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[bookmark: _Hlk77859607]CHILTON PARISH COUNCIL
clerk@chiltonpc.com • https://chiltonpc.org.uk

Meeting of Chilton Parish Council
Minutes of the Meeting held at 7:30pm on 18th June 2026 at Bruern Abbey School, Dorton Rd, Chilton

[bookmark: _Hlk108547147]In attendance:
Harry Aubrey-Fletcher (HAF) - Chair
Ed Croft-Baker (ECB)
Diana Bird – (DB)
Stephen Pinel (SP)

Bobs Damerell – Clerk (RD)

And 5 Members of the Public

1. [bookmark: _Hlk159329393][bookmark: _Hlk159329414]To elect the Chairman of the Council and to receive the Chairman’s Declaration of Acceptance of Office
· Cllr Bird proposed Cllr Aubrey-Fletcher as Chair of the Parish Council, seconded by Cllr Croft-Baker and was unanimously approved

2. Apologies - Members are asked to receive apologies from members.
· Apologies were received from Cllr Wasey

3. Declarations of Interest: To receive declarations under consideration on this agenda in accordance with the Localism Act 2011 S32 and The Relevant Authorities (Disclosable Pecuniary Interests) Regulations 2012 
· Cllr Aubrey-Fletcher declared an interest in:
· Item 13 (1) Green Space as landlord of the site,
· Item 13 (4) Chilathalon as owner of the site and 
· Item 14 Planning Application - CX/02/22 (Minerals & Waste) / CM/0022/22 - Land To South-East Of Hornage Farm, Bicester Road, Chilton, Buckinghamshire, HP18 9SE

4. Minutes  
[bookmark: _Hlk160699603]Members are asked to receive the minutes and confirm the recommendations or resolutions therein of the meeting of the Parish Council held on Thursday 19th March 2026 Copy attached CPC/04/25-26.
· Cllr Aubrey-Fletcher proposed approving the minutes of the meeting as a true record of the meeting, seconded by Cllr Croft-Baker and unanimously approved.

5. To approve and adopt the Standing Orders for Chilton Parish Council
· Cllr Bird proposed adopting the Parish Council Standing Orders, seconded by Cllr Pinel and unanimously approved

6. To approve and adopt the Financial Regulations for Chilton Parish Council
· Cllr Aubrey-Fletcher proposed adopting the Parish Council Standing Orders, seconded by Cllr Bird and unanimously approved

7. To approve the annual return and sign the Annual Return
· The Annual Return was approved and signed by The Parish Council

8. To approve the Annual Governance Statement
· The Annual Governance Statement was approved and signed by The Parish Council

9. To receive the Internal Auditors Report
· The Parish Council received the Internal Auditors Report and a copy posted on the website.

10. To review the Council asset register
· The Council approved the Asset Register as a Working Document. 
· The Council to review the Phone Box and Defibrillator at the next meeting

11. Finance
· Bank Account Balance:

	Lloyds Treasurer
	£6,580.65
	as of 31st May 2026

	Chilton Saver  
	£416.87
	as of 31st May 2026

	Green Spaces Account
	£201.19
	as of 31st May 2026



· Noting of Income & Expenditure
 
Income:

Community:
	Payee
	Reason
	Amount

	None
	
	



Green Space
	 Payee
	Reason
	Amount

	None
	
	


    
Chilton Saver
	Payee
	Reason
	Amount

	None
	
	



Expenditure:

Community:
	Name
	Reason
	Amount

	None
	
	



Green Spaces Account:
	Payee
	Reason
	Amount

	None
	
	



Chilton Saver:
	Name
	Reason
	Amount

	None
	
	









12. Buckinghamshire Council 
· Community Board – Following the restructure of the Community Board, the new Community Board Lead for Chilton is Ross Tackley

ACTION: (The Clerk): The Clerk to contact Ross Tackley to attend the September Chilton Parish Council Meeting to explain how the Community Board can help Chilton and answer any questions Councillors may have.

