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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

This executive summary has been prepared by Nexus Planning in support of the Chiddingfold 

Neighbourhood Plan (“CNP”) Regulation 14 Consultation. It provides an overarching summary of the 

consultation exercises that have been undertaken during the process of producing the CNP, and the 

feedback that has been received.  

Consultation Reports from each of the consultation exercises are included as appendices to this 

document. 

For background, Chiddingfold Parish Council applied to Waverley Borough Council to designate a 

neighbourhood plan area in March 2014, and the application was approved in June 2014. 

Consultation Exercises 

May - June 2014 

The first public consultation exercise took place between May and June 2014, and sought to harness 

the general views of the community with respect to issues and opportunities within the Parish to help 

inform objectives for the CNP. 

The consultation comprised three ‘drop-in’ style events on the following dates: 

 10th May 2014 at the Banking House; 

 15th May 2014 at the Village Hall; and 

 8th June 2014 at the Village Fete. 

A short questionnaire comprising 10 questions was provided for attendees to complete to give their 

feedback. The Consultation Report (Appendix 1) illustrates that a number of responses were provided 

to each question, providing the CNP Steering Group with ample information to commence preparing 

the CNP. 

The primary issues raised through this consultation were: 

 poorly maintained roads; 

 vehicle speeds; and 

 lack of affordable housing. 
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January - March 2017 

A further public consultation was carried out between the 27th January and 3rd March 2017. This 

exercise comprises two drop-in sessions on the 27th and 28th January at the Village Hall where 

exhibition boards were provided to present the draft vision for the CNP, its objectives, and potential 

future housing sites. Approximately 549 residents attended the drop-in sessions over the two days. 

Questionnaires were provided for attendees to complete, and were made available online for a six 

week period. Views were sought on the vision, objectives and potential future housing sites. 

A total of 327 completed questionnaires were submitted to the CNP Steering Group by the 3rd March 

deadline, with the following headlines: 

 78.5% of responses either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ with the proposed vision for the CNP; 

 the most common comment with respect to the objectives was the importance of retaining 

the character of Chiddingfold; 

 96% of responses considered that the impact of increased traffic was the most important 

consideration in determining housing sites; 

 68% of the total responses stated that more 2-3 bed flats / houses should be built in 

Chiddingfold; 

 the most common issues raised with respect to transport matters were the speed of vehicles 

travelling through Chiddingfold and the difficulty parking within the village. 

This Consultation Report is included at Appendix 2. 

Business Survey - March 2017 

A focussed formal business questionnaire was circulated in March 2017 to each existing business in 

the Parish to ascertain an understanding of what they would like to see in the future. A total of 26 

responses were received, with 35% of these stating that they were looking to move to another 

premises. In terms of factors holding back their businesses, 54% of responses cited broadband issues, 

33% stated mobile phone issues, and 15% identified a lack of space. 

May - June 2017 

On the 18th May 2017 a subsequent consultation event was held, once more comprising a ‘drop-in 

session’. This session focussed on the future evolution of village architecture; traffic transport and 

highways and parking issues; and existing sports, leisure and recreational facilities. Questionnaires 

were provided at the event and made available online, and by the end of the consultation period a 

total of 342 responses were received. 
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The Consultation Report (Appendix 3) provides a detailed overview of the questionnaire feedback, 

however a summary of the key matters raised within this consultation is provided below: 

 88% of responses identified that new development should complement the surrounding 

vernacular; 

 traffic and parking were identified as the two key concerns for residents of Chiddingfold, and 

it was made clear that future housing development within the Parish must ensure that it does 

not worsen the existing situation; 

 82% of responses supported the proposed use of Combe Lane Recreational Ground for 

informal use. 

 

June - July 2017 

Additional drop-in events was held at the Village Hall on the 23rd and 24th June 2017 with respect to 

the proposed sites for new housing; recreation, sports and leisure; employment; and proposed traffic, 

transport and highways interventions. Questionnaires were made available at the events and online for 

feedback to be provided. 

A total of 416 completed questionnaires were received by the end of the consultation period, with 

circa 75% of responses agreeing with the proposed inclusion of sites 1, 2, 8, 18 and 27 within the CNP 

for new housing development. More than 80% of responses supported proposed enhancements to 

existing sports facilities in the Parish, and the proposed employment sites were also broadly 

supported. Various transport-related concerns were also raised through this consultation. 

This Consultation Report is included at Appendix 4. 

 

February - March 2019 

Following the significant advancement of the CNP, informed by the above consultation responses, a 

three preview event sessions were held at the Village Hall on the 22nd, 23rd and 24th February 2019 

where consultation boards were provided to detail the aims and draft policies of the CNP. 

Questionnaires were made available at the events and online for responses to be provided. 

A total of 311 completed questionnaires were received by the end of the consultation period, and a 

detailed analysis of the responses is provided within the Consultation Report (Appendix 5). A 

summary of the responses is provided below: 

 86.2% of responses supported the overall vision and key planning principles set out within the 

CNP; 

 87.1% agreed with the number of dwellings being planned for; 
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 81.1% agreed with the proposed site allocations, and 89.1% considered it important that 

neighbouring sites share a coordinated development strategy; 

 72.7% of responses agreed with the proposed revision to the settlement boundary; 

 89.7% supported the policies relating to design quality and heritage; 

 86.5% of responses supported the proposals to improve access to sustainable transport; and 

 91% agreed with the proposed natural environment policies. 

 

July - August 2019 - Regulation 14 Consultation 

A formal consultation, in accordance with Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012, was undertaken for a six week period from the 15th July to the 26th August 2019. 

Local residents and statutory consultees were invited to comment on a pre-submission draft of the 

CNP, which was made available online and as a hard copy upon request along with the supporting and 

evidence base documents. 

Surveys were made available to enable respondents to make comments on each element of the pre-

submission draft CNP, and these could be completed online or as a hard copy. 

A total of 60 responses were received, and a detailed analysis of these is provided within the 

Consultation Report at Appendix 6. However, a summary is provided below: 

 57.7% of respondents agreed with the Vision, with only 26.9% disagreeing; 

 54.9% of respondents agreed with the settlement boundary and Green Belt policies, and only 

31.4% disagreed; 

 45% of respondents supported the site allocations, with only 40% disagreeing; 

 65% of respondents agreed with the General Design Principles policy; 

 67.7% of respondents agreed with the policy relating to enhancing sustainable transport 

routes; 

 80% of respondents supported the Chiddingfold Rural Economy policy; 

 73.3% of respondents supported the Local Green Spaces; 

 82.8% of respondents agreed with the policy relating to trees, woodland, hedgerows and 

landscaping; 

 85.7% of respondents supported both the Electricity Supply, and Water and Sewage Capacity 

policies. 
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Summary 

The CNP has been subjected to a number of consultation events, including the formal Regulation 14 

consultation, meaning that the community have had a genuine opportunity to influence the CNP. The 

final consultation held demonstrates that the Regulation 14 version of the CNP is supported by the 

majority of local residents as well as statutory consultees. 
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Introduction 

 

As part of the consultation process carried out for the drafting of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood 
Plan, a formal public consultation on the ‘issues’ for the area and initial content of the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan was undertaken between the 27th January to the 3rd March 2017.  
 
Two consultation events were held in the Village Hall to promote the consultation exercise and to 
allow residents to talk to the Steering Group about the emerging Neighbourhood Plan. Around 549 
residents attended the two consultation sessions on the 27th and 28th of January.  
 
The drop-in sessions consisted of information consultation boards, boards identifying the vision for 
the neighbourhood, objectives and potential future housing sites, and a questionnaire that each 
attendee had the chance to complete. The event was staffed by members of the Chiddingfold 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and Nexus Planning consultants. At the close of the 
consultation period, a total of 327 responses had been received via the online and hard copy 
questionnaires. 
 
Some of the key themes that have emerged include the following: 
 

 Of the 327 responses received, 256 (78.5%) people either agreed or strongly agreed with the 
proposed Vision for the Neighbourhood Plan; 

 

 When asked to comment on the Vision for the Neighbourhood Plan, the most common issue 
raised was the need for sufficient infrastructure to be in place to deal with extra housing; 
 

 When respondents were asked if they agree with the objectives that have been proposed 
over 90% identified that they either strongly agree or agree with the ‘Heritage, character 
and design’ objective; 
 

 When asked to comment on the objectives that have been proposed for the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan, the most commonly repeated concerns stated the character of 
Chiddingfold should be retained; 
 

 When asked what they thought about the community/recreation/leisure facilities that are 
currently available in Chiddingfold, comments received included that the facilities are 
good/very good (90 comments), and the facilities are adequate (56 comments); 
 

 By far the most requested facility for teenagers was a skateboard park; 
 

 When asked to consider which factors are important when deciding on the sites that should 
be considered for inclusion in the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, 96% of respondents 
identified that they either agree or strongly agree with the consideration of the impact of 
increased traffic was of most importance; 
 

 When asked to consider what sites should be allocated for development in the emerging 

Neighbourhood Plan, Site 1: Land at Field View Close was the most popular with 91% of 

respondents identifying they believed that development should be located there; 
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 The least popular site was Site 4: Ballsdown with over one third of respondents disagreeing 

with this site; 

 

 When asked what type of housing would be appropriate in Chiddingfold, 222 respondents 

stated that more  2 – 3 bed flats/houses should be developed in Chiddingfold; 

 

 When asked to identify the key issues regarding traffic, transport, highways and parking in 

Chiddingfold the most common responses were the speed at which traffic travels through 

Chiddingfold and the difficulty in parking; and 

 

 Of the 310 responses received, 255 (82%) people either agreed or strongly agreed with the 

idea of installing average speed cameras on the A283 in order to enforce the 30mph speed 

restriction. 

 
The following sections consider results of the questionnaires. The most common responses for each 
topic are identified as well as an analysis of the potential housing sites.  
 
Appendix A shows the boards presented at the public exhibitions, which include all information that 
residents were asked their opinions on.  
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Chart 2: How many bedrooms should new development have in Chiddingfold 

 

It is clear that affordable housing (200 respondents in agreements) and free market housing 

(187) being made available to allow for downsizing would be appropriate in Chiddingfold. 

 

 
Chart 2: What tenure should be developed in Chiddingfold 

 

8. What do you think are the key issues regarding traffic, transport, 

highways and parking in Chiddingfold? 

 

Respondents were asked to state what they consider to be the key issues regarding traffic, 

transport, highways and parking in Chiddingfold.  Of most concern to respondents is the speed 

at which traffic travels through Chiddingfold (99 comments).  The issue of difficulty in parking 

was mentioned by 85 respondents.  Other concerns related to the predicted increase in 

congestion as a result of new development (40 comments) and the improvements are need to 

the public transport currently available in Chiddingfold. 
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Concerns regarding increased traffic  3 

School places will be needed 3 

Affordable housing needed 2 
Table 34: Comments received.  Comments with fewer than 3 responses have not been included. 

 

End of questions 
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Appendix A – Consultation Boards 
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Appendix 3 - Draft Questionnaire 

Report May 2017 

 

  



Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan 
 

Draft Questionnaire Report 
 
May 2017 
 

 
  



Introduction 
 

As part of the consultation process carried out for the drafting of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan, a 
formal public consultation on village architecture, issues involving traffic and parking, and the future of sports 
and recreation facilities for the area was undertaken to inform the Plan. 
 
Residents attended a consultation session on the 18th May 2017. The drop-in session consisted of 
information consultation boards, and a questionnaire that each attendee had the chance to complete. The 
event was staffed by members of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and Nexus Planning 
consultants. At the close of the consultation period a total of 342 responses had been received via the online 
and hard copy questionnaires. 
 
Some of the key points that have emerged include the following: 
 
Future Evolution of Village Architecture 
 

 For larger 3 or 4 bedroom houses, 82 respondents (71%) would prefer longer and lower development 
with dormer windows. 

 For smaller houses respondents were nearly evenly split between semi-detached (58 respondents / 
41%) and short terraced housing (56 respondents / 39%). 

 When considering style and features, 96 respondents (65%) stated that they would prefer new 
development to have a tile hung first floor and brick on the ground floor.   

 When considering a site where 5 or more properties are built, 48 respondents (43%) stated the 
development should have a consistency of design, although 40 respondents (36%) thought that they 
should all be different. 

 When adjacent or backing on to existing properties, 91 respondents (88%) stated the new 
development should attempt to compliment the surrounding vernacular style. 

 
Traffic, Transport, Highways and Parking 
 

 Respondents were asked if they have any concerns or ideas that have not yet been identified by the 
Traffic Consultants. Issues raised included the need for speed restrictions in Chiddingfold (10 
comments) and the need for congestion issues to be resolved (7 comments). A full list of comments 
received can be found in the table in Section 2. 

 When asked whether the Village Green should be made one way to allow for more angled parking 
almost two thirds of respondents (65%) either agreed or strongly agreed.  A further 24 (21%) were 
unsure. 

 When asked if the proposal to use the field in Coxcombe Lane to create a village car park was 
supported, almost two thirds of respondents (63%) either agreed or strongly agreed.  A further 19 
(16%) were unsure. 

 
Existing Sports, Leisure and Recreation Facilities 
 
 

 When asked if the strategy of making Combe Lane recreation Ground an open access area for 
informal use was supported, over three quarters of respondents (82%) either agreed or strongly 
agreed. 

 When asked if they agree with the proposal to improve the facilities at Coxcombe Lane as a centre 
for children’s activity and as a home for the Football Club, over three quarters of respondents (83%) 
either agreed or strongly agreed. 

 When asked if they would be interested in joining a tennis club at the Coxcombe Lane tennis courts, 
over half of respondents (55%) stated that they were not interested. 

 When asked if they support building a new nursery school, a new scout hut and a new match pitch for 
junior footballers on Site 5, over three quarters of respondents (79%) either agreed or strongly 
agreed. 
 
 



 When asked if they support the application for Village Green status for Site 5, over three quarters of 
respondents (84%) either agreed or strongly agreed. 

 
The following sections consider the results of the questionnaires. The most common responses for each topic 
are identified as well as an analysis of the potential housing sites.  
 
