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1. Introduction  

1.1 This consultation statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of 
the Neighbourhood Plan Regulations 2012 in respect of the Chalfont St Giles 
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP). The legal basis of this consultation 
statement is provided by Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the 2012 Neighbourhood 
Planning Regulations, which requires that a consultation statement should:  

 

• Contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the 
neighbourhood development plan;  

• Explain how they were consulted;  
• Summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 

and  
• Describe how these issues and concerns have been considered and where 

relevant addressed in the neighbourhood development plan.  
 

1.2 The content, shape and structure of the NDP is as a result of considerable 
interaction and consultation with the community and businesses within the 
Parish. Chalfont St Giles Parish Council (CSGPC) sought to ensure that the public 
were able to make their views known throughout the NDP preparation process; 
had opportunities to be actively involved in shaping the emerging NDP; and were 
made aware of how their views have informed the NDP.  

2. The Organisational Structure 

2.1 The structure of the Chalfont St Giles and Jordans Steering Group (CSGPCSG) 
consists of local Councillors and local residents. In 2012, the CSGPCSG applied 
successfully to have the area of Chalfont St Giles and Jordans Village designated 
as a Neighbourhood Area. Regular CSGPCSG Meetings were held throughout the 
process. Election to CSGPC is open to all Parish Residents.  

2.2 Focus groups were set up to drive and steer the development of the NDP. The 
focus groups comprised Village residents covering Building & Housing, Economy 
& Business, Transport, Accessibility & Facilities, and Health & Education. 
Invitations to join the CSGPC focus groups were publicly made throughout the 
process to keep membership active and alive throughout the process. 

 

2.3 Recommendations from each Focus Group were submitted to CSGPCSG and 
debated between all participants. 
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3. Approach to Consultation and Engagement  

3.1 Making consultation events accessible to all was seen as a key part of a 
successful community exercise. CSGPCSG ensured that the venue selected for the 
engagement events were accessible for people with disabilities. Consultation 
events were held at different times of the day to maximise the opportunity for 
people with busy working patterns and family commitments to attend. Events 
were publicised on a range of social media, written publications, through email 
and online surveys to allow different members of the community the opportunity 
to respond. Language was kept clear and concise to help ensure that the key 
messages where communicated to the public during the consultation events.  

4. Partnership working with the Local Planning Authority  

4.1 Throughout the process CSGPC have worked closely with Chiltern District Council 
(CDC). Meetings were held with CDC early in the process and with regular 
dialogue taking place since then and through to submission, helping inform the 
drafting of policy and conformity with the adopted and emerging Local Plan.  

4.2 In addition, CSGPC submitted a formal screening request regarding the need for 
a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) on the draft NDP, which CDC 
responded to. A copy of the full screening decision is included within the Basic 
Conditions Statement, which has been submitted alongside the NDP. 

5. Early Stakeholder Engagement  

5.1 A flyer was produced and distributed promoting the NDP in September 2013 
providing an introduction to neighbourhood planning. Posters were also produced 
and displayed in the Village Green and at Three Households (a group of 17th 
century brick & timber houses at the eastern side of the Village) promoting a 
public exhibition on the NDP hosted at the Memorial Hall in September 2013.  
The meeting was well attended with more than 70 people in attendance. 

5.2 A comprehensive questionnaire was also delivered, by volunteers, to all homes 
and businesses in Chalfont St Giles in 2013.  Follow up posters were displayed 
later in October 2013 both at the Village Green and at Three Households 
reminding the community of the closing date of the questionnaire to maximise 
the response rate.  Additionally, a raffle with a £50 prize was set up to encourage 
participation in the questionnaire. The winner of the £50 questionnaire draw was 
declared and presented by the Chairman of the CSGPC in November 2013.  

5.3 A copy of the flyer and questionnaire is presented in Appendix 1.  There were 
472 replies to the questionnaire. These were analysed and used to inform the 
emerging NDP. A summary of the questionnaire responses and how these 
informed the NDP is set out at Appendix 2.  

5.4 An early draft NDP was developed on the basis of the community engagement 
work from September – October 2014. The NDP was then placed on hold as the 
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Chair of CSGPC resigned and was replaced by Bill Warren who sadly died a short 
while later in January 2015. Work recommenced on the NDP in June 2016.  

5.5 A community engagement event was hosted on 4 October 2016 on a revised 
early draft NDP. An online survey was carried out on 4th October 2016 on the 
revised early draft NDP. The consultation material prepared is shown in 
Appendix 3.  The results to the consultation are shown in Appendix 4.  

5.6 The Pre-submission NDP was subsequently prepared for the purposes of the 
Regulation 14 consultation. 

 

6. Summary of Consultation Comments 
 

6.1 The key comments made during the process of preparing the NDP are 
summarised in the table below.  These informed the vision and objectives for the 
NDP, and thus the thrust of policies within this. 

 

Table 1: Key issues 

Social • The lack of affordable housing for people of a lower income, the younger 
generation and local families. It is felt that young people can’t afford to live or raise 
their children in the Parish. More work should be undertaken to identify areas for 
the building of affordable housing that does not impact the natural environment.  

• The thriving social community is unusual for an area in which so many people 
reside but do not work.  It should be preserved. 

• There is a need for smaller housing units that provide opportunities for people to 
move from larger to smaller dwellings. 

• The redevelopment of certain plots to expand and accommodate the next 
generation could cause an over intensification of development in the Parish. 

• The existing community facilities in the Parish such as Chalfont St Giles Parish 
Church, Deanway Church, Milton’s Cottage, Chalfont St Giles Memorial Hall, The 
Reading Room, The Garden Association Hall, Chalfont St Giles Community 
Library/Information Centre, the Scout and Guide Halls, Jordans Meeting House, 
Jordans Village Store and Jordans Village Hall are much valued and it is important 
that these are protected and enhanced for future generations. 

• The maintenance and upkeep of some of the community buildings can be costly as 
many of them are of historic value. 

• Listed community buildings may be difficult to adapt for wheelchair users or senior 
residents 
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Environment • Public accessibility to the natural environment should be improved. Some footpaths 
are not regularly maintained and are difficult to use.  

• The Misbourne river is an important environmental feature and it should be 
protected.  

• Due to excessive speeding there is a need for traffic calming throughout the Parish. 

• It is important that design is sympathetic to the local historic environment where 
future growth occurs. 

• The natural environment around the villages is valued and should be protected and 
enhanced. 

• There is a continuing need to create a safe, secure and pedestrian-friendly village 
environment, with a reduced impact from traffic.  

• There is a lack of public transport, leading to over-dependence on cars and 
difficulties for non-car owners. 

• Some roads are in poor repair. Pot holes that are left unrepaired are dangerous 

• Pavements and cycle paths should be better maintained 

Economic • There is a need to protect and support local shops and businesses as they play a 
key role in providing supporting services and facilities for residents. 

• There is a need to support the rural economy including equestrian businesses. 

• There is a need to support local tourist attractions by protecting the Parish’s 
outstanding natural environment and historic assets 

 

7. Regulation 14 Pre-Submission Consultation  
 

7.1 The Regulation 14 Pre-Submission Consultation on the NDP ran for a period of six 
weeks between 1st May 2017 and 19th June 2017.  The Pre-Submission NDP was 
publicised in the following ways: 

 

• A newsletter was sent to households in the Parish.  
• Notifications of the consultation were sent to the statutory and non-statutory 

consultees by email.  
• Posters advertising the consultation were displayed throughout the Parish.  
• Hard copies of the draft NDP were made available for viewing, for example, 

at the local library. 
• Notifications were made on the Parish’s twitter account. 
• Links to the NDP consultation were made available on the CDC and CSGPC 

website.  
 

7.2 Appendix 5 presents the consultation material prepared for the Regulation 14 
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stage, with a list of bodies contacted as part of this process presented in 
Appendix 6.   

 

7.3 Responses received to the Regulation 14 consultation were reviewed and used to 
inform appropriate amendments to the draft NDP.  The consultation comments 
received, and responses to these, are set out in Appendix 6 and 7.   A main 
area of concern was in regard to protecting the Meadows.  As a result of this, the 
NDP identifies the Meadows as Locally Designated Green Spaces and as Locally 
Valued Landscape.  Furthermore, CDC also provided constructive comments on 
the draft NDP. 

 

 



8 

8. Overview of Public Events and Consultation Activities 

8.1 The table below outlines the consultation activities undertaken during the course of preparing the NDP. 
 
Table 2. Public Events and Consultation Activities – Chalfont St Giles 

Event/Activity Date Summary of 
Response 

Purpose of the 
Event/ 
Activity 

Place Attendees/ 
Distribution 

Flyers/ 
Posters  

Weekly Village 
e newsletter 

Website  Facebook/
Twitter 

NDP Consultation 
Event Memorial 
Hall   

12/09/13  Consultation Event  Local Community Yes Yes   No No 

Questionnaire 19/09/13 472   Local Community – 
paper copy distributed 
to each household 

Yes Yes No No 

Questionnaire 
Draw 

11/2013    Local Community N/A N/A N/A N/A 

NP Consultation 
Event 

04/10/16 62 attendees at 
consultation 

Consultation Event CSG Community Library Local Community Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NP 
Questionnaire  

01 to 10 /10/16 99 responses to 
Survey Monkey 

On line Consultation   Local Community Yes Yes Yes Yes 

NDP 10/2016 Early draft 
submitted to CDC 

District Council 
consultation 

 District Council N/A N/A N/A N/A 

NP 26/11/2016 Revised draft to 
CSGNPWP 

Early comment 
before submission to 
CSGPC 

On line CSGPCNPWP On line  N/A N/A N/A 

NP 07/12/2016 Revised draft NP CSGPC responses Monthly Council meeting Elected Councillors Papers with 
agenda 

N/A N/A N/A 

NP 
 
 
 

05/04/2017 Revised draft NP 
Pre Submission  

CSGPC sign off Monthly Council meeting Elected Councillors Papers with 
agenda 

N/A N/A N/A 
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NP 
Pre Submission  
Consultation 

01/05 to 
19/06/2017 

166 responses to 
Survey Monkey 

Pre Submission  
Consultation 

On line Consultation  and 
hard copies 

Local Community 
interested parties  and 
Statutory Consultees 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Public 
Consultation 

11/05/2017 23 Attendees Jordans Village Hall On line Consultation  and 
hard copies 

Local Community 
interested parties  and 
Statutory Consultees 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Public 
Consultation 

15/05/2017 19 Attendees 
200 responses on 
line and hard 
copy 

CSG Community 
Library 

On line Consultation  and 
hard copies 

Local Community 
interested parties  and 
Statutory Consultees 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

CSG Open Spaces 
Committee 

21/06/2017 Committee CSGPC meeting 
Room 

Monthly Committee 
meeting 

Elected Councillors Papers with 
agenda 

N/A N/A N/A 

NP 
 
 
 

02/08/2017 Revised draft NP 
Pre Submission  

CSGPC sign off Monthly Council meeting Elected Councillors 
and Jordans NP Working 
Party 

Papers with 
agenda 

N/A N/A N/A 

NP 
 
 
 

06/09/2017 Revised  NP 
Submission  

CSGPC sign off Monthly Council meeting Elected Councillors Papers with 
agenda 

N/A N/A N/A 
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9.2 The list below outlines the additional consultation activities that were undertaken in 
Jordans during the course of preparing the NDP. 

 
1. Posters around the Village and emails circulated and all residents associations 

contacted about the Neighbourhood Plan and date for Village Meeting on 19th 
November 2012. Email database set up to communicate with Village residents. 

2. 19th November 2012, Village Meeting – Outcome a list of areas that the community 
wished to be taken into consideration 

3. Feedback and further clarification obtained from a second Village Meeting on 7th 
January 2013 and working volunteer working parties were set up to look at. 
Advertised throughout Village by posters, and using email database. The following 
working parties were set up: 

i. Buildings, Landscape and Environment 
ii. Community 
iii. Economy, Infrastructure and Transport 

4. Village Meeting 31st January –Community Group to Report back and get feedback at 
Village Meeting. Outcome greater clarification of village issues/needs. 

5. Village Meeting 7th February 2013 – Economy Infrastructure and Environment Group 
to report back and get feedback at Village Meeting. Outcome greater clarification of 
village issues/needs.  

6. Village Meeting 11th February 2013 – Buildings, Landscape and Environment Group 
to Report back and get feedback at Village Meeting. Outcome greater clarification of 
village issues/needs. 

7. 21st March 2013 Village Meeting – Key Issues and Vision for Jordans 
8. 22nd April 2013-Village Meeting, Buildings, Landscape and Environment Group 
9. 23rd April 2013 – Village Meeting, Community Group 
10. 25th April 2013 – Village Meeting, Economy, Infrastructure and Transport Group 
11. 4th July 2013 – Community Impact Bucks ran a workshop for Village on Environment 

aspects of the Neighbourhood Plan. 
12. 10th July 2013 – Meeting with representatives of Chiltern District Council regarding 

requirements of plan. 
13. Preparation of questionnaire 
14. Week commencing 1st September Ann Floyd AF (Area B), Bob Hall BH (Area C), Colin 

Brown CB (Area A) and Richard Bradbury RB (Area D) personally delivered 
questionnaires to each household. Knocked on every door to promote the return of 
the questionnaires.  A total of 546 questionnaires were distributed, and 273 were 
returned, a response rate of 50%.   

15. 30th September 2013 – Joint Meeting with St Giles Parish Council regarding 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

16. Between November and December the results from the questionnaires were 
computerised using volunteers, and analysed by a volunteer market researcher. 

17.  On 16th January 2014 outcome of questionnaire regarding Housing and Planning 
reported back at Village Meeting – Further Feedback. 

18. Presentations placed on Village web and hard copies in shop for community to view 
and give further feedback. 

19. 30th January 2014 outcome of questionnaire regarding all other areas of 
Neighbourhood Plan reported back at Village Meeting – Further Feedback. 

20. Meeting with Chiltern District Council 3rd February to ensure plan is compliant with 
requirements. 

21. May 1st 2014 Delivery of draft plan to all households in the Jordans ward. This draft 
plan asked for comments on the proposed policies and on some policy options. 
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(Delivered as 14 above). A total of 475 draft plans were distributed, and 201 were 
returned, a response rate of 44%. 

22. 5th June 2014 Meeting of Jordans Steering Committee with Chalfont St Giles Parish
Council concerning integration of plan. Outcome an understanding of progress on
plan from both working parties.

23. In May and June the results of the draft plan were computerised using volunteers.
24. 15th July 2014 feedback of draft plan results to Village with feedback again from

meeting body.
25. Presentation placed on Village web and hard copy in Village shop for community to

view and give further feedback
26. 30th September 2014 – Meeting with Chalfont St Giles Parish Council regarding

integration of plan. Outcome agreed format that would apply to both working
parties.
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Appendix 1: Consultation material, 2013 
The following pages show the 2013 questionnaire sent to residents: 

  



Chalfont St Giles 
The Neighbourhood Plan

Questionnaire
for Chalfont St Giles residents and businesses

Please get involved and vote to see the Neighbourhood Plan 
in place within the ‘Chiltern Core Strategy’ right up until 2026. 



Page 20 of 20 
 

Section Nine – Demographics   (optional section)    __________________________ 

 We would very much appreciate it if you could complete the following demographic questions. This 

information will demonstrate that we have gained the views of a cross section of the population, but 

rest assured it will not be used as part of the decision making process for the Village Plan. 

1. What is your postcode?         

   

 

2. To which age group do you belong? 

Under 20 20 - 29 30 - 39 40 - 49 50 - 59 60 - 69 70 + 

        

 

3. What is your gender? MALE  FEMALE  

 

4. Please describe your ethnicity 

 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------    

 

 You do not have to give your name and address.  However each questionnaire is sequentially numbered 

and on the closing date a number will be drawn randomly to receive a £50 prize. If you wish us to be 

able to notify you if you win, please give sufficient contact details below: 

Name: 

Address: 

Phone number: 

Email: 

 

8 P H 
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In November 2011, the government passed the Localism Bill. It states that approved Neighbourhood 

Development Plans are protected by law and have to be taken into consideration when future 

development is proposed.  

Chalfont St Giles needs a Neighbourhood Plan which will summarise the 

views of the local community in terms of: 

Development – influencing new housing, offices, workspaces, shops, recreational and leisure 

facilities. 

Infrastructure – green open spaces, play facilities, surgeries, schools, etc. 

All development within our local area should meet the needs of the present without compromising 

the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 

Chiltern District Council believes they have a requirement to build a minimum of 50 additional 

dwellings in our village before 2026 in addition to those already granted planning permission. Any 

Neighbourhood Plan would need to take into account the housing need within the village.  

Help us to get the most out of the life we enjoy in Chalfont St Giles. 

 What matters most to you in what we have here? 

 What aspects of our community need our support and protection? 

 What changes do you want to see? 

 What needs to be brought in or developed? 

 Where should new development take place? 

Please fill in this questionnaire. It will be used to understand what the community opinion as a whole 

is. Focus Groups will be asked to use the information received to create a Draft Plan as a reflection 

of the consensus views of the residents. Eventually all residents will be asked to vote whether or not 

to adopt the plan. 

The questionnaire has been produced by volunteers of the Parish Council’s Neighbourhood Plan 

Steering Group and has been distributed as economically as possible.   

If you need any more space for comments and or suggestions please include these on a separate 

piece of paper. 

Please help maximise its potential by using it to express YOUR views. 

Further copies, if required, can be obtained from Chalfont St Giles Library, or downloaded from 

www.chalfontstgiles.org.uk/theneighbourhoodplan. We are sorry, but it cannot be completed online. 

Please return your questionnaire by 31st October 2013 to the library, the youth club, Yaldens or the 

pet shop. You do not have to give your name, but each questionnaire is sequentially numbered and 

on the closing date a number will be drawn randomly to receive a £50 prize, so please include the 

means to contact you in case you win. 

 

  

http://www.chalfontstgiles.org.uk/theneighbourhoodplan
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

Index 

 

Section Topic Pages 

 

 

1 Village Statement 3 - 4 

2 Housing 5  

3 Building Development 6 - 11 

 including Maps 7 - 10 

4 Village Facilities 12 - 16 

5 Education 17 

6 Transport 18 

7 

8 

Mobility/Accessibility 

Businesses 

19 

9 Demographics 20 
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Section One – Village Statement  __________________________________________ 

1. Which of the following describe the essential characteristics of Chalfont St Giles ? (Please tick) 

 Not 

important 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

Highly 

important 

5 

a Conservation area and its listed buildings      

b River Misbourne      

c Open spaces inside the village      

d Milton’s cottage and medieval church      

e Working farms surrounding village      

f 
Separation from other surrounding villages by fields and 

countryside 
     

g Overall balance of population and facilities      

h Varied building styles throughout village      

i Open countryside within walking distance of the village centre      

 

 

Comments, if any (please write in) 
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2. What do you enjoy/love about living in Chalfont St Giles ? (Please tick) 

 Not 

important 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

Highly 

important 

5 

a Village identity/feeling part of a community      

b Village activities/community groups      

c Quiet village      

d Easy access to the countryside      

e Familiar service in local shops and businesses      

f Rural atmosphere      

g Easy access to London      

 Comments, if any (please write in) 

 

 

 

  

3. Are there things that you dislike/would like improved about living in Chalfont St Giles? (please write in) 
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Section Two – Housing  __________________________________________________ 

1. What do you think about the amount of housing currently available in Chalfont St Giles? (Please tick) 

 Need a 

lot more 

Need a 

few more 

About 

right 

Too many 

already 

    

 

2. 
Thinking about the amount of housing in Chalfont St Giles, how well placed do you think we are for 

meeting local housing needs such as for local families and young people over the next 10 years of so? 

(Please tick) 

  Need a 

lot more 

Need a 

few more 

About 

right 

Too many 

already 

a Flats     

b Bungalows     

c Private low cost / affordable / starter homes     

d Family housing     

e Luxury housing     

f Rented accommodation     

g Sheltered housing     

h Retirement housing / apartments     

i Care home     

j Eco-friendly housing      

k Two-storey houses     

l Three-storey houses     

m Social housing     

 

Comments, if any (please write in) 
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Section Three – Building Development  _____________________________________ 

1. In your opinion how many new homes should be built in the village in the next 15 years? (Please tick) 

0 - 50 51 - 75 76 – 100 101 - 150 151 - 200 200 + 

      

Please state why: 

 

 

 

  

2. In your opinion where would you like to see any new development taking place?  

Are there any places in Chalfont St Giles that you consider suitable for housing development?  Please describe 

their location below and if possible mark them clearly with a NUMBER on one of the following maps: 

Location 

Shown as 

number (?) 

on map (?) 

Suitable for 

how many 

dwellings? 

Reasons if any 

    

    

    

3. Bearing in mind that some development will have to take place, are there any areas in the Chalfont St 

Giles Parish which you think are important to be protected as a green space?   

Please describe their location below and if possible mark them clearly with a LETTER on the on one of the 

following maps: 

Location 
Shown as letter 

(?) on map (?) 
Why should the area be preserved? 
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4. What type of additional housing would you prefer? (Please tick) 

 Not 

important 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

Highly 

important 

5 

a One large estate      

b A number of smaller developments      

c Individual released plots      

d Garden infill development      

e Building conversions      

 Other (Please specify) 

 

     

 

5. What style of housing would you like to see included in any new housing developments? (Please tick) 

Style 

Not 

important 

1 

2 3 4 

Highly 

important 

5 

a Single storey      

b Two-storey      

c Three-storey      

d Flats / apartments      

e Period style      

f Modern style      

g Smaller style houses      

h Smaller gardens      

i Larger gardens      

 Comments, if any (please write in) 
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Section Four – Village Facilities  ___________________________________________ 

1. How important to you, individually or as a family, are the following village facilities? (Please tick) 

  Not 

important 

1 

2 3 4 

Highly 

important 

5 

a The pond      

b River Misbourne      

c Riverside Walk      

d Play equipment by pond      

e Ball courts      

f Football pitches      

g Cricket Club      

h Tennis Club      

i Bowls Club      

j Snooker Club      

k Playing fields play area       

l Village Green      

m Public footpaths / bridleways      

n Allotments      

o Local shops      

p Youth club      

q Youth organisation halls (eg Guides / Scouts)      

r Library      

s Village Hall (Memorial Hall)      

t Cycle path      

 

Comments, if any (please write in) 
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2. Which of the following amenities do you use? (Please tick) 

  
 Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

a Post Office      

b Newsagents - The Olde Post House      

c Co-Op      

d Convenience store at Three Households      

e Hairdressers      

f Florists      

g Butchers      

h Bakers      

i Greengrocers      

j Chemists      

k D.I.Y Shop      

l Deli      

m Dressing Up Shop      

n Bucks House fashion shop      

o Picture Framing shop      

p Art Gallery / shop      

q Gift shop      

r Kitchen / tile shops      

s Beauty / treatment shops      

t Charity shop      

u Pet shop      

v Fireplace shop      

w Doctors surgery       

x Dentists       
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 Contd  Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

y Garage services      

z Estate Agents      

aa Kennels      

bb Church / Places of Worship      

cc Cemeteries      

dd Village groups / associations      

ee Kindergarten / preschool      

ff CSG First school      

gg CSG Junior school      

hh Restaurants / Take away      

ii Public Houses      

jj Taxi firm      

kk Building society      

ll Milton’s Cottage       

mm Vet surgery      

nn Public toilets      

oo Village Car Park      

pp Any others?  (please write in) 
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2a Thinking about the Car park, do you generally use it (Please tick) 

For less than one hour For more than one hour N/a – I don’t use the car park 

   

 

The village car park is owned by Chiltern District Council who receives the revenue from ticket sales. For 

the last 2 years it has been possible to park for one hour free. In order to permit this benefit, the village 

has to pay CDC the shortfall of revenue. For 2013/14 this amounted to £12,000. This was funded by 

Chalfont St Giles Parish Council (£5000) and grants from Bucks County Council Local Area Forum (£5000), 

Bucks County Councillor Tim Butcher’s Community Fund, the Co-Operative store, and other traders. 

We have no control over how much CDC may increase car park charges throughout the District in future years. 

However the increase for 2013/14 was 45% over the previous year – i.e. £3,715. If this were repeated, the 

increase for next year would be £5400. 

We have been advised that grant aid towards funding the first free hour of parking may not be available in future 

years.  The Parish Council would only be able to fund the full cost of this benefit if there were an increase in the 

Council Tax Parish Precept of approximately: Band D £6 to Band H: £11 per dwelling. (Please note that these 

figures can only be regarded as a rough estimate for illustration purposes) 

 

2b Would you be prepared to pay increased Council Tax in order to maintain the first hour of parking 

free in the car park? (Please tick) 

Yes No 

  

 Comments, if any (please write in) 

 

 

 

3 
Would you like the village to have an open air 

farmers/craft market? (Please tick) 
Yes  No  

3a 

Would you support a village open air 

farmers/craft market (Please tick) 
Monthly 

Every 2 

months 
Quarterly Not at all 

    

 
Comments, if any (please write in) 

 

   



Page 16 of 20 
 

4. 
Bearing in mind the implications of potential new buildings, parking, traffic etc, which of the 

following shops, services and amenities would you like to see in the village? (Please tick) 

  
  No 

No 

preference 
Yes 

a Bank    

b Opticians    

c Day nursery for working parents    

d Learning centre for training courses    

e Day centre for elderly    

f High speed internet access    

g Shoe shop    

h Children’s / babywear shop    

i Toy shop    

j More restaurants / Cafes / Take away restaurants    

k Wine bar    

l More charity shops    

m Small business premises    

n Craft workshops    

o Outdoor gym equipment    

p More parking facilities (If yes, please specify and suggest location) 

 

 

   

q Additional sports facilities (If yes, please specify and suggest location) 

 

 

   

 Comments, if any (please write in) 

 

 

 



Page 17 of 20 
 

Section Five – Education  ________________________________________________ 

1. How well do you think the village is served with educational facilities (Please tick) 

 
Pre-school 

Don’t 

know 
Poor Satisfactory Good 

Very 

good 

a Play groups      

b Day nursery provision / child minding      

c Parent and toddler groups      

d Nursery places      

 Primary School      

e Child places available      

f Breakfast clubs      

g After school clubs      

h Holiday clubs      

 Junior School      

i Child places available      

j Breakfast clubs      

k After school clubs      

l Holiday clubs      

 Adult learning      

m General opportunities      

 

Comments, if any (please write in) 
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Section Six – Transport  __________________________________________________ 

1. In your opinion are any changes needed with regards to the following transport issues? (Please tick) 

 

 

No 

change 

needed 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

Change 

needed 

5 

a Speed of vehicles through Chalfont St Giles      

b Bus services      

c Parking in Chalfont St Giles      

d Road maintenance      

e Cycle paths      

f Footpaths      

g Speed humps / traffic calming      

h HGV traffic      

i Road signs and other street furniture      

 

Suggestions for change needed (please write in) 

 

 

 

The Community Parish Project is an initiative being developed by Chiltern Dial-a-Ride to provide a local 

transport service between villages (3-4 mile radius) for those in need. The service will use 3/4-seater 

minibuses with wheelchair facilities and will be in addition to the current Dial-a-Ride provision. The aim is 

to operate on weekdays at a passenger cost of about £2.50 per journey. 

2a If a minibus service as described were implemented in The Chalfonts,  

Would you use it? (Please tick) Yes  No  

 If not, please say why (please write in) 

2b How important is it that the driver (volunteer) is 

CRB/DRB checked? (Please tick) 
Very 

important 

 Not very 

important 
 

2c How important is it that the driver has a good 

command of English? (Please tick) 
Very 

important 

 Not very 

important 
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Section Seven – Mobility / Accessibility   ____________________________________ 

1. Please write in any specific issues that concern you 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Are you making these comments on behalf of  (Please tick)  
Yourself 

Someone 

else 

   

3. Would you be willing to be contacted again if necessary about this issue? 

(Don’t forget to let us know how) 
Yourself 

Other 

person 

  

 

Section Eight – Businesses   ______________________________________________ 

1. Do you operate a business from the village? (If so, what is it?) 

 

2. Do you work from home, or work premises  (Please tick)  
Home 

Work 

premises 

   

3. Is there any support that the village could provide to you and your business? (please write in) 

 

 

 

4. Are you a member of BAT4CSG (The business and 

traders association)?  
Yes 

 
No  
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Appendix 2: Responses to 2013 consultation 
The following pages show an analysis of the 2013 questionnaire responses: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CHALFONT ST GILES 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

This paper summarises the responses to the questionnaire sent to every household in the 
village.  

A total of 472 completed questionnaires were received. It is interesting first to look at the age 
groups of the responders:  

- over 70  36.5% 

- 60 to 69 22.9% 

- 50 to 59 18.4% 

- 40 to 49 13.8% 

- 30 to 39 4.2% 

- 20 to 29 4.2% 

In the 2011 census the over 70's comprised 16.7 % of the adult population and the 60 to 69's 
16.4 %. Thus a significantly greater proportion of people aged over 60 completed the 
questionnaire compared with the population of the village as a whole.  

