
schemes will be more problematic and 
less attractive than others.  
 
Flats present more of a problem than 
houses. They are more complex. Taking 
on a small number of flats within larger 
block can present management 
problems, e.g. with someone else 
managing the block, service charges, 
there can be problems where tenants 
breach tenancy conditions and cause a 
problem to other “private” occupiers 
(and indeed vice versa). PHG would 
probably consider opportunities for 
affordable housing as part of flatted 
schemes on a case by case basis. 

Comments noted and will be taken into 
account when suggesting changes to the 
SPD. 
 
 

The SPD should be 
amended to include more 
detail about the 
circumstances in which the 
Council will accept 
alternatives to on-site 
provision of affordable 
housing and how it will 
assess the appropriateness 
of this through the planning 
application process. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Paradigm 
Housing 
Association  
 
Contd 

 Also location would potentially be a 
factor in influencing whether PHG would 
take on small numbers of units. If PHG 
has other stock nearby, taking on a 
small number of units in a scheme may 
be possible. The standard of the unit 
which was offered by the developer 
would be a consideration, e.g. units 
would need to be of appropriate size. 
East Herts DC has operated a policy 
similar to that of the CDC Core Strategy. 

Comments noted and agreed. 
 
 

N/A 

 Paradigm 
Housing 
Association  
 
Contd 

 Tenure also a factor in relation to 
whether PHG would take on units.  
 
Currently, the Core Strategy requires 
mix of social rent and shared ownership. 
However, social rent levels will limit what 
PHG can afford to offer the developer to 
deliver/acquire 1, 2 or 3 affordable 
dwellings in a small scheme.  
 
Social rent will not deliver a sufficient 
income to PHG in a high value area. If 
PHG could charge Affordable Rent 
levels (i.e. up to 80% of market rent) this 
will make the scheme more viable from 
the viewpoint of PHG and the developer. 
Shared ownership is an option, but PHG 
may take a view that delivering a single 
shared ownership dwelling is not value 
for money in view of the marketing costs 
etc.  
 
The Council needs to be clear on what 
tenure mix it would be seeking on small 
schemes. 

Comments are noted and agreed. 
 
The Council acknowledges that there 
have been considerable changes in 
circumstances relating to affordable 
housing tenure nationally and locally. 
Provision of new social rented 
accommodation is now more difficult and 
the Council may need to be more flexible 
to accept affordable rented units in 
cases where RPs will not support the 
provision of either social rented or 
intermediate housing.  

Changes will be proposed to 
the SPD setting out further 
the Council’s approach to 
affordable rent and 
appropriate tenure type for 
schemes where 1 or 2 
affordable units are 
proposed. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Paradigm 
Housing 
Association  
 
Contd 

 Is there the possibility that the Council 
could potentially help to subsidise the 
delivery of affordable housing in flatted 
schemes. E.g. in a block of 6 flats where 
1 affordable unit was required under 
Policy CS 8 could a Registered Provider 
be supported to secure the other (non-
Section 106) 5 flats in the block? This 
would allow the whole block to then be 
in registered provider ownership, 
avoiding problems with management, 
etc. 

Noted this suggestion relates well to the 
examples of how contributions could be 
spent in Appendix 2 of the draft SPD, 
although this will need to be assessed 
on a case by case basis. 

No change to the SPD is  
necessary 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

3143 Bucks Housing 
Association 
(BHA) 

C Comments relate to developments 
where there is a requirement for a small 
number of affordable dwellings to be 
provided as part of a larger housing 
development including market housing. 
 
BHA would be interested in any 
opportunities to deliver small scale 
schemes (1-4 dwellings) if the details 
stacked up.  Delivering housing in this 
way would be easier than providing flats 
due to management and service charge 
issues.  
 
BHA is not registered with the Homes 
and Communities Agency’s Affordable 
Rent programme, so cannot secure 
Government subsidy for affordable rent. 
BHA is still delivering tenancies let at 
social rent level and not the higher 
affordable rent levels. 
BHA would probably require some 
subsidy to deliver schemes in the CDC 
area, although this will vary from 
scheme to scheme depending on the 
costs, etc. BHA  would also favour trying 
to deliver new dwellings near to its 
existing CDC stock (e.g. Seer Green).  
BHA is happy to work with CDC to look 
at any new build schemes, especially if 
CDC can put in the land. BHA can also 
undertake buy-back (i.e. purchasing ex-
Council/registered provider 
accommodation and renting it out) and 
mortgage rescue to support home-
owners to remain in their own homes. 

Comments noted and will in part link to 
the change proposed in response to the 
comments from Hastoe Housing 
Association. 
 

The SPD should be 
amended to include more 
detail about the 
circumstances in which the 
Council will accept 
alternatives to on-site 
provision of affordable 
housing and how it will 
assess the appropriateness 
of this through the planning 
application process. 

 14 



CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

3265 The Theatres 
Trust  

No 
Comment 

  n/a  

3486 Community 
Impact Bucks  

C Would like confirmation as to how 
provisions in policy CS8 would be 
applied to rural exception schemes.  The 
requirement for financial contributions 
from these schemes would make these 
types of development unviable.    

In respect of Rural Exception sites, 
Policy CS8 states that "On rural 
exception sites as described in Policy 
CS9, all the dwellings must be 
affordable."  The Council does not 
therefore expect such sites to make any 
further contributions to affordable 
housing.  

The SPD will be altered to 
make it absolutely clear that 
developments of 100% 
affordable housing are not 
expected to provide financial 
contributions in addition to 
on-site provision under 
Policy CS8.  

23 Mr Harbottle S O and C It is critical that the SPD does not 
undermine small sites from coming 
forward since these are a major source 
of new affordable housing.  
 
Principle of an off-site payment for small 
sites supported but needs early 
monitoring to ensure that delivery 
continues. Even allowing for the 
constraints affecting Chiltern District 
more affordable housing can be 
delivered with changes to the SPD. 
Changes are an acknowledgement that 
the targets in Policy CS8 in relation to 
contributions from small sites cannot 
always be met. 

Comments about delivery and 
monitoring are noted and these issues 
are highlighted in the SPD.  
 