  



Questionnaire Responses 
 
 
1. Future Evolution of Village Architecture 
 
 A number of more modern properties were shown on the exhibition boards.  Respondents were asked to 

think about the style of new housing development as below: 
 
 For larger 3 or 4 bedroom houses 82 people (71%) would prefer longer and lower development with 

dormer windows. 
 

 
 
 For smaller houses respondents were nearly evenly split between semi-detached 58 respondents (41%) 

and short terraced housing 56 respondents (39%). 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



When considering the style and features 96 respondents (65%) stated that they would prefer new 
development to have a tile hung first floor and brick on the ground floor.   
 

 
  
Respondents were asked to consider which type of windows they had a strong preference the most popular 
style and type was 2 or 3 pane hinged windows (93 respondents / 60%). 
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Appendix 4 - Questionnaire Report 

June 2017 

  



Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan 
 

Questionnaire Report 
 
June 2017 
 

 
  



Introduction 
 

As part of the consultation process carried out for the drafting of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan, a 
formal public consultation on proposed sites for Housing; Recreation, Sports and Leisure; and Employment 
and as well proposed Traffic, Transport and Highways interventions for the area was undertaken to inform the 
Plan. 
 
Residents attended consultation sessions on the 23rd, 24th and 25th June. The drop-in sessions consisted of 
information consultation boards, and a questionnaire that each attendee had the chance to complete. The 
event was staffed by members of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and Nexus Planning 
consultants. At the close of the consultation period a total of 416 responses had been received via the online 
and hard copy questionnaires. 
 
Some of the key points that have emerged include the following (figures denote the level of support for each 
proposal): 
 
HOUSING 
 
Proposals for location, mix and type of housing 
 

 Site 18: Skinners Lane 91% - (377 respondents) 
 Site 1: Field View Close –90%  (375 respondents) 
 Site 27: Land at Combe Lane – 82% (343 respondents) 
 Site 8: Emlyn, Coxcombe Lane – 78% (326 respondents) 
 Site 2: Meadow Lane – 76% (315 respondents) 
 Site 15: Opposite Cricket Field 72% (298 respondents) 
 Site 7: Land to the north of Queens Mead 67% (280 respondents) 
 Site 4: Ballsdown 65% (272 respondents) 

 
LEISURE AND RECREATION 
 
Proposals for Coxcombe Lane 
 

 More than three quarters of respondents (81%) agreed that improvements to the look of both the 
pavilion and the storage hut should be made. 

 Just over two thirds of respondents (68%) agreed that a path right around the recreation ground 
should be completed. 

 
 
Proposals for Combe Common 
 

 Improve access to the recreation ground to encourage its use - 80% (334 respondents) 
 Extend the existing car park - 77% (322 respondents) 
 Build facilities such as toilets and a mini kitchen - 76% (315 respondents) 
 Provide picnic tables - 67% (279 respondents) 
 Mini skate-board park for under 16s - 66% (273 respondents) 
 Build a boules court - 59% (247 respondents) 
 Provide fire pits for barbeques - 42% (174 respondents) 

 
 
Proposals for Site 6  OR  Site 21 
 

 Site 6 - village nursery, scout hut, junior football match pitch, parking – 69% (287 respondents) 
 Site 21 - Cricket/rugby/football pitch(es), maybe an all-weather surface – 21% (89 respondents) 

 
 



 
Establishment of a green burial facility 

 
 When asked if respondents would support the establishment of a green burial facility 62% of 

respondents (256) agreed. 
 
 
TRANSPORT, TRAFFIC AND PARKING 
 
Key issues identified 
 

 Speeds on the A283 are excessive– 78% (326 respondents) 
 Dangerous junctions due to poor visibility – 77% (319 respondents) 
 Limited crossing points on the A283 – 73% (310 respondents) 
 Dangerous junctions due to excess speed – 73% (305 respondents) 
 That the A283 carries excessive traffic volume – 72% (301 respondents) 
 Speeding on restricted residential roads (particularly Woodside and Ridgley) – 72% (300 respondents) 
 Speeding on derestricted roads out of the village towards Witley Station & Dunsfold– 71% (295 

respondents) 
 Parking dominates too many areas of the Village Green – 70% (290 respondents) 
 Pavements are generally narrow – 69% (289 respondents) 
 Lack of clarity of speed limits on the A283 – 65% (234 respondents) 

 
 

Proposals for the A283 and east/west routes 
 

 To work with SCC and the Police to achieve average speed cameras - north to south – 70% (292 
respondents) 

 and then, work with them to achieve average speed cameras - east/west and within – 63% (261 
respondents) 

 
 
Proposals for the Green 
 

 To change the direction of traffic on The Green to one-way eastbound – 73% (304 respondents) 
 To tighten junctions to reduce speed and improve visibility– 69% (289 respondents) 
 To provide diagonal parking on the east side to increase spaces from 17 to 27 – 69% (288 

respondents) 
 To convert the "bus lane" to a footpath with parking removed – 65% (270 respondents) 

 
Proposal for Coxcombe Lane 
(Field next to Scout Hut) - to develop a car park for the village and Village Hall 

 
 When asked if respondents agree with the proposal to develop a car park for the village and village hall 

on the field next to the Scout Hut 75% of (314) agreed. 
 
Proposals for traffic calming plus improvements on the A283 

 Introduce pedestrian crossings or refuges at key points such as the school land shops – 81% (336 
respondents) 

 Widen footways where they are currently less than 1m – 77% (320 respondents) 
 Introduce additional 30mph repeater signs on the A283 – 70% (292 respondents) 
 Enhance the impact of village gateways on entering Chiddingfold village – 67% (280 respondents) 
 Introduce areas of coloured surface in areas of high risk use – 62% (259 respondents) 
 Create new gateways along High Street Green – 56% (231respondents) 

 
 



 
Proposals for traffic calming on Ridgley and Woodside Roads 
 

 Parking spaces marked on alternate sides of the road – 48% (200 respondents) 
 Introduce areas of coloured surface to denote important places or junctions – 51% (214 respondents) 
 Narrow road by painting of coloured strip – 32% (135 respondents) 
 Seek agreement to 20mph limit on the narrowest part of Woodside Road – 71% (294 respondents) 
 Remove centre lines from the road – 36% (148 respondents) 
 Introduce speed tables – 38% (160 respondents) 
 Introduce buildouts with trees – 39% (164 respondents) 

 
 
EMPLOYMENT AND BUSINESS 

Proposals for location and type of development  
 

 Site 17 - Christmas Tree Nursery - light industrial and workshops – 69% (285 respondents) 
 Site 30 - Prestwick Farm - convert or replace redundant farm buildings with small workshops, units, 

etc – 81% (339 respondents) 
 
 
The following sections consider the results of the questionnaires.  
 
  

































Woodside Road is congested 9 
General congestion issues in Chiddingfold would be exacerbated 7 
Employment should be encouraged 6 
Issuing accessing Site 30 4 
Office space should be available in the village 4 
Road repairs are needed 4 
Restrict the amount of HGVs 3 

Comments with less than 3 responses have not been included in this table. 
 
 
14. Do you know of any other sites which could be converted, developed or sub-let 

for business and employment use? 
 

Respondents were asked if they were aware of other sites that could be converted, developed or sub-let for 
business and employment use, responses are listed below: 
 

 Bethwins Farm 
 Land adjacent to site 18 for housing 
 Bottom of Skinners Lane, site next to Winterton Arms 
 Cuckoo corner although possibly outside of the parish boundary 
 Great Oaks Farm 
 Possible site at Penny Farm (old poultry)  
 Land between Winterton and the stream 
 Moore Farm 
 North End Farm 
 Site 21 
 The Villagers (Workspace or Nursery) 
 Redundant farm buildings at Benham's Petworth road, Ansteadbrook 
 As draft submitted for Ramster 
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Appendix 5 - Questionnaire Report 

March 2019 

  



Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan 

Questionnaire Report 

March 2019 



Introduction

As part of the consultation process carried out for the drafting of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan, a 
formal public consultation on a preview of the policies was undertaken to inform the Plan. 

Residents attended consultation sessions on the 22nd, 23rd and 24th February 2019. The drop-in sessions 
consisted of information consultation boards, and a questionnaire that each attendee had the chance to 
complete. The event was staffed by members of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and 
Nexus Planning consultants. At the close of the consultation period a total of 311 responses had been 
received via the online and hard copy questionnaires. 

Respondents were asked if they agreed with a series of policies, a summary of the responses can be found 
below (figures denote the level of support for each proposal): 

OVERALL VISION AND KEY PLANNING PRINCIPLES 

Proposed overall vision and key planning principles – 86.2% 

THE NEED FOR HOUSING 

The ambition to allocate land to provide the min. number of houses required in this parish – 87.1% 

To maximise delivery of smaller and affordable houses in allocations and policies – 87.5% 

If made available at a reasonable price would you purchase a self-build plot – 21.2% 

ADDRESSING NEED: HOUSING SITE ALLOCATIONS 

Proposed site allocations – 81.1% 

Ensure that neighbouring sites share masterplans to ensure a coordinated development strategy – 
89.1% 

Inclusion of a policy for limited affordable housing in the Green Belt for rural workers – 86.5% 

SETTLEMENT AND GREEN BELT BOUNDARIES 

Revised settlement boundaries, including the revised Green Belt boundary in the north-west area – 
72.7 

LOCAL GREEN SPACES 

Proposed Local Green Spaces – 89.7% 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Proposed community infrastructure projects – 84.6 

DESIGN QUALITY AND HERITAGE 

Policies relating to design quality and heritage – 89.7% 

TRAFFIC, TRANSPORT AND PARKING 



Proposals to improve traffic management on The Green, including through increasing parking 
capacity – 83.0% 

Intentions to improve traffic calming and parking in the wider parish – 82.6% 

Proposals to improve access to sustainable transport – 86.5% 

BUSINESS AND EMPLOYMENT 

Proposed business and employment policies – 86.5% 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

Proposed natural environment policies – 91.0% 

The following sections consider the results of the questionnaires. 
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Appendix 6 - Regulation 14 

Consultation Report 



Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan 

Regulation 14 Consultation Report 

June 2020





1. Methodology

1.1 In accordance with Regulation 14 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 

(“The Regulations”), a formal public consultation on the Draft Chiddingfold Neighbourhood 

Plan (“CNP”) took place for 6 weeks between 15th July and 26th August 2019. 

1.2 By virtue of detailing conformity with Regulation 14, this methodology section addresses 

Regulation 15(2)(a) and Regulation 15(2)(b) of the Regulations.  

1.3 The primary advertisements of the public consultation, in accordance with Regulation 14(a) of 

the Regulations, were: 

 A leaflet distributed to all households in the CNP area;

 Posters located on village notice boards;

 Letters and emails to relevant consultation bodies (see Paragraph 1.6) and

 A webpage on the Chiddingfold Parish Council website.

1.4 The primary advertisements, in accordance with Regulation 14(a)(i)-(iv), included: 

 Details of the proposals for a neighbourhood plan;

 Details of where and when the proposals could be inspected (see Paragraph 1.4);

 Details of how to make representations (see Paragraph 1.5); and

 The date by which representations must be received which was 26th August 2019, six

weeks from the beginning of the consultation period.

1.5 The CNP was made available in the following locations: 

 Online – at http://www.chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk/page.php?id=553

 As a hard copy reference document at Chiddingfold Parish Council Office, The Banking

House, The Green

1.6 Residents were invited to make representations via a survey, which was available online (Survey 

Monkey) and as a hard copy, which was made available on request from Chiddingfold Parish 

Council, using contact details (telephone number and email address) provided on the leaflet. 

Statutory consultees (detailed at Regulation 14(b) and Schedule 1 of the Regulations were 

2



invited to use the online survey or direct representations via email or post. In accordance with 

Regulation 14(c) of the Regulations, a copy of the CNP and supporting documents was 

distributed to the local planning authority.  

The Survey 

1.7 The survey asked respondents for their opinion on the CNP Policies across the following eight 

key themes: 

 Housing

 Heritage Conservation and the Built Environment

 Traffic, Transport and Parking

 Business and Employment

 Recreation and Leisure

 Natural Environment

 Infrastructure

 Delivery

1.8 For each policy, respondents were asked to register the following: 

 Yes

 No

 Don’t know

1.9 Following this, a text box was provided after each section for comments. 

1.10  In addition, a comment box was provided for any general or other comments on the CNP. 
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Regulation 14 representations and updates to the CNP 

2.1 At the close of the engagement period, 52 responses had been received via the online and 

hardcopy questionnaires. In addition, 8 responses were made by consultation bodies. 

2.2 In accordance with Regulations 15(2)(c) and 15(2)(d) of the Regulations, this section provides a 

summary of all responses, detailing the main issues and concerns raised by respondents, as well 

as information of how the issues raised have been considered. In order, the section provides: 

a) An overview of the survey results, showing extent of agreement with each policy;

b) A more detailed analysis of survey responses to each policy. This includes a summary of

comments made by respondents, which are coded by theme (comments are included

unaltered at Appendix E);

c) Details of how survey responses have been considered; and

d) A summary of each independent submission made and details of how the issues raised have

been considered (each independent submission is included as a pdf at Appendix F).

Overview of Survey Responses 

2.3 The extent of agreement with each policy detailed in the Regulation 14 CNP, as indicated in the 

survey, was: 

Do you agree with the above Vision for Chiddingfold? 57.7% of respondents agreed with the 

Vision, a further 26.9% disagreed. 

Do you agree with the Key Policy, KP1 – The Settlement Boundary and the Green Belt? 

54.9% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 31.4% disagreed. 

Policy H1 – Site Allocations 45% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 40% disagreed. 

Policy H2 – Housing Mix 68.4% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 23.7% disagreed. 

Policy H3 – Windfall Sites 56.4% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 23.1% disagreed. 

Policy H4 – Affordable Housing 66.7% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 23.1% disagreed. 

Policy H5 – Quality and Design 68.4% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 21.1% disagreed. 

Policy H6 – Delivery of Infrastructure 64.1% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 25.6% 

disagreed. 