In terms of gender 52% of respondents were female and 48% male, but there a number of 
joint responses.  

Section 1 - Village statement  

The vast majority of people thought the essential characteristics of the village ( question 1 ) " 
highly important " The percentage answering highly important( category 5 ) were in the 
following ranges;  

over 70% - conservation area and listed buildings, separation from neighbouring villages and 
open countryside within walking distance  
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60 % to 70 % - river Misbourne, open spaces inside the village, Milton's cottage and the 
Church, overall balance of population  

50% to 60 % - working farms surrounding the village  

£30% to 40 % - varied building styles (although including category 4 the total exceeded 50%)  

Question 2 asked about what people enjoy/ love about living in the village. The range of 
percentages of respondents who regarded it as " highly important "( category 5 ) was:  

over 70% - easy access to the countryside  

60 to 69% - village identity, rural atmosphere  

50 to 59% - quiet village, familiar service in local shops  

40 to 49% - village activities, easy access to London  

These percentages obviously increase (and the last two categories exceed 50% ) if category 4 
responses are included.  

Section 2 - Housing  

Question 1 asked about the amount of housing in the village. 57 % thought it about right, 
25% thought a few more were needed, 15% thought there were too many already and 3% 
thought a lot more housing was needed.  

Question 2 asked how well placed we are to meet housing need in the next 10 years or so. 52 
% thought we needed a lot or a few more retirement housing, 51% thought we needed a lot or 
a few more care home places and 39% thought we needed more sheltered housing. On the 
other hand 47% of respondents thought we had too many luxury houses already. In all other 
categories most people thought the provision about right or needing a few more.  

Section 3 - Building development  

Question 1 asked how many new homes should be built in the next 15 years. 60% thought 
zero to 50, 22% 51 to 75 and 18% over 76  

Questions 2 and 3 asked about locations for new housing and areas where the green belt was 
particularly important. A variety of responses were received and it is not practicable to 
summarise them .All the detailed responses have been considered by the “housing sub-group" 
of the neighbourhood plan committee.  

Question 4 asked about the type of additional housing people would prefer.81% thought one 
large estate “not important”. The most favoured responses were for a number of small 
developments (40% believing this highly important) and individual released plots (41% 
believing this highly important)  

Question 5 asked about the style of houses people wanted. The most favourable responses 
were for 2 storey housing and smaller style housing (88% and 67% respectively believing this 
to be category 4 and 5) On the other hand 68% of respondents thought 3 storey houses not 
important.  
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Section 4 - Village facilities  

Question 1 asked how important various facilities are. The highest percentage of people 
regarding it as highly important was:  

village green  -  4.2%  

local shops  - 89% 

the pond  -  79% 

footpaths  -  79% 

river Misbourne - 73% 

library   - 73% 

Memorial hall  - 71% 

riverside walk  - 60% 

Conversely the facilities considered not important were : the snooker club ( 28% ) the cycle 
path ( 18% ) , the football pitches ( 18% ) and the ball court ( 17% )  

Question 2 asked about the amenities people currently use. The amenities with the highest " 
often " uses are : the Co-op ( 79% ) , the Post Office ( 69% ) the car park ( 68% ), the doctor's 
surgery( 64% ) the chemist ( 61% ) the greengrocer ( 49% ) Yaldens DIY ( 48% ), the 
baker ( 40%), Olde Post House ( 39% ) and the butcher (34% ). Other amenities to score 
highly were: groups and associations, the garage and the Church. If the "sometimes" is also 
included the other facilities to score highly are: restaurants, pubs, taxi firm, florist and the 
charity shop.  

Question 2 also asked about the car park. 88% of people use it for less than one hour, 6 % for 
more than 1 hour and 6% do not use it. When asked if the Council Tax should be increased to 
pay for the 1 hour free 52% of respondents said "yes" and 48% said “no"  

Question 3 asked about the open air market on the village green, 90% of respondents 
supported having the market, with 36% wanting it monthly, 28 % quarterly, and 27% every 
two months.  

Question 4 asked which amenities not currently provided would people like to see. The most 
popular are: a bank (65% said yes), day centre for the elderly (61 % yes) and high speed 
internet (55% yes). The least popular are: more charity shops (62% no) more parking (42% 
no) and a wine bar and outdoor gym equipment (both 38 % no). In some cases opinion was 
more evenly divided - for example 35% wanted more cafes/ restaurants but 34% did not want 
any more. In many cases the majority of people had no preference - for example 59% of 
people had no preference about a toy shop.  
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Section 5 - education  

The only question asked how well the village is served with educational facilities. The 
overwhelming majority of people said they did not know. The 30 to 49 age group categories 
provided more informative answers (although even in these categories the majority said they 
did not know). The main areas where provision was thought to be poor were breakfast/ 
holiday and after school clubs for both primary and junior school age children. The 
availability of places in the schools was generally considered good by people who expressed 
a view.  

Section 6 - Transport  

The main areas where change is needed are: road maintenance (68% change needed) speed of 
vehicles (63%) HGV traffic (45%) and bus services (37%). Conversely the main areas where 
no change is needed are; parking (50% ) footpaths (40% ) road signs (40% ) and cycle paths 
(39% ). Opinion was divided on speed humps / traffic calming with 39% saying change was 
needed and 36% stating no change was needed.  

If a minibus service was provided only 25 % of people would use it and 75% would not. But 
the majority thought it important that the driver was CRB/DRB checked (75% in favour) and 
could speak good English (97% in favour)  

Section 7 - mobility/ accessibility  

Only a very few comments were received.  

Section 8 - business  

74 people said they operated a business from home and 36 from a work premises. Hardly 
anyone said they needed additional help with their business.  
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Appendix 3: Consultation material, 2016 
 

The following pages show the posters displayed at the 2016 consultation event: 
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Appendix 4: Responses to 2016 consultation 
 

Question 1: The Neighbourhood Plan should aim to support the appropriate provision of homes for the local community. Do you agree? 

Agree: 83         Disagree: 5       Don’t Know: 5 

Any other comments? Response  

Young people brought up in the village should have access to affordable homes. What is affordable in an area of such high 
value?  How can this be achieved and be economically viable for a buidler unless the land is gifted in the first place? 

Change made. The CSGPC 
Neighbourhood Plan will 
have a policy to encourage 
rural exceptions sites which 
are 100% affordable 
housing.  

However, the key word is "appropriate", and as a general aim this wording may be acceptable, but it would fail the test of 
"soundness" as a policy, because it is vague and capable of very different interpretations.  If "appropriate" means "of the 
type to meet the objectively assessed needs of the village, and  located within the existing built-up area, without impacting 
adversely on the setting of any listed buildings and without harming the character and appearance of the conservation area 
and views into and out of it", then that would be acceptable both to the Chalfont St. Giles Conservation Area Committee 
(CSGCAC) and to the Milton's Cottage Trust CIO (MCTCIO). 

Change made. The work 
'appropriate' has been 
deleted from this Objective.  

These are fine words but I see no action.  In fact, speaking to someone who attended the Parish Council meeting in 
September, council members expressed a wish for there to be no development at all in Chalfont St Giles.  Meanwhile, my 
children, now in their 20's and having lived in Chalfont St Giles almost all their lives cannot afford to live here in places of 
their own and in the community where they grew up and had friends (who are also in the same boat)..  Where is the 
'affordable housing'?  Where is the continuity of community in the village?  You can see elderly residents in the High Street 
greeting friends they have grown up with and gone to school with.  There is currently no prospect of that happening in the 
future and we are living in a small town full of old people and which is dying on the vine. 

Noted 
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The District Council has identified a much greater need for housing in the District than was previously calculated. It is 
essential that this need is met. We should be looking to release land from the Green Belt to enable housing to be delivered. 
We should also seek to ensure that affordable housing need can be met. This may only be possible by allowing some larger 
sites to be released for housing. 

Noted. 

This answer is based on the definition of "appropriate" being sufficient to meet identified need. The Neighbourhood Plan 
must not shy away from the need to meet that need, which may involve the release of land from the Green Belt and the 
development of greenfield sites. 

Change made. 'Appropriate' 
has been deleted.  

Number of homes should be limited so as to not place undue pressure on existing educational and medical provision, both 
of which are already stretched. More affordable 2 - 3 bedroom properties rather than £1 million plus. Pepperpot and infill 
rather than blocks of new housing. 

 Noted. 

There should be affordable housing and homes for the elderly Noted. Change to Objective 
1.  

Particular consideration should be given to ensuring affordable housing is available. The emphasis being on remaining 
'affordable'. Laphraig Close can hardly be classed as affordable any more. Provision should include conditions that mean 
that such properties remain affordable and offer. And in planning terms consideration should be given to halting the 
inexorable growth of any more modest property on a decent sized plot to a much bigger home. There remains a need for 
smaller homes for single people, small families and older people. These are disappearing completely - for example 2 bed 
bungalows being converted to massive houses in the name of profit! 

Change made. The work 
'appropriate' has been 
deleted from  Objective 1.  

I support this in principle but, in practice, my support would depend on the location of any new developments / housing. The CSGNP does not aim to 
allocate sites.  

The problem with this question is that 'appropriate' will mean different things to different people. Change made. 'Appropriate' 
has been deleted.  

the devil is in the detail  -- in who's view is 'appropriate'.  The people living here or the people wanting to build Change made. 'Appropriate' 
has been deleted.  

Appropriate provision means different things to different people  Change made. 'Appropriate' 
has been deleted.  
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It is crucial that Objectives 5,6 and 7 are upheld in any selection of site for housing   Sites for housing will be 
determined against the 
CSGNP Policies and the 
CDC Development Plan.  

Housing should include affordable housing and that suitable for the elderly. Change made to include 
reference to housing for 
people of a lower income 
and the senior citizens.  

I am in favour of any infilling and where there is existing housing further road/lane side development that would not upset 
the reason for the Green Belt, even if it was on the fringe of the Green Belt. 

A policy related to infilling 
will be considered  in the 
draft of the Neighbourhood 
Plan.  

Buildings only in keeping with the character of the village.  Noted  

Yes this is important, but it is also important that this is done in a sensitive way in keeping with the character of the village. 
Small pockets of developments rather than large scale developments are much preferred. 

The CSGNP does not aim to 
allocate sites.  

Depending on the location and impact on schools and doctors. Noted. Will be considered 
in the drafting of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

Affordability is a big issue so anything that can be done to increase the amount of social housing stock for long-term 
residents of Chalfont St. Giles would help preserve the social fabric of the village 

Change made. Additional 
reference to housing for 
people of a lower income 
has been made.  

Special attention should be paid to Affordable Housing and accommodation for the elderly Noted.  

Limited development only.  No loss of green spaces.  Provision for older persons with access to local amenities. Noted.  
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With an emphasis on long-term affordability of appropriately sized homes, especially one and two bedroom homes for the 
younger generation and the senior residents 

Change made. Additional 
reference to housing for 
people of a lower income 
has been made.  

The support must incorporate affordable housing as well as housing for the younger generation and senior residents. Any 
additional housing must also provide additional infrastructure such as: roads, parking railways, water and sewage, gas 
electricity, telecoms and medical facilities. 

Change made. Additional 
reference to housing for 
people of a lower income 
has been made.  

So long as those being supported are people who already live in the village and not just 'shipping in' those from the outside 
just for the sake of it... It should be affordable housing, not 'Luxury Apartment' type of accommodation... 

Noted.  

Housing developments need to be appropriate for the village and balance development with preserving its character. Noted. This will inform the 
NP Heritage policies.  

I think there is currently a good mix and number of houses in CSG 2011 Census data as well as 
feedback from the 
community will inform the 
development of this NP.  

There is a marked need for homes for older people within walking distance of the village centre Statistics show a big 
increase in the number of older people :generally speaking they wish to remain independent but cannot do so if the 
resources they require are a distance away Providing small homes near the village would release larger homes for families  

 Change made. Additional 
reference to the need for 
homes for people of a 
lower income has been 
included in this plan. To be 
considered in the drafting 
of the Neighbourhood Plan.   

keeping the overall nature of the village the same Noted.  

Concerned at the detail - is this maintaining current population or are we saying grow the village? - 
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After a few years so called affordable homes are available to buy (right-to-buy  at a huge discount if local authority or 
increase in equity stake if housing assoc). They they then get sold on the open market making a huge profit for the person 
originally helped to buy but more importantly the housing becomes normal and not affordable any more. 

The planning system is 
limited in what it can legally 
apply. However the 
Neighbourhood Plan can 
encourage 100% affordable 
homes on rural exception 
sites.  

Yes, homes for people of all ages. So why is it that CDC allow building permission for bungalows to be demolished and two 
or three storey houses built? Keep going this way and elderly people that want to live in single storey dwellings will have to 
move away from C St G and Seer Green. See 3 

Noted. No change. 

This statement is not 100% clear.  'Provision' is different from 'development'.  Provision could mean 'no significant' change. The wording has been 
updated.  

Within reason - I don't want the village to outgrow itself or change its character or historic outlook. Perhaps the council 
could consider buying back homes to redevelop /remodel into appropriate housing using a labour force that promotes 
trade apprenticeships. 

This can be done outside 
the Neighbourhood Plan 
process.  Changes to this 
Objective have been made.  

By support do you mean provide, subsidise or give planning permission  The Neighbourhood Plan 
will steer planning 
decisions.  

Social housing is essential, young people cannot afford to buy Noted. Amendment made 
to the vision.  

If you include the word 'appropriate' you are creating a self serving question. Of course I would support appropriate 
provision but how much is appropriate? This is a false question. 

Change made. Amendment 
to remove the term 
'appropriate'. 

 

Question 2: The Neighbourhood Plan should aim to promote and protect local businesses and the village centres. Do you agree? 
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Agree: 90         Disagree:2        Don’t Know: 1 

Any other comments? Response  

The life of this village is the village centre for social and retail sustainability. This will inform the 
supporting text of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

Again as an objective this is supported by both CSGCAC and MTCCIO, and again to be a policy it requires more refinement, 
to specify more clearly what form that support would take and what the limitations are on it e.g. "subject to compliance 
with the other following policies of the Neighbourhood Plan ....."  One exception to the support, which may be unacceptable 
therefore, is increases in the first scale and activity of businesses located within the Green Belt for instance.  One specific 
area of support may be for tourist-related enterprises, including Milton's Cottage Museum. 

Will be considered for the 
drafting of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

I shop in the village but as I get older (I am now in my mid sixties) I expect I will have to take supermarket deliveries.  I fear 
for the shops in the centre, many of which are now competing general stores, or empty already. 

Follow up* A survey of local 
businesses might be useful. 

A healthy economy is essential for a village of this size to be a desirable place to live. The economy can be further 
supported by the development of a sensible level of new housing on sites that have been released from the Green Belt. 

Change made. A policy 
which supports the 
allocation of a 100% rural 
exception site is 
recommended.  

The promotion and protection of local businesses can only be successful if they are supported by a healthy and vibrant 
population. This requires acceptance of continued provision of housing to meet identified need. 

Noted. Will be considered 
for the drafting of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

Parking restrictions could be enforced more regularly to allow people to park outside shops for 10-15mins. Some people 
(even those that work in some of the businesses) leave their cars in the street for the whole day! 

Highways will have the 
opportunity to comment at 
the latter stages.  

The village businesses are essential to the village and there should be greater encouragement to use these, otherwise they 
will disappear.  The 1 hour free parking should be kept 

Noted. Highways will have 
the opportunity to 
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comment at the latter 
stages.  

Need to maintain free parking options for visitors to the village and affordable parking for business owners and staff. Better 
enforcement of the on-street parking conditions should be carried out. A number of vehicles belonging to business owners 
and their staff can often be seen parked on-streets, with restricted hours, for periods far in excess of those allowed.  This 
discourages passing trade. Under no circumstances should any consideration be given to introducing fees for on-street 
parking in the centre of the village. That would kill passing trade stone- dead! 

Highways will have an 
opportunity to comment on 
the latter stages of the plan.  

Again - this question is open to interpretation. What do you mean by 'Village Centres'? The businesses (Shops) or the 
features such as the green and pond? By local businesses do you just mean shops? or just businesses that are located in the 
village (some of which may not rely on local business at all)  Should be two separate questions really.  But if you just mean 
shops, then yes, the plan should promote and protect them. 

Noted. This will be 
considered in the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

preserve local characteristics but at the same time encourage quality national brands into the village to encourage shoppers 
to stay local (e.g. M and S simply food/Waitrose) 

Noted. This will be 
considered in the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

All options for sustainable businesses serving local demand should be properly assessed. We want/need successful and 
relevant modern businesses to set up and we should not fear 'chains' provided they are vetted correctly and offer new 
breadth to the village food, drink and services. 

*Follow up. Survey of local 
businesses might be 
helpful. Will be considered 
for the drafting of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

It is important that the first free one hour is retained in the Blizzards car park in support of local businesses. Highways will comment on 
latter drafts of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

It is important to have a thriving village with businesses that can support the needs of the residents. The Costa Coffee for 
example is a great addition to the village, providing a place for people of all ages to go and socialise 7 days a week.  There 
is not enough for teenagers in the village. 

*Follow Up. Survey of local 
businesses.  
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Ensure that the businesses in Three Households are included, they are a vital aspect of the Pariah and offer many varied 
retailers. 

 Noted. 

This is fine, but mention of 5G phone cover highlights problems at the top of Deanway where there is no mobile signal 
whatsoever. 

This will inform the 
community infrastructure 
section.  

So long as the New Business is in character with the village, and does not have an anti-social effect on those already living 
in the village... I.e. Creating anti-social noise (by the business as well as potential customers) or unpleasant aromas - I.e. 
Cooking smells... 

The CDC DM policies do 
contain amenity policies to 
prevent against this.  

The golf club is called Oakland Park Golf Club  Noted 

Free parking in the village is important for this  Noted 

Every effort should be made to make people aware of the importance of supporting local  businesses This is easier said than 
done especially with so much on line    This is not a one way exercise Shopkeepers must be welcoming  

 Noted 

though the business should be a large part in their own protection  Noted 

More events to get people into the village centre. Like "Aylesbury on Sea" and "Amersham Heritage Day"  Noted 

Seer Green has 5 shops, two of which are not much use to most of us. Yes, encourage local business to flourish, perhaps by 
making Council Tax for commercial premises more favourable. A variable rate for the type of business might work; low basic 
charge for those that everyone uses (grocers, newsagents, etc.) and a higher rate for shops that provide services for the few. 

This will inform the town 
centre and employment 
section.  

New businesses must be given priority   

Not sure how this can be achieved but I agree in principle. BAT4 CSG are clearly trying really hard with this, I can only hope 
that this is paying off for them financially. 

  

The businesses will promote themselves and should be open to competition The Neighbourhood Plan 
will not inhibit businesses 
from promoting themselves 
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and/or being open and 
competitive.  

Keep the roads open and street parking by shops available Noted. 

It should aim to promote of course. But protection? Protection from what. Protection refers to 
conversions of retail uses to 
other use classes.  

 

Question 3: The Neighbourhood Plan should aim to retain and enhance community facilities for all. Do you agree? 

Agree: 91         Disagree: 2        Don’t Know: 0 

Any other comments? Response 

For many members of the community, the life blood and attractiveness of St Giles is a vibrant community life Noted. 

This is critical if there is to be any increase in the number of dwellings and potentially of residents.  Of particular concern is 
the need to future-proof land in policy-terms for the possible expansion of the Doctors' Surgery.   

Noted. This will be added to 
the draft NP. 

Though as the local population continues to age, I don't know who will use these facilities. Noted 

To ensure that the community can retain the good level of facilities it already enjoys, additional housing should be 
encouraged to support those facilities. 

Noted. 

The retention and enhancement of community facilities is only sustainable if they are supported by a healthy and vibrant 
population. This requires acceptance of continued provision of housing to meet identified need. 

Noted. 

The playing fields, outdoor spaces etc. are important to the village Noted. Change to Objective 
1. 
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on balance agree, but there needs to be better understanding of 'community facilities'.  I know Winkers wants to be a 
community facility.  Would an 'adult shop' also be one?   

Noted.  

Maintenance of current greenspaces is crucial. The Neighbourhood plan should seek to focus on the outdoor options for 
exercise and recreation rather than buildings. We do have a good selection of community facilities and halls already in 
place.   

Noted. 

The halls and sports fields are most important. Noted. 

The Youth Club on Narcot Lane is not recognised on the map Noted. 

We need more activities for teenagers and ideally a leisure centre as in Chalfont St Peter Noted. 

For all should mean disabled people, ramp entrance into shops, pubs, restaurants etc. Playing fields/parks should be 
accessible to all, not the majority  

Noted 

If the population is to grow, facilities will need to be enhanced. This may prove difficult for buildings like the library and 
memorial hall, which are already often filled to capacity by the existing population. 

Noted. Change to Objective 
1. 

Yes, it would be good to have some 'outdoor' activities for adults as well as children...  How about some of that adult 'fitness 
equipment' that I've seen in other recreational areas... E.g. over at the park in Rickmansworth...  Also, a number of people 
live alone in the village... It would be good to include some activities and facilities that single people (both young and old) 
could enjoy, in a safe, social environment... That doesn't involve drinking or eating! 

Noted. 

This includes preserving meadows and flood plains  Noted. 

I also think these should be better publicised and use encouraged. opening times, membership etc. Noted. 

this should be achieved in a joined up manner and not piecemeal leading to duplication and waste of funds Noted. 

Could we have a better library like Burnham, for example, where all kinds of free activities are available. Made possible by 
volunteers (which CSG has) and a large building (which CSG does not).  

Noted Will be considered in 
the NP. 
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For All' presumably includes Senior Citizens, who don't want to live in a block of enormously expensive 'apartments' with 
huge service charges. Yes, the facilities locally for the elderly are good, but the way things are going, you won't have many 
seniors left.  A more frequent bus service would be useful. 

Noted. 

This is a noble objective but the Parish Council has hardly been at the forefront of enhancing community facilities, so I 
would like to see much more detail about how this will be achieved. I do not think that the Parish Councillors are particularly 
representative of large sections of the community and they appear to pursue "pet projects" rather than delivering things 
that benefit wider interest groups. 

Noted. 

We cannot provide facilities for all just for local people Noted. 

 

Question 4: The Neighbourhood Plan should aim to promote better routes for walking, cycling and horse riding. Do you agree? 

Agree: 79        Disagree: 6        Don’t Know: 8 

Any other comments? Response 

There is a current discussion about an adult trim track - this should be followed through This can be added to the 
community infrastructure 
list in the Neighbourhood 
Plan.  

This objective should be linked to the existing Parish Village Plan and District Local Plan vision for traffic calming through 
the village, by reference to  these routes complementing that initiative (rather than conflicting with it ). 

The parish Village Plan and 
the District local Plan will 
inform the Neighbourhood 
Plan.  

I use footpaths in the area virtually daily to get around without using a car. Noted. 

Should also try to discourage motorised bikes using the footpaths/cycle paths and bridleways.  Perhaps consider a 
designated area for these all-terrain motor bikes? 

Highways will need to 
comment on this point.  
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The footpaths should be well maintenance Noted. 

Need to consider flood risk of such routes. Many in the village were impassable for long periods in recent years. How might 
HS2 affect these further through increased flood risk in the centre of the village? 

The District SFRA will 
inform the Neighbourhood 
Plan. This can be added to 
the community 
infrastructure list. Note this 
to CDC.  

A particular need for safe walking alongside country roads with no verge.  Agree. This will be added to 
the supporting text of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

Also need to mitigate against increased commuter vehicle use in local lanes by ensuring that appropriate traffic 
calming/management is in place to ensure safety for all groups but particularly pedestrians 

Highways will need to 
comment on this point.  

We already have an excellent network of paths and bridleways. However, cycling both on and off road is becoming 
increasingly popular, as is running. Routes for runners and official trail bike routes that do not disturb the other users such 
as walkers and riders could be an excellent asset to the village and drive footfall to the village for recreation, benefiting local 
businesses.  

Highways will need to 
comment on this point.  

The most important is to maintain the existing bridle and footpaths. Noted. 

I strongly support improving cycling and walking facilities. The cycle path on Narcot Lane, opened in 2010, was a good start 
but it should begin in the village centre. And action should be taken against inconsiderate drivers who park on pavements, 
forcing pedestrians (especially those in wheelchairs or with pushchairs) onto the road to go past.  

Agree. This will be 
referenced in the 
supporting text of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

And dog walking, plus routes for local scouts, guides activities etc.. Noted. 

I've put don't know because I think there should be balanced provision of all types of transport. Realistically car use is the 
main means of transport keeping the village alive. The village is hilly so cycle ways (Dutch style) are impractical.     We need 
to avoid 'politically correct' schemes that disadvantage any one form transport.     Encouraging walking by keeping 
footpaths open and usable is sensible.    

This will inform the 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Transport section.  
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Horse riding less so. Safe cycling a priority.   

Why is the cycle path on narcot lane overgrown and cyclists still use the road  This will inform the 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Transport section.  

I could only agree if the provision of better routes for walking, cycling and horse riding do not have a negative impact on 
existing road users. 

Noted. 

Footpaths should be better maintained with regular social groups to regularly walk the routes...  That way, anyone on their 
own could join in too...  Can't comment on cycling routes or horse riding routes as I don't do either...  But if there is going to 
be a cycling event, it should be CLEARLY signposted as a warning, with PLENTY of advance notice... 

This will inform the 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Transport section.  

The council should cut back overgrown footpaths i.e. behind the church to the river .  Is this true? This will inform 
the Neighbourhood Plan 
Transport section.  

I don't agree that horses should be on roads, I think this causes danger and is not good for the horses. Noted. 

although I agree the nature of this village places restrictions on some activities   Noted 

Not sure - sounds good, but what else suffers to pay for this? Noted. 

Yes to walking and cycling, not interested in horse riding. Noted. 

Check out the tarmac pavements in Seer Green. Some of them are disgraceful, and not suitable for partially mobile walkers, 
push chairs or wheel chairs. In some 'quiet' roads I have taken to walking in the road. 

Is this the case. This will 
inform the Neighbourhood 
Plan Transport section.  

I agree, but again the PC has not shown itself to be very supportive of horse riders and took no account of them when 
implementing the cycle path between CSP and CSG. The views of many Parish Councillors could in fact be categorised as 
positively hostile to the riding community. I look forward to seeing the proposals. 

Noted. 
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I totally agree with regards to walking and cycling. Please don't spend much on the horse riding routes though unless it 
benefits the walkers and cyclists in the process as riding is too expensive a past-time for the majority of residents! 

This will inform the 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Transport section.  

lots of money has been spent on promoting walking to no avail and the paths are almost impassable through lack of 
maintenance.  If the paths were clear and people wanted to walk, they would do it without nannying. 

Noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 5: The Neighbourhood Plan should aim to safeguard local green spaces and protect the natural environment. Do you agree? 

Agree: 87         Disagree: 3        Don’t Know: 3 

Any other comments? Response 

The heart of the St Giles experience and should be safeguarded at all costs    Noted.  

It would be helpful to know what "protect" means in terms of actions relating to the natural environment. Noted. This will be added to 
the draft NP. 

This is a very vague statement.  If it stated public green spaces then I would agree.  At the consultation event I saw stickers 
all over the local map, some in places I know to be private, where owners should be free to exercise their rights over their 
land as far as regulations allow. 

Noted. This will be added to 
the draft NP. 
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Local green spaces can best be protected by releasing land from the Green Belt for development. This will in turn release 
the pressure for development within the existing built up area. Not all Green Belt sites make a significant contribution to the 
value of the natural environment. There is an opportunity to identify sites of limited environmental value that can make a 
significant contribution to meeting housing need. Sites should be identified that do not compromise the AONB and are not 
at risk of flood. 

 Noted. 

But this should not be a blanket approach to all greenfield sites. The desire to safeguard local green spaces and protect the 
natural environment must be balanced with the already identified need to release some land from the Green Belt to enable 
identified housing need to be met. These two objectives need not be mutually exclusive. The provision of appropriate 
housing, including on carefully selected greenfield, Green Belt land, need not compromise the safeguarding of local green 
spaces and the protection of the natural environment. The selection of sites for housing allocations should take into account 
environmental and landscape designations such as the AONB and flood zones 

Noted 

The areas between Chalfont St Giles and neighbouring villages/ towns should be kept as green spaces, otherwise one has 
ribbon development. 

Noted. 

Anything other than this is the thin end of the wedge for avaricious developers who may claim to be interested in providing 
homes and know how to 'play the game' in respect of planning, but are really only interested in making a profit and stuff 
the environment... 

Noted. 

This should be the most important aim. Noted. 

These are vital for our community and also provide a valuable 'green lung' for those outside our area. Noted. 

Strongly. No development on upper or lower stone or slide meadows. Noted.  