Policy CS8 of the Core Strategy has 
sufficient provision within it to ensure 
viability issues are properly considered 
as part of any proposal for housing 
development .  

No change to the SPD is 
proposed 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Harbottle  
 
Contd 

 Sympathise with and support CDC's aim 
to have a simple straightforward system 
of calculation but query whether viability 
will work in cases where a large dwelling 
is to be replaced with 3 smaller 
dwellings. This does not include enough 
incentive for the landowner to sell the 
site (in the absence of CPO powers). 
The owner needs a financial incentive 
above the existing use value of the site 
to make him willing to sell.  
 
The respondent refers to a 'Richmond' 
appeal case where the financial 
incentive above the existing use value 
was found to be at least 10-25% for an 
owner to be willing to release a site. The 
main issue for the appeal was a 
reduction in the affordable housing 
contribution due to viability 
considerations, in particular whether this 
contribution was still sufficient to enable 
equivalent provision elsewhere. The 
applicants provided evidence to show 
that it was necessary to demonstrate a 
25% premium over and above market 
value for existing owners to be willing to 
sell their properties. The Inspector 
agreed that a reduced contribution was 
reasonable.  

The SPD is supported by evidence of 
viability testing in the Chiltern District 
Council Affordable Housing Financial 
Contributions Study. On the basis of this 
evidence it is considered that in most 
cases the figure of £125 per square 
metre will not affect viability, nor affect 
land values so much as to be a 
disincentive for land owner to sell.  
 
The SPD cannot change policy CS8 and 
the comment about targets for affordable 
housing is already met by the wording of 
the first sentence of Policy CS8. 
 

No change to the SPD is 
proposed. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Harbottle  
 
Contd 

 The base value should take account of 
the potential for any planning unit to be 
extended and enlarged. These should 
all be taken into account in the viability 
negotiations. 

The SPD aims to ensure that 
assumptions made by developers about 
viability incorporate detailed affordable 
housing requirements at an early stage.  
 
The need for early engagement with the 
Council before a price for a site is 
agreed is highlighted on page 5. 
Developers may wish to raise the 
particular points about extensions / 
enlargements as part of their financial 
viability evidence.  

Comments noted although 
no change to the SPD is 
proposed. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Harbottle  
 
Contd 

 There should be more flexibility for 
delivery of affordable housing off site, 
e.g. using financial contributions from 
higher value schemes to deliver 
comparatively more affordable units in 
areas where land values are lower. This 
could increase the supply of affordable 
housing.  
 
Applicants should show the delivery 
mechanism if this approach is to be 
accepted.  
 
Additional text suggested to address this 
"although Policy CS8 aims to deliver 
affordable housing on site above 5 net 
new dwellings, the Council will consider 
off site provision above this threshold 
where it can be demonstrated that the 
alternative off site provision would 
deliver more affordable housing as a 
result." 

The presumption in favour of on-site 
provision of affordable housing in Policy 
CS8 is in accordance with national 
planning policy advice in 
PPS3.Paragraph 10.4 of the Core 
Strategy states that in exceptional cases 
the Council might accept an alternative 
to on-site provision.  
 
It is noted and agreed that the applicants 
would need to robustly demonstrate that 
the alternative on site provision would be 
capable of being delivered.   
 
The proposed wording introduces the 
situation where more affordable housing 
would be delivered as a result but the 
wording relating to thresholds is unclear. 
The wording of para 10.4 of the CS does 
not preclude the scenario suggested in 
the comments. The SPD cannot amend 
the wording of the Core Strategy 
however the comments also relate to 
other matters raised in relation to 
paragraph 10.4 of the Core Strategy - 
see above by Hastoe and others. 

The SPD should be 
amended to include more 
detail about the 
circumstances in which the 
Council will accept 
alternatives to on-site 
provision of affordable 
housing and how it will 
assess the appropriateness 
of this through the planning 
application process. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Harbottle  
 
Contd 

 Specific reference should be made to 
encouraging innovative solutions that 
will be considered on their merits. One 
idea would be finding a site where a 
landowner is willing to release land to 
deliver 100% affordable housing.  
 
Due to reductions in govt grant 
significant sums are needed for the 
building of affordable homes. This 
method would also help find sites for 
affordable housing, including those 
found to accommodate off-site 
payments generated by the SPD.  
 
Para 3 of Appendix 2 of the SPD may 
already cover this scenario but the 
wording could be more positive in 
encouraging innovation.  
 
Suggested wording "The Council will 
encourage innovative ways to secure 
the delivery of affordable housing, such 
as provision being made on third party 
sites delivering affordable housing led 
schemes. " 

It is agreed that the Council should 
support innovative solutions to secure 
affordable housing and appendix 2 of the 
SPD is intended to be flexible to cover 
this. The concept of land swaps is 
referred to in para 7.12 of the Core 
Strategy. Policy CS9 of the Core 
Strategy refers to rural affordable 
housing which would be for 100% 
affordable housing.  
 
Paragraphs 2(i) and 3 of Appendix 2 of 
the SPD could already cover what is 
being suggested in the respondent’s  
wording and the inclusion of the words 
"third party" might lead to the wording 
being more restrictive than currently in 
para 2(i).  

No change to the SPD is 
proposed 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

2536 Dr Cairns N The proposal that a proportion of all new 
housing development is made up of 
affordable housing is a very good one. It 
is unclear if affordable housing will be 
located where needed and if the 
requirement will be matched.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Support for the principle and aim of the 
SPD is noted. The need exists across 
the whole of Chiltern District for new 
affordable housing (the Bucks Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment estimates 
272 new affordable dwellings are 
needed annually to meet this need). As 
is the case now, the Council will work 
with registered providers across the 
district to ensure that the right type of 
affordable housing is provided to meet 
the local need. 

No change to the SPD is 
proposed. 

 Dr Cairns  
 
Contd 

 There needs to be limits on what can be 
charged and possibly a lifetime cap. 
 

Box 1 of the SPD includes a cap on 
contributions. 

No change proposed. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Dr Cairns 
 
Contd 

 Need to look at affordable housing need 
beyond the plan period. E.g. whether 
affordable housing remains affordable 
when people move away / divorce / no 
longer need affordable housing / retire 
or could this change?  
 