Policy HB1 – General Design Principles 65.7% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 

22.9% stated they don’t know 
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Policy HB2 – Quality Design 60.0% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 28.6% 

stated they don’t know 

Policy HB3 – Safeguarding Amenity 66.7% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 

24.2% stated they don’t know 

Policy HB4: Public Realm 66.7% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 24.2% stated 

they don’t know 

Policy HB5 – Safer Places 63.6% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 30.3% stated 

they don’t know 

Policy HB6 – Comprehensive Development 52.9% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 

20.6% disagreed 

Policy HB7 – The Surrey Hills AONB and Area of Great Landscape Value 63.6% of 

respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 27.3% stated they don’t know 

Policy HB8 - Development Affecting Listed Buildings, and/or their Settings 70.6% of 

respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 17.6% stated they don’t know 

Policy HB9 – Development in Chiddingfold Conservation Area 60.6% of respondents agreed 

with the Policy, 21.2% disagreed 

Policy HB10 – Non-designated Heritage Assets 68.8% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a 

further 25.0% stated they don’t know 

Policy HB11 – Archaeology 66.7% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 24.2% stated 

they don’t know 

Policy TP1 – Highways in new developments 61.3% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 

22.6% disagreed 

Policy TP2 – Sustainable Transport Routes 67.7% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a 

further 16.1% stated they don’t know 

Policy TP3 - Access to Public Transport 68.8% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 18.8% 

disagreed 

Policy TP4 – Traffic Management at The Green 53.1% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a 

further 28.1% stated they don’t know 

Policy TP5 – Residential Parking Standards 62.5% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a 

further 18.8% stated they don’t know 

Policy TP6 Traffic calming and Speed reduction 58.8% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 

23.5% disagreed 

Policy B1 – Chiddingfold’s Rural Economy 80.0% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy B2 – Employment Sites  74.2% of respondents agreed with the Policy 
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Policy B3 – Telecommunications 71.0% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy B4 – Economic Prosperity – Filming 71.0% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy B5  – Farm Diversification 77.4% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy B6 – Safeguarding existing business class premises 83.9% of respondents agreed with 

the Policy 

Policy B7 – Office Premises 71.0% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy B8 – Tourism, Hotels and Visitor Accommodation 83.9% of respondents agreed with 

the Policy 

Policy B9 – Access to the Countryside 83.9% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy B10 – Hospitality Facilities 80.0% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy B11 – Safeguarding village shops and retail facilities 83.9% of respondents agreed with 

the Policy 

Policy B12 – Advertisements 70.0% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy RL1 – Local Green Spaces 73.3% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy RL2 – Sports and Leisure Facilities 73.3% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy RL3 – Combe Common Recreation Ground 63.3% of respondents agreed with the 

Policy, a further 23.3% stated they don’t know 

Policy RL4 – New Nursery School 64.5% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 19.4% 

stated they don’t know 

Policy RL5 – New Green Burial Ground 46.7% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 

33.3% stated they don’t know  

Policy RL6 – New Community Car Park 79.3% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy RL7 – Allotments 82.8% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy NE1 – Habitats and Biodiversity 79.3% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy NE2 – Trees, Woodland, Hedgerows and Landscaping 82.8% of respondents agreed 

with the Policy 

Policy NE3 – Rights of Way Network 79.3% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy NE4 – Environmental Implications of Development 75.9% of respondents agreed with 

the Policy 

Policy NE5 – Flood Risk, Sustainable Drainage Systems and Water Management 79.3% of 

respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy NE6 – Light Pollution and Dark Skies 75.9% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy I1 – Mobile Telephone Mast 67.9% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 

21.4% stated they don’t know 

Policy I2 – Broadband 82.1% of respondents agreed with the Policy 
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Policy I3 – Electricity Supply 85.7% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy I4 – Electric Charging Spaces 78.6% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy I5 – Water and Sewage Capacity 85.7% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy I6 – Chiddingfold Village Nursery School 78.6% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy I7 – School Capacity and Facilities 78.6% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy I8 – Healthcare Capacity and Facilities 82.1% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy I9 – Chiddingfold Village Hall 82.1% of respondents agreed with the Policy 

Policy D1 – Community Infrastructure Levy 67.9% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 

17.9% disagreed 

Policy D2 – Off-Site Infrastructure Contributions 64.3% of respondents agreed with the Policy, 

a further 21.4% stated they don’t know 

Policy D3 – Monitoring 71.4% of respondents agreed with the Policy, a further 14.3% stated 

they don’t know 
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conclusions have informed 

updates to various policies. 

3 Surrey County 

Council - Flood Risk 

General support for the relevant 

policies relating to flood risk. Minor 

comments made, including making 

reference to Policy CC4 of LPP1 and 

retaining open watercourses in sites 

6&7 

Reference made to LPP1 

Policy CC4 in the 

supporting text, and the 

drafting of policy HA3 had 

regard to the comments 

made (in the context of 

existing development plan 

policies and other CNP 

policies). 

4 Surrey County 

Council - Heritage 

and Transport 

Heritage comments endorsed the 

relevant policies, although requesting 

additional detail in terms of when to 

undertake archaeological assessments. 

Transport comments sought for all 

planning applications that generate 

significant amounts of traffic to be 

accompanied by a Transport 

Assessment and Travel Plan. 

Whilst the heritage policies 

have been restructured, the 

requirements have been 

retained, with the 

additional detail requested 

re. archaeological surveys. 

No updates made to 

address the transport 

comments given that the 

requirements sought 

through the comments are 

outlined within Policy ST1 

of LPP1. 

5 Waverley Borough 

Council 

A number of detailed comments on 

each policy of the CNP. These included 

removing any policies the replicated 

the emerging LPP2 and providing 

specific policies for each of the site 

allocations. 

The table of amendments 

at Appendix # outlines 

each of the changes made 

in response to Waverley 

Borough Council’s (and 

other consultees’ 

comments) comments. In 

summary, it has been 

agreed with Council 

officers that policies that 

replicate emerging LPP2 

comments can remain in 

the CNP given that LPP2 

has been delayed, but with 

specific detail added to 

ensure that the policies are 

Chiddingfold- specific. 

Separate policies have 

been provided for each of 

the site allocations, 

providing specific 

requirements for each site. 

6 Historic England Comments made relate to site H8A, 

which is located in the Conservation 

Area. 

The allocation-specific 

policy for this site includes 

a requirement to have 

regard to the site’s location 

in the Conservation Area. 

15



Appendix A Letter issued to Statutory Consultees 



Parish Office opening hours:   Mondays and Thursdays 10am to 4pm 

Chiddingfold Parish Council 
The Banking House Tel:   07557 344499 
The Green www.chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk 
Chiddingfold Chairman:  Cllr Daniel Hall 
Surrey Parish Clerk:  Lauren Blatherwick
GU8 4TU Deputy Clerk and RFO: Sue Frossard CiLCA PSLCC 

clerk@chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk 

Our Reference: CNP/R14/2019 

01 July 2019 

Dear Consultee 

RE: Chiddingfold Draft Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Consultation 

(Regulation 14 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012) 

At the June meeting of the Chiddingfold Parish Council the draft Chiddingfold 

Neighbourhood Plan was approved to proceed to pre-submission consultation in compliance 

with Regulation 14 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012. 

The Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan if adopted will be a formal planning policy document 

and has been prepared to provide a community strategy for the Parish over the next 13 

years.   It addresses core areas of policy in respect of: Housing; Heritage Conservation and 

the Built Environment; Traffic, Transport and Parking; Business and Employment; 

Recreation and Leisure; Natural Environment; and Infrastructure.   

A number of formal reports and assessments have been considered in the preparation of 

the draft plan and it has been informed by feedback from earlier consultation events.  These 

documents may be viewed in the Neighbourhood Plan section of the Chiddingfold Parish 

Council website www.chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk. 

The draft Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents may be viewed: 

 Online at www.chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk

 Hard copies of the draft plan and supporting documents can be viewed between the

hours of 10am and 4pm, Monday – Friday, at the office of Chiddingfold Parish

Council, by appointment with the Parish Clerk.

How to respond: 

Representations can be made online on Survey Monkey via the link from the Neighbourhood 

Plan section on the Parish Council website www.chiddingfold-pc@gov.uk.  

Alternatively, you can download the response document from the Parish Council website 

and return your response by: 

 Email to clerk@chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk

 Post to Chiddingfold Parish Council, The Banking House, Chiddingfold, Surrey GU8

4TU.

BY EMAIL 



Comments and representations must be submitted by 4.00pm on Monday 26th August 

2019. 

A list of the consultation bodies who have been informed and invited to comment on the 

Neighbourhood Plan can be viewed in the Neighbourhood Plan section of the Parish Council 

website.   

Yours faithfully 

 Yours sincerely, 

Lauren Blatherwick 

Lauren Blatherwick 

Clerk to Chiddingfold Parish Council 
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Appendix C - List of Statutory Consultees 



CHIDDINGFOLD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

REGULATION 14  -  STATUTORY CONSULTEES 

Age UK Waverley 
Baptist Church 
Car-Go! Community Transport 
Chichester DC (adjoining) 
ChiddGreen 
Citizens Advice Waverley 
Conservation Area Officer 
CPRE 
Dunsfold PC 
English Heritage 
Godalming Chamber of Commerce 
Guildford and Waverley Primary Care Trust 
Hambledon PC 
Haslemere Chamber of Commerce 
Haslemere TC 
Historic Buildings Officer WBC 
Historic England 
Homes England 
Natural England 
Network Rail 
NHS Guildford and Waverley CCG 
Northchapel PC 
Scottish & Southern Electricity 
Southern Gas Networks 
Southern Water 
St Mary's Church 
St Teresa's Church 
Surrey Community Action  
Surrey County Council 
Surrey Highways 
Surrey Hills AONB 
Surrey Hills Society 
Surrey Wildlife Trust 
Telephonica (Vodafone) 
Thames Water 
The Coal Authority 
The Environment Agency 
The Highways Agency 
Village Hall 
WBC (Local) Planning Authority 
West Sussex CC (adjoining) 
Witley PC 



Appendix D Survey 



Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan 

Regulation 14 Consultation Questionnaire 

This questionnaire seeks to gather your views on the draft 
Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan. 

You can also complete the questionnaire online at: 
https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/CNPReg14 

The results will be published on the Chiddingfold Parish Council website. 

Neighbourhood Plan Process 

Neighbourhood Plans are relatively new planning documents introduced by the Localism Act 2011.  They are 
intended to give local communities a greater say in guiding the future development of their area and relate to 
the use and development of land and associated social, economic and environmental issues (such as 
housing, transport, heritage and employment).  Our Neighbourhood Plan will cover the period until 2032. 

A final version of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan will be subject to a referendum, with local residents 
determining whether it should be adopted.  If adopted it forms part of the Waverley Statutory Planning 
Framework against which local planning applications will be considered. Therefore, having a Neighbourhood 
Plan in place will give the local community a greater say on future development within Chiddingfold. In 
addition, areas with an adopted Neighbourhood Plan receive 25% of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
payments charged against development in the parish, rather than the 15% payable where there is no plan.  
CIL payments are used by parish councils to deliver new infrastructure to support the development of their 
area. 

Pre-Submission Consultation (Regulation 14) 

It is essential that the Neighbourhood Plan, which has policies for: housing development; new and improved 
public amenities and services; and business and the environment, reflects the needs and opinions of those 
who live and work in the Parish. The Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group have undertaken a 
number of consultation exercises since 2014, the feedback from which has informed the draft Neighbourhood 
Plan (details of the previous consultation exercises can be found on the Parish Council website). The Parish 
Council must now undertake a formal pre-submission consultation on the draft plan before submitting the final 
version to Waverley Borough Council.   

This formal consultation period allows local residents and statutory consultees to provide comments on the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan and its supporting documents. Comments made as part of this consultation will 
inform a review of the draft Neighbourhood Plan, before a final draft is submitted to Waverley Borough 
Council.  

Once submitted, Waverley Borough Council will then undertake a public consultation before submitting the 
draft plan to the Secretary of State for independent examination by an Inspector. The Inspector will then issue 
a report and recommend any modifications to make the Neighbourhood Plan ready for a public referendum.  

If you live, work or run a business in the Parish we want your feedback.  

The following consultation invites you to respond to the vision of the Neighbourhood Plan and each of its 
policies. The consultation uses tick box questions alongside the option to provide detailed comments and 
suggestions for improvements. Please give as much information as possible so that we can use your views to 
help develop the Neighbourhood Plan. 

The draft Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents are available on the Parish Council website and a 
hard copy can be viewed at the Parish Council Office (between 10am and 4pm, Mon-Fri by appointment with 
the Clerk). 

Questionnaires must be returned by 4pm on the 26th August 2019. 















Appendix E - All responses to the survey

































































Appendix F All independent submissions 



Waverley Borough Council 
Council Offices, The Burys, 
Godalming, Surrey 
GU7 1HR 
www.waverley.gov.uk 

Dear Lauren, 

Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation 

Thank you for consulting Waverley Borough Council on the Regulation 14 version of the 
Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan. 

We wish to commend the Parish Council on having reached this stage in the preparation of 
the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan. We have attached a number of comments and 
suggestions that we hope will be helpful. 

As you will see from the attached comments, we would welcome the opportunity to further 
discuss some of the policies within the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan before it is 
finalised. Please contact the Planning Policy Team at your convenience, if wish to arrange a 
meeting. 

We look forward to working closely with you over the coming months to support the progress 
of your Neighbourhood Plan to the next stage and ensure it has the greatest chance of 
success at examination. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Planning Policy Manager 

BY EMAIL ONLY 
t 

Planning Policy Manager 

Direct line: 01483 523291 
Date: 23rd August 2019 
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The Council uses a Choice Based Lettings system to advertise vacancies 
in affordable homes for rent. Although we have powers to prioritise 
households with a live work connection to the borough, this will not be 
restricted to Chiddingfold households (unless, as before its is a rural 
exception site) 
 
Therefore the provision of affordable housing is supported, but we are 
unable to support the restriction to those with a local connection to the 
village. 
 