13. Parish Council Business

Chilton View (Playground) update
· Cllr Pinel confirmed the HS2 funding is the only outstanding matter left from the project. The safety works will hopefully still be going ahead which includes the improvements to the crossing but are still waiting for a confirmed timescale from Bucks Council. 
· Cllr Pinel also confirmed that there was some damage to one of the pieces of wooden equipment. This has been reported to Wicksteed though with a less than helpful response. Cllr Pinel to review the recommendations from Wicksteed and formulate a response.
· The Clerk confirmed that the Play Area Inspection has been booked with Play safety
· The Clerk confirmed that one of the ‘respectful parking’ signs had been received with two additional ones due as well.

Environment and Maintenance 
· Village Clean-up Any other maintenance requirements? 
· The Council to arrange a date for the Village Clean up to coincide with the working group installing the new tree whips at the Green Space.

ACTION (Cllr Pinel): Cllr Pinel to establish with the Woodland Trust when the whips will be delivered in the Autumn

Village Communications
· The Parish Council re-iterated its thanks to Kate for her hard work with the continuing communications

Village Events
· Chilton Socials – The next Chilton Social is scheduled for Friday 25th June in the club
· Chilathlon – The event is scheduled for the 21st June. The Council reiterated that all villagers are welcome to come and support the event and competitors.
· Fundraising Event for the Church - Cllr Bird updated the Council that she had been approached by a resident about the possibility of having an event to help fundraise for the church

ACTION (Cllr Pinel) – Cllr Pinel to contact the resident to lead an event to be followed up with a WhatsApp message to the village to ask if anyone would be willing to help.

14. Planning Applications

New Applications

	Application number
	Location
	Description of Development
	Parish Council Decision

	CX/02/22 (Minerals & Waste)
	Land To South East Of Hornage Farm, Bicester Road, Chilton, Buckinghamshire, HP18 9SE
	Hazardous Substances Consent Application in relation to the proposed Anaerobic Digestion Facility at Hornage Farm, HP18 9NA.
	Object – The Council’s full objection is included as Appendix A



Decisions

	Application number
	Location
	Description of Development
	Current Status

	
	
	
	



Appeals

	Application number
	Location
	Description of Development
	Current Status

	None
	
	
	



15. Public Participation (An opportunity for members of the public to address the Parish Council)

· Grit Bins – A resident enquired if there had been any progress in filling the grit bins in the Parish. The Council acknowledging Bucks Cllr Harris had agreed to raise this with Bucks Council, agreed to source and purchase grit for the bins in the village

ACTION (The Clerk): The Clerk to source and purchase grit for the bins

· New Equipment at Chilton View - A resident stated that whilst Chilton View has been an overwhelming success, was there any chance of having any pieces of equipment for younger children. Cllr Pinel confirmed that the Steering Group, who completed the project, had now all stood down. Any new pieces of equipment would require a new steering committee to lead the project and raise new funds.  

· Parking at Chilton View - A resident raised their concerns over parking at the green space. The resident stated that they witnessed multiple occasions when the parking for Chilton Viewhad created hazardous situations. Cllr Pinel responded that he was aware of one situation on Friday 5th June that was dangerous but was an isolated incident and measures have been put in place to reduce the risk of that reoccurring. In addition, the HS2 safety fund (as per item 13.1) would help mitigate the issues with the new crossing and new signage (as per item 13.1) is also due to be erected. Residents were encouraged to report dangerous parking issues either using the FixMyStreet function via Buckinghamshire Council or report to the Clerk via clerk@chiltonpc.com. Cllr Aubrey-Fletcher stated that there is space for a potential future car park but that this would, like any future equipment, require residents to commit to leading the project and raising the necessary funding. 

16. Future Meetings:
· [bookmark: _Hlk198290550]Members are asked to note dates of the next meeting Chilton Parish Council – 17th September 2026
· Other meeting dates for 2026/27: 17th December 2026, 18th March 2027 and 20th May 2027

Meeting Closed at 19:58




Appendix A:

Planning Application CM/0022/22 – Erection of Anaerobic Digestion Facility at Land to  South-East of Hornage Farm, Bicester Road, Chilton, HP18 9SE 