Affordable housing should be made 
available for those who truly need it and 
ensure that it does not become 
unaffordable over time. 

The SPD can only relate to the time 
period of the Core Strategy (to 2026) 
because this is the document which 
ultimately sets its scope.  
 
The control of access to affordable 
housing over a person’s lifetime is 
governed by other mechanisms not the 
SPD, e.g. the terms of tenancy 
agreements between occupiers and 
registered providers, national govt 
regulations on affordable housing and 
the Council's own housing allocation 
policy. In particular it is noted that 
national policy is likely to change over 
time in relation to the matters raised by 
the respondent. 

No change to the SPD is 
proposed. 

2887 Natural 
England 

N no comment n/a No change to the SPD is 
proposed. 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

3943 Thames Valley 
Housing 
Association  
(TVHA) 

C Comments relate to developments 
where there is a requirement for a small 
number of affordable dwellings to be 
provided as part of a larger housing 
development including market housing. 
 
TVHA current policy is only to consider 
Section 106 schemes with more than 10 
units, however this has not always been 
the case, and therefore may change in 
the future.  Also each scheme / 
opportunity is considered on an 
individual basis and if there was a valid 
reason to consider an opportunity with 
less than 10 units, then this would be 
considered. The parties involved, 
relationships, price, demand, location in 
relation to existing stock, would all be 
considered including TVHA’s current 
programme and requirements for 
delivery. 
 

Comments noted  
 
They link to the change to the SPD 
referred to above in relation to Hastoe 
comments 

The SPD should be 
amended to include more 
detail about the 
circumstances in which the 
Council will accept 
alternatives to on-site 
provision of affordable 
housing and how it will 
assess the appropriateness 
of this through the planning 
application process. 

3107 Chesham Town 
Council  

S Chesham Town Council is aware of the 
acute requirement for affordable housing 
in Chesham and the District and fully 
supports any initiative which aims to 
bring this about. 
 
Support for the concept of monetary 
contributions from all housing 
development. The financial floorspace 
calculator represents the most equitable 
approach. 

Support welcomed No change to the SPD is 
proposed 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

0002 Carter Planning  O Box 1 on page 14 of the SPD should 
state that there is flexibility and that the 
sums are a start point for negotiation 
where there are considerable costs, e.g. 
decontamination.  
 
Alternatively land values and 
development values could be used 
instead but this can be difficult to 
negotiate so we do not feel strongly if 
the floorspace calculation is used. Other 
detailed comments below 

Box 1 follows on from and does not alter 
in any way Policy CS8 of the Core 
Strategy. The SPD describes the 
process which would apply if a 
developer considers that a site has 
abnormal development costs and how 
the Council will take these onboard 
through the planning application 
process.  
 
Comments about the floorspace method 
noted. 

No change to the SPD is 
proposed. 

 Carter Planning  
 
Contd 

 Exec. Summary - misleading to refer to 
this document as a consultation. 
Unusually it has already been brought 
into effect and it is not therefore a draft 
and since it is already being operated 
the consultation would appear 
academic. 

SPD has been used for development 
control purposes as it implements Policy 
CS8 of the Adopted Core Strategy, 
which became part of the Council’s 
development plan on 15 November 
2011. Changes to the SPD are being 
proposed in light of the comments on the 
SPD. 

n/a 

 Carter Planning  
 
Contd 

 Page 11 Stage 1. The pre application 
advice service will have to be improved 
significantly and the resources devoted 
to it increased if this advice is to be 
taken on board.  
 
The contacts in the Housing Department 
who are going to advise on tenure and 
mix etc should be set out in the 
document so that they can also be 
consulted 

Comment on pre-application process is 
noted 
 
Housing contact details are on page 18 
of the SPD. Individual officer’s change 
over time and therefore it would not be 
appropriate to include these details in 
the document. The Council’s planning 
department will be able to provide advice 
on request as to who to contact in the 
Housing Department.   

No change to the SPD is 
proposed 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Carter Planning  
 
Contd 

 Page 11 Stage 2 and Page 19 4.1.2 and 
Page 21 5.1.1. There is no basis in 
legislation to require an Undertaking to 
be submitted before an application is 
registered and this should be removed. 
This is not the practice elsewhere and is 
often impractical. It is not clear whether 
this would be a draft or a completed 
Undertaking. Para 5.1.1 uses the word 
"prefer" which is not so absolute as the 
other sections. 

Comments are noted. There is a need 
for the text in the SPD to be consistent 
throughout.  

Yes – changes will be made 
to ensure that the SPD is 
consistent throughout. 

 Carter Planning  
 
Contd 

 Page 13 3.1.1. There should be a 
presumption that the affordable housing 
be on site but this should allow for 
exceptions as it is common for two sites 
to be considered together or for 
providers not to require small amounts 
of housing within smaller developments 
etc. 

Comments noted. Paragraph 10.4 states 
that in exceptional cases the Council will 
consider alternatives to onsite provision 
of affordable housing.  
 
 

The SPD should be 
amended to include more 
detail about the 
circumstances in which the 
Council will accept 
alternatives to on-site 
provision of affordable 
housing and how it will 
assess the appropriateness 
of this through the planning 
application process. 

 Carter Planning  
Contd 

 Page 19 4.0.1 Delete penultimate 
sentence  beginning "It will not be 
enough" as this is unnecessary and 
would be part of a "compelling and 
detailed" case, if relevant. 

The point about referring to 
disproportionate sums being paid is still 
relevant, since this might be a point 
which developers are likely to 
emphasise 

No change to the SPD is 
proposed. 

 Carter Planning  
Contd 

 Page 19 4.1.1. The section on 
confidentially is necessary but 
meaningless as this information has to 
be submitted to validate the application 
and later on in the document it makes it 
clear that this information is unlikely to 
be confidential anyway. 

It is important that concerns about 
confidentiality are referred to and to 
consider requests on their merits 

No change to the SPD is 
proposed. 

 Carter Planning  
 
Contd 

 Page 21 5.1.2. The Council have 
already implemented this document 
without making the draft available. 