It is particularly important that the fields close to the village centre are protected. These are within the Green Belt and are 
AONBs 

Noted. This will be added to 
the draft NP. 

It depends on the definition of 'local green spaces' Noted 

It is vital to protect the current green spaces such as Upper and Lower Stone Meadows. These form a key part of the 
character of the village, and are some of the few remaining green spaces of any substance. 

Noted. This will be added to 
the draft NP. 
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Although I would approve some removal of Green belt to support small developments of affordable housing Noted. This will be added to 
the draft NP. 

It was OK in the past to build houses anywhere, no one complained when they built our houses, once upon a time it was all 
green space  

 Noted. 

This is essential if the essential rural character of the village is to be maintained. Noted. This will be added to 
the draft NP. 

Totally agree... Would be happy to join a workforce of volunteers to help maintain our green spaces...  To share & swap 
knowledge...  

Noted.  

Absolutely imperative   Noted. 

Definitely!  Noted. 

totally  Noted. 

as a priority, but should then look to promote and use these spaces to be a more enjoyable facet for the village Noted.  

My local facilities are good. Noted.  

Especially with HS2 on its way!   

Stone Meadow both sides of road are a vital part of the village character and need to be protected.  They are also an 
important part of the natural floodplain of the Misbourne and should remain serving both purposes. 

Noted. 

This is two questions. The first part conflicts with Question 1 but the second part does not. Noted.  

Question 6: The Neighbourhood Plan should aim to preserve heritage and rural character. Do you agree? 

Agree:91        Disagree:1        Don’t Know: 1 

Any other comments? Response  
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We have wonderful heritage around the village green, the church, Milton's Cottage and many other list buildings which 
helps to define our unique character 

Noted. 

Both CSGCAC and MCTCIO wish this wording to be expanded to "preserve heritage assets and their settings", which makes 
it consistent then with the National Planning Policy Framework requirements. 

Noted. 

As long as the Neighbourhood Plan also contains strategies to preserve continuity of opportunity for local young people to 
continue living here and the long term vitality of the population, without simply leaving it to market forces which will mean 
only affluent newcomers can afford to live here.  

Noted.  

Sites for housing development should be located away from the Conservation Area and away from listed buildings wherever 
possible to ensure that these heritage assets are preserved or enhanced. 

 Noted 

The selection of sites to be allocated for housing should be carefully chosen to ensure that they do not fail to preserve or 
enhance heritage assets such as listed buildings and Conservation Areas as well as established residential areas of special 
character. 

Noted. 

New builds should be in keeping with the character of the village, but could be modern.   

Again highly important. Noted 

Depends what 'heritage and rural' mean.  If we have to live in aspic, so that there can be no developments in house design, 
and we are stuck with pastiche Rowntree housing stock I disagree.  I also think we need expert advice to decide this not 
people with no understanding of architecture and design.  

Noted. 

The village should be kept as such and not be allowed to merge with Chalfont St Peter  Noted. 

This is what makes our village special and resulted in it being voted the best village in the country to live in.  Noted. 

Our heritage and rural character is the foundation of our villages Noted. 

The village centre is attractive as are a number of the older houses. These need to be protected.  Noted 
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Preserve heritage, but can't keep it static, like preserving it in aspic...  Our heritage and rural character should GENTLY evolve 
over time - but not become like a 'museum'...   We can still keep up with the times, without being 'old fashioned'... 

 Noted 

without doubt and also publicise the merits of the area     There is a need for more publicity to bring in visitors     We are 
near enough Heathrow for people who have a few hours changeover to come to the country for some fresh air instead of 
going to London An approach to the airlines might result in the village being included in a short film  

Noted. 

but also add in modern features / functions (such as free wifi, better village communication) in a sympathetic way Noted.  

Yes, but this is a very nebulous statement and I suspect does not really reveal what the PC is thinking. If this means that you 
want to enforce homogenous design principles (see Q7) then I do not agree. There is no reason why heritage and character 
cannot be preserved whilst at the same time moving with the times. 

Noted. 

I wholeheartedly agree about the preservation of its historic character - it was one of the key aspects that attracted us to 
this area. 

 Noted 

But only up to a point. Modernising should take precedence over heritage. Noted. 

 

Question 7: The Neighbourhood Plan should aim to support high quality design that respects the local environment. Do you agree? 

Agree: 87         Disagree:1        Don’t Know: 5 

Any other comments? Response 

New housing in small parcels should encourage sympathetic use of modern sustainable designs Noted. To be carried 
through to the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  

This should be cross-referenced to include compliance with the requirements of the Chilterns Design Guide and to District 
Council's Chalfont St. Giles Conservation Area Appraisal. 

Noted.  
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Again, fine words but in my opinion I don't see evidence.  For instance The Crown in the Conservation Area being turned 
into a high street coffee shop and the building behind it being turned into a residential property with gross-looking modern 
windows of wide white plastic.  Not sympathetic or high quality design in my view. 

Noted  

High quality design is an essential element of delivering positive development. This is supported. Noted. 

High quality design is an important criteria for all development proposals and it is right that this should be reflected in the 
policies of the Neighbourhood Plan. Noted. 

By High Quality Design - this doesn't mean sticking so called 'Modern Contemporary Homes' in areas where they shriek 
against those already built! There appears to be a trend where developers get away with some real horrors on the grounds 
of 'innovative' design or eco credentials.  

Do we need a design 
survey?  

Bit of a vague and pointless question. Who is going to think that it should support poor quality design that trashes the 
environment?    And who decides what quality design is? my concern that this would be an excuse to hand it over to very 
expensive designers who are not necessarily the best. 

Do we need a design 
survey?  

Same point  -- many people do not know what 'high quality' actually means if they are not trained in understanding 
architecture.    Another issue is if the plan is being overseen by successions of different local committees.  Unlike a public 
body there will  be no systematic interpretation of rule or decisions made on precedent which makes the results arbitrary 
and unfair.  In principle I support Neighbourhood planning but I don't think some of the fundamental aspects have been 
thought through at all well.   Noted. 

Any developments should be sensitive to the local character and innovative in design to create a modern, but traditional 
feel. Noted.  

Hopefully the planning procedure will ensure that only appraise development is permitted Noted.  

I think this is a difficult one! Design is very subjective. What constitutes 'high quality'?? Think you need to be careful with 
this point. 

Do we need a design 
survey?  

If you are considering housing, we do not need any more 'Mansions'.  We need more affordable housing for LOCAL 
FAMALIES. Noted.  
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Why is there some weird building happening now. Everyone has an opinion on what they want  Noted. 

An appalling example of ignoring this is Bond House, Deanway, which simply does not fit in with the other local buildings 
and its finish offends the eye. It is essential that sympathetic designs and finishes are employed and planning approvals 
correctly implemented. 

Do we need a design 
survey? Is this an example 
of bad design?  

However, high quality design DOES NOT MEAN sympathetic or appropriate design...  Whatever is planned or chosen, it 
should be sympathetic to it's surroundings...  By all means use modern technology - insulation, materials etc... But they 
should still be in sympathy with their surroundings... And the people that have to live with it... 

Do we need a design 
survey?  

It is hard to imagine a more asinine set of objectives and associated survey questions.  Get real. For instance, one person's 
'good quality design' is another person's pretentious pile.  You really will have to do better for any meaningful policy to be 
developed and actually used to achieve any of your so called objectives.  Yeah, let's all vote for motherhood and apple pie.     

Do we need a design 
survey? 

Yes but this can be modern designs too Noted.  

It should but it doesn't Understanding planning is a mystery to many of us  
Noted.  

Of course the plan should support high quality design, but the District Council's local plan already protects this. Please be 
more specific with what you mean. If you desire to impose design that is homogenous and reflects an outdated view of style 
held by parish councillors then this would not be right. People should be able to propose individual design for their homes 
or extensions and so long as they are of high quality and not obtrusive these should be allowed. I am not sure that any of 
these questions are covering areas that are not already adequately covered by CDC's planning policies. What are you really 
getting at? Noted. 

This question has dual meaning.    Please note:     All 7 questions in this survey are constructed with bias and potentially 
hidden agendas..  The residents of CSG are more intelligent than this.  Until the style of questioning changes this 
questionnaire will fail to obtain true feedback from residents.   The structure needs a re-think if you want to be taken 
seriously - Get with it CSG !  Thank you.  Noted 

I don't really understand what this question is referring to or perhaps hinting at! Clearly we would want quality building 
work that is in keeping with the historic character of the village. Beyond that, I don't know what you mean! Noted. 
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The Neighbourhood plan is in favour of motherhood and apple pie but makes no attempt to prioritise  the balance between 
cost and outcome. I think the survey is of no help . The questions have been framed to give an 'Agree' answer.  If the last 
two questions asked  do you prefer to preserve heritage or support up-to-date high quality design you might at least get a 
guide to local opinion.  Noted. 

Like Question 1. Of course high quality. And what do you mean by respect? Noted 
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Appendix 5: Regulation 14 Consultation material, 2017 
 

Regulation 14 Flyer: 
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The following pages show the posters displayed at the Regulation 14 consultation event: 
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Regulation 14 Questionnaire:  
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Appendix 6: List of Regulation 14 Consultation Bodies 
 

Back Lane Allotments Association   Historic England  

BAT4CSG      Jordans Environment Trust 

Chalfonts PCSO’s     Jordans Nursery  

Chalfont St Giles Community Library   Jordans Quaker Centre 

Chalfont St Giles Bowling Club    Jordans School  

Chalfont St Giles Conservation Area Committee  Jordans Village Limited 

Chalfont St Giles Cricket Club    Jordans Village Store 

Chalfont St Giles Over 60s Club    Jordans Way Residents Association 

Chalfont St Giles Parish Church    Longwood Drive Residents Association 

Chalfont St Giles Revitalisation Committee  Natural England  

Chalfont St Giles Tennis Club    Network Rail  

Chalfont St Giles Twinning Association   South Bucks District Council 

Chalfont St Giles Youth Club    The Environment Agency 

Chiltern District Council     The Highways Agency  

Deanway United Church    The Memorial Hall  

       Youth Hostel Association 
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Appendix 7: Responses to Regulation 14 consultation: survey 
 

The following pages show the Regulation 14 Response Log- Survey Monkey 

Question 1: Do you have any comments on Section 1- Introduction? 

Response If you answered yes (please specify)  Response to Comments 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local Plan in 
2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I feel strongly 
that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow often used by 
village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Unfortunately I don't have time to fill this form in in depth, but I absolutely oppose this development due to the 
strain it would put on the local services - road safety, schools, medical services etc. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes It's good thing to have a Neighbourhood Plan for Chalfont St Giles.  It should provide a basis for the local 
community and Parish Council to engage with Chiltern District Council to influence and align with the Chiltern 
& South Bucks Local Plan. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Clearly presented and unambiguous. Noted. No change.  

Yes If objectives are defined, there are no details about their implementations : the exercise is vague and as 
submitted, one could easily subscribe to it.  It is felt that people are not no.1 priority (though the needs of the 
elderly are mentioned), but other interests are behind, beginning with financial ones (developers).... 

Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: people must be 
the number one priority. 
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Yes Generally found the document difficult to concentrate on, given the large amount of conceptual ideas and lack 
of specifics.   Could do with a punchy summary to engage more people. 

Noted. No change.  

 

Question 2: Do you have any comments on Section 2- Local Context? 

Response If you answered yes (please specify)  Response to Comments 

Yes See general comment at 10 Noted. No change.  

Yes Unfortunately I don't have time to fill this form in in depth, but I absolutely oppose this development due to the 
strain it would put on the local services - road safety, schools, medical services etc. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Chalfont and Latimer Station should be included on Map 3 Update Map 3 to incude 
Chalfont and Latimer 
Station.   

Yes I have never heard of or seen the following strategies  The Chiltern District Council Core Strategy (2011)  ▪ The 
Chiltern District Local Plan (1997) (Saved Policies)  ▪ The Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan (2006)    
▪ The Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Core Strategy (2012)    Section 2.20 This is incomplete - there have 
also been developments of Grayburn Close and White Heart Close within the last 30 years.  

Add reference to Grayburn 
Close and White Heart 
Close at Section 2.20.  

Yes It is sensible that all plans for the area should cover the same time period. Noted. No change.  

Yes JVL are a major land owner and should not be directly involved in the drafting of the Local Plan. There is no planning reason 
why JVL cannot be involved 
in the development of this 
Neighbourhood Plan. No 
change.  

Yes The Jordans Neighbourhood plan was drafted by committee members of Jordans Village Limited.  This private 
landowner, although co-operative in nature, has sought only to promote its own interests within the document 
and this was a 'power grab'. The nature of questions within the consultation questionaire were inappropriately 

This Neighbourhood Plan 
has been informed by the 
Jordans Neighbourhood 
Plan. It is based on a variety 
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skewed to reinforce its limited narrative.  I do not believe that this document is reflective of all views within the 
village and, is thus, fundamentally flawed and potentially subject to challenge.   

of sources including Parish 
wide consultation and 
National, District and local 
evidence. No change. 

Yes Detailed and precise. Noted. No change.  

Yes No mention is made of Chalfont and Latimer station which is the neqrest station to Chalfont St Giles Update Map 2 to to include 
the flood risk zones. 
Update Map 3 to include 
Chalfont & Latimer Train 
station.  

Yes If objectives are defined, there are no details about their implementations : the exercise is vague and as 
submitted, one could easily subscribe to it.  It is felt that people are not no.1 priority (though the needs of the 
elderly are mentioned), but other interests are behind, beginning with financial ones (developers).... 

Agree. Add text to Section 
4.1 to say: people must be 
the number one priority. 

Yes Map 2 fails to show that the extent of the river flood zone includes the area around the village green and the 
car park, including the telephone exchange. Map 3 fails to indicate the direction to Chalfont & Latimer train 
station, which is closer to the village green than the station at Gerrards Cross. 

The Environment Agency 
hold the most up to date 
information on the Flood 
Risk Zones.  A cross 
reference to this set out at 
para 2.14. No change. 
Update Map 3 to include 
Chalfont & Latimer Train 
Station. 

 

Question 3: Do you have any comments on Section 3- Community Engagement? 

 

Response If you answered yes (please specify)  Response to Comments 
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Yes All well done. Noted. No change.  

Yes Unfortunately I don't have time to fill this form in in depth, but I absolutely oppose this development due to the 
strain it would put on the local services - road safety, schools, medical services etc. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes There was a public meeting quite a long time ago and I put my name forward to participate and contribute to 
the NP activity.  Unfortunately I was never contacted to contribute so the first I saw of the NP was the recent 
consultation event in the Library in May.  That event was pretty lame, I have to say.  The NP appears to have 
been written by outside consultants to a prescribed format and proposes little of substance.  The NP 
representatives did not have much of interest to add to the high level wish list of topics referenced in the NP.  
This survey is a daunting and difficult prospect for average householders to complete comprehensively and 
efficiency - assessing and commenting on a 70 plus page document with a lot of professional terminology is a 
tall order. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes The section is using data which is 4 years out of date!!  As it states J"ordans village undertook a local 
Neighbourhood Plan survey in 2013. A questionnaire was also delivered by volunteers to homes  and 
businesses in Chalfont St Giles village in 2013" - These villages and businesses have changed within the last 4 
years and there should be a more up to date survey used 

This Neighbourhood Plan 
process started in 2012 and 
we can’t discount earlier 
work undertaken. This 
Neighbourhood Plan uses 
this as well as the most up 
to date evidence available. 
Community surveys were 
also undertaken in 2016 
and 2017. No change.  

Yes More needs to be done to listen to the views of the community  Noted. No change.  

Yes Shops / Businesses should be actively involved in the village community, and we should support them likewise. 
No point being there otherwise! 

Noted. No change.   

Yes Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local Plan 
in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.      I feel 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
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strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow often 
used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.   

Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes See above; the Jordans plan was drafted by JVL with the consultation involving leading questions. As the saying 
goes who writes the questions controls the answers. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Please see  my answer to 2 above. Noted. No change.  

Question 4: Do you have any comments on Section 4- Key Issues? 

Response If you answered yes (please specify)  Response to Comments 

Yes Fully support Noted. No change.  

Yes Please leave this beautiful space alone for the enjoyment of the current and future local community.  Noted. No change.  

Yes Unfortunately I don't have time to fill this form in in depth, but I absolutely oppose this development due to the 
strain it would put on the local services - road safety, schools, medical services etc. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Page 15 Key Issues Environment text should have added to it a further bullet point stating:  "There is a 
continuing need to create a safe, secure and pedestrian-friendly village environment, with a reduced impact 
from traffic."  This addition is in conformity with the adopted 2011 Chiltern District Council Core Strategy 
paragraph 5.11 "The Vision for Chalfont St. Giles" and with the adopted Parish Council 2008 Market Town 
Health Check Action Plan.  The Economic Key Issues section should add a bullet point, stating:  "There is a need 
to support local tourist attractions".  That too is in conformity with the Core Strategy paragraph 5.11 "The 
Vision for Chalfont St. Giles", which seeks "to ensure that facilities and tourist attractions are used more".     

Update page 15. Add 
'There is a continuing need 
to create a safe, secure and 
pedestrian-friendly village 
environment, with a 
reduced impact from traffic' 
to the environment section. 
Add 'There is a need to 
support local tourist 
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attractions’ to the 
economic section. 

Yes The lack of public transport, leading to over-dependence on cars and difficulties for non-car owners should be 
included as a social issue.    The increase in car ownership, and the size of vehicles owned, is also becoming a 
serious issue in local streets, given the short supply of on-street parling space and public car parks.  

Update Section 4. Add 
'There is a lack of public 
transport, leading to over-
dependence on cars and 
difficulties for non-car 
owners'. 

Yes Firstly, local housing provision is critical to the sustenance of our village community.  In particular, affordable 
and starter homes and downsizing homes for older residents.  My family has lived in the village for over 25 
years , my children were raised here and would love to continue living here but that is not even a remote 
possibility economically.  Not only is there little or no new housing provision, but when smaller houses do come 
onto the market, they are snapped up by developers or builders and greatly enlarged to grow even more the 
number of large and expensive houses.  Only rich middle class people from outside the village and area can 
afford to live here.  For example, just take a look at Back Lane.  Traditionally with many small houses and 
bungalows, it is now fast becoming a Millionaires Row, almost entirely large houses and always big new 
rebuilds going on.  The housing mix in our village is unfair, moving all the time in the wrong direction and our 
young people can't afford to live here and raise their own children here.  A comment on the environment, I 
support the objective but little or nothing is actually proposed.  Even currently, some of the footpaths I use 
regularly around the village are not regularly maintained and are sometimes virtually impassable.  An 
environmental issue I haven't seen covered is that of pavement parking of cars. This is now at epidemic levels.  
Try pushing a pushchair along the pavement around many roads in the village, you will have to make many 
detours into the road and put yourself and the baby at risk. As a grandparent with baby grandchildren, I can 
attest to this selfish and dangerous behaviour by local drivers obstructing pavements.  Again I see no actions 
proposed, 

Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: it is felt that young 
people can’t afford to live 
or raise their children in the 
Parish. 
Some footpaths are not 
regularly maintained and 
are difficult to use.  

Yes The natural environment around the villages is valued and should be protected and enhanced. If this is stated 
why are there proposals to build on some of these around Chalfont St Giles. There must be more work 
undertaken to identify other areas for building of affordable housing.   

Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: More work should 
be undertaken to identify 
areas for the building of 
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affordable housing that 
does not impact the natural 
environment. 

Yes The thriving social community is unusual for an area in which so many people reside but do not work.  It should 
be preserved. 

Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: the thriving social 
community is unusual for 
an area in which so many 
people reside but do not 
work.  It should be 
preserved. 

Yes I'm pretty well in agreement with the key issues, particularly with regard to bringing in younger families into 
Jordans Village and building homes suitable for senior residents and supporting local businesses and 
community facilities 

Noted. No change.  

Yes There is a need for using for senior residents, however, with the current stamp duty levels, this is very difficult to 
achieve. Also, in order to retain the character and benefits of the area, too many new developments could 
detract. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes ROADS: The condition of some roads, in particular parts of Potkiln Lane, are appalling, passable only at dead 
slow speed if damage to cars is to be avoided, furthermore, pot holes continue to destroy our car's tyres and 
suspension parts at an unacceptable frequency. Repairs should be made much faster and proactive 
maintenance should be more frequent too.  Furthermore, as a cyclist as well as a motorist, some pot holes that 
are left unrepaired for months a time represent a real and present danger to life and limb and repairs should be 
considered from the context of a cyclist also. A hard bump/bang/crash for a car is a broken wheel/broken limbs 
and the risk of falling under a car/van/lorry for a cyclist.  PAVEMENT & CYCLE PATHS: Pavements and cycle 
paths should be better maintained, why spend money cutting large areas of grass verges yet not properly 
maintain the paths themselves? 

Add text to Section 4 to say 
'Some roads are in poor 
repair. Pot holes that are 
left unrepaired are 
dangerous' and 'Pavements 
and cycle paths should be 
better maintained.' 

Yes Protection, funding and support of the village shops and services is essential   Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: Protection, 
funding and support of the 
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village shops and services is 
essential.  

Yes The policy is confusing; development should be positively embraced for the good of the community.   

Yes There is a potential contradiction in your key issues -  housing is considered desirable for young and specific 
groups, however, 'certain' sites would represent over development.  In these days of housing need there is no 
place for  the 'nimbyism' that is implied here. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Well summarised and totally "hits the nail on the head!" Noted. No change.  

Yes We feel that traffic calming through the village centre (by the green) warrants noting as a key issue or inclusion 
under one of the other sections.  Otherwise, it looks excellent, thank you. 

Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: traffic calming 
through the village centre 
(by the green) warrants is a 
key issue. 

Yes If objectives are defined, there are no details about their implementations : the exercise is vague and as 
submitted, one could easily subscribe to it.  It is felt that people are not no.1 priority (though the needs of the 
elderly are mentioned), but other interests are behind, beginning with financial ones (developers).... 

Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: people must be 
the number one priority. 

Yes The continued running of the Misbourne river is an important environmemtal feature. The plans to line parts of 
the river bed should be implementd 

Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: Misbourne river is 
an important 
environmental feature. 

Yes "Public Accessibility to the natural environment should be improved". I don't agree with this - I think access is 
good.   Why has Equestrian businesses been highlighted? All businesses should be supported. It is wrong that 
equestrians have been singled out. 

Agree. Amend text to 
Section 4 to say: 
‘businesses in the 
countryside for example 
equestrian uses’. 
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Yes The majority of local rebuilding seems to involve pulling down old houses in large gardens and replacing them 
with large houses in much smaller gardens, driven by profit for the builders. 

Amend text to Section 4 to 
say: Development in the 
Parish can involve the 
intensification of land on 
existing plots. It is 
important to ensure that 
the redevelopment in 
existing plots is of a high 
quality design.  

Yes Support the key issues. Noted. No change.  

 

Question 5: Do you have any comments on Section 5- Visions and Objectives? 

 

Response If you answered yes (please specify)  Response to Comments 

Yes Fully support Noted. No change.  

Yes See general comment at 10 Noted. No change.  

Yes It is totally unnecessary and should be dropped.  Noted. No change.  

Yes Unfortunately I don't have time to fill this form in in depth, but I absolutely oppose this development due to the 
strain it would put on the local services - road safety, schools, medical services etc. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Consistent with the comments in question 4 above, Page 16 paragraph 5.1 "Vision" text should have added to 
the text:  " and to create a safe, secure and pedestrian-friendly village environment, with reduced impact from 
traffic".  Page 17 paragraph 5.2 "Objective 3" text needs adding to it:  "To support tourist attractions".  Page 

Update paragraph 5.1 to 
say: To create a safe, secure 
and pedestrian-friendly 
village environment, with 
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17paragraph 5.2 "Objective 5" text needs adding to it:  "particularly its conservation area and listed buildings 
and their settings". 

reduced impact from traffic.  
Update paragraph 5.2 
Objective 3 to say: To 
support the Parish's historic 
and natural assets which 
are tourist attractions. 
Update paragraph 5.2 
Objective 5 to say: 
particularly its conservation 
area and listed buildings 
and their settings. 

Yes My previous comments probably cover this.  It's a laudable set of objectives but without much, if any, 
substance. 

Noted. No change. 

Yes Objective 4 should be broader - see section 9   Noted. No change.  

Yes The village is too small to support more housing.  Noted. No change.  

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local Plan in 
2016 specifically  the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere as part of the vision and objectives of more access 
to green spaces 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. Add text to Section 
9: The Green Belt and the 
existing open spaces 
provide a 'green lung' for 
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both local residents and 
those from outside the 
area.  

Yes I also think we need to provide safer routes for driving.  The condition of the roads around Jordans is awful and 
they are dangerous when the nearest hazard is the road surface in front of you rather than what one should be 
looking out for.   

Noted. No change.  

Yes Where permitted development will lead to an increase in population then infrastructure and traffic calming 
measures should be delivered prior to development. 

The Council cannot obtain 
planning contributions 
from permitted 
development. No change.  

Yes I agree that there is a need to attract new life into the communities, in particular Jordans through the infilling of 
land currently in residential use with small family units to expand and accommodate the next generation. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes I am particularly concerned about Objective 3. I feel that there should be an assumption made that no business 
premises will be allowed planning permission for change of use to convert to residential. We are in danger of 
losing many of the places where people can meet and socialise - ie Infant of Prague Church being converted to 
residential, the closure of a number of village pubs etc  I know that we need more dwellings, but this should not 
come at the expense of social facilities. 

We cannot prevent the 
change of use from 
business and residential 
under the permitted 
development order. No 
change.  

Yes 5.2 page 17 Objective 4. Most important of all would be 'safer' routes. It is not safe to cycle around Chalfoint St 
Giles  

Noted. No change.  

Yes If objectives are defined, there are no details about their implementations : the exercise is vague and as 
submitted, one could easily subscribe to it.  It is felt that people are not no.1 priority (though the needs of the 
elderly are mentioned), but other interests are behind, beginning with financial ones (developers).... 

Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: people must be 
the number one priority. 

  Objective 1: We should have more homes for senior residents in order for them to be able to stay here and 
downsize. However there are inadequate bus routes and infrastructure in general for more housing.   Objective 

Add text to Section 4 to 
say: people feel that there 
should be better public 
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4: I don’t believe we need new safer routes for cycling and horse riding and walking. We have loads of 
footpaths that are costly to maintain.  

transport in the Parish. This 
will help to make homes 
more accessible especially 
for older people.  

 

 

 

Question 6: Do you have any comments on Section 6- Housing? 

Response If you answered yes (please specify)  Response to Comments 

Yes Smaller economic housing is ideal. This encourages young families and older residents. Noted. No change.  

Yes I think this is a really important section and I am pleased to see it here. As a private tenant renting in CSG I 
could not afford any of the properties here despite being a qualified teacher. It is a great place to live and at 
the moment it is not accessible to many. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Unfortunately I don't have time to fill this form in in depth, but I absolutely oppose this development due to the 
strain it would put on the local services - road safety, schools, medical services etc. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Page 19 "Housing Policy 1 text should have an additional criterion, stating:  "Alternative Sites" evidence is 
provided, with priority given to the protection of the AONB, the conservation areas and the listed buildings and 
their settings".  This criterion recognises that rural Green Belt land is of equal status in terms of National and 
Local Plan policies, with the above additional protection afforded to some parts of the countryside setting 
within which the village lies, and it is important for that distinction to be afforded appropriate weight when 
determining "Rural Exception Sites", as when determining all other development proposals. 

The Neighbourhood Plan 
should not repeat National 
policy. No change.  

Yes I feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow 
often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
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Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version.  

Yes Housing Policy 1 and 2 The 'will' support should be 'may' support because there is insufficeint safeguard to 
prevent developers 'gaming' the system to gain consents. Statements like 'where possible' leave the community 
vulnerable to explotation by developers.   

Neighbourhood plans 
should plan positively with 
the context of National and 
District planning policy. No 
change.  

Yes Again I have expressed my views on this point earlier in this survey.  Local housing provision is critical to the 
sustenance of our village community.  In particular, affordable and starter homes and downsizing homes for 
older residents.  My family has lived in the village for over 25 years , my children were raised here and would 
love to continue living here but that is not even a remote possibility economically.  Not only is there little or no 
new housing provision, but when smaller houses do come onto the market, they are snapped up by developers 
or builders and greatly enlarged to grow even more the number of large and expensive houses.  Only rich 
middle class people from outside the village and area can afford to live here.  For example, just take a look at 
Back Lane.  Traditionally with many small houses and bungalows, it is now fast becoming a Millionaires Row, 
almost entirely large houses and always big new rebuilds going on.  The housing mix in our village is unfair, 
moving all the time in the wrong direction and our young people can't afford to live here and raise their own 
children here.   

Add text to Section 4 to 
say: it is felt that young 
people can’t afford to live 
or raise their children in the 
Parish. 

Yes Agree we need more affordable housing to allow today's young parents and family to be able to purchase and 
continue to live in Chalfont St Giles 

Noted. No change.  