Suggested 
Amendment 

28 5.12 Although the final sentence provides some background information, we 
would advise it is removed as it could cause confusion. Alternatively, 
change ‘sets’ to ‘set’.  
 

Suggested 
Amendment 

28 5.13 This appears to repeat elements of the text in Chapter 4 – suggest 
amending or removing.  
 

Suggested 
amendment 

28 5.14 – 5.15 We would suggest further explanation is required on the role that LPP1 
had in regards to the Green Belt, and how this impacts the Green Belt 
changes that can take place as part of the CNP. As currently worded, it is 
unclear what was proposed in the emerging LPP1 and what was adopted 
in LPP1. As previously stated, the role of the CNP in Green Belt changes 
needs to be made clearer.  
 

Site Allocations 29 - 33 Policy H1 - Site 
Allocations 

We would like to suggest a number of changes to this Policy, firstly we 
would advise the movement of the text and table within this Policy to the 
supporting text. We would recommend the removal of the ‘Development 
Notes’ column – as it currently causes confusion and may be detrimental. 
For example, whilst we acknowledge that the development of all 
affordable housing is ‘subject to viability’; we do not think this should be 
explicitly stated in the site allocations policy, as it appears a little 
defeatist. 
 
We then consider that it would be necessary, appropriate and beneficial 
to create a Policy for each of the sites allocated within the Plan. Within 
each Policy you could then list the specific development requirements for 
each site. For example, within the Policy for Site 6 you could include the 
requirement for 5% self-build plots.  
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In the Policies for Site 6 & 7 we would also recommend reference to the 
Masterplan if that is to be a development requirement of its allocation.  

For sites H10, 11, 12 and 13 local connection criteria applied on sites 
which do not meet criteria of LPP1 Policy AHN2. It is also important to 
note that the Council is also looking at providing shared ownership as 
well as affordable homes for rent on its Council new build sites. 

As part of the Examination of the Neighbourhood Plan the Examiner is 
likely to explore whether or not the sites are deliverable during the 
Neighbourhood Plan period.  In readiness for this, we recommend that 
written confirmation is obtained from the landowners/developers, if this 
has not already been undertaken.   

We would also query whether the net gain has been calculated correctly 
for the garage sites at Pathfields Close. The Site Availability Assessment 
suggests a total of 11 new dwelling, and the loss of 4 dwelling which 
would mean a net gain of 7.  

Given our extensive comments of this matter, we would welcome further 
discussion prior to Regulation 15.  

Definitions 33 5.16 We would query whether these definition of suitable, achievable, 
available are correct and would advise you to look at those stated within 
‘Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment’ section of the 
NPPG. If the definitions stated within Paragraph 5.16 have been used in 
the assessment of the sites within the CNP, this may be challenged at 
Examination.  

Housing Mix 34 Policy H2 – Housing 
Mix 

LPP1 Policy AHN3 requires proposals for new housing make provision for 
an appropriate range of different types and sizes of housing to meet the 
needs of the community, reflecting the most up to date evidence in the 
West Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). The most 
recent SHMA is the 2015 SHMA which recommends the following mix of 
market housing: 10% x 1 beds, 30% x 2 beds, 40% x 3 beds, 20% x 4 
beds.  The SHMA recommended affordable housing mix is 40% 1 beds, 
30% 2 beds, 25% 3 beds, 5% 4 beds. 
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The housing mixes set out in the draft Policy H2 are not in conformity with 
Local Plan Part 1 policies AHN1 (Affordable Housing on Development 
Sites) and AHN3 (Housing Types and Size).  
 
Unless there is clear and justifiable evidence for doing so, we recommend 
that the dwelling mix outlined in the West Surrey SHMA is used. It is also 
recommended that you look at the Examiner’s Report for Godalming 
Neighbourhood Plan in relation to this matter. 
 
We would advise against pairing Lifetime Homes and homes for older 
residents. The intention is for homes to be easily adaptable for lifetime 
use at minimal cost; this includes for elderly residential but should not be 
exclusively for. For example, lifetime homes should also be suitable for 
families. Given this matter is also addressed in Policy H5, we would 
recommend removing the reference to it in this Policy.  
 

Suggested 
amendment 

34 Policy H3 – Windfall 
Sites 

Suggest pluralise ‘Settlement Boundary’ 
 
Also we suggest changing ‘redundant buildings’ to ‘previously 
development land/brownfield land’ so it accords with the definition in the 
NPPF.  
 

Affordable Housing 34 Policy H4 – 
Affordable Housing 

The affordable housing requirement set out in this policy is not in 
conformity with Local Plan Part 1 Policy AHN1 (Affordable Housing on 
Development Sites) or the NPPF.  
 
As previously stated, under AHN1, local connection criteria would only be 
applied on rural exception sites. Additionally, this Policy does not conform 
with NPPF policy, which advises that on affordable housing in rural areas. 
 
Off-site provision or a financial contribution in lieu can only be 
requested/required where a need for affordable housing is identified in 
accordance with Local Plan policy. It would not be appropriate or 
acceptable to require financial contributions for all developments of five 
units of less.  
 
The issue of ‘tenure blind’ affordable housing is already addressed in 
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Clarity required 36 6.4 WBC need to understand whether Design Guide is part of Neighbourhood 
Plan and the weight CPC anticipate it having. At the moment we are 
unsure if the document is a design guide or statement (referred to as 
guide in NP but statement in supporting document) 
 

Clarity required; 
repetition 
unnecessary.  

37 6.7 We would reiterate that policies need to directly relate to objectives. We 
consider that clarity is needed as to whether the objectives are about 
design or heritage and conservation.  
 
As specified previously, there is no need to repeat policies from emerging 
Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2); not only is it unnecessary but it causes 
confusion and lacks usability, particularly when there are slight 
differences. Equally it is important to note that the LPP2 Policies may be 
amended prior to its adoption; which could cause confusion and a lack of 
usability for Development Management. Until the adoption of LPP2 there 
are still the retained Local Plan 2002 policies and Policy HA1 in LPP1, 
which are compliant with the NPPF. 

 
General Design 
Principles 

38 Policy – HB1 – 
General Design 
Principles 

In regards to part a) i. we consider this is addressed within other Polices 
in the CNP and Local Plan and would recommend its removal.  
 
For part a) ii. For specific strategic views and vistas to be considered 
within Policy they need to be defined, and justification must be given in 
the CNP – rather than in the Design Guide. We would suggest further 
work on this matter is necessary, otherwise it may be challenged at 
Examination. 
 
We would consider that the reference to “attractive features” is very 
subjective.  
 

Design Guide 38 6.8 We consider that a definition is needed for Design Guides. The intention 
of the document is not clear. Will it be a material consideration or be part 
of the CNP? If it is to be used as a material consideration, it must be 
accepted by Waverley. The CNP should rely on the Design Guide and not 
Local Plan Part 2 for what the policies should include. 
 

Quality Design 38 - 39 Policy HB2 – Quality 
Design 

Other than part i) this repeats the emerging Policy DM2 within LPP2. We 
therefore recommended the removal of Policy HB2, If an alternative 
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policy is devised it should be specific to Chiddingfold, and should not 
repeat other development plan policies 

Part i) repeats Policy H4 in the CNP; repetition should be avoided. 

Safeguarding Amenity 40 Policy HB3 – 
Safeguarding 
Amenity 

This repeats the emerging Policy DM3 within LPP2. We, therefore, 
recommend its removal. 

Additionally, the National Space Standards can only be introduced by a 
Local Plan, as stated in the March 2015 Ministerial Statement. In view of 
this, the Council do not consider that adherence to the National Space 
Standards can be a requirement of a NP policy.  

Public Realm 40 – 41 Policy HB4 – Public 
Realm 

This repeats the emerging Policy DM4 within LPP2. We therefore 
recommended its removal. If an alternative is devised it should be specific 
to Chiddingfold, and should not repeat other development plan policies. 

Masterplan 41 6.11 This needs to be introduced somewhere else more relevant; as 
suggested previously there needs to be specific policy on the Masterplan. 
This could be include in allocation specific policies.  

Safer Places 41 Policy HB5 – Safer 
Places 

This repeats the emerging Policy DM5 within LPP2. We, therefore, 
recommended its removal. 

Comprehensive 
Development  

41 Policy HB6 – 
Comprehensive 
Development 

We recommend the removal of this Policy, it repeats matters addressed 
by the emerging Policy DM6 in LPP2 and there is nothing additional 
proposed within this Policy which is Chiddingfold specific.  

However it may be appropriate to include the topic of comprehensive 
development within the site specific policies (see comments on H1) 
section of the CNP.  

Surrey Hills AONB and 
Area of Great 
Landscape Value 

41-42 Policy HB7 – The 
Surrey Hills AONB 
and Area of Great 
Landscape Value 

We recommend the removal of this Policy, it repeats matters addressed 
by strategic policies in LPP1, including Policy RE3. There are no matters 
within the proposed Policy which are Chiddingfold specific.  

Heritage Policies 42 6.14 These proposed heritage policies are not specific to Chiddingfold, and 
repeat matters address in the Local Plan. If you wish to include heritage 
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Sustainable 
Transport Routes 

inadequate in that particular location, applicants must propose upgrades 
to improve access of future residents/occupiers by foot, bicycle and 
(where relevant) public transport, subject to viability in the context of other 
planning obligations”.   
 
It is unclear what evidence will be used to demonstrate that the network is 
inadequate.  It may also not be appropriate or feasible to request all 
applicants to contribute to upgrades to the footway and cycle network.  
 
If you have not already done so, we would recommend that you discuss 
and gain a view from Surrey County Council on this Policy. 
 

Public Transport 49 Policy TP3 – Access 
to Public Transport 

No comments  

Traffic Management 50 Policy TP4 – Traffic 
Management at the  
Green 

Policy TP4 refers to the provision of a grass car park.  It is unclear how 
the car park will be delivered and who will be responsible for its delivery. 
This should be included either within this Policy or within Policy RL6.  
 
If you have not already done so, we would recommend that you discuss 
and gain a view from Surrey County Council on this Policy. 
 

Factual Corrections 51 7.16 The correct reference needs to be made; ‘Waverley Borough Council 
Parking Guidelines (October 2013)’.  
 

Parking 51 Policy TP5 - 
Residential Parking 
Standards 

The Council understand the reasons for including this Policy and note 
reference to the Waverley Borough Council’s Parking Guidelines within 
the paragraph 7.16 
 
However, the Council also note that this Policy requires development to 
comply with the parking guidelines outlined in Policy TP5, whereas their 
current status in reference to the WBC standards are as guidelines.  
 
In some instances, the car parking standards required within this Policy 
significantly exceed the recommended guidance for residential parking 
stated in the Waverley Borough Council’s Parking Guidelines. This may 
be an issue raised at Examination and justification/evidence for a 
requirement may be required for the proposed parking standards outlined 
in the CNP.   
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Filming 57 Policy B4 – 
Economic Prosperity 
Filming 

It is noted that this policy closely replicates the wording of draft Policy 
DM31 of LPP2.  As the emerging LPP2 policy will sufficiently cover this 
matter, the NP could consider removing this Policy. 
 

Farm Diversification 58 Policy B5 – Farm 
Diversification 

Paragraph 83 of the NPPF supports the growth and expansion of all 
types of businesses in rural areas and supports sustainable rural tourism 
and leisure development that respect the character of the countryside.  
Development that meets the requirements of this policy may not be in B1 
or B8 use as specified in the draft policy and it is considered that the 
policy as currently worded is too restrictive and other alternative uses 
should be considered.  
 
The final paragraph of the policy closely replicates draft Policy B2 and it is 
recommended that repetition is avoided. The Policy could be amended to 
be more Chiddingfold specific.  
 

Safeguarding Business 58 - 59 Policy B6 – 
Safeguarding 
Existing Business 
Class Premises 

It is recommended that additional wording is added to the end of the 
second paragraph to refer to the proposal being in accordance with the 
Development Plan Policies.  
 
We consider the use of the word “nuisance” to be very subjective.  
 

Offices 59 Policy B7 – Office 
Premises 

The wording of the draft policy seems to repeat Policy B1 and B2.  We 
therefore recommend the removal of this Policy.  
 

Tourism & Hotels 59 – 60 Policy B8 – Tourism, 
Hotels and Visitor 
Accommodation 
 

The policy refers to public demand.  It is unclear how this would be 
measured.  The wording of the policy is also contrary to Local Plan 2002 
Policy LT4.  The matter is also addressed in the emerging LPP2 Policy 
DM32, we therefore recommend the removal of this Policy. 
 

Countryside 60 Policy B9 – Access 
to the Countryside 
 

This policy is perhaps more closely related to recreation and leisure and 
we recommend that it is moved into Chapter 9. We would suggest that 
the latter two paragraphs are moved to the supporting text, rather than 
within the Policy. 
 

Hospitality 60 Policy B10 – 
Hospitality Facilities  
 

It is not clear what is defined as ‘hospitality’. The policy refers to site’s 
being widely marketed through appropriate channels for a significant 
amount of time. It is unclear how developers will be able to satisfy these 
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and Leisure 
Facilities 

elements of the LPP1 Policy LRC1. Additional elements within this 
proposed Policy are covered within other CNP and Local Plan Policies. 
E.g. any parking/cycling would be expected to comply with the Parking 
Guidelines.  
 
We would not consider that part d) is either feasible or appropriate if this 
Policy is retained. For example, it is not appropriate that a proposal for a 
new football pitch should be expected to also include a tennis court. It 
may be that this could be included as an aspiration within the supporting 
text. 
  

Coombe Common 
Recreation Ground 

68 Policy RL3 – 
Coombe Common 
Recreation Ground 

We advise that this Policy is either removed or is amended to read: 
“Proposals which will improve or enhance Combe Common Recreation 
Ground will be supported”. 
 
We consider that any specific reference to projects needs to be 
supported, for example: What is the evidence to show demand/need for a 
new scout hut, mini skate board park, boules court, etc.? What is the 
evidence to indicate that proposals must also allow for continued football 
use by the Junior Football Club?  
 