Noted. This document will be available 
on the website in January 2012 

No change to the SPD is 
proposed 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Carter Planning  
 
Contd 

 Page 21, para 5.1.3.  There is no 
indication of what charges are to be 
made by the Planning and Legal 
Departments for drafting, checking and 
monitoring and whether these will be 
capped or reasonable. It is not clear how 
this will operate in practice if the 
Undertaking is required before the 
application is made and yet the Legal 
Department will not have had any 
instructions from their "Client". 

Noted – further information will be 
provided to applicants on the Council’s 
website. 

No change proposed to the 
SPD although more 
information will be provided 
to applicants on this on the 
Council’s website. 

 Carter Planning  
 
Contd 

 Page 22, para 6.2.5.  It should not be 
assumed in the recession that these 
matters will always increase - they may 
well decrease. 

This paragraph needs reviewing in 
relation to information on build costs (the 
RICs build cost index) rather than the 
consumer price index. Build costs would 
be a more appropriate measure to use. 
Noted that costs may vary over time. 

Yes 

 Carter Planning  
 
Contd 

 Page 23 6.3. In the normal way there 
needs to be a review of contributions 
made and if they have not been 
expended within, say, three years, they 
should be returned. 

This is noted and agreed. It is standard 
practice for provision to be included 
within the S106 agreement to allow 
money to be paid back to the applicant if 
it is not spent. The Council’s established 
approach relates to a period of 10 years. 

No change to the SPD is 
proposed 

 Carter Planning  
 
Contd 

 It should not be assumed that all 
affordable housing will be provided by a 
registered provider. There are already 
several not for profit development 
companies that can provide affordable 
housing who are not registered 
providers. 

The Council will usually require all 
affordable housing to be provided by a 
registered provider but it is possible that 
organisations with Investment Partner 
status with the Homes and Communities 
Agency could also be involved in 
delivering affordable housing. 

Yes the SPD should include 
additional text to explain this 
point. 

3322 The Coal 
Authority  

N no comment n/a  
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

3956 Oakford Homes  O / C Should be identification of an interim 
period and acknowledgement made 
within the document that historical land 
purchases made prior to the adoption of 
the Core Strategy and SPD are unable 
to achieve the more recent financial 
contribution levels specified.  Such 
historical land purchases are most likely 
to suffer from viability issues in light of 
the newly identified targets. Such 
reference should be made clearly within 
the executive summary and as an 
addendum to Para 2.0.5.  

Comments noted.  This issue would 
need to be highlighted by the applicant 
as part of any accompanying Financial 
Viability Assessment.  It will then be 
considered by independent Chartered 
Surveyors on the Council's behalf before 
a decision as to whether it would 
constitute exceptional circumstances is 
made.  It is important to note that even 
prior to the adoption of the Core 
Strategy, both the South East Plan and 
Adopted Local Plan contained targets for 
the provision of affordable housing as 
part of developments.   

No change to the SPD is 
proposed 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

3957 District 
Valuation 
Service 

C Comments on Appendix 3 of the SPD 
that the draft SPD wording should be 
retained but with the following added 
comments: 
 
b) Change development costs to build 
costs and delete RLV in the 4th line 
since profit is only calculated on GDV or 
GDC. 
d) Add 'Plus programme and cash flow' 
e) More normally expressed as a % of 
the GDV 
j) Include market evidence for both 
market and affordable housing and 
benchmark or refer to BCIS rates for 
build costs 
m) Not sure this is needed but you may 
wish to refer to ground rents and service 
charge for flats 
n) You should also request the reports 
which justify the abnormal costs. 
 
(sections (a),(c),(f),(g),(h),(i), (k) and(l) 
are OK) 
 
Overall the SPD needs to request 
evidence to back up the sales values 
and costs including abnormals, a 
programme and cash flow to work out 
interest costs and an electronic version 
of the assessment. 

Comments noted and it is agreed that 
they would help improve the advice in 
the SPD about the matters covered by 
financial viability appraisals. 

Yes 
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CDC 
Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

0331 Mr Stent O / C A fundamental failure to understand the 
essence, sequencing and risks of 
private housing development, especially 
in a District such as Chiltern. 
Fundamental necessity is to secure sites 
capable of gaining a planning consent. It 
is in this context that the Affordable 
Housing SPD needs to be assessed. 

The affordable housing SPD sets out the 
processes that the Council will go 
through in implementing policy CS8 of 
the Core Strategy. This comment goes 
beyond what the SPD seeks to achieve. 

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 The Government’s key housing policy 
goal (taken from PPS3 and included 
para 1.6.1 of the SPD) lacks a 
meaningful focus on what we are 
specifically trying to achieve and does 
nothing to improve its (the SPDs) 
chances of success. 

The affordable housing SPD sets out the 
processes that the Council will go 
through in implementing policy CS8 of 
the Core Strategy. This comment goes 
beyond what the SPD seeks to achieve. 

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Paragraph 2.0.3 - For a developer, ‘the 
planning process’ does not commence 
with the lodging of a planning 
application. It commences as soon as a 
potential site is identified.  Speeding up 
the last part of the process by delaying 
the start is not a solution. Agreeing the 
basis for acquisition of a site is the 
‘starting point’. The reliance on ‘Residual 
Land Value’ as if it were some inanimate 
calculation that one simply then puts in 
the formula at the end of the process 
totally ignores the basis upon which 
sites are identified and secured for 
development. Certainty is inversely 
proportional to risk. 

This comment relates to other points 
made about the pre-application process 
and the developer's decision-making 
process when acquiring a development 
site. The SPD emphasises the point 
within the Core Strategy, that the 
Council will expect developers to factor 
in the cost of providing affordable 
housing at the acquisition stage. The 
SPD thus aims to provide certainty. 

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 
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Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Chapter 2 - At what point is one to have 
made an attempt to secure the site? The 
preparation of the suggested pre-
application submission is likely to have 
taken at least one month, followed by 
two months of appraisal by the LPA. On 
the basis of a non-binding officer’s 
opinion, one is then faced with 
negotiating a price with the vendor? This 
is assuming that the developer has been 
willing to invest several thousand 
pounds in a site that one has not been 
able to secure and, indeed that the 
vendor has been willing to wait that long 
for anything to happen and still retains 
the flexibility of going to another 
developer once the ground work has 
been undertaken.   