Yes More housing will change the nature of the village and services cannot support more people. Add text to Section  7: 
more housing will change 
the nature of the village 
and it is important that 
residents continue to have 
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access to supporting 
services and facilities. 

Yes This is a sensible approach to the development of housing needed in small rural villages by neighbouring 
employment areas. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Please see section 10 Noted. No change.  

Yes In agreement with Housing Policy.  We should encourage infill by maintaining GB4 & GB5. GB4 and GB5 are District 
Local Plan Policies. Any 
updates to these will be 
addressed in the Local Plan 
Review. No change.  

Yes No large scale "box-ticking" developments. Small, manageable pockets of affordable housing on already built 
land probably acceptable. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Too much affordable housing can  become less affordable over time and can attract those who are not living in 
the area. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes We definitely do not need any more £million+ mansions. We should also oppose the situation where smaller 
houses are bought, knocked down, and converted into massive dwellings overwhelm neighbouring properties  
and that alter the street scene - such as has happened in Gerrards Cross and Beaconsfield. 

Add text to Section 11: we 
should also oppose the 
situation where smaller 
houses are bought, 
knocked down, and 
converted into massive 
dwellings overwhelm 
neighbouring properties. 

Yes Yes. The need for affordable housing is exacerbated because any smaller and consequently more affordable 
houses are being allowed to be developed and extended into large properties so that there is then demand to 
build new affordable houses on green belt land. In addition when any large property is demolished, developers 

Add text to Section 6: the 
need for affordable housing 
can be exacerbated where 
smaller and consequently 
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are allowed to build even larger mansions because that gives them a greater profit. Better controls on 
development would help the housing situation and maintain the rural environment.  

more affordable houses are 
allowed to be developed 
and extended into large 
properties. This is why a 
balanced mix of housing 
sizes should be applied to 
new housing developments 
in line with the District’s 
latest evidence on need.  

Yes page 21 - Housing Policy 2 . The word 'will' support gives developers amply opportunity to 'game' the sytem to 
get their project approved. The word may' support would give discretion to both Parish and District Councils to 
object to unsuitable proposals 

It is important to give 
clarity to developers.  

Yes If objectives are defined, there are no details about their implementations : the exercise is vague and as 
submitted, one could easily subscribe to it.  It is felt that people are not no.1 priority (though the needs of the 
elderly are mentioned "where possible"), but other interests are behind, beginning with financial ones 
(developers).... 

Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: people must be 
the number one priority. 

Yes Affordable housing doesn’t work as it becomes unaffordable after a while. Laiprak Grove is a good example.  Noted. No change.  

Yes Page 9/77, items 2.18, 2.19 & 2.20 refer.  From what I understand about the reason for the establishment of the 
Green Belt, it is for already established villages and towns not to have housing development that will cause 
them to merge together, making sure that there was open green space for those already living there to enjoy.  
Having this in mind, and knowing that we need more affordable 'Family' housing, not Mansions,  I think it 
would be possible for some development in the fields between Bottrells Lane, Three Hhouseholds and Back 
Lane.  The Alotments would need to remain and could be enlarged, access to the small shops at Three 
Households would be convenient. If put in a circle drawn from the centre of Chalfont St Giles the area I refer to 
would be no more than infilling. 

Noted. No change.  
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Yes I accept we need more houses but the builders must also contribute to the cost of additional school places, 
hospital beds and transport infrastructure. 

Agree. Add text to Section 
12. 

Yes Low cost housing needed. Noted. Already referred to 
in Section 6. No change.  

 

Question 7: Do you have a view on the type and size of affordable housing most needed in your Parish? 

Response If you have answered yes (please specify)  Response to Comments 

Yes Suitable for starter homes and downsizing elderly Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change.  

Yes I think it needs to be a real mix, for first time buyers, seniors, family houses, individuals/couples. The best 
community is a really varied one.  

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes We really need more affordable housing for young people but it must be in keeping with the look of the village 
and it must also come with equivalent infrastructure - more doctors, dentists, water management etc.  

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes Any housing development, including the re-modelling of existing buildings, should concentrate on providing 
"starter" homes targetted at younger occupiers. 

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes Less wriggle room should be given to developers by giving the Parish Council and District Council grounds to 
block developers from gaining consent where there is clearly no advantage to the community ie For The 
Willows site with potential 150 houses the Developer has on several occasions refuesd to give any commitment 
to providing benefit to the community ie infrastruture funds to improve medical, school and road capacity.  

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 
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Yes Fully support this. The Parish Council  should avoid a repeat of the Laprick Grove tragedy where purchasers of 
'affordable housing' are now selling them on the free make making massive profits and taking these properties 
out of affordable reach. 

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes In particular, affordable and starter homes and downsizing homes for older residents.  My family has lived in 
the village for over 25 years , my children were raised here and would love to continue living here but that is 
not even a remote possibility economically.  Not only is there little or no new housing provision, but when 
smaller houses do come onto the market, they are snapped up by developers or builders and greatly enlarged 
to grow even more the number of large and expensive houses.  Only rich middle class people from outside the 
village and area can afford to live here.  For example, just take a look at Back Lane.  Traditionally with many 
small houses and bungalows, it is now fast becoming a Millionaires Row, almost entirely large houses and 
always big new rebuilds going on.  The housing mix in our village is unfair, moving all the time in the wrong 
direction and our young people can't afford to live here and raise their own children here.    An environmental 
issue I haven't seen covered is that of pavement parking of cars. This is now at epidemic levels.  Try pushing a 
pushchair along the pavement around many roads in the village, you will have to make many detours into the 
road and put yourself and the baby at risk. As a grandparent with baby grandchildren, I can attest to this selfish 
and dangerous behaviour by local drivers obstructing pavements.  Again I see no actions proposed, 

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes We need more affordable housing to allow today's young parents and family to be able to purchase and 
continue to live in Chalfont St Giles 

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes Low-rise apartments for elderly people, of whom there are many in Chalfont St Giles. It is important that this is 
acheived without compromising on the essential nature of the village i.e. it should remain a village and not 
become a small town. 

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes Smaller homes are needed to allow first time buyers and younger people to get on the property ladder - proper 
affordable housing. 

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes There isn't a need and if the council stopped selling off the council houses/flats it would improve matters. Noted. No change.  

Yes Modest size homes. And fewer than 50 so as not to overwhelm the nature of this very special village Noted. No change.  
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Yes there is enough already  Noted. No change.  

Yes The plan should also include increased provision of sheltered accommodation and care homes,  given the 
rapidly aging population of the area. 

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes First time buyers  Noted. No change. 

Yes It must blend in with existing housing in the area and should not be built on existing green belt land  Noted. No change.  

Yes In some circumstances developments could be considered for affordable units where the design is consistent 
with the neighbourhood, e.g. a development that looks like a single dwelling but is in fact two.  This particularly 
relevant where infill is permitted 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Affordable for those who actually want to live and contribute to the community, not for 'buy-to-lets' (which 
usually remain unoccupied longer than occupied). 

Noted. No change. 

Yes Not flats but nice character built homes for families of 2/3/4 children.  Noted. No change.  

Yes The green belt and the existing open spaces provide a 'green lung' for local residents and those from outside 
the area a chance to enjoy green spaces, flora and fauna - would be a retrograde step to remove such areas. I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow 
often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. Add text to Section 
9: The Green Belt and the 
existing open spaces 
provide a 'green lung' for 
both local residents and 
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those from outside the 
area.  

Yes Housing that is truly offered to those that serve the local community ie teachers where they are already on low 
income and unable to afford housing in local vicinity .Also more in depth checks on applicants Also housing to 
be in keeping with surroundings 

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes Increased affordable housing for older (downsizing) residents and young families linked to the village (as per 
the selection guidelines) is very important. 

Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes Jordans Village Limited provides affordable housing for locals - however, this is NOT assessed on the basis of 
income and housing need. Residents who do not require any income support often occupy units for life at sub 
market rents.   JVL should NOT be considered a 'social housing provider' and is unlikely to change. More true 
social housing is needed. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes See my answer to question 6 Noted. No change.  

Yes Quite agree that there is need for smaller affordable properties both for the elderly and for young families Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes Affordable Housing should be minimum of 2 bedrooms at a cost not exceeding £400,000. This would make this 
type of house within reach if a shared ownership scheme was available 

Noted. No change.  

Yes If objectives are defined, there are no details about their implementations : the exercise is vague and as 
submitted, one could easily subscribe to it.  It is felt that people are not no.1 priority (though the needs of the 
elderly are mentioned), but other interests are behind, beginning with financial ones (developers).... 

Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: people must be 
the number one priority. 

Yes The two key needs are for affordable haousing fo first time buyesr and retirement dwellings.  Noted. This support the 
policy position in Section 7. 
No change. 

Yes There needs to be objective justification for such housing Noted. No change.  
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Yes This is the wrong area for affordable housing - It should be in larger settlements with trains and buses available. 
There is a lack of infrastructure in this small village.  

Noted. No change.  

Yes As mentioned in your 4.1 and in my 6 above, it should be affordable Family housing , NOT Mansions.  Noted. No change.  

Yes We need a mix of small flats and 2, 3 and 4 bedroom affordable flats or houses.  I am horrified at the strain that 
a further 7,300 new homes in South Bucks will place on our crumbling infrastructure and of these only 1,000 are 
for affordable homes. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes It MUST be affordable. Noted. No change.  

 

Question 8: Do you have any comments on Section 7- Local Community Facilities? 

 

Response If you answered yes (please specify)  Response to Comments 

Yes Vital to retain all local businesses Noted. No change.  

Yes Very pleased to see this section. Really important to the social and emotional and more importantly the mental 
health of the community nowadays. More and more people need green spaces and places to be active in our 
current society. I think the Community Facilities section is very important and i would like to see plans to further 
develop and expand these rather than just maintaining the current ones.  Community facilities play such a huge 
part of building a 'real community' and is crucial for some people to ensure their lives are fulfilled. 

Add text to Section 7: 
Community facilities play 
such a huge part of 
building a 'real community' 
and is crucial for some 
people to ensure their lives 
are fulfilled.  

Yes Leave Stone Meadow alone.  The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
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and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Unfortunately I don't have time to fill this form in in depth, but I absolutely oppose this development due to the 
strain it would put on the local services - road safety, schools, medical services etc. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes They cannot support extra housing Noted. No change.  

Yes These need to keep pace with the needs of the growing number of  residents  Add text to Section 12: 
Community facilities need 
to keep pace with the 
needs of the growing 
number of residents. 

Yes they are already over stretched  Noted. No change.  

Yes Already busy and over utilised, would be even worse with a new development. Add text to Section 12: 
Community facilities are felt 
by some residents as being 
already busy and over 
utilised. There is a fear that 
this would be even worse 
with a new development. 

Yes The area currently thrives socially because of its range of community facilities,  which should be preserved. Add text to Section 7: The 
area currently thrives 
socially because of its range 
of community facilities, 
which should be preserved. 



99 

Yes with the increase in housing provision, there will be a requirement to grow healthcare and education provision. Noted. No change.  

Yes I'd like to see the Community Facilities in Jordans being used more widely to maintain their viability Noted. No change.  

Yes Don't need yet another shop selling booze as we already have to many of these and these only go to 
encourage drunken behaviour in the village  

Noted. No change.  

Yes Please amend "Chalfont St Giles Infant School and Nursery" to read "Chalfont St Giles Village School" as this 
also encompasses the Junior school (not mentioned).  It also seems odd not to mention the playing fields and 
the Scout and Guide halls. 

Amend ‘Chalfont St Giles 
Infant School and Nursery’ 
to read ‘Chalfont St Giles 
Village School’. The 
recreation grounds are 
protected amenity spaces 
discussed at Section 9.  

Yes Section 7.1 mentions public houses, but these are not included in the bullet point list that follows. I think they 
should be. In the last 25 years we have lost The Pheasant (now a vets), The Crown (now Costa), The Feathers 
(now a restaurant) and The Milton's Head which has been sold by the brewery and is currently fire damaged. 
Doubtless an application for planning permission for change of use will soon follow. Soon there will be no such 
community facilities left, and the village will be poorer because of it. If the neighbourhood plan stated an 
assumption of no change of use (as per my answer to Q5) some developers might be put off acquiring 
properties that come onto the market and local people with an interest in keeping the business open could be 
given the opportunity to form a consortium to purchase   

Changes of Use are 
controlled by the General 
Permitted Development 
Order.  

Yes If objectives are defined, there are no details about their implementations : the exercise is vague and as 
submitted, one could easily subscribe to it.  It is felt that people are not no.1 priority (though the needs of the 
elderly are mentioned), but other interests are behind, beginning with financial ones (developers).... 

Agree. Add text to Section 
4 to say: people must be 
the number one priority. 

Yes Can the Scouts and Guides be added. Both are vibrant in the village. Add the Scout and Guide 
Halls to Section 7. 

Yes The community library should be expanded so it can offer similar facilities to, say, Burnham library Noted. No change.  
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Yes No mention of Stone Meadow, usually used for the village show and Guy Fawkes' night. Add text to Section 9: Stone 
Meadow is often used for 
the village show and 
community Guy Fawkes 
night activities. 

 

 

Question 9: Do you have any comments on Section 8- Local Businesses and Village Centres? 

Response If you answered yes (please specify) Response 

Yes Unfortunately I don't have time to fill this form in in depth, but I absolutely oppose this development due 
to the strain it would put on the local services - road safety, schools, medical services etc. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Page 26 Economic Policy 1 should have additional text to include support for tourist attractions, as follows:  
"Proposals for enhancing existing tourist attractions will be supported where they demonstrate that they :   
a)  contribute to the attractiveness, vitality and viability of the area.  b) respond positively to the existing 
scale and grain of the existing built form of the area.  c) retain and where possible enhance active street 
frontages."     

Check if the additional text 
is acceptable with the 
District Council to Economic 
Policy 1: Proposals for 
enhancing existing tourist 
attractions will be 
supported where they 
demonstrate that they:  a) 
contribute to the 
attractiveness, vitality and 
viability of the area.  b) 
respond positively to the 
existing scale and grain of 
the existing built form of 
the area.  c) retain and 
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where possible enhance 
active street frontages. 

Yes All the use types on page 30 shoulod be clearly marked 'as at June 2017'. These activities will change over 
time. 

Add text to the local 
business map at Section 8: 
June 2017.  

Yes I strongly agree with supporting local shops and businesses, Personally I walk into the village to use the 
local shops.  One issue that upsets me is the monthly market now held on the village green.  Traders come 
in from outside the area, some of them selling items freely available in the village already.  We have a 
fantastic bakery for instance, why on earth would I spend my money on bread and cakes to support 
people outside the area and who don't even pay business taxes here?  And what must our long-
established baker fell?  These traders also park their large vans all over the village.  To me, that's a visual 
bilght not a bitch about parking for me as I only ever walk or cycle into the village.  Local shopkeepers tell 
me their takings fall when this market operates.  It does nothing for our community.  

Noted. No change.  

Yes Whilst we need to protect the environment I think section 9 and objective 4 is unbalanced and needs a 
rethink.     Suggest rewrite objective 4 as follows: ‘Encourage more sustainable methods of transport. 
Maintain and improve safe routes for walkers, cyclists and horse riders. New routes to be developed where 
appropriate.    Reality check – The vast majority of transport to and from the village is by car.  Cycling isn’t 
ideal around CSG because it hilly!  Horse riding is an infinitely small proportion of transport.      Surely 
much more important for sustainable transport are the deployment of green vehicles (electric, hybrid or 
hydrogen powered) together with improving community transport (buses, car sharing etc.).  May be there 
should be electric charge points in the village?          As far as footpaths and cycle routes are concerned - 
the priority is surely  to maintain, improve and promote what we have.  I would have thought the need and 
opportunity for totally new footpaths and cycle routes was quite limited.      Couldn’t more be done to 
promote the footpath network for tourism and health e.g.  better promote walks in and around CSG. This 
could be by online description and leaflets.    As a separate point - I suggest the PC considers whether 
Stone and Silsden meadows should be listed as designated Green Spaces.      

 Section 9 hightlights that it 
is a priority to maintain, 
improve and local routes 
for walking, cycling and 
horse riding. Add text to 
Section 12. new 
infrastructure provision 
which supports green 
vehicles are encouraged 
such as electric charging 
points.  
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Yes   I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes We have lost all of our banks which does not make it at all easy for those less able to get out of the village. Changes of Use are 
controlled by the General 
Permitted Development 
Order. 

Yes Upper and lower stone meadow also silsden meadow should be listed as green designated space. Please 
don't spoil our beautiful countryside. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes overcrowded already  Noted. No change.  

Yes Maintaining the balance of business types is a worthy goal,  to preserve social cohesion.  It may be 
affected by developments in technologies such as the internet which militate against social cohesion. 

Noted. No change.  
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Yes I think a more frequent bus service would enhance the local economy Noted. No change.  

Yes Yes, reading room, village/pub halls should be used. Noted. No change.  

Yes Don't need yet another shop selling booze as we already have to many of these and these only go to 
encourage drunken behaviour in the village  

Noted. No change.  

Yes For economic and food&drink development, where a national chain can deliver services of use to the 
village and the 'scale' of the owning business will ensure longevity of the business and allow it time to 
establish itself, then that opportunity should not be resisted but that the development should be sought 
and delivered in keeping with the village character 

Noted. No change.  

Yes I think there should be limited opportunity to change the use of a small number of economic units which 
are currently shops if no tenant can be found after a certain period of time, as long as any new use (such 
as café or restaurant) also contributes to the life of the village.   But I would want to retain the 
butcher/baker/greengrocer at all costs as having all three of these is vital. 

Changes of Use are 
controlled by the General 
Permitted Development 
Order. 

Yes Well summarised Noted. No change.  

Yes Traffic calming though the village should be considered, perhaps a 20mph zone around the green and 
more speed bumps? 

Noted. No change.  

Yes There should be a clear statement that these businesses are present at a fixed point in time. The list will go 
out of date very quickly 

Add text to Section 8: These 
businesses are present in 
June 2017. They will be 
subject to change over the 
lifetime of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

Yes If objectives are defined, there are no details about their implementations : the exercise is vague and as 
submitted, one could easily subscribe to it.  It is felt that people are not no.1 priority (though the needs of 
the elderly are mentioned), but other interests are behind, beginning with financial ones (developers).... 

Agree. Add text to Section 4 
to say: people must be the 
number one priority. 
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Yes There should be reduced rate car parking facilities for business which are in the village centre. This would 
free up spaces for visiting shoppers. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes I would like some recognition that there are many businesses ( a survey a few years ago put it at over 200 ) 
which operate from premises outside the village centre - most of them from their own home 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Map 8 again fails to indicate the direction to Chalfont & Latimer train station, which is closer to the village 
green than the station at Gerrards Cross. 

Add Chalfont & Latimer 
train station to Maps 4 & 6 
(Maps 4 & 6 are better than 
Map 8 for this addition. 
Map 8. is about Local centre 
uses at Three Households.)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 10: Do you have any comments on Section 9- Local Green Spaces and Better Routes? 
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Response If you answered yes (please specify) General Response: The below 
referenced responses were on 
the Local Plan not the 
Neighbourhood Plan. Neither 
Upper and Lower Stone 
Meadow are accessible to the 
public so they did not meet 
the Local Green Space Criteria. 
They have other planning 
policy designations i.e. Green 
Belt. Notwithstanding this, we 
will review the assessment in 
partnership with the District 
Council.   

Yes Protect all Green Spaces Noted. No change.  

Yes The pond area is a key focal point of the village for people and wildlife alike and some focus on 
maintaining and developing this to ensure it remains is key. 

The pond area is an 
amenity space under 
District policy. No change.  

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely  Howard Bishop 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 
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Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely  Joan Bishop 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St.Giles submitted approximately 1500 responses to the local 
plan in 2016, the meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current neighbourhood questionaire.I feel 
strongly that both upper and lower Stone Meadow and Silsden Meadow be listed as designated "Green 
Space" in Chalfont St.Giles. R.J.Fulton 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely     Ian & Penny Mills 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
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Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Congratulation on an excellent draft Neighbourhood Plan.  In my opinion it generally captures the 
essence of the village well and provides a credible platform for forward development.  However, I am 
struck by the lack of mention (or pictures) of the River Misbourne and its corridor which are an absolutely 
key feature of the village.  The Misbourne valley defines this area from well above Amersham, through 
the Chalfont and on to Denham and provide a hugely valuable natural and agricultural environment for 
recreation and amenity and just sheer beauty.  It is to be hoped that, in due course the Chiltern AONB 
will be extended at least as far as Chalfont St peter and, hopefully, on to join up with the Colne Valley 
Park.  Any risk to this vision must be guarded against.  Specifically therefore, while noting the intent to 
conserve Silsden Meadow, the Neighbourhood Plan must recognise the similar attributes of Upper and 
Lower Stone Meadows for all their cultural and amenity values and, as a minimum ensure these three are 
granted "Designated Green Space" status. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I feel very strongly that Upper and Lower and Silsden Meadows should be designated local 'Green 
Spaces' as they are integral to the beauty and heritage of Chalfont St. Giles. it is important to safeguard 
their status forever.  Mary Clancy  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
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and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

  I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood Plan.  I feel 
strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow 
often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.  Yours Sincerely, 
Clair Griffiths 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely     Waseem Sadique  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely   Vic Dorman 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
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and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Unfortunately I don't have time to fill this form in in depth, but I absolutely oppose this development due 
to the strain it would put on the local services - road safety, schools, medical services etc. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
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Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely,     Paul Golding 

Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes we are most surprised that the Upper and Lower Stone Meadow and SIlsden Meadow in Chalfont St Giles 
were not mentioned in the Neighbourhood questionnaire last year. We both feel strongly that these 
should all be designated at 'Green Space' with Chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes As stated above, Upper and Lower Stone Meadow and should be listed as designated Green Space.   The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionnaire.  I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
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Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.  Yours 
Sincerely  Christine Rayner 

Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes The Meadows are not included  in the NP. It is very important that the character of the village is 
preserved along with  both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow. They all three 
should  be  designated  ‘Local Green Spaces’. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am surprised that despite Chalfont St Giles submitting some 1,500 responses to the Local Plan in 2016 
the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.  This is a matter 
of considerable concern.     I consider it imperative that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with 
Silsden Meadow (next to Stone Meadow which is often used for the village show) be listed as designated 
‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.  Further, there should be no ability to build on flood plains.  Yours, 
Richard Bolton     

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 
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Yes Better protection should be given to Upper and Lower Stone Meadows The Local Green Spaces 
Assessment will be 
reviewed. Further 
consideration will be given 
to Upper Stone Meadow 
and Lower Stone Meadow. 

Yes There should Local Green Space protection for Stone Meadow The Local Green Spaces 
Assessment will be 
reviewed. Further 
consideration will be given 
to Upper Stone Meadow 
and Lower Stone Meadow. 

Yes Providing or enhancing walking and cycling routes in and around the village is very important to me, as I 
do both.  However, nothing is actually proposed.  For instance, The Deanway is shown - at the moment 
you can't even walk down The Deanway due to pavement parking.  As I've previously Noted. No change.  
in this survey, parked cars obstructing the pavement needs solving first.  And where some cycling 
provision has already been made, for instance along Narcot Lane, this is unsafe for cyclists, pedestrians 
and drivers who cross the pathway to get in and out of their houses.  I never use the cycle footpath on 
my bike as it's too unsafe, I ride in the road.  The NP should deliver decent roads, our roads around the 
village are appalling and unsafe to cycle on as one is required to frequently swerve around the myriad 
potholes.  On open spaces, I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 
1,500 responses to the Local Plan in 2016, the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current 
Neighbourhood Plan or questionaire.     I feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along 
with Silsden Meadow (next to Stone Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green 
Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
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Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely Alison Mayes 

Yes It is a matter of concern that after some 1500 responses were submitted to the local plan in 2016, I 
cannot find any reference to the Meadows in the current questionnaire. I am strongly of the view that 
Upper and Lower Stone Meadow together with the adjoining Silsden Meadow be designated as 'Green 
Space' in Chalfont St Giles. Yours sincerely, Peter Miles 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the local 
plan in 2016, the meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current neighbourhood questionnaire.   I 
feel strongly that both upper and lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (next to Stone 
Meadow, often used for village show) be listed as designated "green space" in Chalfont St Giles.  Your 
sincerely    Anne Wood-Smith 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that, after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 respons s to the local 
plan in 2016, the meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current neighbourhood questionnaire.  I 
feel strongly that both upper and lower stone meadow, along with Silsden meadow (next to stone 
meadow often used by village show, annual bonfire night and other community events) be listed as 
designated green space in Chalfont St Giles.  It is important to provide necessary good quality housing, 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
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but not in locations which wil adversely effect opportunities for the community to come together, or 
precious green space in an increasingly built up area. 

are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Simply proposing to make Upper and Lower Stone Meadow as well as Sislen Meadow  'Green Space' is 
not enough see attached article. Green Space will not stop the Meadows being developed in future. 
Please enforce a legally binding covenant or similar to make sure all three Meadows are fully protected 
for future generations.   https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/02/how-where-did-uk-
lose-green-space-bigger-than-a-city-six-years 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes   I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes   I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 



115 

and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
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and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes If hundreds of people in the community made the effort last year to complete the Local Plan form to 
specifically highlight the need to protect the Stone Meadows then why is this issue not covered in the 77 
pages of the Neighbourhood Plan document or in the questionnaire? I would like to see Upper Stone 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
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Meadow, Lower Stone Meadow and Silsden (?) Meadow legally protected and identified as green space 
please, thank you 

Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Legally protect Upper and Lower Stone Meadow please ASAP. Also publish the results of this survey. Why 
did so many people in the village complete the Local Plan last year asking to protect Stone Meadows 
only to see it ignored in this survey???? 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Why is the protection of Upper and Lower Stone Meadow not the priority in this survey? Why is it not 
mentioned when so many in the village took time to express their concern for it's protection last year? 
Can we please protect Upper and Lower Stone Meadows and the next Meadow heading towards 
Chalfont St Peter. Protect it so that no one can ever put it forward even for considered development in 
the future.  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
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Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely,  David Tate    

Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes We are strongly of the opinion that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadows along with Silsden Meadow 
(adjacent to Stone Meadow, and regularly used by village show) be listed as designated 'Local Green 
Spaces’ for the benefit of all in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours sincerely,   Mr & Mrs T R  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.  I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.  I, like 
many other people, cannot understand how these sites, which are subject to severe flooding, can be 
considered for any development. In less drastic times, they are used as an important community amenity.     
Yours sincerely,  Frances Hawkins   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 
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Yes I am, together with my family, very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 
responses to the Local Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current 
Neighbourhood questionnaire.     I feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with 
Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green 
Space’ in Chalfont St Giles. I hope that this can now be done.  Yours Sincerely   Malcolm C. Clark  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.     I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.     Yours 
Sincerely  Peter Thorne 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
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Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely   Hazel Williamson - resident in Chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am extremely concerned that 1500 responses and people's views submitted in respect of the Local Plan 
in 2016 have been completely ignored. Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the 
Local Plan in 2016 the Meadows which are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood 
questionaire. This is quite worrying.    I am strongly of the opinion that the Upper and Lower Stone 
Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow often used by village show) be listed as 
designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.     Yours faithfully  Andy Williams  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely   Deborah Gray 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
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are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely   Colin Gray 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

  I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely    C MacLennan 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated 'Green Space' in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
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and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I feel very strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) should be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles for 
the continuing enjoyment of all in the village. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely     Alex Daly 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.       

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
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and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes  am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely Marian Pell 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely   Helen Whitlum   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Why is Upper and Lower Stone Meadow not mentioned in the Neighbourhood plan when so many made 
an effort to show how strongly they feel about protecting it? Please protect them both for future 
generations, thank you 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
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Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.     

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely  Lawrence Wolman 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionnaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
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Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely    Tim Nash 

Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely   Gemma Burnand 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 
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Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.     John 
and Anne Campbell    

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely  Derek Harris 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
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Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely    Janet Spinlove 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I feel strongly that Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (often used by Chalfont 
St Giles village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours Sincerely     Philip 
Jarvis. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.      

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
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are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely  Jessica Gillam 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely    

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely     Liz Elmer (CSG resident) 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
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and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Shorely enough is being built on at Chalfont st peter Noted. No change.  