Given the introduction of CIL, it is highly unlikely that developers will be 
expected to fund such projects through a S106 agreement. As S106 
agreements will only deal with improvements that are directly related to a 
specific development. We therefore consider that it may be more 
appropriate to include this project within a ‘Chiddingfold Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan (IDP)’. An IDP could then set out your priorities for the 
spending of any Neighbourhood CIL monies (see Comment on Policy 
D1). However, we would recommend any projects detailed in the IDP 
gain the support of the relevant statutory bodies or landowner prior to 
their development/introduction. 
 

Nursery School 68 Policy RL4 – New 
Nursery School 

This appears to be an aspiration, rather than an allocation, and therefore 
it should not be included within a Policy. It could however, be included 
within the supporting texts as an aspiration.   
 
It may be that you wish to include this project within a ‘Chiddingfold IDP’ 
(see Comment on Policy D1). However, we would recommend any 
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projects detailed in the IDP gain the support of the relevant statutory 
bodies or landowner prior to their development/introduction. 
 

Green Burial 68 Policy RL5 – New 
Green Burial 
Ground 

We are unsure if this is an allocation or an aspiration? Further detail are 
necessary if this is an allocations, for example information is needed on: 

- Is the site available, achieve, suitable? 
- Will development of this site be compliant with Green Belt and 

AONB Policies? 
- Is there evidence that it can be delivered in the Plan period? 
- Is there evidence to demonstrate there is a demand/need for a 

new green burial ground?  
- Have capacity studies been undertaken to show this site could 

accommodate the need/demand? 
 
If it is an aspiration, we do not consider it is appropriate to include a policy 
on this matter. However, it may be that you wish to include this project 
within a ‘Chiddingfold IDP’ which could be you set out your priorities for 
any Neighbourhood CIL monies (see Comment on Policy D1). However, 
we would recommend any projects detailed in the IDP gain the support of 
the relevant statutory bodies or landowner prior to their 
development/introduction. 
 

Community Car Park 69 Policy RL6 – New 
Community Car 
Park 

We are unsure if this is an allocation or aspiration? Further detail is 
necessary if this is an allocations, for example: 

- Is the site available, achieve, suitable? 
- Will development of this site be compliant with Green Belt, AONB 

and Conservation Area Policies? 
- Is there evidence that the car park can be delivered in the Plan 

period? 
- Is there evidence to support there is a demand/need for a new 

carpark?  
- Have capacity studies been undertaken to show this site could 

support the need/demand? 
 
If it is an aspiration, we do not consider it is appropriate to include a policy 
on this matter. However, it may be that you wish to include this project 
within a ‘Chiddingfold IDP’ which could be you set out your priorities for 
any Neighbourhood CIL monies (see Comment on Policy D1). However, 







 
 

21 
 

 
We would therefore advise revision of this part of the Policy. 
 

Water and Sewage 83 Policy I5 – Water 
and Sewage 
Capacity 

We would query whether this Policy is necessary as providers have a 
statutory duty to serve new development. 
 
If you have not already done so, we would recommend that you discuss 
and gain a view from relevant statutory bodies on this Policy. 
 
 

Nursery 83 Policy I6 – 
Chiddingfold 
Nursery School 

We are unsure if this is an allocation or aspiration? Further detail is 
necessary if this is an allocations, for example: 

- Where is the site? 
- Is the site available, achieve, suitable? 
- Is there evidence that it can be delivered in the Plan period? 
- Is there evidence to support there is a demand/need for a new 

nursery?  
- Have capacity studies been undertaken to show this site could 

support the need/demand? 
- Has the support of SCC been gained? 

 
If it is an aspiration, we do not consider it is appropriate to include a policy 
on this matter. However, it may be that you wish to include this project 
within a ‘Chiddingfold IDP’ which could be you set out your priorities for 
any Neighbourhood CIL monies (see Comment on Policy D1). However, 
we would recommend any projects detailed gain the support of the 
relevant statutory body or landowner.  
 

Schools 83 - 84 Policy I7 – School 
Capacity and 
Facilities 

It is the responsibility of Surrey County Council to assess educational 
capacity within Waverley and to plan for any additional capacity required 
as the result of development. It is not the responsibility of the 
developer/applicant to assess capacity. SCC may respond as a consultee 
to planning applications. It would not be reasonable to expect developers 
to comply with the requirements of this Policy as we consider it is not 
within the scope of planning and we would recommend its removal.  
 
It may be that you wish to include education projects within a 
‘Chiddingfold IDP’ which could be you set out your priorities for any 
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in accordance with the CIL Regulations. However, it is not appropriate nor 
in the power of CPC to determine how strategic CIL funds are spent.  
 
It would be advisable to consider the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
in the CNP. The Council implemented CIL on 1st March 2019. Once the 
Neighbourhood Plan is ‘made’ the parishes will receive 25% of the CIL on 
developments within the Neighbourhood Plan Area. There are a number 
of different ways in which the Neighbourhood Plan can set out how CIL 
will be spent or what it will be spent on but the Council strongly suggests 
that consideration is given to the inclusion of a list of projects in the 
Neighbourhood Plan or in an IDP.  This will improve accountability of 
expenditure at a later date and ensure that the projects have been part of 
the public consultation. Further guidance and examples of what other 
neighbourhood plans have done is provided in the Understanding 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) guide produced by Locality for 
neighbourhood plan groups which can be found here: 
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/Community-
Infrastructure-Levy NDP.pdf. 
 

S106 86 Policy D2 – Off-Site 
Infrastructure 
Contributions 

This Policy is not appropriate, we recommend its removal. 
 
It is not factually correct that every major application will require a S106 
agreement.  
 
Equally, it is not appropriate that developers are required to consult with 
CPC on a S106 agreement. Equally it is not appropriate that WBC have 
to consult CPC when negotiating a S106 agreement. The requirement for 
a S106 agreement is only necessary to make a development proposal 
acceptable in planning terms that would not otherwise be acceptable. 
Local planning authorities have a duty to consider whether otherwise 
unacceptable development could be made acceptable through the use of 
conditions or planning obligations. As a S106 is a legal agreement 
between the LPA and the applicant/developer is would not be appropriate 
to have the involvement of other third parties.  CPC does have the 
opportunity to input into the types of infrastructure required through 
consultation on the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). 
 

Monitoring 86 Policy D3 - The intention of this Policy is confusion. It is unclear if it is regarding the 







From:
To: Deputy Clerk
Subject: RE: CHIDDINGFOLD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN - REGULATION 14 CONSULTATION
Date: 15 July 2019 09:18:36
Attachments: image006.png

Dear Sir/Madam,
 
Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency on your draft neighbourhood plan.
 
We regret that at present, the Thames Area Sustainable Places team is unable to review this
consultation.  This is due to resourcing issues within the team, a high development management
workload and an increasing volume of neighbourhood planning consultations.  We have had to
prioritise our limited resource, and must focus on influencing plans where the environmental
risks and opportunities are highest.  For the purposes of neighbourhood planning, we have
assessed those authorities who have “up to date” local plans (plans adopted since 2012, or
which have been confirmed as being compliant with the National Planning Policy Framework) as
being of lower risk.  At this time, therefore, we are unable to make any detailed input on
neighbourhood plans being prepared within this local authority area.
 
However, together with Natural England, English Heritage and Forestry Commission, we have
published joint guidance on neighbourhood planning, which sets out sources of environmental
information and ideas on incorporating the environment into plans.  This is available at:
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http://cdn.environment-
agency.gov.uk/LIT_6524_7da381.pdf
 
Thames Sustainable Places Team
Environment Agency | Red Kite House, Wallingford, OX10 8BD

Speak to us early about environmental issues and opportunities - We can provide a free pre-
application advice note or for more detailed advice / meetings / reviews we can provide a project
manager to coordinate specialist advice / meetings which costs £100 per hour plus 20% VAT.  For
more information email us at  

 

From: Deputy Clerk   
Sent: 15 July 2019 00:01
To: Parish Clerk <clerk@chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk>
Subject: CHIDDINGFOLD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN - REGULATION 14 CONSULTATION
 
Please find attached an invitation to participate in the Regulation 14, pre-submission
consultation for the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan.
 





HISTORIC ENGLAND RESPONSE  23 August 2019 

 

From:  
To: "clerk@chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk" <clerk@chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk> 
Sent: 23/08/2019 17:23:02 
Subject: Fw: Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan - Regulation 14 pre-submission consultation 
 
Dear Lauren 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Pre-
submission vision. 
 
We are pleased to see the comprehensive policy basis set out in the plan for considering 
impacts of development on heritage assets. 
 
We would like to recommend that Policy H1 clearly identifies that Site H8A lies within the 
conservation area and site directly adjacent to a property containing a Grade II listed 
building. to ensure that the allocation of this policy "avoids or minimises" conflict between 
the conservation of these heritage assets and any aspects of this proposal, we recommend 
that the policy is explicit that in this case development proposals will be required to sustain 
or enhance the significance of these two heritage assets, including avoiding overbearing 
development in the setting of the listed building. Whilst we note that the present building 
on this site may not have more than a neutral impact on the architectural character or 
interest o the conservation area, the present scale, materials and placement of building, 
along with presence of open space, a green boundary to the road and set back of 
development from the frontage may be elements that would be desirable to conserve. 
 
We note that the potential impact for the heritage assets of this site allocation does not 
appear to have been considered in the SEA or the Site Assessment document. Indeed, from 
a brief reading it appears that the site is not favoured within the Site Assessment document 
and we are somewhat confused as to why it has been deemed necessary to allocate it 
where it would normally be considered of a scale note warranting allocation (being more 
usually considered a windfall or infill site. If it were to come forward as the latter we would 
be content that the robust policy framework provided by the plan for heritage assets would 
provide a suitable policy base to assess any application. 
 
We hope these comments are of assistance but would be pleased to answer queries that 
may arise from them. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
  

 | Historic Places Adviser | South East England | Historic England 
Mobile:  
 
Cannon Bridge House | 25 Dowgate Hill | London | EC4R 2YA 



  

Date: 24 August 2019 
Our ref: 288715 
 

 
Lauren Blatherwick 
Chiddingfold Parish Council 
clerk@chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk  
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Dear Lauren Blatherwick 
 
Chiddingfold Draft Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Consultation (Regulation 14 of The 
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012)  
 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 15/07/2019. 
 
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.   
 
We are a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on draft 
neighbourhood development plans by the Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where they 
consider our interests would be affected by the proposals made. 
 
Natural England appreciates the previous engagement of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan team 
with us and are pleased to see that much of our advice has been taken on board in the creation of this 
draft document. We advise that the Neighbourhood Plan area is mainly within the Surrey Hills Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and so, in line with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF), the scale and extent of development should be limited. We acknowledge that particular 
housing numbers have been allocated to this area, and therefore have worked with the Neighbourhood 
Plan team, alongside the Surrey Hills AONB Unit, to provide advice as to where development may 
have the least impact upon the AONB designation.  
 
The sites allocated within the draft plan appear to be the most acceptable in landscape terms although 
a Landscape Assessment, has not been submitted to provide evidence of this. An assessment of the 
sites selected within the AONB should be completed to provide robust evidence on what impacts the 
development proposals could have, and whether any identified impacts could be moderated to become 
acceptable. This will be required to ensure that the proposed developments can realistically come 
forward within the lifetime of the Plan, ensuring that it will be deliverable and can be found sound at 
examination stage. We also note that the Plan will be required to undergo the major development test 
as outlined within the NPPF, in order to assess whether development of the scale proposed will be 
acceptable and deliverable within the AONB designation.  
 
Community Site 3 is a prominent area within the AONB and should also be included in the landscape 
assessment of the Plan to investigate whether car parking would be acceptable in this location without 
causing unacceptable impacts on the designation. Natural England do not have records of discussing 
this option and so cannot advise on the potential suitability of it currently.  
 
We note that the design of the allocated developments will be particularly important in ensuing that the  
impacts upon the AONB are minimised and would advise any potential developer to also discuss their 



  

proposal at the pre-application stage with Natural England and/or the Surrey Hills AONB Unit.  
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments will be likely to be required at the project level. Measures 
to minimise impacts on the AONB include retaining and enhancing field boundaries and buffer areas to 
conserve mature trees, hedges and historic landscape features.  
 
Housing Site 7 should also include creation of a wooded boundary to the Eastern edge of the site to 
screen the development. This is indicated as the undeveloped area on the Policies Map which Natural 
England is supportive of. This area should include planting of native semi-mature and mature trees to 
ensure that the vegetation is capable of providing screening from the commencement of the 
development stage.  
 
Part of the Neighbourhood Plan area falls within 5km of the Wealden Heaths Phase II Special 
Protection Area and therefore has a potential to cause a likely significant effect on this designated site, 
particularly through residential development leading to increased recreational pressure, and also 
impacts on air quality from increased traffic movements. A Habitats Regulation Assessment should be 
completed to investigate whether impacts can be screened out or whether an Appropriate Assessment 
will be necessary, in line with the People Over Wind Judgment.  
 
Natural England have standing advice on ancient woodland which is an irreplaceable habitat. Any sites 
that may affect ancient woodland must ensure that the impacts are avoided, mitigated or, as a last 
resort, compensated for. 
 
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact   via 

. For any further consultations on your plan, please contact  
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Thames Team 
Sustainable Development 



 www.surreycc.gov.uk 

                                                                                          
 
Case Officer:    
E-mail:  SUDS@surreycc.gov.uk 
 

 
     

 
 

    
    
    
    
    

 
 
        

Date:             23/08/2019 
 
 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan 
 

Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority on the above 

document our comments are as follows: 

 

 We fully support the inclusion of policy NE5 

 The Neighbourhood Plan makes no reference to Waverley Adopted Local Plan Policy 
CC4 ‘Flood Risk Management’ it is very important that the Local Plan makes reference 
to this policy and it is followed through into the Neighbourhood Plan.  

 Site 6 and 7 have some ordinary watercourses present and some associated surface 
water flood risk. Whilst this is unlikely to significantly restrict potential development 
we recommend that it is taken into account at site masterplanning level to ensure that; 
a) development site drainage outfalls are viable using gravity 
b) these watercourses are kept open (ie not culverted) and used to enhance 
biodiversity, amenity and not impact flood risk.   