These comments are noted and also 
relate to the developer's decision - 
making process. The SPD does not 
change the fact that the a developer 
would need to make a judgement at an 
early stage as to whether to pursue a 
site or not taking into account all the 
relevant costs and risks, not just the 
costs relating to affordable housing 
provision.  The Council makes it clear 
within both the Core Strategy and the 
SPD that developers are expected to 
factor in these costs when buying a site. 
Failure to do this would be a risk to the 
developer. 

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Pre-application discussions with the LPA 
and RPs should be able to take place on 
a much more conceptual and informal 
basis to jointly explore feasible options 
and allow the maximum opportunity for 
Affordable Housing initiatives to be 
explored at an early stage in the 
process. 

Comments are noted, although the SPD 
does not seek to change the scope of 
pre application discussions. The nature 
of discussions would indeed be 
influenced by the amount of information 
which could be made available for the 
Council to provide advice on the 
proposals. 

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 
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Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 A number of other comments about pre- 
application advice;  
 
The major concern is the impact on the 
development process by the increasing 
‘front-loading’ of requirements for 
information before the principle of 
development can be established. It is 
much easier for a developer to consider 
the additional ‘on-costs’ of development 
once the principle has been established 
and the risk reduced. 
 
Chapter 5 - premature to attempt to 
‘agree’ matters of viability before the 
principle of development has been 
established. Must be a recognition of the 
proportionality of requests for more 
information in lieu of simply Conditioning 
any forthcoming Planning Consent 
 

Comments are noted although the SPD 
does not seek to change the scope of 
pre application discussions  

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 
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Ref 
No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Pre-application advice can take nine 
weeks if it includes a meeting. Dialogue 
necessary between LPA, Registered 
Provider and the Developer would 
require a meeting but it is for the LPA to 
decide if a meeting will be granted. A 
pre-application submission requires a 
detailed design (which one presumes is 
to be based upon a detailed site survey, 
tree survey, highways assessment etc). 
However the LPA cannot offer ‘comfort’ 
in respect of planning consent being 
eventually forthcoming. There is a 
charge for the service and no ability to 
Appeal any decision given. The 
participation of a Registered Provider at 
this meeting (when are they selected?) 
is, of necessity, equally non-binding. 
The process offers little tangible and 
merely extends the feasibility stage and 
generates premature costs without 
securing the site. 

Comments are noted although the SPD 
does not seek to change the scope of 
pre application discussions  

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 

 Mr Stent 
 
Contd 

 If it is the intention to encourage the 
provision of housing developments that 
will generate Affordable Housing, then it 
is beholden on the LPA to make the 
process as user friendly as possible. 
From a developer’s point of view, it is 
preferable to avoid additional 
complications. It is inevitable that the 
added pre-application time and costs will 
do little to encourage small developers. 

Comments are noted although the SPD 
does not seek to change the scope of 
pre application discussions. However the 
SPD aims to increase transparency in 
the process of securing affordable 
housing contributions/provision through 
a planning application. 

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 
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No. 

Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Paragraph 2.0.5 presumes that sites can 
always be acquired with the Affordable 
element catered for. What is the point at 
which viability can be taken into 
account?  When is something (in the 
way of an Affordable Housing 
contribution) better than nothing? The 
value at which a site can be acquired is 
usually a product of existing residential 
values, especially in a District such as 
Chiltern, where there are many 
restraints on the use of non residential 
land. There are some instances when 
non-residential sites can be acquired 
and their value can be determined by 
more abstract values but the vast 
majority are based on existing 
residential values with no opportunity to 
offer less. 

The first sentence of Policy CS8 of the 
Core Strategy refers to the affordable 
housing requirements as targets for 
provision. The SPD does not alter this 
approach and specifically refers to 
instances where developers might 
consider there to be good reasons why 
targets cannot be met (paragraph 4.0.1). 
Advice is given in the SPD as to the 
course of action in these situations. 
 
The issue raised about the value of land 
in existing residential use is noted and it 
is correct that many potential 
development sites are likely to include 
residential land. This also relates to the 
comments made by other respondents 
and is factored into the Council’s 
evidence study for the SPD (the Chiltern 
District Council Affordable Housing 
Financial Contributions Study 2011). 

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Fig 1 stage 2 of the SPD - the 
Registered Provider is in no position at 
this stage (preapp) to give any binding 
commitment in the matter of Affordable 
Housing, any subsequent planning 
application then has to be accompanied 
by a scheme viability appraisal before 
the application can be registered. The 
information required (see comments on 
SPD Appendix 3 below) is premature 
and academic in the context of trying to 
establish if a site can be developed 

Agree - The SPD needs to be reviewed 
to ensure that the requirements specified 
about validation are consistent.  
 
A viability appraisal would be needed if a 
case was being made to show that the 
requirements of the SPD could not be 
met.  
 
 

Changes will be made to the 
SPD 
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Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
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(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Fig 1 - Stage 3 legal requirements - On 
the basis that the Heads of Terms are 
drafted by the LPA and costs charged to 
the applicant, this document is 
premature in advance of planning 
consent being agreed in principle. Being 
prepared at the time of the planning 
application increases potentially abortive 
costs. 
 

It is the intention of the SPD to request a 
commitment to an undertaking. The SPD 
needs to be reviewed to provide 
consistent advice on this point.  
 
 

Yes 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Fig 1 - Stage 4 – payment of 
contributions – this should be at the 
point when the dwellings are sold so as 
to allow money to be earned from the 
scheme before it is taxed 

This is noted but collection of 
contributions at the time when dwellings 
are would be impractical. A developer 
could re-coup charges as part of the sale 
price.  

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Chapter 3 - The simplicity of the 
financial contribution towards affordable 
housing on smaller sites is to be 
applauded. It is a pity that current 
national policy mitigates against such 
simplicity with medium sized 
developments. For small/medium sized 
developers, the additional complication 
of providing a smattering of affordable 
housing on site is out of proportion with 
the community benefits achieved and is 
to be compounded by the lowering of 
the thresholds. 

Comments on the contribution are 
welcomed and comments on national 
policy are noted.  
 