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
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feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Robert 
Jukes    

Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely   Jon Sweet. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely   David Anderson 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 
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Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely   Paul Gibson 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely  Guy Bartram 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 



132 

Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Antonia 
Plumridge 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes There is no mention of the 1500 messages from the village about the preservation of upper and lower 
stone meadow as green spaces. Both these areas are important to the village showing its rural nature 
and both are subject to severe flooding making them unsuitable for development. Their loss would 
deeply affect the village in a negative way opening the door to greater urbanisation and reduction of 
village identity. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
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are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Dear Sirs /Madams    I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 
responses to the Local Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current 
Neighbourhood questionaire.    I feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with 
Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green 
Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours Sincerely    Mr Daniel Fernandez   Chalfont St.Giles  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
sincerely,  Marie Maclennan  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Around 1,500 responses to the Local Plan in 2016 commented on the village's meadows, however these 
concerns were not raised in the neighbourhood questionnaire, when they are an integral part of village 
life and should be protected as green spaces. Upper and Lower Stone Meadows as well as Silsden 
Meadow are used extensively by the villagers for the village show each year and also as areas to exercise 
and walk dogs. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
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and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.     I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.     Yours 
Sincerely   Susie Bicknell  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionnaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely  Mike Hollies 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionnaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
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and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
sincerely   Clifford Robinson 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
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Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely  catherine de Whalley 

Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely  James McHale 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
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feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.     

Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely    Paul Hellewell 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionnaire.  I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.  Yours 
Sincerely  Rowley Maggs 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 
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Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St. Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionnaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely   Michael Murphy 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
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Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.   I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.   Yours 
Sincerely   Philip Bryan 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles. Peter 
Hutchinson 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely    (Mary Williams)   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
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and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes  am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely     Paul Williams, Chalfont St Giles 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.     

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
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and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood Plan.    I feel 
strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow 
often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours Sincerely     
Sophie Jenkins  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood Plan.    I feel 
strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow 
often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours Sincerely    
Jo Leach   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
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Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely   Noel Coulson  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood Plan.  I feel 
strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow 
often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.  Yours Sincerely  
Daniel Leckie   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood Plan.  I feel 
strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
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often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.  Yours Sincerely  
Mark Gibson   

Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood Plan.  I feel 
strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow 
often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.  Yours Sincerely  
Lorraine Leckie   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood Plan.  I feel 
strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow 
often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.  Yours Sincerely  
Dougal Jones 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 
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Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood Plan.    I feel 
strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow 
often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours sincerely,    
Eleanor Brafield  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016, the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow, along with Silsden Meadow (next to Stone 
Meadow, often used for the village show) should be designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    
Simon Detre  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes SAVE ST. GILES require your urgent attention    This is a very important appeal for a fast approaching 
deadline of 19th June that you may not be aware of relating to Stone Meadows.    Last year we made the 
comunity aware that Upper Stone Meadow had been highlighted for potential housing/office 
devlopment in the Local Plan. Aproximatwely 5,000 people responded to the Local plan in 
Buckinghamshire with an unbelievable 1,500 responses coming from Chalfont St. Giles.    As part of the 
Neighbourhood Plan the Parish Council have developed a questionnaire that will take no more than 2 
minutes to complete. The deadline for completion is 19th June and we would urge you to respond as 
soon as possible so we can keep up pressure to protect the Meadows for the future and avoid it ever 
being targeted for development again.    We are keen to secure the title of ‘Designated Green Space’ for 
Upper and Lower Stone Meadow and you can help this happen by simply doing the following.    The 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
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following link will take you to the Neighbourhood Plan and we would encourage you to familiarise 
yourself with this before answering the questions.    http://www.chalfontstgiles-
pc.gov.uk/userfiles/files/Reg14ConsultationNPCSGPC.pdf    BUT if you are only interested in voicing your 
opinion about the Meadows then please go to:    https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/CSGPreSubNP    
You must tick YES to Issue No 10 (Do you have any comments on Section 9 Local Green Spaces and 
Better Routes?)    We would then encourage you to either to cut and past the comment below OR use 
your own words to help protect the Meadows:     -------------------------    I am very concerned that after 
Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local Plan in 2016 the Meadows are 
not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood Plan.    I feel strongly that both Upper and Lower 
Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow often used by village show) be listed 
as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours Sincerely     (name optional but it will help show 
support from different residents)    -------------------------    With thanks for your continued support 

Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am surprised and very concerned that despite Chalfont St Giles submitting approximately 1,500 
responses to the Local Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current 
Neighbourhood Plan.  I feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden 
Meadow (Next to Stone Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in 
chalfont St Giles.  In addition there is frequent flooding of the Meadows, therefore how can this be 
considered a suitable location for housing development.  Building will potentially worsen the impact of 
flooding and people will be unable to obtain insurance thereby creating more problems for those in 
need of affordable housing.   Yours Sincerely  J Thomson 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
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Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.  D snaith 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in Chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely     James Blachford 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes   I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
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are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes   I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
sincerely,    Martin Andrewd    With thanks for your continued support.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

No I support the protection of local green spaces, hence my support for infill development to protect these 
spaces. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
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Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely   Eliza Kayrouz  

Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely   Peter Sutton   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes ST Giles, having submitted approximately 5000 response to theLocal Plan in 2016, I am very concerned 
that the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionnaire 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
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Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.  I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.  Yours 
Sincerely   Peter Scognamillo  (name optional but it will help hsow support from different residents) 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 
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Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.      I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.            
Neil Mccarthy 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes  am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.    Yours 
Sincerely   Janice Hague 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
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Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionnaire. I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.  Stephen 
O'Connor   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

  I am very concerned that after Chalfont St Giles submitted approximately 1,500 responses to the Local 
Plan in 2016 the Meadows are not mentioned anywhere in the current Neighbourhood questionaire.    I 
feel strongly that both Upper and Lower Stone Meadow along with Silsden Meadow (Next to Stone 
Meadow often used by village show) be listed as designated ‘Green Space’ in chalfont St Giles.     

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I feel very strongly that Upper and Lower Stone Meadow as well as Silsden Meadow are listed as 
designated green space and that the Council does everything it can to protect these meadows from any 
discussion relating to any development in the future following CDC reviewing it for potential 
development in the Local Plan in 2016. Why was Upper and Lower St0ne Meadow not specifically 
mentioned in the report accompanying this questionnaire? It should be number 1 priority after 1,500 
people made the effort to protest at possible development proposals last years. Save St. Giles were told 
that they were over reacting last year and that the Meadows would never be developed but I understand 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
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that every other area targeting in Bucks is now moved forward for development apart from St Giles. If it 
were not for Save St. Giles we would most likely see the development of Upper and Lower Stone 
Meadow as well. Please make the protection of these Meadows your absolute No1 Priority and listen to 
the requests of the village.    

are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

  The 2 water meadows known as Stone Meadow which is used for the show should be included as an 
important local green space to the east of the village 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I want to make sure that the Parish Council protects Upper and Lower Stone Meadows from future 
development and ensures that these two pieces of land are protected as Green Spaces. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes I would like to ensure that the Lower and Upper Stone Meadows sites in the village are protected as 
Green Spaces, to ensure no future development on this land. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
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and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Why is the area around Stone Meadows not protected when it was the subject of so many petitions to 
the District Council. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

No Please protect Upper and Lower stone Meadow. The village needs to protect these green spaces from 
future development  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes The District Council wanted to build on the stone Meadow sites and the village made it clear that they 
did not want this. These two sites should also appear in the Neighbourhood Plan and I am surprised that 
they do not.   

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
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Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes As a resident of this villlage I made my feelings very clear sto ne time ago regarding the Upper and 
Lower Stone Meadows sites. These shoukd be protected from any development and preserved as green 
spaces. Why does this not appear in the Neigjbourhood Plan. Please include these two sites in your list of 
spaces to preserve.  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes The most important Green Space in the village that needs protecting is Upper and Lower Stone 
Meadows. We all petitioned against the development on these two areas and yet this is not even 
mentioned. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Please protect Lower and Upper Stone Meadows from future developments. This is an important Green 
Space and we should be protecting it for future generations. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
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Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes What a joke ! 3 Spaces mentioned yet no mention of Upper and Lower Stone Meadow that the village 
spoke out to defend from development not that long ago.  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes You have completely ignored the views of the village in relation to Upper and Lower Stone Meadow.  It 
was made clear by the villagers that we wanted these two areas protected in the Local Plan proposals, so 
for our own Neighbourhood Plan to ignore this is astounding. How can you say that you have consulted 
the community when you then choose to ignore the views of a large proportion of the village who made 
their feelings very clear on this matter. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 
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Yes I am appalled that this document seems to disregard the views of thousands of residents who wrote to 
the District Council asking for Stone Meadow to be protected. Surely the fact that so many people made 
the views knows should be included in this plan and Upper and Lower Stone Meadow should be called 
out as an area to be protected. I thought the Parish Council were supposed to represent the views of the 
Parish, not ignore them 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Upper and Lower Stone Meadow was a site that the District Council wanted to build on as part of the 
Local Plan. Why does this not feature in the Green Spaces given so many people in the village made their 
objection to this clear. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes What about Upper & Lower Stone Meadows? The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
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Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Not that long ago, many people complained to the district council asking them to stop Upper & Lower 
Stone Meadow from being built on. Why is this not referenced as a green space that we would like to 
protect? 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes What happened to Upper and Lower Stone Meadows. I thought the village was very clear that it wanted 
these protected as Green Spaces and protected from future development. The district Council Plans were 
opposed by over a thousand people. Surely this should be in the Neighbourhood Plan? Our own Parish 
Council should be supporting what the people of the parish said load and clear 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Why have Upper & Lower Stone Meadow not been mentioned when our 1000 residents companies to 
the District Council about plans to build on these spaces. Your document says you have consulted the 
community, but this shows you have completely ignored what the community has said previously  

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
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are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Local green spaces should include Upper and Lower Stone Meadows.  A pavement on one side of the 
A413 between Chalfont St Giles and Amersham should be considered as I often see people walking in 
the road which is dangerous 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes We don't need new routes.  The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes The road from Three Households to Jordans desperately needs a footpath to make it safe for walkers, 
particularly to and from Jordans' Youth Hostel. 

The LGS assessment has 
been reviewed. Upper 
Silsden Meadow and Stone 
Meadow are LGS in the 
Submission Version. Upper 
and Lower Stone Meadow 
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and Lower Silsden Meadow 
are Areas of Landscape 
Value in the Submission 
Version. 

Yes Support emphasis on creating and maintaining routes for walking and cycling, both for recreation and to 
link with adjacent communities. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes The allotments behind Back Lane MUST be added to your list of sites on which you would not support 
development in any circumstances. The allotments are  just as important as any of the other green sites 
you list.  We have had an allotment for years. 

Add reference to the 
allotments at Back Lane to 
Section 9. 

Yes Horses on pavement and cycle/walking path are definately not a good idea. No where else are horses 
allowed on cycle/walking path. I am in contact with SUSTRAN and they advice that only if a cycle/walking 
path has been constructed along a bridle way can horses use it. This is not the case along Narcot Lane. 
SUSTRAN has adviced Chalfont St Peter and Gerrards Cross to aim for a joint up cycle route with the one 
in Chalfont St Giles. The cycle/walking path in Chalfont St Giles still needs to be completed up to Three 
household as per original design. Children have to get out into a busy road to get on it. The Parish 
Council has refused to let County Council complete this path. 200 signatures on a petition and a letter 
from the Principal of the Community College have been ignored.  People, who prepared this part of the 
plan obviously have no idea of the situation.  

Add reference to SUSTRAN 
who offer advice on 
cycle/walking and horse 
riding paths at Section 9. 

 

Question 11: Do you have any comments on Section 10- Local Heritage? 

 

Response If you answered yes (please specify) Response to comments 

Yes The local heritage includes the conservation area and many listed buildings. These all encourage 
visitorship and in turn this helps the village economy and use of shops and businesses 

Noted. 
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Yes Stone Meadow is of historic interest and should be left as it is and protected against any 
development.  

Noted. 

Yes Unfortunately I don't have time to fill this form in in depth, but I absolutely oppose this development 
due to the strain it would put on the local services - road safety, schools, medical services etc. 

Noted. 

Yes Page 41 " Heritage Policy 1" should have additional text as follows:  In the first section starting 
"Development....", the criterion a) wording should read:  "a) the character and setting of Chalfont St. 
Giles ......"  In the second section starting "Applications...", an additional criterion should be added, 
stating:  "e) How development protects the setting of listed buildings and conservation areas, 
including views into and out of them".  This requirement is in conformity with National Planning 
Policy Framework paragraphs 128 and 132. 

Noted. 

  It is vital to the character and heritage of the area. Noted. 

  The natural environment around the villages is valued and should be protected and enhanced.   Noted. 

Yes I am very concerned that after 1509 residents of Chalfont st Giles submitted objections that the village 
has been excluded from the questionnaire   I strongly believe that the stone meadows and the 
adjacent sips den meadow is listed as designated green space 

Noted. 

No We have many visitors to chalfont st giles visiting miltons cottage open air museum and the beautiful 
surrounding countryside, over building must have an impact on these good folk wanting to visit. 

Noted. 

Yes When Green Belt was established the goal was to prevent urban sprawl,  and force the development 
of new towns instead.  That intent should not be forgotten just because of improvements in travel to 
urban centres. 

Noted. 

Yes Yes retain and maintain local heritage we have in village Noted. 

Yes Protect Upper and Lower Stone Meadows which is Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty, chalk stream 
river, should be protected as a priority 

Noted. 
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Yes Where planning permission is granted, the terms of the permission should be adhered to and there 
should be an assumption that action will be taken if the terms are not adhered to. I am thinking of 
Bond House which does nothing in iti's style and colour scheme to enhance the setting of Milton's 
Cottage.   

Noted. 

 

Question 12: Do you have any comments on the Appendices? 

Response If the answers is yes (please specify) Response to comments 

Yes Unfortunately I don't have time to fill this form in in depth, but I absolutely oppose this development due 
to the strain it would put on the local services - road safety, schools, medical services etc. 

Noted. No change 

Yes Generally I do not believe that submissions of local residents have any effect on what councillors think and 
do (apart from immediately before an election of course). I am cynical with good reason; HS2 etc. Grossly 
unreasonable housing developments in Chalfont St Peter, efforts by Bucks CC and Chiltern DC who should 
be working for the taxpayers are virtually ignored.  

Noted. No change 

Yes Appendix 2 and 4 should be summarised and the bulk of teh information placed somewhere els to avoid 
the NP being overwhelmed by Jordans [this community being a fragment of the total Parish population]. 

Noted. A considerable 
amount of consultation and 
engagement went into the 
development of Appendix 1 
and 2. Representatives from 
Jordans in particular, 
undertook extensive 
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Yes Apprendix 2 and Appendix 4 should summarised to half a page with a reference pointer to the Evidence 
base where the bulk of this information should be placed. The reason is that 19 pages out of the 77 page 
total relate to Jordans ie 24% of the report. This is unbalanced given the small fraction fo the population 
that Jordans represents to the whole Parish. 

Noted. A considerable 
amount of consultation and 
engagement went into the 
development of Appendix 1 
and 2. Representatives from 
Jordans in particular, 
undertook extensive 
consultation and 
engagement to inform the 
development of Appendix 1 
& 2. It is important that this 
Neighbourhood Plan 
represents the views of the 
local community it serves. 
We would have concerns at 
the Referendum if these 
appendices were removed. 
No change.  

Yes To retain the Monument to Captain Cook, greater understanding that it and the access to it is private 
property. 

Noted. No change.  

Yes Appendix 2 should be placed in the evidence files since it is over weight in the plan with Jordans being 
such a small element of the Parish. This alone is 10 of the 69 pages! 

Noted. No change.  

Yes I would have thoght that the Memorial Hall would warrant a mention, built as it was in memeory of the 
servicemen killes in the first world war. 

Memorial Hall is referred to 
in Section 7. No change.  
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Yes Can old names - such as National Westminster Bank and The Pheasant Public House ( which are no doubt 
how they are are described in the listed building consent ) have a bracketed comment with their new 
name ( eg ??dentist and vets surgery) 

 

These names are those which 
are set out by Historic England. 
The new names are current 
businesses that occupy these 
buildings. The Historic England 
manes are their official titles. 
The businesses that occupy 
these buildings may change 
over the lifetime of this 
Neighbourhood Plan. No 
change. 

 

 

 

Yes Too much in the appendix about Jordans - the document is completely unbalanced given the size of 
Jordans compared to CSG.  

Noted. A considerable amount 
of consultation and 
engagement went into the 
development of Appendix 1 
and 2. Representatives from 
Jordans in particular, 
undertook extensive 
consultation and engagement 
to inform the development of 
Appendix 1 & 2. It is important 
that this Neighbourhood Plan 
represents the views of the 
local community it serves. We 
would have concerns at the 
Referendum if these 
appendices were removed. No 
change.  
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Yes It's a shame that such a historic building as the Mayflower Barn is no longer accessible to visitors. Could 
this situation be changed? 

Noted. No change.  

Appendix 8: Responses to Regulation 14 consultation: Emails and Letters 
 
The following pages show the Regulation 14- Response Log Letters & Emails 
 

Chalfont St Giles Regulation 14 Representations Log  
Response 
Reference 

Section of 
the NP 

Representation  NPWP Action/ 
Response  

001   Hello 
 
I am not sure this is addressed to the relevant source. 
 
For many years I have been using the car park exit, to exit safely there is a the blind spot when trying to see traffic 
approaching from the Right. 
 
Surely it would not cost much to provide a safety mirror opposite the EXIT. 
 
Kind regards    Michael Johns.  

Policies in the neighbourhood plan 
address land use and development 
matters. 
 
Issues with regard to blind spots or 
other locations where there are road 
safety concerns could be identified in 
the plan as a ‘project’ area where 
interventions are required, but which it 
might not be possible to deliver 
through land use and development 
policies. 
 
It would be good to identify where 
exactly this car park is.  
 
Action. Parish Council to consider 
whether this issue can be addressed 
through other mechanisms, or whether 
improvements to traffic safety should 
be referenced as a project within the 
neighbourhood plan. Update paragraph 
3.7 to refer to the need to reduce blind 
spots on existing priority routes. Done.  
 



165 

002  Dear Helen.  
 
We are representing a client who owns land adjacent to the Willows in Chalfont St Giles. We are currently 
promoting the site as suitable for development through the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan. We are very keen 
that the scheme responds to, and addresses, local needs.  
 
We have read through the regulation 14 version of the Chalfont St Giles Neighbourhood Plan and found it very 
interesting. We feel that a number of the key issues identified in the plan could be addressed by our client’s site – 
such as: 
 
•         Affordable housing, for people with local connections. We see that the Plan sets out that exceptionally land 
outside the built up area of Chalfont St Giles in the Green Belt may be brought forward to provide affordable 
housing.  
•         Starter homes 
•         Homes for older people 
•         Smaller housing units 
•         Balance of housing sizes 
•         High quality of design that is locally sympathetic.  
 
 
Would it be possible to come and speak to the Neighbourhood Planning Team about our proposal? Whilst we will 
be submitting representations to the Plan (and will be aiming to attend one of the community events being held for 
the Neighbourhood Plan), we feel that a face to face meeting would be more useful to discuss the details of how we 
could ensure that any scheme responds effectively to the ambitions of the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
I look forward to hearing from you.  
 
Kind regards,  
 
Liz 

The Parish Council and Troy Planning 
has previously discussed with the site 
owner and planning consultant.  The 
Neighbourhood plan is not identifying 
and allocating sites for development; 
the Chiltern Local Plan will be doing 
that.  The site is in the Green Belt.  No 
changes are recommended to the 
neighbourhood plan. 
 
Action. Parish Council to monitor site 
allocation process in the Local Plan. No 
change.  

003 Pg 39 I would like comment on Page 39 of the plan, where you refer to local green spaces on which the Parish Council 
would not support applications for development. In addition to the cemetery, Milton Field and Silsden Meadow, 
you should also include the allotments behind Back Lane. This is an essential and very widely used green space and 
local amenity that should never be considered for development. 
I hope you agree. 
 
Bill Penn 
 

Action. Review the local green spaces 
assessment to determine whether this 
meets the criteria for designation and 
update Section 9 if required.  

004  Dear Helen Action. Update Appendix 4. Done. 
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I notice that the description of Deanwood Road Residents Association on the final page is not strictly accurate as it 
does own the land on which Dean Wood Road (note the anomaly that the road has three words but the association 
only two – just a historical quirk) and the spinney are situated. The following would be better: 
 
Deanwood Road Residents Association Limited (DWRRA) is owned by the residents of Dean Wood Road with equal 
shares per household. The company’s function is to manage and maintain the road, the spinney and verges for the 
benefit of the residents. DWRRA differs from Jordans Village Limited in that it owns no properties.  DWRRA operates 
largely in a positive way through agreed consent and has never had to resort to legal process. 
 
Best wishes,  
Dawn Franklin 
Chairman Deanwood Road Residents Association 

005 Section 6 Dear Sir, 
 
Re: Chalfont St Giles Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2014-2036 
 
You have asked for comments by 12 June 2017 on the draft Chalfont St Giles Parish Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
I wish to comment on Section 6 – Housing and I support broadly your Objective 1 although I believe this objective 
could be strengthened in the light of your subsequent comments. In particular, I refer to paragraphs 6.4 and 6.5 of 
the Plan that state, amongst other things, that there is a need for 1,000 affordable homes in the District to 2036 
with an emphasis on provision for older people. I thus believe that Objective 1 should be amended to read as 
follows: 
 
‘OBJECTIVE 1: Support and encourage provision of homes with an emphasis on the early delivery of affordable 
housing for people with a lower income, the younger generation, local families and especially senior residents. 
Maintain a balance of housing sizes in new developments in the community.’ 
 
Even with this amendment a weakness of the Neighbourhood Plan is that it does not state a specific target of 
houses to be built and then outline how that target is to be achieved. I have examined other neighbourhood plans 
that all seem to have specific housing targets and proposals to achieve these targets and I believe the Chalfont St 
Giles Plan should too. I thus object to Housing Policy 1 on the grounds that it does not establish a housing target for 
the Plan – either for market housing or, more importantly, affordable housing. On this basis, it is not possible to 
show how the housing policies in the Neighbourhood Plan are meeting local needs. 
 
I also find Housing Policy 2 confusing.  It refers to ‘applications of 11 units or more within the Built-Up Area 
Boundary will be supported’.  Is this in overall terms (i.e. the Neighbourhood Plan housing target), the size threshold 
at which affordable housing would be required or guidance on the appropriate size for individual applications?  I 
suspect it is the second of these but this Policy requires clarification. 
 

There is no requirement for 
neighbourhood plans to establish 
housing targets or identify sites.  
Rather, the focus of the policies in this 
neighbourhood plan are to say that if 
development is to come forward, then 
it should comply with certain principles, 
of which provision of affordable 
housing for example is one of these. 
 
Action. Update Objective 1 to add ‘with 
an emphasis on the delivery of 
affordable housing’. Done.  
 
Action. Clarify that reference to 11 
units or more is a site threshold. Done.  
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Although I am not a resident of Chalfont St Giles, I am the owner of land within the Parish. Along with my brother 
and sister I own the field to the immediate east of Stratton Chase Drive and terminating at Mill Lane. This field is 
currently used for agricultural grazing but we would be prepared to put the site forward as an exception site for 
affordable housing under Housing Policy 1. Our initial thoughts are for a small development of up to 15 dwellings for 
older people on the north end of the field outside the flood zone with access to Mill Lane and within easy and level 
walking distance of the facilities in the Village centre. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
D A J Black 

006  Sirs… 
With regard to the article in the St Giles newsletter, in which you seek opinions on planning application approvals, I 
would just like to make the observation that I believe the casual way in which permission is given to purchasers and 
developers who buy a 2 or 3 bedroom bungalow and seemingly with great ease, obtain planning permission to build 
a 4 or 5  bedroom detached two or three storey house, usually occupying almost the whole width of the plot and 
very often destroying the privacy of adjacent dwellings. Developers do this of course to make money, and I am of 
the view that if a private purchaser wants to live in a two storey building, he should buy one and extend it.   
I live in Howard Crescent, Seer Green, and have done so for 7 years. During that time 4 bungalows have been 
bought, demolished and replaced by two storey buildings, and Howard Crescent is not a very big road with a limited 
number of dwellings. Have you given any thought to people of advanced age who dream of living in a single storey 
building and not having to cope with stairs? If permission to build as I’ve described continues, you will drive out the 
elderly people or limit the choice of those that would like to live in Seer Green and the Chalfont’s. 
I gather Frederick Forsyth managed to find a bungalow to move in to without leaving the area. He’s lucky, when I 
moved here from Iver Heath I was unable to find a bungalow that I could afford. 
In order to maintain a mix of ages in the villages I would urge the planning committee to ensure that adequate 
housing is available to people of mature years. 
Sincerely, 
Ian Cook 

Howards Crescent, Seer Green is in the 
Green Belt. There are already 
restrictions of inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt under 
national and district policy. There is a 
pressure for family housing which may 
result in the redevelopment of existing 
plots.  
 
Action. The Parish Council to start a 
bungalow map which identifies (in the 
context of Section 11) where these are 
to assist in this being taken into account 
in planning decisions. This map can be 
supplementary to the NP. . Update to 
paragraphs 5.6 and 5.9. Done 
 
 

007   
5 June 2017 
 
Dear Helen 
 
CHALFONT ST GILES NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN DRAFT CONSULTATION RESPONSE (JUNE 2017}: 
Reference is made to the above draft May - June 2017. We make the following response on behalf of Mr Peter Roe 
and Beechcroft Retirement Housing-we attach a plan of our proposal site for convenience. 
 
Please pass these comments to your consultants Troy Planning. 
 
POLICY CONTEXT: 

The planning policy context is agreed 
with Chiltern District Council. The 
District Council use the development 
plan to guide and steer development 
decisions.  
 
The neighbourhood plan does not have 
to include allocations of land under 
national guidance.  The background 
information relating to the Green Belt 
boundary is noted.  
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It is noted that the Housing White Paper (Fixing our Broken Housing Market) 2017 is mentioned in the introduction. 
In this context we consider it fundamental (as noted below)  to  mention  the  local  planning policy background. 
 
LOCAL  POLICY CONTEXT: 
The background to this plan needs to note that the Chiltern District Council Core Strategy of 2011 is out of date and 
is not policy compliant with the National Planning Policy  Framework  (NPPF) of 2012. In addition the approved 
Chiltern Local Plan of September 1997 is getting on for 20 years old and despite a number of 'saved policies' is now 
really out of date, certainly  in terms of the housing policies  and strategy. The plan quite simply represents a 
different planning policy era. 
 
It is our concern that to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan (NP) to be  in  conformity  with  these  plans (paragraph 2.5 
of the text refers) is to prepare an obsolete plan which bears no relationship with current national planning policies, 
emergent policies, local needs and requirements and would almost certainly not be allowed to proceed to a 
Neighbourhood Plan Referendum. 
 
The problem in this district is that there is no up to date Local Plan. 
 
Paragraph 2.9: 
It is quite clear in access and transportation terms Chalfont St Giles in the district context is an eminently 
sustainable settlement with easy access to main line rail and underground stations. 
 
Map 2: 
We think it would be useful to date this map as the 1997 Local Plan, so responding consultees are aware. 
  
Paragraph 2.12 Green Belt: 
The Green Belt is all-encircling around Chalfont St Giles. Reference is made in the draft text that the emergent Joint 
Local Plan does not propose changes to the Green Belt in the Neighbourhood Area.  We think it is useful to note the 
background to this issue and we make the following comments. 
 
Clearly housing is needed in the village, particularly older persons housing and affordable housing, yet there are no 
housing allocations proposed. 
 
The District Core Strategy of 2011 was prepared using the now obsolete housing figures of the South East Regional 
Plan. The Core Strategy did not make any recommendations for changes to the approved Green Belt as apparently it 
was felt (then) that adequate housing provision could be made in the district without changing Green Belt 
boundaries. 
 
Therefore the inspector's recommendations of 2011 on the Core Strategy stated that a fundamental review of the 
Green Belt boundary was not required in Chiltern District (that is exceptional circumstances did not then exist to 
change the Green Belt boundaries). The inspector did however recognise that there were Green Belt boundary 

The plan is based on the emerging 
housing evidence base which is being 
used to inform the Chiltern District 
Council and South Bucks Local Plan 
Review. The Districts Green Belt 
evidence is up to date. It is this that has 
informed the planning policies which 
relate to the Green Belt. The District are 
considering making amendments to the 
Green Belt to meet their future housing 
strategy. The neighbourhood plan is 
aligned with the District Council on this. 
 
The character area south of Zone A falls 
into character zone F.  
 
Action. Review and update information 
on maps as appropriate. Reference 
added to Map 2. Local Plan, 1997. 
Done.  
Action. Check SHLAA housing reference 
at 6.4. This is correct. Done.  
Action. Amend Paragraph 11.6 to say 
"high quality two story residential 
properties. There is also the occasional 
three-story building ". Done. 
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anomalies which need to be reviewed and addressed and he recommended these be reviewed during the 
preparation of the Delivery DPD Local Plan. 
 
The inspector actually used a particular example "where development has taken place beyond  the boundary'' such 
a situation has occurred at Lapraik Grove in Bowstridge Lane Chalfont St Giles. 
 