 As noted in the SEA other potential sites may be at surface water risk too and this 
should be adequately considered if they are brought forward for development. 
 

Should you require any further advice or guidance on flood risk management or using Sustainable 

Drainage Systems please feel free to contact us at flooding.enquiries@surreycc.gov.uk, 

Kind Regards 

 

  

 

Flood Risk Asset, Planning, and Programming Team Leader 

  
 
Network Asset Management  
Highways Laboratory and 
Information Centre  
Merrow Lane 
Guildford 
Surrey  
GU4 7BQ  



 

   
  
  
Tel: 020 8541 9377 
  
Email:             planning.consultations@surreycc.gov.uk 
 
 

Chiddingfold Parish Council,  
The Banking House,  
Chiddingfold, 
Surrey, 
GU8 4TU 

 

 Community Protection 
Transport and 
Environment, 

 Spatial Planning Team, 
 Surrey County Council, 
  County Hall, 
  Kingston upon Thames, 
  KT1 2DN 
 Sent by email to: clerk@chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk  
   
  23 August 2019 

 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Surrey County Council Response to the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Development 
Plan Pre-Submission Version (Regulation 14) 
 
Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council on the draft Chiddingfold Neighbourhood 
Plan. Our comments are set out below and relate to heritage and transport matters. 
 
Heritage 
 
We are pleased to see the importance of views and long distance setting issues in policy 
HB7, as well as the inclusion of the 0.4ha “rule” for archaeology in policy HB11. 
 
However, paragraph a) of policy HB11 could clarify practice by stating that “Where the initial 
assessment indicates that archaeological remains are or may be present, or the results of 
an assessment are inconclusive, an archaeological field evaluation will be required.” 
 
Transport 
 
In recognition of the site allocations under Policy H1, we would wish to see all planning 
applications that generate significant amounts of traffic to be accompanied with a Transport 
Assessment and Travel Plan, and also to demonstrate that they accord with relevant NPPF 
and Local Plan requirements with regard to sustainable transport. 
 
I hope these comments are helpful. If you require further information please contact James 
Greene at planning.consultations@surreycc.gov.uk, or by phone on 0208 541 9377. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Spatial Planning Policy Officer 





 
 

 

§214 of the revised Framework makes clear that the policies of the previous Framework will apply for the purpose of 

examining plans where they are submitted on or before 24th January 2019. Submission of the CNP will ultimately occur 

after this date, and the comments below reflect the relationship between Neighbourhood Plans and the National Planning 

Policy Framework adopted in 2018 and corrected in February 2019. 

 

National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance 

On 24th July 2018, the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) published the Revised National 

Planning  Policy  Framework  (NPPF2018).  This  publication  forms  the  first  revision  of  the  Framework  since  2012  and 

implements changes that have been informed through the Housing White Paper, The Planning for the Right Homes in the 

Right  Places  consultation  and  the  draft  NPPF2018  consultation.  On  19th  February  2019, MHCLG  published  a  further 

revision to the NPPF (2019) and implements further changes to national policy. 

 

The Revised  Framework  sets  out  the Government’s planning policies  for  England and how  these  are  expected  to be 

applied. In doing so it sets out the requirements of the preparation of neighbourhood plans within which locally‐prepared 

plans  for  housing  and  other  development  can  be  produced.  Crucially,  the  changes  to  national  policy  reaffirm  the 

Government’s commitment to ensuring up to date plans are in place which provide a positive vision for the areas which 

they are responsible for to address the housing, economic, social and environmental priorities to help shape future local 

communities for future generations. In particular, paragraph 13 states that: 

 

“The application of the presumption has implications for the way communities engage in neighbourhood 

planning. Neighbourhood plans should support the delivery of strategic policies contained in local plans or 

spatial development strategies; and should shape and direct development that is outside of these strategic 

policies.” 

 

Paragraph 14 further states that: 

 

“In situations where the presumption (at paragraph 11d) applies to applications involving the provision of 

housing, the adverse impact of allowing development that conflicts with the neighbourhood plan is likely to 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, provided all of the following apply: 

a. The neighbourhood plan became part of the development plan two years or less before the date on which 

the decision is made; 

b. The neighbourhood plan contains policies and allocations to meet its identified housing requirement;  

c. The local planning authority has at least a three‐year supply of deliverable housing sites (against its five‐

year supply requirement, including the appropriate buffer as set out in paragraph 73); and 

d. The local planning authority’s housing delivery was at least 45% of that required over the previous three 

years.” 



 
 

 

The Revised Framework also sets out how neighbourhood planning provides local communities with the power to develop 

a shared vision for their area in order to shape, direct and help deliver sustainable development needed to meet identified 

housing needs. Neighbourhood plans should not promote less development than set out in Local Plans and should not 

seek to undermine those strategic policies. Where the strategic policy making authority identifies a housing requirement 

for a neighbourhood area, the neighbourhood plan should seek to meet this figure in full as a minimum. Where it is not 

possible for a housing requirement figure to be provided i.e. where a neighbourhood plan has progressed following the 

adoption of a Local Plan, then the neighbourhood planning body should request an indicative figure to plan taking into 

account  the  latest  evidence of housing need, population of  the neighbourhood area and  the most  recently  available 

planning strategy of the local planning authority.  

 

In order to proceed to referendum, the neighbourhood plan will need to be tested through independent examination in 

order to demonstrate that they are compliant with the basic conditions and other legal requirements before they can 

come into force. If the Examiner identifies that the neighbourhood plan does not meet the basic conditions as submitted, 

the plan may not be able to proceed to referendum.   

 

Planning Practice Guidance 

Following the publication of the NPPF2018, the Government published updates to its Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 

on 13th September 2018 with further updates being made in the intervening period. The updated PPG provides further 

clarity on how specific elements of the Framework should be interpreted when preparing neighbourhood plans.  

 

Although  a  draft  neighbourhood  plan  must  be  in  general  conformity  with  the  strategic  policies  of  the  adopted 

development plan, it is important for the neighbourhood plan to provide flexibility and give consideration to the reasoning 

and evidence informing the emerging Local Plan which will be relevant to the consideration of the basic conditions against 

which  a  neighbourhood  plan  is  tested  against.  For  example,  the  neighbourhood  planning  body  should  take  into 

consideration up‐to‐date housing needs evidence as this will be relevant to the question of whether a housing supply 

policy in a neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. Where a neighbourhood plan 

is being brought  forward before an up‐to‐date Local Plan  is  in place,  the qualifying body and  local planning authority 

should discuss and aim to agree the relationship between the policies in the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, the emerging 

Local Plan and the adopted Development Plan1. This should be undertaken through a positive and proactive approach 

working collaboratively and based on shared evidence in order to minimise any potential conflicts which can arise and 

ensure that policies contained in the neighbourhood plan are not ultimately overridden by a new Local Plan.  

 

It  is  important  the  neighbourhood  plan  sets  out  a  positive  approach  to  development  in  their  area  by  working  in 

partnership  with  local  planning  authorities,  landowners  and  developers  to  identify  their  housing  need  figure  and 

identifying sufficient land to meet this requirement as a minimum. Furthermore, it is important that policies contained in 

 
1 PPG Reference ID: 41-009-20160211 



 
 

the neighbourhood plan do not  seek  to prevent or  stifle  the ability of  sustainable growth opportunities  from coming 

forward. Indeed, the PPG emphasises that; 

 

 “A wide range of settlements can play a role  in delivering sustainable development  in rural 

areas, so blanket policies restricting housing development  in some types of settlements will 

need to be supported by robust evidence of their appropriateness”2 

 

Relationship to Local Plan 

To meet the requirements of  the Framework and Neighbourhood Plan Basic Conditions, neighbourhood plans should 

conform to the strategic policy requirements set out in the adopted Development Plan. That relevant to the preparation 

of the CNP is the Waverley Local Plan Part 1: Strategic Policies and Sites 2013 – 2032 (Adopted 2018). The Local Plan 

determined that Waverley Borough would be required to deliver 11,210 homes between 2013 and 2032. 

 

To meet the requirements of the Framework the Council is currently preparing the Pre‐submission version of the Local 

Plan Part  2:  Site Allocations and Development Management Policies.  It  is  therefore  important  that  the CNP provides 

flexibility to ensure that the policies contained in the CNP are not overridden upon the adoption of any future Local Plan. 

 

In this context, section 38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states: 

‘if to any extent, a policy contained in a development plan for an area conflicts with another 

policy in the development plan the conflict must be resolved in favour of the policy which is 

contained in the last document to be adopted, approached, or published (as the case may be).’ 

Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Development Plan 

This section highlights the key issue that Gladman would like to raise with regards to the content of the CNP as currently 

proposed. It is considered the requirements of national policy and guidance are not always reflected in the plan. Gladman 

have sought to recommend a modification to ensure compliance with basic conditions.  

 

Policy H2 – Housing Mix 

Whilst Gladman note the aspirational housing balance proposed through this policy to accommodate a range of groups, 

it should be recognised that housing needs do change over time. We suggest wording  is added to the policy to allow 

flexibility for changing needs to ensure the Plan is able to respond positively to changes in circumstance which may arise 

over the plan period. Gladman suggest adding the wording ‘This should be evidenced through an up to date assessment’ 

to this policy. 

 

 
2 Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 67-009-20190722 



 
 

Policy TP5 – Residential Parking Standards & Policy I4 – Electric Charging Spaces 

Gladman  acknowledge  the  need  to  accommodate  private  vehicles  in  new  development  proposals,  however,  the 

requirement for electric vehicle charging facilities alongside new dwellings needs to be balanced against the practical 

ability of the local grid to supply a sufficient baseload.   Before any such policy  is pursued, engagement with the main 

energy suppliers should have been undertaken  in order to determine network capacity  to accommodate any adverse 

impacts if a proportion of, or all development proposals would be required to have an electric charging facility.  

 

If charging demand became excessive there may be constraints to increasing the electric loading in the area because of 

the limited size and capacity of existing cables and new sub‐station infrastructure may be necessary. The cost of such 

infrastructure may adversely impact the delivery of development proposals and thus have an impact on the delivery of 

sustainable development.   It is therefore recommended that flexibility be built  into the Plan to ensure that this policy 

does  not  result  in  an  approach  which  is  prescriptive  and  could  result  in  rendering  development  unviable.  Gladman 

therefore recommend the reference to electric charging facilities is deleted. As currently worded these policies are not 

supported by robust evidence and are therefore in conflict with basic conditions (a) and (d). 

Conclusions 

Gladman recognises the role of neighbourhood plans as a tool for local people to shape the development of their local 

community. However, it is clear from national guidance that these must be consistent with national planning policy and 

the strategic requirements for the wider authority area. Through this consultation response, Gladman has sought to clarify 

the relation of the CNP as currently proposed with the requirements of national planning policy and the strategic policies 

for the wider area.  

 

Gladman is concerned that the plan in its current form does not comply with basic condition (a) in its conformity with 

national policy and guidance and is contrary to (d) the making of the order contributes to the achievement of sustainable 

development for the reasons set out above. 

 

Gladman hopes you have found these representations helpful and constructive. If you have any questions do not hesitate 

to contact me or one of the Gladman team. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

 

Gladman Developments Ltd. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Barton Willmore Landscape Planning and Design (BWLPD) were commissioned by Reside 

Developments Ltd in January 2019 to undertake a Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) of 

Land to the rear of The Croft, Chiddingfold (the ‘Site’) and two additional sites adjacent to the 

Site to the north-east and east, in relation to residential development; as well as a landscape 

and visual comparative study of the three sites.  

1.2 The Site was identified within the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan (CNP) Site Assessment 

report (November, 2018), as ‘site 5 Land to the east of Crofts Close’; whilst the additional site 

to the north-east was identified as ‘site 6 Land to the north of Wildwood Close‘ (herein referred 

to as ‘additional site 6’) and the additional site to the east as ‘site 7 Land to the north of 

Queens Mead‘ (herein referred to as ‘additional site 7’). The location of the Site and the two 

additional sites is illustrated on Figure 1: Site Context Plan and in more detail in Figure 4: 

Site Appraisal Plan. 

1.3 The Site and the two additional sites were originally identified as “B road  a rea  fo r  poten t ia l  

ad jus tm en t  to  Green  Be l t  boundary”  within Waverley Borough Council’s (WBC) Preferred 

Options Local Plan Part 1 (LPP1) and were together indicated for removal from the Green Belt 

within WBC’s Preferred Options Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2) (May 2018) as Area 5 ‘Fields to the 

north of Woodside Road’ (Map 4, Appendix II). However, the Site was subsequently not 

included for removal from the Green Belt within WBC’s withdrawn Pre-Submission Draft LPP2, 

whilst the area comprising additional site 6 and additional site 7 was retained. However, no 

evidence base is provided to suggest the reason for the removal of the Site. 

1.4 Whilst consultation responses received in July 2018 from Natural England and the Surrey Hill 

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) (see below) expressed concern that the allocated 

areas were too large and extend too far from the existing village boundary, there is no clear 

and logical transparent reason as to why the Site was removed and site 6 and 7 were retained. 

1.5 In a recent CNP (Regulation 14) consultation response letter on site 5 (the Site) from the CNP 

Administrator (dated 18th September 2018), stated: “w e have su f f i c ien t  N atu ra l  Eng land  

app roved  s i t es  t o  m eet  the hous ing  ta rget  num bers , therefore s i te  5  w i l l  now  no t  a t  

th i s  s tage  be  proposed  in  the  Regu la t i on  14  dra f t  o f  the  N eighbourhood  P lan” . 