Response to Amended Plans and Additional Information (May 2026)
Chilton Parish Council (CPC) writes in response to your letter of 12 May 2026, inviting further comments on the amended plans and additional information submitted by the applicant. CPC has considered the amendments carefully, including the relocation of the plant approximately 40 metres to the south so that it sits outside Flood Risk Zone 3. 
CPC maintains its strong objection to this application in full. The amendments do not address any of the grounds set out in our objection of 7 February 2025, all of which are restated below. In several important respects, the new information makes the application worse, not better. The relocation of the plant is a movement of 40 metres. It is not a solution to the fundamental problems of scale, siting, traffic, landscape and environmental harm that this proposal presents. 
Part 1: Original Grounds of Objection, All of Which Are Maintained 
1. Scale and impact on the rural landscape. 
The proposed facility remains an industrial-scale development occupying 15 acres of agricultural land, with five 17-metre-high digester tanks, surmounted by a lightning arrestor array rising higher still, visible across a radius of up to 10 miles. The development would be plainly visible from the newly opened recreation space in Chilton, which enjoys expansive views from the escarpment and from which no amount of screening would be effective. It is wholly inappropriate for a rural setting and represents an unacceptable industrialisation of the countryside. Approval would set a precedent for the creeping industrialisation of a rural area that lacks the infrastructure to support such development. Moving the plant 40 metres does nothing to change this. 
2. Excessive scale compared to national precedents. 
At 98,000 tonnes per year the plant would be the largest Biogas to Grid anaerobic digestion plant in England by input tonnage, only 2% below the 100,000-tonne regulatory threshold and nearly three times the national average of 36,275 tonnes. A development of this scale should be assessed in the context of national policy and sustainability considerations. 
3. Unsuitable location based on national precedents. 
All comparable Biogas to Grid plants processing over 50,000 tonnes per year are located next to an A-road, as are 87% of all comparable sites regardless of tonnage. 
The proposed site can only be accessed via routes that pass through the surrounding villages, including Long Crendon and Oakley. The proposed access via the B4011 and unmarked rural roads contradicts national precedent and is not appropriate for a plant of this scale. 
4. Traffic and highway safety. 
The applicant's own material confirms that 65% of feedstocks will be transported from locations more than 3 miles away, significantly increasing HGV movements through Chilton and the surrounding villages. This brings heightened risks to road safety, congestion, noise and infrastructure deterioration, contrary to the objectives of Buckinghamshire Council's County Freight Strategy. The transport review commissioned by multiple parish councils (D02c Updated Transport Objection, February 2025) confirms 

the B4011 is unsuitable for heavy traffic of this volume. As set out in Part 2 below, the amendments materially increase, rather than reduce, the likely volume of HGV movements. 
CPC further notes that in its advice on other live applications in Long Crendon (PL/25/6024/OA and PL/24/5099/OA), the Council's own Highways officers have identified that the mini roundabout at the junction of Chearsley Road and the B4011 is modelled to be at capacity now and over capacity in future year scenarios. Consistency in decision making is an important legal principle. The cumulative impact of this application on that junction, together with those live schemes, must be assessed on the same basis, and the junction is in any event unsafe and impracticable for use by large numbers of HGVs given its physical constraints. 
The local road network also presents an unresolved safety risk from opposing large vehicles. Two HGVs or large vehicles passing each other within Oakley already have to mount the pavements. On single-track rural lanes, opposing HGVs cannot pass at all. The applicant also proposes to deliver feedstocks by farm tractor and trailer, which are recorded as HGVs for capacity purposes but are up to 3.5 metres wide compared with 2.5 metres for a standard HGV, making conflict with oncoming or parked vehicles considerably more likely on narrow rural roads. 
Finally, in respect of the Madges Farm application (PL/25/6024/OA), the Council's Highways officer required a whole-route assessment to identify and upgrade deficient pedestrian and cycle links between the site and key village amenities, including infrastructure along Chearsley Road and the link to Long Crendon School. The same logic must apply to the significant increase in HGV traffic this application would generate through Long Crendon and the surrounding villages, on routes used daily by children walking to school. 
5. Feedstock composition and sustainability. 
The proposed feedstock mix relies on purpose-grown energy crops at 48%, far above the national average of 25%. The Government's 2024 DESNZ policy warns against heavy reliance on purpose-grown energy crops because it competes with food production, reduces soil and water quality, and delivers lower carbon savings than other renewable technologies. The proposal only barely meets the 50% minimum waste input required to qualify for subsidies, raising concern that the balance could shift further towards energy crops over time. CPC also notes that straw is a major contributor to the proposed waste mix; increased local demand for straw on this scale would force up prices for livestock farmers, with knock-on effects for local agriculture and food costs. 
6. Contradiction of the applicant's own siting criteria. 
The applicant has previously acknowledged in comparable applications elsewhere that sites requiring HGV traffic to pass through villages to reach the A-road network are inappropriate. This proposal does exactly that, undermining the consistency and credibility of the applicant's site selection process. 
7. Prioritisation of economic gain over public safety and sustainability. 
The siting, size and feedstock mix of the proposal demonstrate the prioritisation of economic benefit over sustainability and public safety. The commercial viability of the plant is entirely dependent on the Green Gas Support Scheme, under which funding is available for 15 years, a full 10 years short of the plant's expected 25-year lifespan. The lack of access to the major road network increases risks to public safety, congestion and the environment. The application deviates materially from national policy and precedent. 