Unfortunately that aspect was never addressed as the inspector of the Delivery DPD (Local Plan) suspended the 
Examination in Public of the plan on the first day in November 2014. 
 
The basic reason for the suspension and later withdrawal of the plan in January 2015 was that the plan was using 
the outdated and obsolete housing figures of the 2011 Core Strategy. Hence the need for the emergence of the new 
2014-2036 Part 2 Joint Local Plan: which this Neighbourhood Plan must be in conformity with. 
 
As for Green Belt changes in the emergent local Plan, these will be necessary and many appear to be far reaching 
involving swathes of open countryside in  the draft  plan publications.  Noting this  we emphasise  the overriding 
message from the Government in the NPPF is quite clear: 
 
"When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should take account of the need to 
promote sustainable patterns of development. They should consider the consequences for sustainable development 
of channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset 
within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary." (NPPF: Paragraph 84). 
 
"Define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent" 
(NPPF Bullet point 6 Paragraph 85) 
 
Therefore the Green Belt in this district is under review and boundary anomalies will need to be addressed as part 
of the statutory local plan process. The local plan will be examined at a local plan inquiry and the Green Belt 
boundaries will be assessed by an independent inspector on the basis of the NPPF with the emphasis on 
sustainability. 
 
All Green Belt boundaries will need to be strong, permanent and defensible, enduring beyond the plan period of 
2036. 
  
The anomaly we referred to above concerning the Lapraik Grove estate off Bowstridge Lane effectively severs our 
client's site from the open countryside and Green Belt beyond the village (see attached plan) the site cannot and 
does not  perform any Green Belt function. 
 
The Part 2 Green Belt Assessment of the proposal site noted above used as justification for no Green Belt change 
the withdrawn Delivery DPD Study of Potential Minor Green Belt Alterations of  2013  which  was based on the 2011 
Core Strategy and concluded that there is "no exceptional circumstance  to  justify removing this land and that no 
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change to the Green  Belt boundary is recommended."  Of course there were no exceptional circumstances then 
because as noted above the 2011 Core Strategy Inspector stated that adequate provision for housing could be made 
without changing Green Belt boundaries, therefore at that time it was considered no exceptional circumstances 
existed. 
 
The 2011 Core Strategy housing policies and strategy was based on the obsolete South East Plan and it was the 
obsolete housing figures which were largely responsible for the Delivery DPD Local Plan to  be suspended and 
withdrawn. To therefore base a no change situation on an out of date and withdrawn plan is entirely inappropriate. 
 
Officers  concluded somewhat  bizarrely  in our view (without visiting the site) that "the contribution  of  much of 
the site to the historic setting of Chalfont St Giles limits its development potential and undermines the expediency 
of Green Belt release." Mention was made of the north-west corner of  the  site  and Milton Cottage. Actually on the 
ground the site has a significant tree belt at the north-west site corner which is adjacent to the car park to Milton's 
Cottage, not Milton's Cottage-there  is no view into or out of the site at  this location. 
 
Given the fact that the site in question lies outside the conservation area and is surrounded by residential 
development and residential  curtilages the comment  above is hard to  understand  and in any case the type of 
sustainable older persons housing proposed at the site  means  that  appropriate  development management and 
effective mature landscaping of the northern site edge is to be  expected.  For completeness we attach the Part Two 
Assessment relating to this site as Appendix 1. 
 
This aspect is even more apparent when the developer in question Beechcroft have won numerous housing design 
awards for their retirement and older persons housing usually in conservation  areas,  within  or adjacent to listed 
buildings or areas of special character . A Beechcroft development would provide high quality design adding to  the 
design diversity and visual interest in the village. 
 
This type of development would provide local older residents the opportunity to downsize, easily access and 
support local shops and village centre services: all in all this would be a highly sustainable housing opportunity 
which benefits what is a sustainable village in planning terminology, which can be expected to take a share of future 
development. 
 
There would be no adverse effects of site development, which would involve bolstering edge of site mature trees 
and hedges with appropriate on-site open space and landscaping, in a location close to central village services. 
 
Paragraph 2.17: 
In terms of the NPPF and sustainability the village centre is quite rightly designated Local Centre status, which it has 
enjoyed since the approval of the 1997 Local Plan. Development which enhances this status and this location should 
be encouraged. In this context we draw attention to our client's site in Bowstridge Lane with easy access to shops 
and services. 
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Map  3: 
The legend on Map 3 lists existing statutory designations yet it also includes other land coloured green without any 
statutory designations. We think this plan should be changed to delete the non-statutory green areas; otherwise it 
is misleading to consultees. 
 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT: 
We have been trying to see the Parish Council since 2000 to discuss older persons housing / retirement housing on 
land at Bowstridge Lane. 
 
In December 2016 we managed to meet the Planning Committee of the Parish Council to explain our thoughts for 
this land and to hear comments and views which  were very  useful  and interesting and  we again would like to 
meet with members of the Neighbourhood Plan Group to discuss initial thoughts and to hear views concerning our 
proposals for older persons housing and affordable housing on the site at Bowstridge Lane (see site plan attached). 
 
KEY ISSUES: 
We agree with part of paragraph 4.1. 
 
However this plan must accord with Government Planning policies and guidance in the NPPF of 2012 and Planning 
Practice Guidance (PPG) of 2014 together with future and current needs allowing the plan to be in harmony with 
the emergent Joint Local Plan 2014-2036. We are firmly  of the view that this needs  to  be stated at the outset in 
paragraph 4.1 as residents need to be fully aware of the wider strategic picture and the shortcomings of the 
approved 2011 Core Strategy. 
 
We agree with the Key Issues noted particularly the need for smaller housing units allowing senior residents the 
choice and opportunity to downsize, which is why since 2000  we  have  been  attempting  to  move forward with 
retirement/ older persons housing on our proposal site in Bowstridge  Lane  as we knew there was and still is a 
significant demand and hidden need in the area. 
 
Older residents shop locally, often on a daily basis and could easily walk to local shops and services in the village 
centre from Bowstridge Lane-helping to sustain the economic vitality of the defined local centre and High Street. 
 
OBJECTIVES: 
The listing of objectives seems eminently sensible. The only caveat we would add concerns objective 6 and the 
substitution of the word conserve instead of preserve. Preserve implies no change at all. 
 
Housing: 
We agree with Objective 1: 
 
However paragraph 6.1 refers to  the 20 year old 1997 local plan and the approved Core Strategy of 2011. We 
apologise for mentioning this policy aspect again but as we have already noted the Neighbourhood Plan should 
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concern itself with current, up to  date approved  Government  Planning Policies and Guidance  and the emergent 
local plan of 2014-2036. This we think needs to be stated in this paragraph, residents need to be made  aware of the  
current situation. 
 
We make reference to the Inspectors comments on the DPD Local Plan: ''The Core Strategy assessment of housing 
need is out-dated and is not NPPF compliant" (Chiltern District Council CDC20 doc para'2 Inspectors Report of 
24.11.14). This situation of course led to the suspension of the local plan inquiry in 2014 and withdrawal of the plan 
in January 2015. To therefore move forward with a plan based on outdated policy information in paragraph 6.1 of 
the draft is we consider  a likely waste of public money and resources. 
  
Justification: 
Paragraphs 6.4 and 6.5 make reference to the "New local Plan" ,total housing needs, older persons housing and the 
higher proportion of older residents aged 55-65 within the village  compared  to  national,  regional and district 
figures. The latter being a position we have been aware of for many years: hence our clients particular  interest in 
this location. 
 
Paragraph 6.5: 
Reference is made to the HEDNA in the Neighbourhood Plan text and an apparent need for 1,160 units for older 
persons housing or 15.8% of the housing total. Given that the HEDNA will need to be assessed at a public local plan 
inquiry and that the older persons  housing  figure  appears  to  represent  only  an 'institutional housing figure' 
(extra-care, care, sheltered, enhanced-sheltered, dementia-care and leasehold schemes) we are firmly of the view 
that this will be an under-estimate of actual housing  need  and  in particular older persons housing needs-which are 
many and varied and not  just  confined  to  the above listing. 
 
In our experience of housing need studies in a wide variety of areas but particularly in rural areas, such as Chalfont 
St Giles, is that there is a huge latent demand for retirement/ older persons housing which is only realised when 
older persons housing need studies are initiated and older persons realise they have a need and actually might have 
some housing choices in their area. 
 
At present many older people under-occupying their family homes have few housing choices  to  downsize and are 
therefore competing with younger  residents and families for housing. 
 
The national estimates from DEMOS (2016), indicates that there are 8 million people over 60 in 7 million homes 
who are interested in downsizing-addressing this issue obviously helps to rationalize the housing market-giving 
people  more appropriate  housing opportunities. 
 
Looking at the basic population statistics concerning Chalfont St Giles, there was a 2013 population of 7,060 persons 
of whom 30.6% were then aged 45-64 and some 23% were 65 years and over. These are very high figures for older 
persons with a projected district percentage change of aged 65 years and above to 2037 increasing some 52%: 
action needs to be taken now to address this housing and care issue. 
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Chalfont as a sustainable settlement with recognised housing needs can take appropriate development in locations 
which support central village services: hence our plan  detail  showing  a  potential  housing allocation site for older 
persons and affordable housing in Bowstridge Lane. 
 
Paragraph 6.11: 
It is stated in the text that the draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) shows sites 
suitable and available for housing of 11 units or more within the built-up area. This paragraph now needs to  be 
updated as there are no sites identified for 11 units or over  within the built-up area. 
 
We do not regard the Blizzards Yard Car Park (7-10 units), which helps to sustain the retail and service uses within 
the protected High Street as either a credible or appropriate residential site. This site is indicated as coming forward 
within 15 years, quite why is almost beyond belief given the approved Statutory Plan allocation of the High Street as 
a local Centre and the important role of the car park in servicing this area. In addition the whole of this area is 
washland to the River Misbourne (see attached plan). 
 
We were given to understand that the District Council had removed this site from further residential consideration  
but we note that it  is still allocated in the draft housing supply figures 
  
Therefore in summary as there are no HELAA sites noted (apart from the car park) it is clear that the Neighbourhood 
Plan needs to review and allocate preferred residential sites and locations to cater for necessary residential needs 
within Chalfont St Giles, we obviously suggest the eminent suitability of  our clients site in Bowstridge Lane. 
 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES: 
It is quite apparent to us that the village has a wealth of community, educational, cultural and sporting facilities-
unfortunately not all are listed. We think it would be useful and informative to list the Junior School in Parsonage 
Road: Chalfont St Giles is clearly a sustainable settlement and all the basic facilities need to be noted in the plan. 
 
Map 5: 
This map in our view needs to be updated-it is unfortunately not comprehensive and has not included the all-
important facilities such as the Junior School, the playing fields / recreational land, tennis club etc. All of which  
would be useful information  showing the vibrancy of  this community. 
 
ECONOMY: 
We apologise for repeating ourselves but in planning terminology Chalfont St Giles is a sustainable community and 
was defined as an urban area (that is with a population over  4,000  by  Bucks County Council) in the Councils 
Housing Potential Study Technical Paper 2 of 2003. 
 
Clearly the wide range and mix of retail, service and business uses particularly in the Local Centre along and around 
the High Street are important assets to  the community and should be conserved wherever possible. 
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Map 6: 
There are a number of coloured green areas on the map but these are not defined-we suggest these annotations 
are removed as they might confuse residents. 
 
Map 7: 
We suggest it would be useful to add the Blizzards Yard service area and car park off High Street on the appropriate 
map: this location allows service parking for shops and service users and is important to the economy of the village 
allowing residents to park and shop and visit local service uses. It would be useful to mark on a revised plan the 
location of the doctors surgery (south of the Church off Townfield Lane)  which  we understand is to be expanded. 
 
Map 11: 
Unfortunately this map is hard to read when copied. We think it might be useful also to identify some potential 
circular walking routes as something for the community to consider for the future. 
 
HIGH QUALITY DESIGN: 
We agree with objective 7: 
Our clients Beechroft Retirement Housing have won many design awards. 
 
We think paragraphs 56-68 of the NPPF should be noted in this section of the plan: 
 
Paragraph 11.6: Character  Zone B: We are not entirely in agreement with the comments  made  concerning 
"high quality low rise residential properties"  this seems overly prescriptive. 
 
In the High Street opposite Milton's Cottage is Bond House, a 3 storey apartment block. Most  of the residential 
properties are two storeys. We suggest the wording might be changed to reflect the broader character of the area. 
  
The area to the south of  Area A, the Doctors Surgery and the Lapraik Grove residential estate is undefined, is there 
a reason for this? 
 
CONCLUSIONS: 
Chalfont St Giles is quite clearly a sustainable  settlement  with a wealth of facilities  which  as a community can take 
further appropriate modest residential  development  in locations  which offer the most benefits to the village. 
 
Such locations in our view are generally close to central services, with easy proximity to shops and community 
facilities, allowing future residents the opportunity to walk to those facilities: this is particularly important for older 
residents who are generally the people who shop locally, support and run village activities etc. 
 
We commend the proposal site in Bowstridge Lane for your consideration as an older persons housing site and look 
forward to  being kept informed of the progress of the Neighbourhood  Plan. 
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Yours sincerely 
 
 
STEPHEN LUCAS MRTPI 
LUCAS LAND & PLANNING: 
 
It is possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in accordance with NPPF requirements. The 
site as proposed is bounded to the north and south by existing non-Green Belt development and to the east by 
Bowstridge Lan e. The site's western boundary aligns with the property line and therefore lacks permanence as 
proposed. However, it is considered that defensible boundaries can be achieved if the area is expanded to meet 
existing development to the north, south and west whilst retaining Bowstridge Lane as the eastern boundary . 
 
It is considered that the rural exception development of Lapraik Grove to the east of Bowstridge Lane effectively 
isolates the sit e from the wider open Green Belt cont ext. Although by definition the rural exception development 
remains in the Green Belt its impact on the ground is considered to undermine the site's continued inclusion within 
the Green Belt as its effect is to entirely enclose the proposed site within development. 
 
This map is reproduced from the Ordn3nce Survey map with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's 
Stationery Office Cl Crown Copyri hl 
Unauthonsed reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead  to prosecution and civil proceedings. C Crown 
Copyright and database nght 20 6 Ordnanc;.o Survey 100023578 
  
Classification: OFFICIAL 
 
FAIL 
The site is effectively entirely enclosed within existing development. Although the rural exception development to 
the east is within the Green Belt it has the  effect of filling in the only gap between the site and the wider open 
Green Belt. Score: 1+/5 
The location of the site as a space entirely enveloped by the built form of Chalfont St Giles means that it makes no 
contribution to settlement gap. Score: 0/5 
The site is open in the west and is wooded in the east where it is in use as an orchard. The only existing 
development appears to be hard standing associated with the Milton's Cottage museum car park. However, the site 
is on the edge of a built up area and the mixture of uses in the immediate area are more urban in character than 
rural. The site is therefore considered to have a semi-urban character as per the Part 1 methodology. Score: 2/5 
The site contributes to the setting of the Milton's Cottage historic site although it has a very limited relationship 
with the surrounding countryside owing to the topography of the area. The open land to the east of the site around 
Milton's Cottage is considered to have a connection with the CSG h istoric core despite having no direct conne ction 
to the wider open count ryside. Scor e: 3/5 
The area of land scores weakly against one or more Green Belt purpose(s). 



176 

 
 
Option G - Reviewing boundary anomalies. Whilst the site connects to the wider Green Belt this connection is 
exclusively via a rural exceptions development. As such the existing Green Belt boundary is considered to be 
anomalous because it leaves an island of weakly performing Gr een Belt surrounded by development. 
 
Option H -Allowing limited infilling. Given the encircling development it is considered that any development at the 
site would constitute limited infilling within a Green Belt village . 
  
Classification: OFFICIAL 
 
 
Would development in the area satisfy sustainable  development criteria? 
 
Looking just at the area of land in question, to what extent would there be conflict with the purposes and integrity 
of the Green Belt as set out in the NPPF (including wider objectives)? 
  
The site has good exposure to two separate thoroughfares through CSG which might help disseminate future traffic 
from the site and prevent overloading of the village's roads. Bus stops are located immediately to the north of the 
site on Deanway and the site is 2.7 miles from Seer Green St ation . 
Unchecked development would inevitably impact upon the setting of Milton's cottage, the CSG conservation area 
and the historic settlement core . 
 
Development would have a moderate adverse impact on: Cultural heritage (Objective 1) 
 
Development would have a minor adverse impact on: Landscape (Objective 2) 
 
Development would have a neutral impact on: 
Biodiversity and geodiversity (Objective 3) Climate change mitigation (Objective 4) Climate change adaptation 
(Objective S) Natural resources (Objective 6) 
Pollution  (Objective 7) 
Transport and accessibility (Objective 9} Health (Objective 11) 
 
Development would have a minor positive impact on: Housing (Objective 10) 
Development would have an unknown impact on: Waste (Objective 8) 
Economy (Objective 12) 
 
 
The north western corner of the site is adjacent to the Milton's Cottage historical site and the wider CSG 
conservation area. The site's release might therefore conflict with Green Belt Purpose 4 which seeks to "preserve 
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the setting and special character of historic towns" . However, Paragraph 86 of the NPPF says that Green Belt is not 
necessarily the appropriate designation with which to protect the character of a village and that if the open 
character of the village does not make an important contribution to the openness of the Green Belt then "other 
means should be used, such as conservation area or normal development management policies". 
  
Classification: OFFICIAL 
 
Looking at the strategic context of the wider  area, to  what  extent  is there conflict with the wider strategic 
function of the Green Belt in the  form of cumulative impacts: would release from the Green Belt affect the scoring 
in surrounding parcels and/or is the 
scoring affected by judgements about exceptional circumstances in other parcels? 
 
 
Exceptional Circumstances Conclusion: 
  
It is considered that the isolation of the site from the wider Green Belt context limits the impact that Green Belt 
release might have on surrounding parcels. Redrawing the Green Belt boundary to align with the eastern side of 
Bowstridge Lane could help rationalise the boundary. 
Additionally, by relinquishing the underperforming Green Belt parcel the performance of the wider Green Belt 
might be strengthened. 
 
The continued inclusion within the Green Belt of the rural exception development of Lapraik Grove might 
potentially be undermined as release of the proposed site would leave Lapraik Grove abutting non-Green Belt land 
on two sides rather than just one. However, Bowstridge Lane is a defensible and permanent boundary feature and 
should be robust enough to prevent further Green Belt release from 'jumping' to the road's eastern side. 
 
 
It is considered that the contribution of much of the site to the historic setting of CSG limits its development 
potential and undermines the expediency of green belt release. 
Whilst the effective isolation of the site from the wider Green Belt by the Lapraik Grove development renders the 
current Green Belt boundary illogical it is considered that boundary alterations for the sake of rationalisation would 
not constitute exceptional circumstances, especially in the absence of substantial development potential. 
 
The 2013 Delivery DPD Study of Potential Minor Green Belt Alterations addressed the removal of the site as 
originally proposed and concluded that there is "no exceptional circumstance to justify removing this land" and that 
"no change to the Green Belt boundary is recommended". It is considered that this conclusion is also appropriate 
for the revised boundaries of the site. 

008  Transport  Economy  Environment 
 
Mark Kemp 

Information relating to education 
noted. 
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Director Growth, Strategy & Highways 
  
Buckinghamshire County Council 
County Hall, Walton Street Aylesbury, Buckinghamshire HP20 1UA 
  
  
Chalfont St Giles Parish Council Parish Council Offices 
Gravel Hill Chalfont St Peter Gerrards Cross Buckinghamshire SL9 9QX 
 
Submitted by email: clerk@chalfontstgiles-pc.gov.uk 
  
Mrs Emily Brown 01296 383142 
strat_planning@buckscc.gov.uk 
 
Telephone 0845 3708090 www.buckscc.gov.uk 
 
 
Date: 12th  June 2017 
  
 
Dear Ms Helen Griffiths 
 
Chalfont St Giles Parish Neighbourhood Plan – Pre-submission Consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC). BCC welcomes the opportunity to comment on the 
Chalfont St Giles Parish Neighbourhood Plan, Pre- submission Consultation. 
 
Our comments are set out below: 
 
Education 
 
Objective 1 of the plan does not set a housing target for the area although it is committed to contributing towards 
the achievement of sustainable development: 
 
Support and encourage provision of homes particularly for people on a lower income, the younger generation, local 
families and senior residents. Maintain a balance of housing sizes in new developments in the community. 
 
The Draft Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) (January 2016) shows that there 
are potential sites in the Built up Area of the Parish  that are deemed suitable, available and achievable for housing 
of eleven units or over. There was a high level of support from the surveys carried out since 2013 for policies to 

Information relating to archaeology and 
heritage noted. Neighbourhood plan 
policies require any applicants for 
development to demonstrate how they 
have responded to local design 
character, including historic features 
and assets. 
 
Action: Suggested policy text regarding 
flood risk to be reviewed with Chiltern 
DC such that the neighbourhood plan 
does not duplicate current or emerging 
local plan policy. No change.  
 
Action: Information relating to ecology 
noted.  Evidence and mapping of assets 
to be reviewed with Chiltern DC such 
that the neighbourhood plan does not 
duplicate current or emerging local plan 
policy. No change.  
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deliver well integrated affordable housing for residents. The pepper-potting/integration  of affordable housing units 
with the market housing will support social cohesion. 
 
The limited scale of growth likely in the area is expected to have little impact on the  local schools. While both 
schools are close to capacity, they do admit some children from outside the area (more so with Jordans), so any new 
families moving into the area are likely to displace out area pupils over time. 
 
In appendix 2 paragraph 1.15, the plan does highlight the potential issue of where Jordans pupils transfer at the end 
of Year 2. The catchment pupil population in Jordans is  very small such that the large majority of  the schools  
intake (admission number  24) 
  
comes from outside the village. Children attend the school from a wide area which includes Seer Green, Chalfont St 
Peter and Chalfont St Giles. 
 
Over the last three years at the end of Year 2 c. 25% of children go into the private sector – while the remaining 
children go to Chalfont St Peter CE (c.40%), Seer Green (c.15%), Chalfont St Giles Junior (c.15%) and other schools (c. 
5% e.g. St Josephs). While Jordans does not have an official feeder school, there are sufficient places to 
accommodate children that leave the school at the end of Year 2. Chalfont St Peter CE Junior School admits 30 more 
children than the infant school in Chalfont St Peter and both St Josephs (+4) and Seer Green (+2) admit additional 
children at the end of Year 2. 
 
Strategic Flood Management 
 
We would expect to see a policy in place that aims to protect future housing from  current and future flood risk, and 
which also ensures that future development doesn’t increase flood risk. The policy should take into consideration all 
sources of flooding.  The policy could be worded; “Development in any area at risk of flooding from any source or on 
any site greater than 1 hectare will require a Flood Risk Assessment demonstrating: 
• All forms of flooding are taken into account including groundwater and surface water flooding, and 
• A sequential approach to site layout directing the most vulnerable uses to the areas of lowest flood risk, 
and; 
• Resilient and resistant construction methods for managing residual risk and delivering an overall reduction 
in flood risk, and; 
• That flood risk is not increased elsewhere and where possible reduced, and; 
• The inclusion of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) in the management of surface water.” 
 
We would also encourage a policy on SuDS such as “All future development will be required to incorporate 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS): 
• Designed to reduce the risk of surface water flooding, and; 
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• Giving priority to SuDS designs solutions which mimic and reflect the natural drainage processes and are 
in-keeping with the soft landscape of the development and which offer equal benefits to flood risk, biodiversity, 
amenity, and water quality. 
• Including details of future maintenance. 
 
The Section 19 (of the Flood and Water Management Act 2010) Flood Investigation Report into the flood event at 
Chalfont St Giles in 2014 should be referenced as evidence of existing flood risk, this document is published on the 
Bucks website; http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/services/environment/flooding/strategic-flood- management/flood-
investigations/ 
 
 
Archaeology 
 
The Buckinghamshire County Archaeological Service maintains the local Historic Environment Record and provides 
expert advice on archaeology and related matters. The historic environment is recognised as a non-renewable, 
outstanding and distinctive resource  that  contributes  to  Buckinghamshire’s  economy,  tourism,  education,  and 
  
  
culture and community identity. This approach forms a core planning principal of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. Neighbourhood Plans will eventually require examination by the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to 
ensure their conformity with this National framework. Understanding the heritage value of a Neighbourhood 
Planning Area is an important part of developing the Plan. 
 
The historic environment is the physical legacy of thousands of years of human activity in the county, in the form of 
buildings, monuments, sites and landscapes. It gives every place its character and identity. A neighbourhood plan 
may help to guide how heritage can be conserved whilst adapting to modern needs. It is often a place’s heritage 
that makes it special. That distinctiveness not only gives local people a sense of belonging or identity and a feeling of 
pride, but it can help to attract investment to an area. Heritage can also be a powerful tool for delivering 
regeneration and providing space for business, community facilities and other activities. By its very nature local 
heritage in  the neighbourhood plan can help protect those areas which are valued locally and ensure that they 
remain in productive use where appropriate. It may help to ensure that potential new development is properly 
integrated with what is already there and does not result in the loss of local distinctiveness. It can also identify 
opportunities for improvement and the challenges that will need to be faced. 
 
Addressing how best to integrate new development into an existing place can encourage people to be innovative. 
Taking into account what is special about a place often demonstrates that off the shelf design and construction 
might not be appropriate.  It encourages sensitive development of historic buildings and places that can invigorate 
an area. 
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We welcome that it is recognised that design should be sympathetic to the local historic environment where future 
growth occurs, and the inclusion of Objective 6: Maintain and enhance the rural character of the Parish, and 
preserve heritage assets and their setting. While we welcome Chapter 10 Heritage we find this to be largely 
confined to  the built environment and conservation areas. Undesignated heritage assets have not been included 
within the chapter, these account for over 95% of all heritage assets and include archaeological sites, earthworks 
and buildings. The County Historic  Environment Record (HER) records numerous sites within the Parish. 
 
It is for the local community to decide on the scope and content of a neighbourhood plan; however, there could be 
benefits in setting out a specific historic environment section drawing on the evidence from Historic England and 
the Bucks County Historic Environment Record. Investigations could include: 
• An analysis of the historic character of the area highlighting its contribution to the development and 
appearance of the place 
• The identification of any listed buildings, scheduled monuments, registered parks and gardens, battlefields 
or local heritage assets. 
• The environmental issues the plan seeks to address. 
• Opportunities to repair, conserve or bring heritage assets back into use, especially those at risk 
• Policies to protect, conserve and/or mitigate impacts on the historic environment 
• Policies to manage the settings of heritage assets or important views 
• Policies to promote locally distinctive development in terms of scale and materials 
• Particular historic environment considerations to be taken into account when seeking to develop specific 
sites 
  
  
• Opportunities for investment into the historic environment alongside delivery of new development 
• As part of the process of preparing a neighbourhood plan opportunities could be identified to protect 
buildings and spaces. 
 
We would recommend that the Historic Environment Record for the plan area is consulted if not already done so to 
get a greater understanding of the history and archaeology contained within the plan area. The Buckinghamshire 
County Historic Environment Record is a public record and we would welcome the opportunity to share our 
information with the local community. 
 
Guidance on taking the historic environment into consideration in neighbourhood plans has been published by 
Historic England and includes: 
• Neighbourhood Planning and the Historic Environment August 2104 
• The Historic Environment in Local Plans 
 
There is also the NPPF especially Section 12. We trust this is helpful and if you have any queries please do not 
hesitate to contact us. 
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Ecology 
 
The NPPF quotes from the National Environment White Paper that  developments should ‘move towards a net loss 
of biodiversity to achieving a net gain for nature’. It  also quotes developments of having – an environmental role –
‘helping to improve biodiversity’ 
 
In addition the NPPF in section 109 states that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural 
and local environment by: ‘minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where 
possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, including by 
establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures’ 
 
The plan has relatively scant reference to biodiversity despite its situation within the Green Belt and partly within 
the Chilterns AONB. We welcome paragraph 2.3 (National Planning Context) which recognises the Conserving and 
enhancing of the local environment and the reference to the Environment within Objective 12 ‘Environmental 
improvements maintaining hedges and local tree planting, ponds, wildflower meadows copses and orchards.’ 
 
Within any strategic plan it follows that it should be the aim to do more than simply protect sites and species from 
development but incorporate a policy of net gain for biodiversity. 
 
To do this a map of existing natural assets should be incorporated into the plan using records from BMERC 
(Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Environmental Records Centre). Existing assets need to be identified. This 
includes protected or notified sites such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI’s), Local Wildlife Sites (LWS), 
Biological Notification Sites (BNS) and BBOWT reserves. There are several within the parish including, but not 
exclusive too: 
• Hodgemoor SSSI (woodland) lies adjacent to the area – developments adjacent may impact upon it. 
  
• Froghall Brickworks SSSI appears to be within the area. 
• Several BNS sites occur either wholly or partly within the area. 
 