These comments are also related to 
Hastoe comments on the issues relating 
to provision of affordable housing as part 
of small developments and the change 
to the SPD relating to the issue. 
 

Yes 
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Comment / 
Not 
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(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Small sites, generating one or two 
affordable housing units present 
disproportionate complexity into the 
development process. Different 
specification, design site supervision, 
selling and management time. In 
addition, the need to approach various 
RPs to see who may be interested in 
isolated units possibly separate from 
any of their existing property 
management further adds complexity. 

These comments are also related to 
Hastoe Housing Association comments 
on the issues relating to provision of 
affordable housing as part of small 
developments and the change to the 
SPD relating to the issue. 
 

Yes 
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Respondent / 
Organisation  

Support / 
Object / 
Comment / 
Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Stent 
 
Contd 

 The policy and procedures do little to 
encourage the provision of Affordable 
units. Assume a site with one dwelling 
on it can be acquired for redevelopment 
and for the sake of simplicity, can 
accommodate (after demolition) a built 
form comprising 225 sqm of 
development. A terrace of three houses 
@75sqm each(total 225sqm) would 
attract a contribution for Affordable 
Housing of 2(additional) x 75sqm x £125 
= £18,750 One dwelling of 225sq within 
the same form would attract no 
affordable housing contribution  
 
The Policy is set to encourage the 
construction of fewer smaller (non 
affordable) homes for the free market. 
The LPA has deleted its own policy on 
the provision of smaller homes (Policy 
H10) and compounded it by 
discouraging the provision of smaller 
free-market dwellings by an Affordable 
Housing surcharge. Thus the amount of 
affordable housing generated will be 
reduced increasing the number of 
people who cannot afford to live in the 
District 

Example noted and it follows the 
methodology in Box 1 of the SPD. The 
difference between the respondent’s 
examples is that one involves the 
demolition of a dwelling and one does 
not. 
 
The level of contributions has been 
tested in the Chiltern District Council 
Affordable Housing Financial 
Contributions Study 2011 so that it does 
not generally undermine development 
viability and so it is not agreed that 
smaller free market dwellings would be 
significantly discouraged by the SPD.  
 
 

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 
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Not 
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(S/O/C/N) 
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 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Chapter 4 - The DSP Report and 
previous Core Strategy refer to residual 
land values as if there was a supply of 
vacant land that one could calculate a 
value for in isolation. The SHLAA sites 
highlight the fact that the vast majority of 
residential sites are to come from the 
redevelopment of existing residential 
land. This already has a value which 
must be achieved and/or exceeded if 
one is to release land for development. 
For this reason very few of the SHLAA 
sites will be capable of being developed.  
In that context, at what point is the 
‘viability’ of the development intended to 
take precedence over the provision of 
Affordable Housing. 

Comments about residual land values 
are noted but not supported by the 
Council’s evidence. 
 
Section 4.1. and paragraph 4.0.1 of the 
SPD refer to the possibility that 
developers could provide evidence of 
viability problems which would warrant 
flexibility on the various requirements of 
Policy CS8 of the Core Strategy and the 
SPD. 

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 The ability of the LPA to refuse to 
register an application without 
commitments to affordable housing also 
precludes the applicant from appealing 
any unreasonable terms being imposed. 

This comment is noted and the SPD is to 
be reviewed in relation to the 
requirements for validation  

Yes 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Paragraph 6.1.1 refers to a statement 
which cannot be found on the website. 

Agree - This paragraph needs to be 
amended because the statement is 
included as part of the SPD (Appendix 2) 

Yes delete the last two 
sentences of paragraph 6.1.1 
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 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Chapter 6 - The collection of financial 
contributions would preclude innovative 
creation of affordable housing capacity 
by the Developer and RP by, for 
example allowing the developer to 
participate in the refurbishment of 
existing properties to encourage the 
movement of existing tenants into 
smaller accommodation freeing up 
under-occupied dwellings and creating 
greater affordable housing capacity.   
 
Existing housing stocks often contain 
underused areas of land or poorly 
conceived open space /  garaging that 
could provide appropriate locations for 
the smaller provisions of affordable 
housing. In addition, the provision of this 
‘off-site’ allows for greater benefits to be 
generated by the initial private 
development. It is essential that the 
maximum flexibility is inherent in the 
system to allow solutions to be targeted 
and appropriate. This could be most 
efficiently achieved by allowing 
relationships to be established directly 
between Developer and RP. 
 

Suggestions are noted 
 

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 
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Not 
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(S/O/C/N) 
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 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Chapter 7 - It is important that the focus 
for affordable housing is not just the 
number of new affordable units that are 
built. Money generated should be used 
to maximise on the effectiveness of the 
utilisation of resources.  Land is the 
fundamental aspect. It is important that 
best use is made of the existing 
resources available to both the LPA and 
RPs in terms of their use of land and 
buildings. Closer cooperation between 
the parties including developers should 
help to maximise on available 
opportunities 
 
It is a pity that the arms-length approach 
to the relationship between developer 
and the LPA precludes many initiatives 
being promoted. There is not enough 
emphasis on working together to 
achieve the objective. Developers are 
able to identify and implement 
opportunities if we know what we are 
trying to achieve. The amount of 
affordable housing that is to be provided 
is  relatively modest but the current 
proposals are in danger of hampering 
the entire development process. 

The comments are noted and they relate 
to the monitoring of the SPD which is 
described in chapter 7 and Appendix 2 
of the SPD. 
 

No change to the SPD is 
therefore proposed. 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Appendix 3 - details of the costs for the 
provision of local infrastructure/services 
and other planning obligations 
/agreements will not be known in the 
absence of a planning consent? 

This view is not supported – most 
developers will have a reasonable idea 
of these costs at an early stage and in 
some cases would have factored these 
in when establishing how much to offer 
to purchase a site.   

No change  
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Object / 
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Not 
Specified 
(S/O/C/N) 

Summary of Comment(s) Received CDC Response Possible Change to SPD? 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Appendix 7 - Is it intended that the 
assessment of equality-related impacts 
stemming from related planning 
applications will be a further premature 
cost to be borne by the developer? 