8. Environmental and carbon emissions. 
The methane produced will release more CO2 than equivalent energy generated from natural gas. The displacement of 7,000 acres of farmland for feedstock production would increase food imports, generating over 25,000 tonnes of CO2 per year in transport emissions. In addition, the proposal would cover 15 acres of arable land with concrete and impermeable hard standing, and the embodied carbon of that construction has not been accounted for in the applicant's claimed benefits. No full life cycle analysis has been provided. These emissions negate the environmental benefits claimed by the applicant. 
9. Contravention of local and national planning policies. 
The application contravenes VALP Policies BE3 and C3 (g) and (q), as the scale and nature of the development are not in keeping with the local landscape and character; VALP Policies SO6 and SO7, as the project does not align with sustainability objectives; and Policy 16 of the Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Plan, as the proposal does not meet the requirements for waste management facilities in rural locations. 
10. Precedent from similar refusals. 
A comparable application for an anaerobic digestion facility at South Leigh near Witney (23/00179/FUL) was refused in November 2023 due to its significant traffic impacts and unsuitability in an open countryside location. More recently, in June 2025, an application by this same applicant for an anaerobic digestion facility at Spring Grove Farm, Withersfield, near Haverhill, was refused by Suffolk County Council on grounds including its open countryside location, highway safety, and landscape and visual impact. The applicant did not appeal within the statutory period and that refusal stands. The same rationale applies with at least equal force here. 
11. Loss of agricultural land and food production. 
The proposal converts valuable farmland from food production to feedstock supply, in conflict with Defra's Land Use Strategy (2024) and its emphasis on preserving agricultural land for food security. 
12. Pollution risks to watercourses. 
The River Conservation Trust has expressed concern about the risk of pollution to local watercourses, particularly given flood inundation risks. Historical data shows that anaerobic digestion plants pose high pollution risks during both construction and operation. As set out below, the amended plans increase rather than resolve this concern. 
Part 2: New and Further Concerns Arising from the May 2026 Amendments 
Far from resolving CPC's objection, the amended plans introduce new and serious deficiencies, and expose further gaps in the application that must be addressed before any determination. 
13. Inconsistent storage clamp capacity. 
The storage capacity of the silage clamps, calculated from the dimensions shown on the applicant's own site layout (Fig 6 Rev 08), is 44% below the total volume declared on the same drawing and in the ES Addendum, as set out below. The Council and consultees cannot be expected to determine an application for a facility handling hazardous material adjacent to Flood Risk Zone 3 on the basis of information that is internally inconsistent to this degree. If the smaller calculated capacity is correct, more frequent HGV deliveries would be required, and the Traffic Management Plan would need to be reassessed accordingly. 