There is a large amount of Habitat of Principal Importance under the NERC Act 2016 (was BAP Priority Habitat) 
which is identified for the area, and there is likely to be more of this habitat which remains unidentified. This 
includes woodlands (much of which is ancient woodland) and parkland, but also traditional orchards and hedges. All 
this will be of material consideration within any development planning application and ideally areas with these 
habitats should be avoided. 
 
In addition there are a large amount of records of protected or notable species. This includes reptiles, bats, birds, 
badgers, great crested newts (and other amphibians) and part of the south western extent of the area is a Water 
Vole Key Area. Protection of species is a material consideration in planning applications and should be mentioned 
within a key document such as this. For instance many traditional buildings and old trees will be high risk for bat 
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roosts and information to ensure this has been taken into account within any planning application which impacts on 
these buildings should be provided by developers. If this is set out clearly within strategic plans such as this then 
delays on permissions due to lack of information to determine applications can be avoided. 
 
In addition it is important to remember that these records are not comprehensive and notable species and habitats 
are likely to be present which are not recorded or under- recorded. There is also scope to create new habitats and 
make existing assets, bigger, better and more joined up in line with the Environment White Paper 2010. Reference 
to the Natural Environment Partnerships Green Infrastructure Plan and forthcoming Biodiversity Accounting 
Strategy should be made in line with the Emerging local Plans. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment, we look forward to further opportunities to engage with you. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Mrs Emily Brown 
Strategic Planning Policy Officer 

009  Response to the Regulation 14 version of the Chalfont St Giles Neighbourhood Plan 
Land adjacent to The Willows, Narcot Lane, Chalfont St Giles 
Prepared For 
St Congar Properties Ltd 
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Representations to the Chalfont St Giles Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan 
Land adjacent to the Willows, Narcot Lane, Chalfont St Giles 
  
 
1 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 We represent our clients, St Congar Properties Ltd, and are promoting land adjacent to The Willows, 
Narcot Lane, Chalfont St Giles for residential development through the emerging Development Plan for Chiltern 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The neighbourhood plan is not 
allocating sites for development nor 
reviewing the Green Belt boundary. No 
change.  
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District, which consists of the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan and the emerging Chalfont St Giles 
Neighbourhood Plan. We are promoting our client’s land for release from the Green Belt and allocation for 
residential development. 
 
1.2 We enclose as part of this submission a Development Framework (Vision) document which we will cross 
refer to during these representations. This document explores the planning policy context for the area and sets out 
an analysis of the site and its wider context, bringing these factors together to set out a vision for the site. 
 
1.3 We welcome the chance to comment on the emerging Neighbourhood Plan (NP) and would be very happy 
to discuss our proposal further with the working group to discuss how it can help to deliver the NP. 
 
1.4 We set out below information that we have submitted in response to the emerging Chiltern and South 
Bucks Local Plan, together with further information about our client’s site and its suitability for future development. 
We also comment on the Neighbourhood Plan, with the comments focused around the role that this should be 
playing as part of the development plan for the District. 
  
 
2 COMMENTS ON THE EMERGING CHILTERN AND SOUTH BUCKS LOCAL PLAN 
 
2.1 We have previously made comments on the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan, and we briefly 
explain our position below, as the issues raised are significant and will be an influence on the progress of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
2.2 Our representations to the Green Belt Preferred Options consultation that took place towards the end of 
2016, expressed concerns about a number of the elements of the Council’s approach which, in summary, are as 
follows: 
 
• Instead of positively planning to meet their combined development needs, the councils have, from the 
outset of the work on the Local Plan been set on an approach which seeks to ensure that a considerable part of 
their housing requirements are accommodated elsewhere. 
 
• The approach of the Councils is leading to a lack of certainty about the quantum of homes that will be 
delivered overall and does not concur with the sustainable development principles that are at the heart of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
 
• Chiltern District Council has an ‘objectively assessed housing need’ of 7,300, which is the need for the 
District over the 20-year period from 2013 to 2033. National policy which has been confirmed through the courts is 
clear that local planning authorities must do all they can to meet their own needs first and beyond this the needs of 
others in the same housing market as far as is consistent with national policy. 
 



185 

• In terms of a matter of principle, the needs of the District should be met within the District. If too high a 
proportion of need is sought to be met some distance from where it arises, it is questionable whether it can truly 
meet that need. 
 
• It is not appropriate to try and offload development needs elsewhere in the HMA whilst ignoring suitable 
and deliverable opportunities within each of the authorities as a starting point. Our view from our own independent 
assessments of the available evidence is that there are additional suitable opportunities for Green Belt releases, 
some of which, including our client’s site, are preferable to a number of the preferred options. 
  
 
• Our own assessments of the Councils preferred options have shown a number of substantive concerns 
about their deliverability, as key planning considerations have not been taken into account. This casts considerable 
doubt as to whether the options are sound choices as they cannot be considered justified or effective in terms of 
the available evidence and when considered against the reasonable alternatives. 
 
• The Councils have already made some serious errors of process and evidence preparation which must be 
rectified if the Local Plan is to have any chance of success at Examination. 
 
2.3 We explained through our representations that an earlier plan for the Chiltern District Council area had to 
be withdrawn in early 2015 following concerns raised by the Inspector who was carrying out the Examination into 
the Local Plan, noting that the Council should learn from its previous experience and properly grapple with the issue 
of housing need. 
 
2.4 In summary, therefore, we feel that the emerging Local Plan will need some significant changes, including 
the allocation of additional and alternative housing sites, to be found sound when it is examined. We consider that 
Chalfont St Giles remains a likely location for the Council to allocate some development. 
  
 
3 COMMENTS ON THE ROLE AND CONTENT OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
 
3.1 In 2016, we met with Chalfont St Giles Parish Council to explain and present the proposed scheme at land 
adjacent to The Willows, Narcot Lane. 
 
3.2 More recently we have sought to engage with the Neighbourhood Planning Team in order to promote our 
client’s site and to explain how this site could assist in the delivery of the Neighbourhood Plan. To this end we firstly 
requested a meeting, and were advised to attend one of the public consultation events instead. We then attended 
the community event on 15 May at Chalfont St Giles Library, and discussed our client’s site with the Planning 
Consultant who is advising the Neighbourhood Planning Group. We agreed to submit representations and our Vision 
document for the site during the consultation period. 
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3.3 We firstly commend the Neighbourhood Planning Group for taking the decision to progress a 
Neighbourhood Plan. This is a positive decision as it gives communities direct power to develop a shared vision for 
their neighbourhood and shape the development and growth of their local area. The Neighbourhood Plan, if 
successful at Examination and Referendum, will become part of the statutory development plan once it has been 
‘made’ (brought into legal force) by the planning authority. 
 
3.4 The National Planning Practice Guidance is clear that the Neighbourhood Plan group and the local 
planning authority discuss and aim to agree the relationship between policies in the emerging neighbourhood plan, 
the emerging Local Plan, and the adopted development plan. This issue needs to be better reflected in the emerging 
neighbourhood plan. Whilst paragraph 
2.5 of the emerging NP sets out that it is in conformity with the existing development plan, given the age of these 
documents, and the fact that they pre-date the NPPF, this is not a realistic or up to date position to adopt and will 
not result in the positive planning that is required by the regulations. The NP must clarify how it will take into 
account the emerging Local Plan, and the housing needs within it. 
 
3.5 We also note, that the Neighbourhood Plan does not seek to make allocations for development. We feel 
that not only is this a wasted opportunity in terms of positive planning for the area, but also increases the 
probability of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan and the emerging Local Plan not being in conformity with each 
other, which will cause issues as the NP progresses. 
  
 
3.6 Paragraph 16 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out that neighbourhood plans 
should: 
 
• Develop plans that support the strategic development needs set out in Local Plans, including policies for 
housing and economic development; 
 
• Plan positively to support local development, shaping and directing development in their area that is 
outside the strategic elements of the Local Plan; and 
 
• Identify opportunities to use Neighbourhood Development Orders to enable developments that are 
consistent with their neighbourhood plan to proceed. 
 
3.7 In summary, this means that a NP should support the strategic development needs set out in the Local 
Plan and plan positively to support local development. 
 
3.8 We are aware of a number of Neighbourhood Plans that are successfully allocating development to meet 
the needs of their area, for example Stratfield Mortimer in West Berkshire and Thame in Buckinghamshire. 
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3.9 The Neighbourhood Planning Team should aim to make an assessment of the potential housing needs of 
Chalfont St Giles and then make allocations to meet them. By not grappling with this issue at the outset, there is a 
strong possibility that the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan will have to allocate development for the 
area which, given that this is a top down approach, may not be able to deliver the Neighbourhood Plan the way that 
a locally selected opportunity could. 
 
VISION, OBJECTVES AND POLICIES OF THE PLAN 
 
3.10 The vision of the emerging NP is positive, setting out that the plan will support growth that meets the 
local need for housing and economic activity. Unfortunately, there is no information that seeks to quantify what 
these needs are. 
 
3.11 Objective 1 then goes on to support and encourage the provision of homes, particularly for ‘people with a 
lower income, the younger generation, local families and senior residents’. This is wide ranging, and again, some 
form of clarity as to what these needs are forecast to be across the plan period would make this objective robust. 
The objective then goes on to seek to maintain a ‘balance of house sizes’ in new developments. 
  
 
3.12 Objective 1 is supported by just two policies on housing. Housing Policy 1, Rural Exceptions Sites, which 
sets out that rural exceptions sites will be supported in the Parish. Whilst we welcome the fact that the Working 
Party wants to bring forward a rural exceptions site, as it currently reads, the policy is unnecessarily restrictive. 
 
3.13 The policy isn’t completely in accordance with national policy as it is more restrictive, referring only to 
‘small’ sites for affordable housing, with a ‘small’ amount of market homes allowed on these sites to support the 
viability of delivery. The NPPF does not use ‘small’ and the policy is misleading in this regard. 
 
3.14 Housing Policy 2 supports well integrated affordable housing of 11 or more units within the built-up area. 
Whilst we welcome this policy in principle, we do not feel that there will be many opportunities for this scale of 
windfall development within the built-up area. 
 
3.15 In summary, these policies will not result in the successful delivery of Objective 1. Objective 7 seeks high 
quality and locally sympathetic design that is ‘sensitive to the setting of the Parish’. Our client’s site would be 
designed to a high standard that would respect and respond to the setting of the Parish, as set out in our 
accompanying document. 
  
 
4 LAND AT THE WILLOWS, NARCOT LANE 
 
4.1 We now move on the give further factual information about our client’s site, to promote its removal from 
the Green Belt and subsequent allocation for development. 
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4.2 The site only makes a relatively limited contribution to the overall Green Belt. We will now highlight the 
features that could form a new stronger boundary to the Green Belt that would be well-defined and defensible. The 
vision document includes a landscape assessment, demonstrating that the site is well screened by its existing 
boundary vegetation. 
 
4.3 The site currently sits between areas of residential development. To the north, the site is bounded by 
residential development which is characterised by a mix of mature trees and hedgerows. The link to the existing 
residential development is very strong as the site is adjacent to the existing settlement boundary of Chalfont St 
Giles. The site would form a logical infilling and rounding off to the settlement in this location. 
 
4.4 To the west of the site lies Narcot Lane, which is a durable and defensible boundary. The eastern 
boundary there is an area of residential development to the north east, then followed by a line of mature trees and 
hedgerows. Whilst we consider that this boundary is of a substance and maturity to form a defensible Green Belt 
boundary in its own right, the alternative would be to use The Lagger as the eastern boundary of the site. The 
Lagger is a road running from north to south to the east of the site as shown in the vision document. 
 
4.5 The southern boundary is partly occupied by a horticultural nursery and other residential development. 
There is then an area of linear residential development to the south of the horticultural nursey that has been 
defined as a ‘row of dwellings in the Green Belt’ through the extant Chiltern Local Plan. This area is already, in 
principle, suitable for a degree of additional development. There is only a small part of the southern boundary that 
is defined by a hedge and trees. This boundary would be further enhanced through landscaping as shown in the 
Development Framework document and would therefore form a defensible Green Belt boundary. 
 
4.6 Given that we have concluded that our client’s site has a permanent and defensible boundary, we now go 
on to assess whether or not it contributes to the five purposes of the Green Belt as set out in paragraph 80 of the 
NPPF. There are five purposes of Green Belt designation as set 
  
 
out within the NPPF at paragraph 80. We do not use the fifth purpose (to assist in urban regeneration, by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land) as this has not been used in the Chiltern and South 
Bucks Green Belt Assessment, as it was considered that it would not assist in distinguishing between sites. 
 
OUR ASSESSMENT 
 
Purpose 1: to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up area 
4.7 Chalfont St Giles is not a large built up area and as the site is largely contained by the existing residential 
development on three sides and Narcot Lane on the fourth side, it would not result in or contribute towards 
unrestricted sprawl. 
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Purpose 2: To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 
4.8 The nearest adjacent settlement to the site is Chalfont St Peter, However, there is already a frontage 
development of residential properties lying closer to Chalfont St Peter than the boundaries of this site. The 
development of our client’s land would not bring Chalfont St Giles any closer to Chalfont St Peter and could not 
therefore result in or contribute towards the merging of settlements. 
 
Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 
4.9 The site is largely adjacent to development on three sides and is contained by Narcot Lane on the fourth 
side. The release of the land from the Green Belt and the development of the site can therefore be seen as a natural 
infilling and rounding off of the settlement of Chalfont St Giles without encroaching into the open countryside. 
 
Purpose 4: To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns. 
4.10 The site is away from the Conservation Area and the historic core of Chalfont St Giles. 
 
4.11 In summary, we have demonstrated above that the site does not fulfil the purposes of the Green Belt. 
  
 
5 HOW OUR SITE CAN HELP TO DELIVER THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
 
5.1 We now summarise and explain how our client’s site can assist in the delivery of the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan. Our client is promoting the site on behalf of a local resident, who is very keen to work 
positively with the Neighbourhood Planning team in order to address important local issues through the delivery of 
the scheme. 
 
5.2 The site is not within the Chilterns AONB. It is within Flood Zone 1 (which has the least risk of flooding) 
and it is not adjacent to any statutory heritage assets. The site is currently pasture, and therefore there are no 
hedges or trees on the site, apart from at the boundaries. The topography is gently undulating and is not therefore 
any constraint to development. The site can easily be provided with an access off Narcot Lane. 
 
5.3 Chalfont St Giles itself is a highly sustainable location for development and is well served with facilities. 
We have shown in the attached Vision Document the relationship between our client’s site and the main facilities of 
the area; including the major bus stops. 
 
5.4 In terms of numbers, our client’s site has an area of approximately 4.88 hectares and could provide a 
residential development scheme of up to 150 dwellings at an average of approximately 30 dwellings per hectare. 
The site is not constrained by any landownership issues and is being actively promoted for development – it is 
therefore available and deliverable now and could make a useful contribution towards meeting the local housing 
needs of Chalfont St Giles. 
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5.5 This number of dwellings would consist of a mix of sizes and types of dwellings to help to address 
objective 1 of the emerging NP, which sets out the key needs of the District. This would include affordable units, 
with the sizes of these based on the evidence set out in the Housing and Employment Development Needs 
Assessment (HEDNA) carried out by the Buckinghamshire local authorities, or subsequently produced local evidence 
(for example evidenced received through the consultation process). 
 
5.6 The scheme would also provide an appropriate mix of sizes of market housing; this would be discussed 
with the NP group and could include, for example, starter homes, and homes for those wishing to downsize, as well 
as plots for custom and self-build homes. Family homes would also be an important part of the scheme. Homes for 
the elderly would also be provided – again, the 
  
 
types of these to be delivered would respond to either the evidence in the HEDNA or local evidence produced 
through the work on the NP to date. 
 
5.7 By having the ability to deliver a mix of housing in this way, we will be not only increasing the supply of 
housing in the village, but we will also be increasing the opportunity for people to remain in the village, close to 
family and friends, rather than move away if they cannot find suitable accommodation. This is an important social 
benefit and one which our client is keen to commit to. 
 
5.8 In terms of other benefits of the scheme, we are aware of local concerns regarding flooding in Narcot 
Lane. We are able to commit to addressing this issue if our proposal goes ahead. 
 
5.9 In addition to this, we would like to draw your attention to the likely developer contributions that would 
be raised from the scheme. These would be in the region of £1.5 million for a scheme of 150 units. This would mean 
that considerable funds would be directed to the Parish, to spend on the delivery of infrastructure and community 
benefits. 
  
 
6 CONCLUSION 
 
6.1 We welcome the decision to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish of Chalfont St Giles. We do not, 
however, consider that the Group are taking the necessary positive approach to this preparation. The emerging 
Plan, whilst interesting, currently reads more like a community document such as a Parish Plan, rather than a 
positive and defensible document which will become part of the Development Plan for the area, and which will 
therefore be the starting point for decision making. 
 
6.2 We have set out in detail above why the Group needs to properly grabble with the key issues facing the 
area, one of the key one of which is the quantum of development that the area needs. There are numerous 
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examples of Neighbourhood Plans that have done this successfully, and then made allocations to address these 
needs. 
 
6.3 We have explained why our client’s site at land adjacent to the Willows, Narcot Lane, is an available and 
deliverable site which should be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for development. 
 
6.4 We have also explained how the site can make an excellent contribution to meeting different types of 
housing needs, whilst delivering the site in a way that reflects the priorities of the emerging NP in terms of housing 
size, type, and mix. We strongly believe that our scheme has the ability to genuinely help to deliver and to 
implement the NP. 
 
6.5 We are keen to engage with the Neighbourhood Planning Group as the Plan progresses, and would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss our client’s site further. We attach a vision document to give more information 
about the site and the scheme and wish to emphasise that our client is responsive to providing a scheme that 
maximises the contribution to meeting the identified local needs. 

010  Your ref: n/a 
Our ref: RL/37287 
DD: 01908 541609 
E: robert.love@bidwells.co.uk 
Date: 12 June 2017 
 
  
Chalfont St Giles Parish Council Parish Council Offices 
Gravel Hill Chalfont St Peter Gerrards Cross SL9 9QX 
 
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
Representation to Regulation 14 Draft Neighbourhood Plan for Chalfont St Giles, 2014–2036 
Land at Narcot Nurseries, Narcot Lane, Chalfont St Giles On Behalf of Careys New Homes 
  
Sent by email only 
  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the consultation to the Regulation 14 Draft Neighbourhood Plan for 
Chalfont St Giles, 2014–2036. I write on behalf of Bidwells’ client, Careys New Homes in response to the 
consultation. The consultation period runs between 1st May 2017 to 12th June 2017. 
 
Careys New Homes have interest in land known as Narcot Nurseries, Narcot Lane, Chalfont St Giles and should be 
regarded as an important consultee. The land has been promoted through the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 

Information with regard to the basic 
conditions will be set out in the Basic 
Conditions Statement to be submitted 
alongside the neighbourhood plan. 
 
There is no requirement for 
neighbourhood plans to identify and 
allocate land for development, nor for 
Green Belt boundaries to be reviewed.  
The neighbourhood plan is aligned with 
the emerging Chiltern Local Plan in that 
respect. No change.  
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(Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation) between October-December 2016. It is considered that the site can 
accommodate approximately 30 dwellings, a size considered suitable for the village of Chalfont St Giles. 
 
On behalf of my client, whilst preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan is supported, I wish to raise an objection to the 
context of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan for Chalfont St Giles, 2014–2036. As such, I conclude that the Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan does not meet the prescribed basic conditions. 
 
I have responded below on each question set out within the on-line survey. 
 
1. Do you have any comments on Section 1. Introduction 
 
We agree with the information set out within Section 1: Introduction, although it could be more substantial. The 
following comments are made in relation to the Introduction. 
 
Section 1 could benefit with the inclusion of further information on the preparation of the Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan. For example, clearly setting out the basic conditions that the Draft Neighbourhood Plan should meet and the 
planned process for monitoring and review over the Neighbourhood Plan’s lifespan to 2036. 
 
Paragraph: 065, Reference ID: 41-065-20140306 of the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) sets out the 
basic conditions that a draft Neighbourhood Development Plan or Order must meet if it is to proceed to 
referendum. 
 
 
John Ormond House, 899 Silbury Boulevard, Central Milton Keynes MK9 3XJ T: 01908 202190  E: 
info@bidwells.co.uk  W: bidwells.co.uk 
 
Bidwells is a trading name of Bidwells LLP, a limited liability partnership, registered in England and Wales with 
number OC34 4553. Registered office: Bidwell House Trumpington Road Cambridge CB2 9LD. A list of members is 
available for inspection at the above address. 
  
Only conditions a, and d-g apply to a Neighbourhood Development Plan (conditions b and c relate to 
Neighbourhood Development Orders only). These are: 
 
● Condition A: having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 
State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood plan). 
● Condition D: the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to the achievement of 
sustainable development 
● Condition E: the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) is in general conformity with the strategic 
policies contained in the development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area). 
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● Condition F: the making of the order (or neighbourhood Plan) does not breach, and is otherwise, 
compatible with, EU obligations. 
● Condition G: prescribed conditions are met in relation to the order (or plan) and prescribed matters have 
been complied with in connection with the proposal for the order (or neighbourhood Plan). 
It is also worth noting that Chalfont St. Giles is the qualifying body for submission of the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan, as defined by the Localism Act 2011 and this should be highlighted in the introduction. 
 
2. Do you have any comments on Section 2. Local Context 
 
As noted under condition a, paragraph 16 of the NPPF encourages the shaping of policy within Neighbourhood 
Areas that fall outside of the strategic elements of the Local Plan. The Development Plan comprises Saved Policies of 
the Local Plan for Chiltern District (1997) and the Core Strategy (2011). 
 
Emerging Development Plan Policy comprises of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036). It is 
anticipated that Chiltern District Council will consult on the Draft Local Plan (Submission Version) in October / 
November 2017. 
 
The Draft Neighbourhood Plan fails to allocate specific housing sites for residential development. We therefore fail 
to see how the Draft Neighbourhood Plan (in particular, Section 6 ‘Housing’) will support the delivery of Chiltern and 
South Bucks Local Plan (2014-2036) which identifies a housing requirement of 14,700 dwellings over the plan period 
from the HEDNA. It is noted that it is anticipated there is an unmet need of 5,800 dwellings of unmet housing need 
that will need to be delivered elsewhere. 
 
3. Do you have any comments on Section 3. Community Engagement 
 
We support the wide range of community engagement methods used to date and would encourage that this is 
continued. My client welcomes the opportunity to meet you and we hope for continued engagement with the 
Parish Council through the promotion of this site for development. 
 
4. Do you have any comments on Section 4. Key Issues 
 
We are supportive of the key issues identified in Chalfont St Giles. We would welcome the inclusion of a need for 
market dwellings and housing allocations in general as a key issue for Chalfont St Giles. 
 
Market housing enables delivery of larger-scale affordable housing, and therefore should also be identified as a key 
issue. Whilst we respect that overdevelopment might lead to over intensification of development in Parish, the 
absence of any housing allocations within the Draft Neighbourhood Plan could actually lead to a shortage of housing 
in the Parish, making it more difficult for young residents to remain in the village. 
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5. Do you have any comments on Section 5. Vision and Objectives 
 
We are supportive of the Vision and Objectives in principle in the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. However, it is 
considered that Objective 1 has not been implemented through the context of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. 
Objective 1 concerns supporting and encouraging the provision of homes. However, the support for this appears 
limited throughout the Draft Neighbourhood Plan given that there are no proposed housing allocations for larger 
scale development. The only draft policies relating to the supply of housing concern rural exception sites and well-
integrated affordable housing. The Draft Neighbourhood Plan does not release any additional land in the village for 
residential development other than potential infill or sub- division of plots. This is not consistent with national or 
local policy and therefore fails to meet Condition ‘A’ or ‘E’ of Paragraph 065 of the NPPG. Condition ‘D’ is also not 
met as little or no development in the village does not contribute to the achievement of sustainable development in 
the District. There is therefore a risk that the Neighbourhood Plan may be found unsound at Examination and will be 
unable to proceed to referendum. 
 
6. Do you have any comments on Section 6. Housing 
 
We object to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan since there are no allocations for residential development in the village. 
The only policies relating to the provision of housing concern rural exception sites and well- integrated affordable 
housing. 
 
Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council consulted on the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan 
(Green Belt Preferred Options Consultation) between October-December 2016 where my client proposed the land 
at Narcot Nurseries, Narcot Lane for Green Belt release and an allocation for residential development. Chiltern and 
South Bucks District Council are currently reviewing the responses made to the consultation and are taking a view 
on which sites, if any, might be released from the Green Belt to meet additional housing requirements. 
 
A paragraph 1.2 of the Green Belt Preferred Options (consulted on between October and December 2016), it is 
stated that: “The updated HEDNA shows that over the plan period there is a need for 14,700 new dwellings and 10 
hectares of net employment land (industrial warehousing and offices) arising in Chiltern and South Bucks. This 
represents a slight reduction from the earlier Draft HEDNA (previously 15,100 dwellings and net 15 hectares of 
employment land).” 
 
At paragraph 29 of the HEDNA in the Executive Summary, published 20th October 2016, it is stated that: “The 
HEDNA identifies the Full Objective Assessed Need for Housing in Buckinghamshire HMA to be 45,600 dwellings 
over the 20-year period 2013-33, equivalent to an average of 2,280 dwellings per year. This includes the Objectively 
Assessed Need of Affordable Housing for 9,600 dwellings over the same period, equivalent to an average of 480 per 
year.” 
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Figure 4 of the HEDNA sets out the overall housing need for market and affordable housing in each local planning 
authority area (Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe) covering the plan period 2013 - 2031. Figure 4 
identifies an overall housing need of 7,300 dwellings (6,300 market housing need and 1,000 affordable housing 
need) for the Chiltern District over the plan period 2013-33. 
 
Although there are significant commitments towards housing delivery across Chiltern District, the housing 
requirement for the area is not a cap and should be expressed as a minimum. To resound with this, the Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan for Chalfont St. Giles should also state a minimum housing requirement, to assist the Council 
with maintain a robust five-year housing land supply in the future and resound with Local Plan policy. 
  
 
In view of the above, it is anticipated that the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan will consider housing 
growth above projections if deliverable because of the potential for increased economic growth for the District. The 
Chalfont St Giles Neighbourhood Plan should follow suit. The HEDNA considers it unlikely that house prices will 
adjust sufficiently to enable many of the households who are unable to afford their housing costs from moving away 
from the area. It is therefore reasonable to suggest the District should be considering additional housing in response 
to market signals and to widen the opportunities for home ownership. The Draft Neighbourhood Plan should make 
a positive contribution to this additional housing need in the District, through the allocation of sites for residential 
development. 
 
Adopted Core Strategy policy CS2 ‘Amount and Distribution of Residential Development 2006-2026 allows for 550 
residential dwellings to be provided in ‘built up areas of other villages from the Green Belt’, one of these being 
Chalfont St Giles. The Draft Neighbourhood Plan states that “there has been 7no. housing developments in the 
village ranging from three to 28 units over the last 30 years”. Some of these housing developments reference here 
have been provided prior to 2006 and additional residential units will be required up to 2026 to meet Chalfont St. 
Giles share of the 550 (an amount which is not specifically stated in the Core Strategy). It is therefore important that 
the Draft Neighbourhood Plan includes housing allocations at a sustainable level. 
 
Chalfont St Giles is a settlement excluded from the Green Belt, with good transport links and a range of facilities and 
amenities. The village can accommodate growth which will not only meet its unmet housing needs, both for market 
housing and affordable housing, but also to support the continuance of the existing services and facilities during the 
plan period. It is noted that there are no specific development proposals for Chalfont St Giles which meet either the 
settlement’s own future housing growth needs, and especially that of Affordable Housing. If Chiltern District Council 
and South Bucks District Council take the view that Green Belt release is required, we would stress that my client’s 
site is a reasonably sized site in the context of the village, already has an element of built form on it, and is also well-
related to the existing built-up area of Chalfont St. Giles. It has the potential to provide sustainable development in 
the village. 
 
A strong evidence base should be provided to illustrate the suitability of future sites allocated for residential 
development. 
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Land at Narcot Nurseries, Narcot Lane, Chalfont St Giles 
 
My client wishes to continue to promote their land interest at the above site for residential development through a 
site allocation in the emerging Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan and as a potential allocation in the Chalfont St. 
Giles Neighbourhood Plan. We wish to continue to engage with the Parish Council throughout the planning process 
which in due course might result in an adopted Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Careys New Homes have progressed discussions with relevant local stakeholders, including Chalfont St. Giles Parish 
Council and the Local Ward Member. There are no known constraints to the proposed residential development of 
the site. Safe access to the site can be achieved off Narcot Lane and the site is located in an accessible location close 
to a wide range of amenities and services. Chalfont St Giles can be viewed on similar merits with some of its 
neighbouring settlements such as Little Chalfont, Chalfont St Peter or Chesham in terms of accessibility to local 
amenities and services. 
 