There is no intention to request 
developers carry out equality impact 
assessments as part of their planning 
application. Equality Impact Assessment 
is carried out by the Council and relates 
to its duty under the Equalities Act. 
 

 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 The LPA should take it upon itself to 
know the operational preferences of the 
RPs in its area to minimise the 
complexity in simply providing a list of 
RPs and the developer having to 
approach up to ten or more 
organisations, especially where the 
likely provision may only be one or two 
Affordable units and the RPs do not 
have the resources available to be able, 
or wish to respond, in the time frame 
available to a proposal that may or may 
not happen in the absence of a planning 
consent. RPs have to manage their 
manpower resources carefully and are 
unlikely to want to become involved in a 
plethora of small scale affordable 
housing provisions. No doubt the feed-
back from RP to this SPD will endorse 
this. 
 
Many RPs are unlikely to want individual 
units scattered throughout the District 
requiring more diluted management time 
and administrative complexity in respect 
of management (both at the 
commissioning stage and in use) 

This Council will not specify to a 
developer which register provider they 
have to enter an agreement with. This 
should be at the discretion of the 
developer. The resource pressures on 
registered providers are noted. CDC 
works closely with providers on housing 
strategy and implementation matters. 
The SPD responses include a number 
from locally active registered providers 
and they make similar comments in 
terms of resource issues related to small 
scale developments.  

No change proposed 
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 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Be flexible in the thresholds. Why create 
five dwellings on a site such that one 
has to be specifically designed for an 
RP (assuming they will accept one and it 
is compatible with the other four being 
developed) with their own specification 
and requirements as an Affordable unit, 
when one could simply create four larger 
units instead and pay the money? 

As referred to in the Core Strategy Policy 
CS8 note (i), the Council needs to make 
its own assessment of a site’s capacity 
to ensure that sites are not underutilised 
to avoid affordable housing 
requirements.  

No change proposed 

 Mr Stent  
 
Contd 

 Where Affordable Units have to be 
provided by the developer on site, it 
should be clear at an early stage what 
financial contribution can come from any 
affordable housing provided in 
assessing the scheme viability. 

This would also be a matter for 
developers to be aware of as part of 
negotiations with registered providers. 

No change proposed to the 
SPD. 

 
 
 
 
 



Appendix 1 List of Abbreviations 
 

AH – Affordable Housing 
 
AHFCS – Chiltern District Affordable Housing Financial Contributions 
Study (November 2011) (by Dixon Searle Partnership) 
http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/downloads/Chiltern_DC_AH_Financial_Contribu
tions_Study_Final_DSP_Nov_2011.pdf
 
CS – Core Strategy 
 
DPD – Development Plan Document 
 
RP – Registered Provider 
 
SPD – Supplementary Planning Document 
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Appendix 2 List of organisations consulted about the 
SPD 
 
A2 and Dominion North Ltd 
Action4Youth 
Amersham & District Residents 
Association3

Amersham & District Residents 
Association 
Amersham Action Group 
Amersham Action Group 
Amersham Allotment Association 
Amersham and Wycombe 
College 
Amersham and Wycombe 
College 
Amersham in Transition 
Amersham Old Town Community 
Revitalisation Group 
Amersham School 
Amersham Society 
Amersham Town Council 
Ashley Green - District 
Community Association 
Ashley Green Parish Council 
Aston Clinton Parish Council 
Aston Homes Ltd 
Aylesbury Vale District Council 
Banner Homes 
BCC Councillor - Amersham 
BCC Councillor - Amersham 
BCC Councillor - Chalfont St 
Peter 
BCC Councillor - Chesham East 
BCC Councillor - Chesham North 
West 
BCC Councillor – Chess Valley 
BCC Councillor - Chiltern Ridges 
BCC Councillor - Great 
Missenden 
BCC Councillor - Penn, Coleshill 
& Holmer Green 
BCC Councillor – The Chalfonts & 
Seer Green 
BCC Councillor – The Chalfonts & 
Seer Green 
Beaconsfield High School 
Beaconsfield Society 
Beaconsfield Town Council 

                                                 
3 Where there are two entries for an 
organisation there are two named contacts 
on the LDF consultation database. 

Berkhamsted Town Council 
BNP Paribas Real Estate 
Bovingdon Parish Council 
Bromford Carinthia Housing 
Group 
BT Group plc 
Buckinghamshire & Milton 
Keynes Biodiversity Partnership 
Buckinghamshire Business First 
Buckland Parish Council 
Bucks & Milton Keynes 
Environmental Records Centre 
Bucks Archaeological Society 
Bucks County Council - Green 
Infrastructure 
Bucks County Council - Planning 
and Environment 
Bucks County Council - Planning 
and Environment 
Bucks County Council - School 
Place Commissioning 
Bucks County Council - 
Transportation (Highways) 
Bucks County Council - 
Transportation (Strategic) 
Bucks County Council (Adult & 
Family Wellbeing) 
Bucks County Council 
(Archaeological Services) 
Bucks County Council (Corporate 
Estates) 
Bucks County Council (Human 
Resources) 
Bucks County Council (LEA) 
Bucks County Council (Library 
Service) 
Bucks County Council (Minerals) 
Bucks County Council (Public 
Transport Development) 
Bucks County Council (Youth & 
Community) 
Bucks County Council (Youth 
Service) 
Bucks County Council (Youth 
Services) 
Bucks Fire and Rescue Service 
Bucks Healthcare NHS Trust 
Bucks Housing Association 
Bucks New University 
Bucks Primary Care Trust 
Bucks Primary Care Trust 
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Bucks Primary Care Trust – 
Estates 
Bucks, Berks and Oxfordshire 
Wildlife Trust 
Catalyst Housing Group 
Chalfont Heights Residents 
Committee 
Chalfont St Peter Church of 
England School 
Chalfont St Peter Church of 
England School 
Chalfont St Peter Parish Council 
Chalfont St Peter Parish Council 
Chalfont St. Giles Business & 
Trade Association 
Chalfont St. Giles Conservation 
Area Committee 
Chalfont St. Giles Conservation 
Area Committee 
Chalfont St. Giles Parish Council 
Chalfont St. Giles Residents 
Association 
Chalfont St. Giles Revitalisation 
Steering Group 
Chalfont St. Peter Chamber of 
Commerce 
Chalfont St. Peter Community 
Appraisal Group 
Chalfont St. Peter Community 
Appraisal Group 
Chalfonts Community College 
Chartridge Parish Council 
Chenies Estate Residents 
Association 
Chenies Parish Council 
Chenies Village Society 
Chepping Wycombe Parish 
Council 
Chesham & District Residents 
Association 
Chesham Action Partnership 
Chesham Bois Parish Council 
Chesham Chamber of Trade & 
Commerce 
Chesham Community 
Chesham Community Vision 
Chesham Grammar School 
Chesham Old Town Residents 
Association 
Chesham Over 50's Positive 
Action Group 
Chesham Park Community 
College 
Chesham Society 
Chesham Society 
Chesham Town Council 
Children and Young People's 