	 
	Length (m) 
	Breadth (m) 
	Height (m) 
	Calculated (m³) 
	Declared (m³) 

	Clamp 1 
	98.75 
	40.00 
	3.52 
	13,904 
	25,000 

	Clamp 2 
	76.25 
	40.00 
	3.52 
	10,736 
	19,167 

	Clamp 3 
	76.25 
	40.00 
	3.52 
	10,736 
	19,167 

	Total 
	 
	 
	 
	35,376 
	63,334 


Dimensions taken from the applicant's site layout, Fig 6 Rev 08. Volumes in cubic metres. 
14. Reduced digestate lagoon capacity and the Traffic Management Plan. 
The revised digestate lagoon (10,738 cubic metres) is 54.6% smaller than the lagoon previously proposed (23,650 cubic metres), while plant throughput remains unchanged at 98,000 tonnes per annum. The applicant previously explained that the lagoon was sized to hold up to three months of digestate to cover the winter period when there is no demand for digestate and land is too wet for spreading. On the applicant's own logic, the revised lagoon provides only around 5.9 weeks of storage. This must generate substantially more HGV export trips, including in winter, yet the Transport Assessment has not been updated to assess the highway impact of this significant reduction in on-site storage. 
15. Increased pollution risk to Hornage Brook. 
The applicant's Amended Proposed System Catchment Plan shows that excess liquid from the storage clamps and the digestate lagoon flows to a rainwater lagoon of only 1,680 cubic metres, and that any excess from the rainwater lagoon discharges into Hornage Brook, which lies within Flood Risk Zone 3. With the digestate lagoon reduced by more than half, and the declared clamp capacity in doubt as set out above, the likelihood of digestate and pollutants being discharged into Hornage Brook has been increased, not reduced, by the decision to move the plant out of Flood Risk Zone 3. The relocation addresses the flood risk classification of the plant itself while worsening the pollution risk to the watercourse. While it may be suggested that this is a matter for environmental permitting, it is plainly material to the acceptability of the development in this location and is far better considered now than after the event. This directly reinforces ground 12 of our original objection. 
16. Unacceptable 24-hour HGV movements for bio-methane export. 
Part (d) of the draft planning condition proposed in the applicant's covering letter of 5 May 2026 would permit HGV movements for the collection and export of bio-methane 24 hours a day, entirely unrestricted. This is wholly unacceptable. It would undermine the restrictions in parts (b) and (c) of the same condition and would allow HGVs to travel through the surrounding villages at any hour of the day or night, with serious noise and disturbance impacts on residents. Any HGV movements associated with bio-methane export must be restricted in the same way as all other HGV movements to and from the site. 
17. No assessment of water supply requirements. 
The applicant has made no reference to the water required to operate a 
98,000-tonne-per-annum anaerobic digester. Based on the feedstock mix stated by the applicant, CPC estimates a dry solids content of around 42%; even assuming 80% of process water is recovered from recirculated digestate, the plant could require an external supply in the region of 7.8 million litres per year, equivalent to the consumption of over 150 households. There is no evidence on the planning portal that Thames Water has been consulted on its ability to service the site, and Thames Water has confirmed in response to a Freedom of Information request that it has received no application to supply water at this location. Given that Thames Water has recently indicated it could not supply water for 97 dwellings at Madges Farm in Long Crendon (PL/25/6024/OA), this is a material omission that must be resolved before determination. 
18. Noise assessment not updated. 
The applicant asserts in its covering note of 5 May 2026 that the conclusions of the 2022 noise chapter and the March 2024 noise report remain valid and that no further assessment is required. CPC does not accept this. The proposal includes two combined heat and power plants and 28 tank mixers, all running continuously, and the potential for cumulative and low-frequency noise effects, including resonance between the plant and Hornage Farmhouse, has not been assessed. The existing assessment benchmarks against a three-day average of background noise, which does not adequately reflect the impact of loud intermittent events. The amendments to the site layout warrant a fresh noise assessment, benchmarked against the average of the fifteen loudest events and reported by frequency band, rather than a restatement of conclusions reached on baseline data gathered in 2022. 
19. Proximity to Hornage Farm and compliance with EA standard rules. 
Hornage Farm, with its cottages and barns, lies less than 250 metres from the site boundary. Section 2.2.4(b) of the Environment Agency's updated statutory guidance for anaerobic digesters (SR2021 No 6) provides that a site shall not be within 250 metres of the nearest sensitive receptor where any treatment by composting of digestate fibre takes place in the open. The applicant has not demonstrated how it would comply with the noise and odour requirements of SR2021 No 6 at this proximity, and this casts serious doubt on whether the plant could lawfully operate as proposed. 
20. Impact of farm track use on Hornage Copse. 
The applicant now proposes to source 10% of feedstock volume, some 9,800 tonnes per year, via a farm track that runs immediately adjacent to Hornage Copse, an area of Ancient Replanted Woodland. Assuming a load size of 3.5 tonnes, this equates to 2,800 loaded trips of silage and slurry, both of which emit NO2, NH3 and SO2, or 5,600 trips in total including return journeys, passing a protected ancient woodland, together with the exhaust emissions of the tractors and trailers themselves. Natural England's decision to raise no objection was based on air quality assessments that pre-date this proposal, and its opinion should be sought afresh before any determination. 
21. Deficient air quality assessment. 
The applicant's air quality assessment is inadequate in several respects. It offers only qualitative assessments of dust and odour. It includes no human receptors in Long Crendon, Chilton or Oakley, the nearest areas of high residential density, so no assessment has been made of NO2, SO2 or NH3 impacts on the closest concentrations of population. Its baseline relies on monitoring stations that are nowhere near the site: the closest AURN station, Oxford St Ebbes, is approximately 16 kilometres away in an urban background location, and the closest AGAN station, Rothamsted, is approximately 45 kilometres away. The baseline also takes no account of the existing sewage treatment facility at Kirtland Farm, approximately 2.9 kilometres to the south-west, whose emissions contribute to background levels and whose cumulative impact alongside the proposed plant has never been assessed. Nor has the applicant demonstrated that it could meet the requirement at Section 3.3.1 of SR2021 No 6 that emissions be free from odour at levels likely to cause pollution outside the site. 