Subsequently,  the Site was not be included as a housing allocation site within the presentation 

boards at the CNP consultation event (held in February 2019), rather it was indicated for use 

as a local green space (‘Woodside Meadow’). There is no indication on the consultation boards 

that the Site was rejected due to being unsuitable in landscape and visual terms or any other 

planning reasons. In relation to the designation of local green space, the board 6 states “These  

green  spaces  …  are  o f  v i ta l  im por tance  to  par i sh ioners  and …  w e w ou ld  no t  l i k e  to  



Land to the rear of The Croft, Chiddingfold Introduction 

30120 3 April 2019 

see  them  los t  t o  deve lopm en t . The Loca l  G reen  Space  des ignat ion  w ou ld  no t  prevent  

the deve lopm en t  o f  app ropr ia te in f ras t ru ctu re  on  these  spaces  re la ted to  the i r  

cu r ren t  use (such  as  recrea t i ona l  fac i l i t i es ) ” . However, contrary to this suggestion of 

recreational use, the Site Appraisal (Section 0.6) demonstrates that the Site currently offers 

no opportunity for public recreation, where it is in private ownership, other than the illegal 

encroachment of areas of garden extension to the south of the Site without the agreement of 

the landowner. Furthermore, an application for Village Green status on the Site was rejected 

by Surrey County Council in August 2018.This report should be read in conjunction with the 

following illustrative material (covering all three sites): 

• Figure 1: Site Context Plan

• Figure 2: Topographical Features Plan

• Figure 3: Landscape Character Plan

• Figure 4: Site Appraisal Plan

• Figure 5: Visual Appraisal Plan

• Figure 6: Opportunities and Constraints Plan (the Site)

• Site Appraisal Photographs A - I;

• Site Context Photographs 1 - 13.

1.6 The following appendices supplement the information within this LVIA: 

• Appendix A.1: Policy Context

• Appendix A. 2: Relevant Evidence Base Extracts

Methodology 

Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) 

1.7 The methodology used for the LVA is drawn from principles of good practice in Guidelines for 

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd Edition (GLVIA3) prepared by the Landscape 

Institute and Institute of Environmental Management1; and with reference to Topic Paper 6: 

Techniques and Criteria for Judging Capacity and Sensitivity, prepared by The Countryside 

Agency (now part of Natural England)2.   

1.8 A desktop assessment and site visit of both the Site and additional site 6 and 7 were undertaken 

in February 2019, incorporating an assessment of the existing landscape character, visual 

influence and landscape value. An assessment of landscape character considers: individual 

1 Institute for Environmental Management and Assessment and the Landscape Institute (2013) Guidelines for 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 3rd Edition 
2 The Countryside Agency (2002) Topic Paper 6: Techniques and Criteria for Judging Capacity and Sensitivity 
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elements which contribute to character (such as landform, vegetation cover, land use, and 

scale); overall quality and condition (i.e. intactness, state of repair and representation of the 

landscape character); and the aesthetic and experiential aspects. An assessment of visual 

influence takes into account: visibility and in particular landform and woodland influences; 

visual receptors and sensitivity of receptors; and scope for mitigation. In addition, an 

assessment of landscape value considers the effect on important designed and designated 

landscapes and their setting; amenity, cultural and historic elements and features and their 

setting; and aesthetic elements such as tranquillity, remoteness and scenic beauty. This 

information was used as a basis against which to identify the landscape sensitivity and 

landscape capacity of the sites and thus their suitability to accommodate housing. 

Comparative landscape and visual study 

1.9 The Comparative landscape and visual study includes the following: 

• A proforma for each site, setting out the existing landscape features/characteristics, 

visual factors and landscape value associated with each site, all of which are typically 

considered when undertaking analysis of landscape and visual effects; 

• An assessment of each site’s contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt, as set out 

within the NPPF 2019; and 

• An assessment of each site’s contribution to the special qualities and scenic beauty of 

the Surrey Hills AONB. 

1.10 Whilst there is no specific methodology for undertaking comparative studies or Green Belt 

assessments, the below sets out in further detail the contents of each section of the 

comparative study and is based on professional judgement, taking into consideration guidance 

set out within the GLVIA3. The guidelines are not intended as a prescriptive set of rules and 

have been adapted to the specific project. 

Proforma for each site 

1.11 The following factors are taken into consideration: 

• Existing landscape features / characteristics 

• Topography 

• Vegetation 

• Condition 

• Relationship with existing urban form / built edge 

• Sense of tranquillity 

• Visual Factors 

• Availability of views 
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• Views towards landmark features / buildings from the site 

• Scenic quality 

• Landscape Value 

• Cultural value: National, county or local designations 

• Historic designations (Conservation Area or Listed Buildings) 

• Any relevant landscape policy designations 

• Notable landscape features within / adjoining the site (e.g. Ancient woodland) 

• Rarity of features 

• Representativeness of site 

1.12 A separate column provides comment with regard to whether the potential implication of 

development on each site would be considerable, some, limited or none (where considerable 

would represent a large implication of development on the site, some would represent a 

medium implication,  limited would represent a small implication and none would represent no 

implication of development on the site, typically in the case where the relevant factor is not 

applicable or can be designed around in accordance with best practice). Mitigation measures 

cannot be taken into account as there are no schemes for the sites, albeit, we have taken into 

account best practice measures. (e.g. arboricultural method statements in accordance with 

BS5837: 2012 in relation to tree protection measures during construction). 

Green Belt Review Methodology 

1.13 The sites are also considered against the first four purposes of the Green Belt, as set out in 

Paragraph 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which are:  

• "To check  the un res t r i c t ed  sp raw l  o f  la rge  bu i l t -up  a reas; 
• To preven t  ne ighbou r ing tow ns f rom  m erg ing in  t o  one 

ano ther ; 
• To ass i s t  in  sa feguard ing  the coun t rys ide  f rom  

enc roachm ent ; and  
• To preserve the se t t i ng  and  spec ia l  character  o f  h i s tor i c  

tow ns.”  

1.14 With regard to the fifth purpose of the Green Belt "t o  ass i s t  in  u rban  regenera t i on  by  

encou rag ing  the  recyc l ing  o f  dere l i c t  and  o ther  u rban  land" , the principle of retaining 

land within the Green Belt holds true for all areas within the Green Belt, therefore the Site is 

considered to make the same contribution to this purpose of the Green Belt as any other land 

parcel within the Green Belt.  

1.15 The contribution each site makes to the function of the Green Belt is described within a table 

and its contribution to the Green Belt is assessed within a separate column. Each site's 

contribution is assessed as considerable, some, limited or none, where considerable would 
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represent a large contribution to the Green Belt purpose, some would represent a medium 

contribution, limited would represent a small contribution and none would represent no 

contribution to the Green Belt purpose. 

Surrey Hills AONB 

1.16 An assessment of the contribution that the Site and the additional sites make to the Surrey 

Hills AONB is also undertaken within this report, with particular regard given to the AONB 

special qualities, as set out within the Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan 2014-2019, which 

are as follows: 

• Farming: Mixed farming is a viable enterprise that plays a positive role in maintaining 

the outstanding and diverse character of the Surrey Hills; 

• Woodland: woodlands being sustainably managed and linked to conserve and enhance 

the landscape, ecological and recreational value of the Surrey Hills landscape; 

• Biodiversity: biodiversity is conserved and enhanced; 

• Historic and Cultural Heritage: The historic and cultural heritage that defines the 

distinctive sense of place within the Surrey Hills is recorded, protected, managed and 

celebrated; 

• Recreation and Tourism: The Surrey Hills will be enjoyed and cherished as an Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty for its own intrinsic qualities and in ways that contribute to 

the local economy and that are sensitive to the impact on local communities and the 

environment; 

• Land Use Planning: New development enhances local character and the environmental 

quality of its nationally important setting; 

• Transport and Traffic: Transport measures reinforce the rural character of the area and 

provide for a range of safe and sustainable travel alternatives; and 

• Community Development and the Local Economy: The Surrey Hills should be an 

attractive, affordable and sustainable place to live, work and enjoy for all members of 

the local community. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND 

2.1 The following section sets out a summary of relevant background documents and evidence 

base, with a fuller description provided at Appendix A.1: Policy Context and Guidance and 

relevant extracts are included at Appendix A.2 Relevant Evidence Base Documents. 

WBC Local Plan Part 1 (LPP1) (February 2018) and Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations 

and Development Management Policies (LPP2), Preferred Options Consultation 

under Reg. 18, May 2018 

2.2 The Site and additional sites are identified as falling within a broad area marked for potential 

adjustment to the Green Belt boundary of the WBC LPP1 (Plan 3, page 13-6). There are no 

specific development site allocations for Chiddingfold set out within the LPP2 (despite several 

sites being considered within the LAA, as set out below), as these are proposed to be allocated 

through the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan (see below). However, the Site and the two 

additional sites were together indicated for removal from the Green Belt within WBC’s Preferred 

Options Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2) (May 2018) as Area 5 ‘Fields to the north of Woodside Road’ 

(Map 4, Appendix II, p153). 

2.3 The LPP1 and LPP2 was informed by several evidence base documents as set out below. 

Waverley Borough Council Green Belt Review (August 2014) 

2.4 Within the report, the Site and additional sites are identified as falling within area C42. The 

summary assessment for the area C42 does not specifically discuss the individual sites but 

determines that the area makes a “Con t r i bu t i on”  to the purposes of Green Belt. However, 

the report goes on to state: “…  The topography  and heav i l y  w ooded charac ter  o f  t he  

a rea  m eans  tha t  there  i s  an  oppor tun i ty  t o  ex p lo re  w hether  the  v i l l age  cou ld  be  

rem oved  f rom  the Green  B e l t  w i thou t  dam age to  openness  occur r i ng , i f  o ther  aspect s  

o f  t he  Loca l  P lan  show ed  i t  t o  be  a  sus ta inab le  l oca t i on  for  deve lopm en t .”  (p.31). This 

is reiterated within Table 5.2 (page 47-48), which states: “A l t hough  se t  i n  open  

coun t rys ide, t here  i s  a l so  a  case  for  ex p lor ing  w hether  Ch idd ingfo ld  cou ld  be  

rem oved  f rom  the  Green  B e l t  w i thou t  dam age to  overa l l  G reen  B e l t  func t ion  be ing  

caused” . 

Waverley Borough Council Green Belt Settlement Boundary Review Topic Paper (May 

2018) 

2.5 Based on the recommendations of the WBC Green Belt Review (2014) and as part of the 

evidence for WBC LPP2, the purpose of this topic paper is to set out the reasoning for the 
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detailed changes to the Green Belt. The Site and additional sites are covered by this review as 

part of land parcel C1, which is one of 6 land parcels identified around Chiddingfold. 

2.6 In relation to the broad areas for removal from the Green Belt identified for Chiddingfold within 

the LPP1, the topic paper notes that “ ...Ch idd ingfo ld ’s  hous ing  need  can  be  

accom m oda ted w i thout  r em ov ing the  en t i r et y  o f  these a reas  f rom  the  Green  Be l t ”  

(page 5). 

2.7 In reference to land parcel C1 Table 1 of the review (page 9) states: “ Th is  land  i s  w i th in  

the  broad  a rea  show n  for  r em ova l  f r om  the  Green  Be l t  i n  LP P 1  and  has  a l so  been  

prom oted  fo r  hous ing  deve lopm ent . The s i te  cons i s t s  o f  th ree  f i e l ds . The 

w es ternm ost  f i e l d  [the Site] has  a  w e l l  es tab l i shed  t ree be l t  to  i t s  bounda ry , and i s  

no t  p rom inen t  i n  longer  d i s tan t  v i ew s . The cen t ra l  f i e ld  [additional site 6] has  a  

s im i la r ly  l im i ted  p rom inence , and the  m a jor i t y  o f  i t s  boundary  i s  w el l  def i ned  by  

t r ees , supp lem en ted  by  a  w a tercour se  a long  the  eastern  boundary . The nor thern  

boundary  o f  th i s  cen t ra l  f i e l d  i s  less  w el l  def i ned, w i th  the bes t  phys ica l  fea tu re a  

fence l i ne  w h ich  d iv ides  i t  f r om  the f i e l d  to  the no r th . The m a jor i ty  o f  t he  

eas te rnm os t  f i e l d  [additional site 7] has  a  w el l  def i ned bounda ry . The f i e l d  r i ses  gen t ly  

to  the nor th -eas t . There i s  an  absence o f  phys ica l  f ea tu res  on  the ground, w i th  a  

fence l i ne  on  the  nor th -eas t  edge the on ly  c lea r ly  def ined bounda ry  to  sepa ra te  th i s  

parce l  f r om  f i e l ds  fu r ther  to  the  nor th” . 

2.8 The reason for amendment for parcel C1 provided in Table 1 is: “ to  a ccord  w i th  LP P 1  and  

to  ass i s t  i n  m eet ing the  hous ing requ i rem ent  for  t he  v i l l age” . 

The WBC Land Availability Assessment Document (LAA, May 2018) 

2.9 The WBC LAA, within which the Site was identified as site 865 ‘Land to the rear of The Croft, 

Woodside Road, Chiddingfold’, and additional site 7 as ‘site 286 ‘Land to the north of Queens 

Mead (west of the A283)’. Additional site 6 is not considered within the LAA. 

2.10 In reference to site 865 (the Site) the LAA states (pages 103-104) “The s i t e  i s  loca ted  to  

the  nor th  o f  Ch idd ingfo ld , accessed  v ia  W oods ide  Road  and  ad jacent  t o  Crof t s  C lose. 

To  the  sou th , t he  s i t e  ad jo ins  the  rea r  o f  r es iden t ia l  p roper t i es  fac ing  W oods ide  R oad  

and the  o ther  bounda r ies  a re def i ned by  t r ees . The s i te  i s  a  f ie ld  ( form er  paddock )  

w i th  ga rages  s i tua ted  in  the  sou theas t  corner” . The LAA estimates a proposed yield of 

36 units from the Site. 

2.11 Regarding the suitability of site 865, the LAA states that “ the  s i t e  i s  f la t  and  i s  w e l l  

sc reened  by  m a ture  t rees  a long  the  boundar ies”  and that “… the s i t e  i s  po ten t i a l l y  
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su i tab le fo r  deve lopm en t”  although “… w hether  the s i t e  i s  a l l oca ted  or  no t  i s  a  m a t ter  

for  t he  Ch idd ingfo ld  N eighbourhood P lan” . 