Services 
Chiltern DC - Emergency 
Planning 
Chiltern DC - Policy and 
Improvement 
Chiltern DC - Private Sector 
Housing 
Chiltern DC - Strategic 
Environment 
Chiltern Liberal Democrats 
Chiltern Railways 
Chiltern Society 
Chilterns Conservation Board 
Cholesbury Parish Council 
Chorleywood Parish Council 
Citizens Advice Bureau 
Coleshill Parish Council 
Community Impact Bucks 
Community Impact Bucks 
Community Matters 
Conserve the Rural Aspects of 
South Heath 
Copas Farms 
CPRE 
Croudace Homes 
Dacorum Borough Council 
Decco McMinn 
Denham Parish Council 
Department of Transport 
(Railways Section) 
DLP Planning 
Dr. Challoner's Grammar School 
Dr. Challoner's High School 
Drayton Beauchamp 
E. East & Son 
EDF Energy Networks 
English Golf Union 
English Heritage 
English Rural Housing 
Association 
Entec UK Ltd 
Environment Agency 
Equal Opportunities Commission 
Flaunden Parish Council 
Flying Service Engineering & 
Equipment 
Forestry Commission 
Freight Transport Association 
Gerrards Cross Parish Council 
Great and Little Hampden Parish 
Council 
Great Kingshill Residents 
Association 
Great Missenden Chamber of 
Trade 
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Great Missenden Parish Council 
Great Missenden Parish 
Revitalisation Group 
Groundwork 
Hastoe Group 
Hazlemere Parish Council 
Health and Safety Executive 
Hertfordshire County Council 
Hertfordshire County Council - 
Forward Planning 
Hertfordshire County Council 
(Minerals) 
HG Bird (South Heath) Ltd 
Hightown Praetorian and 
Churches Housing Association 
Highways Agency 
Hilltop and Lye Green Residents 
Association 
Hivings Hill Residents Association 
Holmer Green Travelling 
Showmen 
Holmer Green Upper School 
Home Group (Warden Housing 
Association) 
Housing 21 Head Office 
Housing Interaction Trust 
Hughenden Parish Council 
Hutchinson 3G UK Ltd 
Hyde Heath Village Society 
Inland plc 
Jordans Environment Trust 
Jordans Village Ltd 
Keystone Law 
L & Q Beacon Housing 
Association 
Latimer Parish Council 
Licence to Kill Productions Ltd 
Lincoln Park Residents 
Association 
Little Chalfont Community 
Association 
Little Chalfont Parish Council 
Little Kingshill Village Society 
Little Missenden Parish Council 
Little Reeves Avenue Residents 
Association 
London Transport 
London Underground 
Michael Shanly Homes 
Milton Cottage Museum 
Misbourne School 
Mobile Operators Association 
MP 
National Air Traffic Services 
National Grid Gas Distribution 

National Grid Wireless Group 
National Housing Federation - 
South East 
Nationcrest 
Natural England 
Network Rail 
NFU South East Region 
NHS South Central Strategic 
Health Authority 
Northchurch Parish Council 
O2 UK 
OFCOM 
Old Amersham Business 
Association 
Orange PCS 
Oxford Diocesan Board of 
Finance 
Paradigm Housing Group 
Penn and Tylers Green Society 
Penn Parish Council 
Planning Inspectorate 
RC Diocese of Northampton 
Religious Society of Friends 
(Quakers) 
River Chess Association 
RPS Planning & Development 
RSPB 
Sarratt Parish Council 
Secretary of State for Transport 
Securon (Amersham) Ltd 
Seer Green & Jordans Society 
Seer Green Parish Council 
SENSE4CSP 
Shelter and Housing Aid 
South Bucks District Council 
Southern Gas Networks 
Sport England 
SSE Power Distribution 
Stubbs Wood Residents 
Association 
Stubbs Wood Residents 
Association 
Sustrans 
T Mobile 
Thames Valley Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry 
Thames Valley Housing 
Thames Valley Police 
Thames Valley Police 
Thames Valley Police Property 
Services 
Thames Water Property Services 
Thames Water Property Services 
Thames Water Utilities Ltd 
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The Coal Authority Universal Consolidated Group 
The Guinness Trust Veolia Water 
The Lee Parish Council Vodafone 
The Prestwood Society Wendover Parish Council 
The Prestwood Society Wiggington Parish Council 
The Theatres Trust Wycombe District Council 
Three Rivers District Council 

 
In addition to the above 574 individuals who had requested to be informed 
about the LDF were also contacted about the SPD. Many of these are local 
residents. 
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Appendix 3 List of Organisations and Individuals 
commenting on the SPD 
 
Database 
number  

Name / Organisation name 

2 Carter Planning  
23 Mr Harbottle 
331 Mr Stent 
2028 Mrs Shinji 
2536 Dr Cairns 
2887 Natural England 
3075 Amersham Town Council  
3092 Chalfont St Giles Parish Council  
3107 Chesham Town Council  
3108 Paradigm Housing Association 
3124 Equality and Human Rights Commission 
3143 Bucks Housing Association 
3145 Hightown Housing Association 
3265 The Theatres Trust  
3273 Catalyst Housing Association 
3322 The Coal Authority  
3486 Community Impact Bucks  
3488 Hastoe Housing Association 
3943 Thames Valley Housing Association  
3956 Oakford Homes 
3957 District Valuation Service 
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