22. No provision for decommissioning. 
The proposed facility has an expected lifespan of 25 years and would cover the site with 4.63 hectares of impermeable hard standing, yet the applicant gives no undertaking to decommission the plant and remove the hardstanding at the end of its life. As noted at ground 7 above, the plant's commercial feasibility is underpinned by time-limited funding through the Green Gas Support Scheme, available for only 15 years. The realistic prospect is a stranded industrial site in open countryside once the subsidy expires, with no funded route to restoration. The absence of any decommissioning provision underlines how poorly conceived this proposal is for a rural location. 
23. An evidence base that is now four years old. 
This application was registered in September 2022 and much of its supporting assessment relies on baseline data and assumptions from 2022 or earlier. Circumstances have moved on materially. The Regulation 18 consultation on the Buckinghamshire Local Plan to 2045, published in March 2026, allocates 418 new dwellings to Long Crendon as part of provision for around 95,000 new homes across Buckinghamshire, and there are live residential applications affecting the junction of Chearsley Road and the B4011. The cumulative traffic position over the 25-year life of the proposed plant bears no resemblance to the position assessed in 2022. Consultees should be asked to confirm whether their advice remains valid against current data, regulations and the emerging development context before any decision is taken. 
24. Weight to be given to comments in support. 
CPC asks the Council to scrutinise carefully the provenance of comments submitted in support of the application. A substantial proportion were generated through a paid social media advertising campaign run on the applicant's behalf, which solicited expressions of general support for farmers from audiences largely outside the planning area. Such comments do not engage with the planning merits of this application and should be given little weight, in contrast to the very large number of objections from residents directly affected by the proposal. 
Conclusion 
Chilton Parish Council recognises the potential role of anaerobic digestion in the green economy. Indeed, anaerobic digestion operates successfully at a much smaller scale, where waste from a local cluster of farms can be processed without displacing food production. Such facilities must, however, be located and scaled so that they can operate without causing disproportionate harm to local communities, the environment and agricultural land. This application failed that test in 2022 and it fails it still. The May 2026 amendments relocate the plant by 40 metres while reducing on-site storage in ways that increase HGV traffic and the risk of pollution to Hornage Brook, and they leave fundamental questions on capacity, water supply, air quality, noise and decommissioning unanswered. 
For the reasons set out above, Chilton Parish Council maintains its strong objection to Planning Application CM/0022/22 and urges Buckinghamshire Council to refuse the application.
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