Proposed residential development of the site will contribute towards meeting the housing needs of the village by 
providing a mix of market and affordable housing over the Neighbourhood Plan period and could contribute to a 
deliverable supply of housing both locally and District wide. 
  
 
Based on the above, it is considered that the Draft Neighbourhood Plan is not in general conformity with the 
strategic policies of the Local Plan or Section 184 of the National Planning Policy Framework. Therefore, the 
Neighbourhood Plan does not meet the basic conditions set out at Paragraph: 065, Reference ID: 41-065-20140306 
of the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). 
 
7. Do you have a view on the type and size of affordable housing most needed in your Parish? 
 
Yes – A range of housing types, tenure and sizes of affordable housing is encouraged. This range of housing 
provision should also apply to market housing in order to meet the wide range of housing needs in the village. If the 
land at Narcot Nurseries, Narcot Lane was to come forward, it is envisaged that proposals would include both an 
element of affordable and market housing, and will include an appropriate mix of type, size and tenure. 
 
8. Do you have any comments on Section 7. Local Community Facilities 
 
Chalfont St Giles is a sustainable village with a wide range of local services and facilities. It is important that the 
Draft Neighbourhood Plan allows for sustainable residential development over both the Local Plan and 
Neighbourhood Plan period in order to promote the longevity of these community facilities. 
 
9. Do you have any comments on Section 8. Local Businesses and Village Centres 
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As above, it is vital that local shops, rural enterprises and local centres are supported as well as local community 
facilities, in order to ensure the longevity and sustainability of the village. Sustainable residential growth is able to 
support this by bringing new customers into the village to support local businesses. 
 
10. Do you have any comments on Section 9. Local Green Spaces and Better Routes 
 
To promote sustainable modes of transport, it is important to maintain and encourage the extension of walking and 
cycling routes where possible. 
 
If the land at Narcot Nurseries was to come forward for residential development in the future, proposals have the 
potential to connect to these cycle and pedestrian links. A level of public open space might also be provided, in line 
with standards sets out within the adopted Local Development Plan. 
 
11. Do you have any comments on Section 10. Local Heritage 
 
Although the Land at Narcot Nurseries, Narcot Lane is not located within Chalfont St. Giles’ or Jordans’ Conservation 
Area, we recognise the importance of protecting the character of these Conservation Areas. If the proposals on this 
site come forward, they will be required to assess the potential impact on any nearby listed buildings, if required. 
 
12. Do you have any comments on Section 11. High Quality Design? 
 
We support, in principle, the design principles as set out at Design Policy 1’ Infill Development’. It should be 
highlighted within the Draft Neighbourhood Plan that infill development does not only comprise of the subdivision 
of plots or along the side or back of residential gardens. There are also opportunities for infill development where 
there are greenfield gaps amongst an existing built-up edge (for example, along a high street). 
  
Furthermore, the design principles at Design Policy 1 would predominantly apply at the reserved matters or full 
planning application stage. It is not always possible for outline planning applications to meet these design principles 
in the first instance. 
 
There are no design principles set for development which is not infill. This does not support the principle set out at 
Paragraph 52 of the NPPF which states that: 
 
“The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as 
new settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns”. 
 
A sole reliance on infill development in Chalfont St. Giles will not provide the necessary infrastructure to support 
development in the village. Larger schemes have the potential to improve the Key Issues identified at Section 4 of 
the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. For example, this could include higher levels of affordable housing and contributions 
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towards local infrastructure. These contributions would be provided through a Section 106 Agreement and 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) if adopted. 
 
13. Do you have any comments on Section 12. Non-Planning Policy Proposals for Jordans Village 
 
Within the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, Section 12 is titled ‘Planning Obligations’ and it is Appendix 2 which is titled 
‘Non-Planning Policy Proposals for Jordans Village’. Therefore, we comment below on Appendix 2 and address the 
matter of Planning Obligations in this section. For clarity, we recommend that sections of future consultations 
thoroughly coincide with those of the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
It is encouraged that, in addition to Section 12 being in line with the District’s Local Plan Policy CS31- Infrastructure, 
it is also noted that this Section is in line with the Town and Country Planning Act (1990) (as amended). 
 
At point 12.3, it is important to note that the use of any CIL funds to meet the delivery of the Chalfont St Giles Parish 
Neighbourhood Plan in the future, should meet the CIL Regulation 123 List which will accompany any future 
charging schedule. 
 
14. Do you have any comments on the Appendices? 
 
Yes – once the Parish Council has considered whether any housing allocation can be made as part of the 
Neighbourhood Plan, an overall policies map including these residential allocations should be included within the 
Neighbourhood Plan as a separate Appendix. 
 
Appendix 1 ‘The Historic Context of the Parish’ is useful in assessing the historical context of the village. This might 
be used by developers to inform the design of proposals, to some extent. 
 
We have no comment on Appendix 2 ‘Non-Planning Policy Proposals for Jordans Village. Appendix 3 ‘Listed 
Buildings in the Parish at 2017’ is noted. 
We have no comment on Appendix 4 ‘The Management of Jordans Village. Conclusion 
To conclude, we consider that the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, in its current form, would not be found sound at 
Examination and would therefore not be able to proceed to referendum. This is due to the failure of the plan to 
meet basic conditions. 
  
Allocations for sustainable housing growth in the village must be included in the Neighbourhood Plan in order to 
comply with Chiltern District Council’s district-wide aims, the NPPF and the NPPG’s basic conditions. 
 
We respectfully ask that the Land at Narcot Nurseries, Narcot Lane, is considered as an allocation for residential 
development in the Neighbourhood Plan. It is considered that my client’s site is a suitably sized site for residential 
development in the context of the village, suitable for Green Belt release, already has an element of built form on it 
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and it is also well-related to the existing built-up area of Chalfont St. Giles. It has the potential to provide sustainable 
development in the village of both market and affordable homes. 
 
Should you have any queries in respect of my client’s representation, please do not hesitate to contact me. My 
contact details are included in the letterhead. Alternatively, I look forward to receiving your written confirmation of 
my client’s representation to the Regulation 14 Draft Neighbourhood Plan for Chalfont St Giles, 2014–2036. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Robert Love 
Senior Planner, Planning 

011  Chalfont St Giles Parish Council 
Parish Council Offices 
Gravel Hill 
Chalfont St Peter 
Gerrards Cross 
SL9 9QX 
 
clerk@chalfontstgiles-pc.gov.uk 
 
by email only Our ref:  
Your ref: 
 
Telephone 
Fax 2017.06.12 Chalfont St Giles NP Submission HE RLS Comments 
01483 252028 
          12th June 2017 
 
To whom it may concern: 
Chalfont St Giles Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Version 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on the Pre-Submission Version of the Chalfont St Giles Neighbourhood 
Plan. Historic England are the government’s advisors on planning for the historic environment including the 
conservation of heritage assets and championing good design in historic locations. As such we have focused our 
comments on those areas that fall within our areas of interest. These comments are without prejudice to comments 
we may wish to make on individual planning applications within the plan area. 
Firstly, I am pleased to say that we have no in principle objects to the plan’s proposals and policies. As such, our 
comments are focused on areas where we feel policies could be improved to provide clarity, be robust and ensure 
they meet their objectives. 
We are pleased to see on Page 16 under the summary of issues that the difficulty that can be encountered in 
adapting historic buildings to provide the accessibility required for full community use is recognised as well as the 

Action: All comments noted and minor 
amendments to the draft 
neighbourhood plan to be made as 
suggested. Done.  
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need to ensure design is sympathetic to the local historic environment. It is responsible to recognise these conflicts 
in policy and to use the plan to provide clarity for decision making to resolve issues. We recognise the difficulty that 
can be encountered in adapting buildings to provide access to all and have published guidance on making access to 
historic buildings and landscapes easier which can be downloaded at: 
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/technical-advice/easy-access-to-historic-buildings-and-landscapes/ . Historic 
England’s philosophy of constructive conservation is that we should allow change to historic buildings and their 
environments that is well considered and contributes to sustaining their value to this and future generations. 
We welcome the plan vision’s focus on conservation of the special character of the villages. However, this reads as a 
vision for the plan (i.e. what sort of plan you wish to prepare) rather than a vision for the plan area at the end of the 
plan period, which is the appropriate format, to then set objectives to deliver. 
Design Policy 1.  
We would like to suggest some minor amendments to this policy to ensure it is robust and provides clarity. 
Bullet point b) the term ‘in general keeping’ lacks clarity and may fail to provide an approach that conserves the 
character of the immediate area. We would suggest amending this to “reflects the positive character of the 
immediate vicinity”. That leaves some latitude where some past development is not considered to have been 
sympathetic, whilst ensuring design is appropriate to the immediate setting. 
Bullet point c) the term ‘depth’ needs some qualification – this can mean the distance from front to rear wall of a 
building. ‘Set-back from the road or pavement’ may be a more appropriate term to use here. 
Bullet point e) we recommend amending this to: “New buildings should reflect the mix of heights of existing 
buildings in the immediate vicinity that contributes positively to local character”.  
Local Green Space policy. We are pleased to support the Local Green Space Policy, which covers the same area as 
the Grade II Milton’s Cottage Garden Registered Park and Garden a designated heritage asset. 
Character Areas. We strongly support the use of character assessment as a means to inform the development and 
implementation of robust policies to guide the design of new development in your neighbourhood. We recommend, 
where possible, identifying key positive features of character in each area, such as scale of buildings, distinctive 
materials or features of layout. Where a conservation area appraisal has already been prepared this is not 
necessary, but outside conservation areas it can be a very influential element of the plan that can either be used 
directly within a location specific policy or referred to as information that should inform decision making within the 
policy. 
Planning Contributions Policy 1: Having identified the issue of providing better access to historic buildings sensitively 
in the issues section (in particular where these are community facilities) it would be helpful to provide a specific 
reference to the need to support the potential increased cost of such works through planning contributions. 
Appropriate wording might be: 
“The enhancement of existing local community facilities where they are in need of refurbishment or to improve 
access for all users including sensitive alteration to historic buildings.” 
We hope these comments are of assistance to the Neighbourhood Plan group but would be pleased to answer any 
queries relating to them or to provide further information that might be of assistance. 
Yours faithfully 
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Robert Lloyd-Sweet 
Historic Places Adviser (South East England) 
Historic England 
 

012   
King George V House, King George V Road, Amersham, Bucks, HP6 5AW 
Tel: 01494 729000 | Fax: 01494 586506 
www.chiltern.gov.uk | www.southbucks.gov.uk 
Emer Costello ecostello@troyplanning.com Senior Planner 
Troy Planning and Design 3 Waterhouse Square 
138 Holborn LONDON EC1N 2SW Planning Policy Team 
 
01494 732271 
hharding@chiltern.gov.uk 
 
12th June 2017 
 
Dear Emer 
 
Chiltern District Council’s comments on the draft Neighbourhood Plan for Chalfont St Giles (Regulation 14 version) 
 
Thank you for consulting this Council on the draft Neighbourhood Plan and for your assistance in  discussing various 
issues about this version and it’s forerunner. This letter has been prepared in consultation with the Council’s 
Portfolio Holder for Sustainable Development, Councillor Peter Martin. 
 
Comments 
 
I attach a version of the draft Neighbourhood Plan which sets out a number of suggested tracked changes for you to 
consider. These are intended to assist in clarifying various matters and do not go to the heart of the plan. I hope 
that it will be quite straightforward to include them. 
 
There is one main matter which I would like to raise with you. This is the text supporting Housing Policy 1 – Rural 
Exceptions Sites in the Parish. The issue is whether there is general conformity with the relevant strategic policy in 
the Adopted Core Strategy. This is Policy CS1 the Spatial Strategy1. 
 
I have added the relevant extract from the Neighbourhood Plan on page 3 of this letter. Paragraph 6.2 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan has a caveated approach to the role of market housing in assisting the financing  of rural 
exceptions sites (this was previously in the Neighbourhood Plan policy but now has been added  into the supporting 
text). 
 

Action. All comments noted and 
changes to be made as suggested. 
Done.  
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This paragraph is linked to the definition of rural exception sites in Annex 2 of the NPPF. In particular the definition 
in the NPPF includes the statement……Small numbers of market homes may be allowed at the Local Authority’s 
discretion, for example where essential to enable the delivery of affordable units without grant funding. 
 
1  http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=1199&p=0 (see page 27) 
 
On this point the Neighbourhood Plan is at variance from the Core Strategy Policy for Affordable Housing  in Rural 
Areas (Policy CS9). Policy CS9 does not include such a criterion. 
 
Although there are caveats in paragraph 6.2 the wording could open the floodgates for proposals involving market 
housing. This could risk a higher level of unintentional impacts on the green belt. The options and mechanisms for 
funding individual rural exceptions sites might vary and the Council would need to look at this on a case by case 
basis. The advice in the NPPF remains and could be relevant to individual proposals, it does not need to be repeated 
in the Neighbourhood Plan. The deletion of the reference to market housing from paragraph 6.2 would give a more 
controlled approach to schemes. I hope that this change can be made to the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
I would like to add that these matters may be subject to change over the coming months as a result of the potential 
changes to the NPPF following on from the Housing White Paper’s comments on affordable housing. Therefore I 
also suggest that the District and Parish Council should monitor this important issue and engage further as needed 
while the Neighbourhood Plan proceeds. 
 
Timetable 
 
I would like to discuss the timetable for the Neighbourhood Plan with you as the latest version (26.4.2017) shows 
one week for CDC to comment on the submission version (mid July 2017) and the formal submission consultation 
taking place in September and October 2017. 
 
The current timetable for the joint Local Plan is for a draft plan to be subject of public consultation in October / 
November 20172. 
 
I am keen to ensure that the consultations do not coincide, because this could create some confusion for the public 
about which plans are out for comment. I would like the process to run smoothly for all Councils involved. Also 
there is a considerable pressure on planning policy team staff resources at Chiltern and South Bucks Councils with 
the drive to meet the Local Plan timetable. Therefore I would like to start a dialogue with you as to whether there is 
scope to adjust the timetable of the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Helen Harding 
Principal Planner (Policy) 
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Chiltern District Council and South Bucks District Council 
 
 
 
2 http://www.chiltern.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=9078&p=0 
  
Extract from Neighbourhood Plan – policy 1 and paragraph 6.2 
 
Housing Policy 1. Rural Exception Sites in the Parish 
 
Rural exception sites in the Parish which provide affordable housing in perpetuity will be supported in line with 
National policy subject to all of the following criteria being met. 
a) Evidence is provided to show the proposal provides an affordable housing tenure, size and mix consistent 
with the most up-to-date evidence of the Parish’s affordable housing need. 
b) Where there is an up to date evidenced need, the proposal provides units suitable for senior residents 
where possible. 
C) All of the affordable housing in the proposed scheme is for people who can demonstrate a strong local 
connection in perpetuity to the Chalfont St Giles Parish. 
Paragraph 6.2 
 
Rural exception sites are defined in the NPPF as small sites used for affordable housing in perpetuity which would 
not normally be used for housing. A small number of market homes may be allowed under the NPPF at the District 
Authority’s discretion, where they are essential to enable the delivery of affordable units without grant funding 
(NPPF, Annex 2). Exceptionally, land outside the built-up area of Chalfont St Giles village in the Green Belt, that 
would otherwise be considered inappropriate for development, may be brought forward in order to provide 
affordable housing for the residents with a local connection to the Parish.  

13  Kenneth Huxham 
I would like to make two comments on the Neighbourhood Plan: 
  
1. Better Routes – Section 9 
  
There is a general reference to making routes better for cyclists, pedestrians and so on but no reference is made to 
traffic calming through the village. 
The footpaths on the Deanway are narrow in places and with cars travelling at, or above the speed limit, children 
walking to school in particular  can be dangerously exposed. 
I think some specific reference to traffic calming should be included. 
  
2. Policy Context item 2.14 and Key Issues 4.1 
  

The heritage policy at Section 10 does 
make specific reference to the 
protection of the historic environment 
and its setting, including in the 
conservation area.  
 
The plan proposes to protect Silsden 
Meadow and Milton’s Field as local 
green spaces. The village green and 
pond are protected amenity spaces in 
the District local plan.  
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There is a general reference to development being sympathetic to the historic environment but I think there needs 
to be more specific reference to the protection of the setting of the historic environment, particularly in the 
Conservation Area. Specific reference should be included for the  protection of the two meadows beyond the village 
pond, Silsden and Stone meadows, the Village Green, and fields surrounding Milton’s cottage. 
  
Thank you 
  
Yours sincerely, 
 
Kenneth Huxham 
 

Action. Add reference to supporting 
traffic calming measures in the village. 
Added to paragraph 9.7. Done.  
 

14  Date: 29 May 2017 
Our ref: 214239  
 
Chalfont St Giles Parish Council 
 
BY EMAIL ONLY 
 
Customer Services Hornbeam House Crewe Business Park Electra Way 
Crewe Cheshire CW1 6GJ 
 
T  0300 060 3900 
 
 
Dear Helen Griffiths 
 
 
Planning Consultation: Chalfont St Giles Draft Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 28 April 2017. 
 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment 
is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to 
sustainable development. 
 
Natural England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on draft neighbourhood 
development plans by the Parish Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where our interests would be affected by the 
proposals made. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CDC have undertaken a SEA screening.     
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In our review of the Chalfont St Giles Draft Neighbourhood Plan we support Planning Contributions Policy 1; 
Developer contributions will be sought to contribute to “Environmental improvements, maintaining hedges, local 
tree planting, especially the creation of ponds, wild flower meadows, copses and orchards”. 
 
However, there is no explicit commitment to the conservation of biodiversity. We would like to draw your attention 
to the requirement to conserver biodiversity and provide a net gain in biodiversity through planning policy (Section 
40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 and section 109 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework). 
 
Please ensure that any development policy in your plan includes wording to ensure “all development results in a 
biodiversity net gain for the parish”. For example, Housing Policy 1: Rural Exception Sites in the Parish is the ideal 
place to have a requirement for a biodiversity net gain for the development. 
 
We would also like to see two further point added to Housing Policy 1; 
• No developments sites will be permitted within at least 400m of the Hodgemoor Wood Site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI); 
• Any development within the AONB or the setting of the AONB will require a Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment (LVIA) to show that the development will not have an impact or that the impact can be successfully 
mitigated. 
 
In review of your natural environment policies we support your commitment to improving non-polluting forms of 
transport (Natural Environment Policy 1) and protecting your community greenspaces (Natural Environment Policy 
2). However, we would like to see an additional environmental policy (Policy 3) committing to protecting the natural 
environment of the parish and adjacent areas.  This should include; 
  
• protecting designated sites such as Hodgemoor Wood SSSI (adjacent to parish boundary); 
• protecting the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and its setting, 
• requiring that all development in the parish result in a biodiversity net gain for the parish shown through 
the use of a suitable biodiversity metric or calculator (Suitable methods are included in Annex A), and 
• requiring all development sites be assessed for ‘Best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land’ (Grades 
1-3a). Loss of this resource must be avoided. Please see Annex A for further information. 
 
Natural England would also like to highlight that greenfield development may have serious impacts on biodiversity 
and connected habitat and therefore species ability to adapt to climate change. We recommend that the final local 
plan include: 
 
• Policies around connected green space within the parish. Open green space, wild green space and Green 
Infrastructure can all be used to create connected green space suitable for species adaptation to climate change.  
Annex A provides examples of Green Infrastructure; 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Action. Add reference to Section 40 of 
the Natural Environment and Rural 
Community Act. Done. 
 
 
Action. Add the four points covering: 
SSSI’s, AONB’s, biodiversity, BMV and 
green space to Natural Environment 
Policy 1 and the supporting text at 
paragraph 9.13. . Done.   
Action: Suggested policy text regarding 
SSSI’s & AONBs to be reviewed with 
Chiltern DC such that the 
neighbourhood plan does not duplicate 
current or emerging local plan policy. 
No change. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action. Add reference to: landscape, 
green infrastructure and green roofs to 
section 9. Done.   
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Strategic Environmental Assessment - Screening 
Where Neighbourhood Plans could have significant environmental effects, they may require a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) under the Environment Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004. 
Further guidance on deciding whether the proposals are likely to have significant environmental effects and the 
requirements for consulting Natural England on SEA are set out in the National Planning Practice Guidance here. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Kirsty Macpherson Lead Adviser 
Sustainable Development Thames Team 
  
Annex 1 - Neighbourhood planning and the natural environment: information, issues and opportunities 
Natural Environment Information Sources 
The Magic1 website will provide you with much of the nationally held natural environment data for your plan area.  
The most relevant layers for you to consider are: Agricultural Land Classification, Ancient Woodland, Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, Local Nature Reserves, National Parks (England), National Trails, Priority Habitat 
Inventory, public rights of way (on the Ordnance Survey base map) and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (including 
their impact risk zones). 
Local environmental record centres may hold a range of additional information on the natural environment.  A list 
of local record centres is available here2. 
Priority habitats are those habitats of particular importance for nature conservation, and the list of them can be 
found here3. Most of these will be mapped either as Sites of Special Scientific Interest, on the Magic website or as 
Local Wildlife Sites.  Your local planning authority should be able to supply you with the locations of Local Wildlife 
Sites. 
National Character Areas (NCAs) divide England into 159 distinct natural areas. Each character area is defined by a 
unique combination of landscape, biodiversity, geodiversity and cultural and economic activity. NCA profiles contain 
descriptions of the area and statements of environmental opportunity, which may be useful to inform proposals in 
your plan.  NCA information can be found here4. 
There may also be a local landscape character assessment covering your area. This is a tool to help understand the 
character and local distinctiveness of the landscape and identify the features that give it a sense of place. It can help 
to inform, plan and manage change in the area. Your local planning authority should be able to help you access 
these if you can’t find them online. 
If your neighbourhood planning area is within or adjacent to a National Park or Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB), the relevant National Park/AONB Management Plan for the area will set out useful information about the 
protected landscape. You can access the plans on from the relevant National Park Authority or Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty website. 
General mapped information on soil types and Agricultural Land Classification is available (under ’landscape’) on the 
Magic5 website and also from the LandIS website6, which contains more information about obtaining soil data. 
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Natural Environment Issues to Consider 
The National Planning Policy Framework7 sets out national planning policy on protecting and enhancing the natural 
environment. Planning Practice Guidance8 sets out supporting guidance. 
Your local planning authority should be able to provide you with further advice on the potential impacts of your 
plan or order on the natural environment and the need for any environmental assessments. 
 
1 http://magic.defra.gov.uk/ 
2 http://www.nbn-nfbr.org.uk/nfbr.php 
3http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140711133551/http:/www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conserv
ation/biodiv 
ersity/protectandmanage/habsandspeciesimportance.aspx 
4              https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-character-area-profiles-data-for-local-decision-
making 
5 http://magic.defra.gov.uk/ 
6 http://www.landis.org.uk/index.cfm 
7           https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2 
8           http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/natural-environment/ 
  
Landscape 
Paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) highlights the need to protect and enhance valued 
landscapes through the planning system. Your plans or orders may present opportunities to protect and enhance 
locally valued landscapes. You may want to consider identifying distinctive local landscape features or 
characteristics such as ponds, woodland or dry stone walls and think about how any new development proposals 
can respect and enhance local landscape character and distinctiveness. 
If you are proposing development within or close to a protected landscape (National Park or Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty) or other sensitive location, we recommend that you carry out a landscape assessment of the 
proposal. Landscape assessments can help you to choose the most appropriate sites for development and help to 
avoid or minimise impacts of development on the landscape through careful siting, design and landscaping. 
Wildlife habitats 
Some proposals can have adverse impacts on designated wildlife sites or other priority habitats (listed here9), such 
as Sites of Special Scientific Interest or Ancient woodland10. If there are likely to be any adverse impacts you’ll need 
to think about how such impacts can be avoided, mitigated or, as a last resort, compensated for. 
Priority and protected species and habitat 
You’ll also want to consider whether any proposals might affect priority species (listed here11) or protected species. 
To help you do this, Natural England has produced advice here12 to help understand the impact of particular 
developments on protected species. Consideration should also be given to the potential environmental value of 
brownfield sites, often found in urban areas and former industrial land, further information including links to the 
open mosaic habitats inventory can be found here. 
Ancient woodland and veteran trees-link to standing advice 



208 

You should consider any impacts on ancient woodland and veteran trees in line with paragraph 118 of the NPPF. 
Natural England maintains the Ancient Woodland Inventory which can help identify ancient woodland. Natural 
England and the Forest Commission have produced standing advice for planning authorities in relation to ancient 
woodland and veteran trees. It should be taken into account by planning authorities when determining relevant 
planning applications. Natural England will only provide bespoke advice on ancient woodland/veteran trees where 
they form part of a SSSI or in exceptional circumstances 
Biodiversity net gain 
Under section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 Local Planning Authorities are 
required to conserve biodiversity. The NPPF section 109 states “the planning system should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in 
biodiversity wherever possible”. . Suitable methods for calculating biodiversity net gain can include the Defra 
biodiversity offsetting metric13 and the environment bank biodiversity impact calculator14. 
 
 
9http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140711133551/http:/www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conserv
ation/biodiv 
ersity/protectandmanage/habsandspeciesimportance.aspx 
10            https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ancient-woodland-and-veteran-trees-protection-surveys-licences 
11http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140711133551/http:/www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conser
vation/biodiv 
ersity/protectandmanage/habsandspeciesimportance.aspx 
12           https://www.gov.uk/protected-species-and-sites-how-to-review-planning-proposals 
13 https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/biodiversity-offsetting#guidance-for-offset-providers-developers-
and-local-authorities-in-the-pilot- areas Note; the ‘Guidance for developers’ and ‘Guidance for offset providers’ 
documents provide a calculation method. 
14 http://www.environmentbank.com/impact-calculator.php , and 
http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&ved=0ahUKEwj7vcbl0aDQAhVMDcAKHb8
IDEUQFggsMAI&url=http 
%3A%2F%2Fconsult.welhat.gov.uk%2Ffile%2F4184236&usg=AFQjCNFfkbJIJQ_UN0044Qe6rmiLffxckg 
  
Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land 
Soil is a finite resource that fulfils many important functions and services for society. It is a growing medium for 
food, timber and other crops, a store for carbon and water, a reservoir of biodiversity and a buffer against pollution. 
If you are proposing development, you should seek to use areas of poorer quality agricultural land in preference to 
that of a higher quality in line with National Planning Policy Framework para 112. For more information, see our 
publication Agricultural Land Classification: protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land15. 
 
 
Green Infrastructure, Improving Your Natural Environment. 
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Your plan or order can offer exciting opportunities to enhance your local environment through inclusion of green 
infrastructure (GI). If you are setting out policies on new development or proposing sites for development, you may 
wish to consider identifying what environmental features you want to be retained, connected, enhanced or new 
features you would like to see created as part of any new development.  Examples might include: 
• Providing a new footpath with landscaping through the new development to link into existing rights of 
way or other green spaces. 
• Restoring a neglected hedgerow or create new ones. 
• Creating a new pond as an attractive feature on the site. 
• Planting trees characteristic to the local area to make a positive contribution to the local landscape. 
• Using native plants in landscaping schemes for better nectar and seed sources for bees and birds. 
• Incorporating swift boxes or bat boxes into the design of new buildings. 
• Think about how lighting can be best managed to encourage wildlife. 
• Adding a green roof to new buildings. 
 
You may also want to consider enhancing your local area in other ways, for example by: 
• Setting out in your plan how you would like to implement elements of a wider Green Infrastructure 
Strategy (if one exists for the Aylesbury Vale District) in your community. 
• Assessing needs for accessible greenspace and setting out proposals to address any deficiencies or 
enhance provision. 
• Identifying green areas of particular importance for special protection through Local Green Space 
designation (see Planning Practice Guidance on this16). 
• Managing existing (and new) public spaces to be more wildlife friendly (e.g. by sowing wild flower strips in 
less used parts of parks, changing hedge cutting timings and frequency). 
• Planting additional street trees. 
• Identifying any improvements to the existing public right of way network, e.g. cutting back hedges, 
improving the surface, clearing litter or installing kissing gates) or extending the network to create missing links. 
• Restoring neglected environmental features (e.g. coppicing a prominent hedge that is in poor condition or 
clearing away an eyesore). 
 
Green Roofs 
Natural England is supportive of the inclusion of living roofs in all appropriate development. Research indicates that 
the benefits of green roofs include reducing run-off and thereby the risk of surface water flooding; reducing the 
requirement for heating and air-conditioning; and providing habitat for wildlife. 
 
 
15 http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/35012 
16 http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-
public-rights-of- way-and-local-green-space/local-green-space-designation/ 
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We would advise your council that some living roofs, such as sedum matting, can have limited biodiversity value in 
terms of the range of species that grow on them and habitats they provide. Natural England would encourage you 
to consider the use of bespoke solutions based on the needs of the wildlife specific to the site and adjacent area. I 
would refer you to http://livingroofs.org/ for a range of innovative solutions. 
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