2.12 In reference to site 286 (additional site 7) the LAA states (page 97-98) “The s i te  i s  l oca ted  

to  the  nor th  o f  Ch idd ingfo ld , l y i ng to  the rear  o f  t he res iden t ia l  es ta tes  o f  Queen 's  

M ead  and  W i ldw ood  C lose  and  p roper t i es  on  the  P etw or th  Road. I t  i s  Grade 3  a rab le  

land, bordered  by  m ix ed  t rees  and  hedg ing” . The LAA estimates a proposed yield of 62 

units from the Site. 

2.13 Regarding the suitability of site 286, the LAA states that “ The topography  of  t he  a rea  

m eans the  land  r i ses  to  the no r th , l im i t i ng  v iew s o f  t he  s i t e  i n  the w ider  landscape 

and  p rov id ing the  con tex t  o f  ex i s t i ng  bu i l t  fo rm  to  the sou th , espec ia l l y  t he  recen t  

W i ldw ood  Close  deve lopm en t” . It is also noted that “The sou theas t  pa r t  o f  the  s i t e , 

inc lud ing po ten t ia l  access  f rom  the A283  and ad jo ins  a  Conserva t i on  A rea  [sic]”  and 

that “ th i s  a rea  i s  cons idered m ore prom inen t , t herefore  requ i r ing  carefu l  des ign” . 

The Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Site Assessment (November 2018) 

2.14 Within the CNP Site Assessment the Site is identified as ‘site 5 Land to the east of Crofts Close’ 

within the CNP Site Assessment (November 2018), which assessed it as being “ app ropr i a te  

for  hous ing  w i th  s i gn i f i can t  cons t ra in ts”  (page 29). The perceived constraints are outlined 

within the ‘Summary of assessment rationale’ column, with the following points of relevance: 

“The s i t e  a l so  benef i t s  f r om  a  h igh  i n form a l  soc ia l , com m un i ty  and  am en i ty  va lue 

w h ich  w ou ld  be los t  i f  deve loped  fo r  hous ing”  and “A ccess ib i l i t y  i s  cons t ra ined due 

to  be ing  l oca ted a t  the  end  of  a  l ong  cu l -de-sac fo rm ed th rough  deve lopm en t  o f  s i t es  

6  and  7  as  per  the  AECOM  m as terp lann ing w ork  ( i t  i s  unders tood  tha t  there  i s  n o  

po ten t ia l  t o  upgrade the  ex i s t i ng  poor-qua l i t y  access  t o  garages  o f f  W oods ide  R oad) , 

w h ich  m igh t  have  the ef fec t  o f  encourag ing car  t rave l  i f  deve loped  for  hous ing” . The 

document also states that “… on o ther  c r i t e r ia , t he  s i t e  i s  r e la t i ve ly  su i tab le for  

hous ing” . 

2.15 In regard to social, community and amenity value, the Site Appraisal (see Section 6.0 below), 

demonstrates that the Site currently offers no opportunity for public recreation, where it is in 

private ownership, other than the illegal encroachment of areas of garden extension to the 

south of the Site without the agreement of the landowner (which appears to be used only by 

the residents in the adjacent properties). The Site Appraisal also demonstrates that despite 

being located within the AONB, the Site itself is not noteworthy for its scenic quality, insofar 

as it comprises a commonplace element – a field of rough grassland and scrub - adjoined by 

residential development. The adjoining built forms strongly influences the character of the Site, 
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giving rise to a settlement-edge character. Furthermore, an application for Village Green status 

on the Site was rejected by Surrey County Council in August 2018. 

2.16 In regard to the perceived access constraint, it should be noted that access is not highlighted 

as a specific constraint for Site 6, despite the fact that, as is assumed for the Site (site 5), this 

site would also require access via site 7. Therefore, the perceived constraint for the Site would 

be equally pertinent to site 6. Also, in relation to access, no mention is made of the likely 

change in character that would occur to Petworth Road and its immediate surroundings through 

the introduction of access to the east of site 7. The required changes to the road (e.g. 

formation of a new junction with associated visibility splay requirements) is likely to result in 

adverse effects on visual amenity, due to the changes to local topography (Petworth Road lies 

in cutting for part of its length adjacent to site 7) and removal of roadside hedgerow 

vegetation. In addition, no mention is made of the potential impacts on the Chiddingfold 

Conservation Area (lying approximately 50m to the south at its closest point), which was 

highlighted within the WBC LAA (May 2018). 

2.17 Assuming that access to the Site can be attained from Woodside Road to the south (contrary 

to assumption made in the CNP Site Assessment), this is likely to result in less landscape and 

visual impacts in comparison to that for site 7, owing to the level of visual enclosure in this 

area provided by adjacent built form and vegetation.  

2.18 Regarding landscape and visual impact, the Site Assessment Proforma for site 5 (page 64-68) 

assesses this as Low Sensitivity, stating that “ deve lopm en t  w ou ld  be  v i sua l l y  con ta ined  

and  in terv i s i b i l i t y  i s  l ow  because  the land  i s  on  a  va l l ey  f loor” . 

2.19 Additional site 6 is assessed as being “ app ropr i a te w i th  m ino r  cons t ra in ts”  (page 29). In 

regard to landscape and visual impact, the Site Assessment Proforma for site 6 (page 69-73) 

assesses this as Low Sensitivity, stating that “ deve lopm en t  w ou ld  be  v i sua l l y  con ta ined  

and  in terv i s i b i l i t y  i s  l ow  because  the land  i s  on  a  va l l ey  f loor” . 

In regard to Site 7, this was considered as suitable, available and achievable for 

development in the 2014 SHLAA (a previous iteration of the LAA). As such, table 4 

(page 21) states: “Site has already been assessed as suitable, available and achievable; no 

further assessment required”. Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan consultation response 

2.20 As part of the consultation process for WBC’s Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan (May 2018), 

preferred options consultation responses were received from both Natural England (dated 9th 

July 2018) and the Surrey Hills AONB Board (dated 6th July 2018). A summary review of these 

responses is provided below, with copies of the responses included at Appendix A.2: 

Relevant Evidence Base Documents. 
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Natural England 

2.21 On a general point the Natural England letter states that “Natural England does not consider 

that the allocation process has been informed by evidence sufficient to demonstrate that the 

allocations, will not have a significant impact on the special qualities of the AONB” (page 1).  

2.22 The Natural England letter deals with housing allocations sites within WBC, and as specific 

housing allocation sites have not been made within the LPP2 for Chiddingfold, the letter only 

briefly discusses Chiddingfold. On page 2 the letter states: “Na tu ra l  Eng land  con t inue to  

have som e concerns  a round the  a l l oca ted  s i t es  a t  Ch idd ingfo ld , pa r t i cu la r ly  A vo la  

Farm ” . However, later the letter states “ I t  i s  hoped  th rough  a  com binat i on  o f  avo idance, 

m i t i ga t ion , m odera t ion  and  m as ter  p lann ing w e can  w ork  together  t o  a l l ow  som e  

de l i v ery  a t  t he  a l loca t ions  above”  (page 2). 

2.23 In regard to Development Management Policies the letter states “ any  deve lopm en t  

proposed  w i th in  na t i ona l l y  im por tan t  landscapes… w i l l  need  to  be  in form ed  by  a  

Landscape Charac te r  Assessm en t  and Landscape and  V isua l  I m pact  Assessm en t” , 

and that “ deve lopm en t  com ing  fo rw ard w i th in  the AON B… w i l l  o f t en  need  to  p rov ide  

m i t i ga t ion  i n  o rder  t o  be  cons idered  accep tab le  w i th in  the  landscape con tex t ”  (page 

2). 

Surrey Hills AONB Board 

2.24 Section 2.3 of the consultation response letter from the Surrey Hills AONB Planning Advisor 

(Clive Smith) outlines concerns and comments on the Chiddingfold. However, as specific 

housing allocation sites are not proposed for Chiddingfold within the LPP2 (as they are for 

other settlements e.g. Milford) the consultation response letter does not contain detailed 

assessment of individual sites, rather it contains more general comments on the various areas 

around Chiddingfold presented on Map 4 within Appendix II of the Regulation 18 Draft LPP2. 

2.25  In regard to the Chiddingfold Sites, the document states: “The m a in  concern  i s  t ha t  som e 

s i t es  have  been  draw n ra ther  w ide ly  and  w ou ld  probab ly  resu l t  in  m ore  than  the 

a l loca t ion  o f  130  dw el l ings  un less  th i s  Loca l  P lan  [WBC’s Local Plan] and the  

Neighbou rhood  P lan  [Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan] con ta in  su f f i c ien t  sa feguards . 

P robab ly  m ore AON B  land has  been  a l l oca ted  fo r  hous ing  than  i s  necessary  w h ich  

m ay  have  a r i sen  because  m any  of  t he  boundar i es  have  sough t  t o  fo l l ow  c l ear l y  

def ined  phys ica l  fea tu res”  (page 10). 

2.26 In specific reference to Area 5 ‘Fields to the north of Woodside Road’ (as identified on Map 4 

within Appendix II of the WBC LPP2), within which the Site and the two additional sites are 

located, the document states (page 11) that this “… is  the  la rges t  a rea  and  ano ther  
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cons idered  poss ib ly  t o  be unnecessa r i l y  la rge” . It notes that the most conspicuous part 

of Area 5 is near Petworth Road to the east (i.e. the east of additional site 7) and that “ I f  

veh icu la r  access  i s  t ak en  of f  P etw or th  R oad  I  [Surrey Hills AONB Planning Advisor] 

cons ider  tha t  the  access  road  shou ld  w ind i t s  w ay  th rough  ex tens i ve w ood land  

p lan t ing  to  he lp  s creen  and  sof t en  the  im pac t  o f  deve lopm en t  on  the  w ider  AON B  

landscape” . In regard to the western part of Area 5 (i.e. the Site and additional site 6) the 

document states that “… developm en t  w ou ld  be  less  pub l i c ly  prom inent  w i th  the  

im p l i ca t i ons  be ing m ore for  t he  occup iers  o f  ne ighbour ing res iden t ia l  p roper t i es  

w h ich  i s  no t  an  AON B  cons idera t i on” . In conclusion the document states that “… the 

deve lopm ent  s i t e  [Area 5] does  pro j ec t  a  cons iderab le  d i s tance  f rom  the  ex i s t ing  

se t t lem en t  and  break s  ou t  i n to  the  w ider  count rys ide. I f  tha t  r em a ins  the bounda ry  

i t  i s  sugges ted tha t  th i s  p lan  and/ or  the  Neighbou rhood  P lan  con ta in  a  prov is i on  

tha t  the no r thern  ex ten t  be  heav i l y  p lan ted  to  screen  the  deve lopm en t” . 

Village Green status application 

2.27 An application for Village Green status was submitted for the Site (as ‘Land at Woodside 

Meadow, Chiddingfold’) in September 2015 by Antonia Cowley and Angus de Watteville, but 

this was rejected by Surrey County Council (the Commons Registry Authority under the 

Commons Registration Act 1965 and Commons Act 2006) in a decision letter dated 08 August 

2018 (see Appendix A2: Relevant Evidence Base Documents). 

2.28 The decision letter states that “The app l i ca t ion  w as m ade on  the  bas i s  t ha t  a  s i gn i f i can t  

num ber  o f  i nhab i tan t s  o f  any  l oca l i t y , o r  o f  any  ne ighbourhood w i th in  a  l oca l i t y , 

have i ndu lged as  o f  r i gh t  i n  law fu l  spo r ts  and pas t im es on  the land for  a  per iod  o f  a t  

leas t  20  years”. However, in the conclusion of the decision letter it states that ”The 

ev idence  presen ted  to  the inqu i ry  show ed  tha t  the  Land w as predom ina te ly  used by  

ne ighbour ing  res iden t s  o f  W oods ide R oad  ra ther  than  the  w ider  inhab i tan ts  o f  the  

ne ighbourhood  of  Ch idd ingfo ld”  and that”…the  App l i can ts  have fa i led  to  es tab l i sh  

tha t  the  s ta tu tory  cr i te r ia  has  been  m et  even  in  respect  o f  the  undoubted ly  m ore 

heav i l y  used‘sou thern  s t r i p’of  the app l i ca t i on  Land” . The inspector’s recommendation 

was “ tha t  no  pa r t  o f  t he Land to  w h ich  th i s  app l i ca t ion  re la tes  shou ld  be  added  to  

the  s ta tu tory  Reg is t e r  o f  Tow n  or  V i l l age  G reens”  and that “t he  app l i ca t i on  to  

reg is te r  t he  Land be  re j ec ted”. 



Land to the rear of The Croft, Chiddingfold Wider Context 

30120 13 April 2019 

3.0 WIDER CONTEXT 

  Setting of the Site and additional sites  

Land Use and Settlement 

3.1 As illustrated on Figure 1: Site Context Plan, the Site and additional sites are located on 

the northern and north-eastern edge of Chiddingfold, within the administrative boundary of 

WBC. Chiddingfold is a village located approximately 6km to the south of Godalming and 

approximately 4.5 north-east of Haslemere. Other nearby settlements include Wormley and 

Hambledon to the north; North Bridge to the north-east; and Dunsford to the east; all of which 

are in the Borough of Waverley. 

3.2 The settlement of Chiddingfold comprises an historic core concentrated around The Green and 

along Petworth Road and Pickhurst Road. This is reflected today in the presence of several 

listed buildings and Chiddingfold Conservation Area. Suburban development was added to this 

during successive periods, particularly during the early to mid-20th century when residential 

development was introduced to the north-west of the village on Woodside Road, Ash Combe 

and Ridgely Road.  

3.3 The village forms a local road junction, forming the meeting point of Petworth Road (the A283), 

Pickhurst Road and Pockford Road. The nearest train station, whilst in Wormley, is Witley 

Station, approximately 2km to the north-west of Chiddingfold.  

3.4 In contrast to the built-up areas of the village, the land surrounding Chiddingfold comprises a 

mosaic of farmland, woodland, heaths, downs and commons. This area falls almost entirely 

within the Surrey Hills AONB and the London Area Green Belt. Despite its predominantly 

agricultural land use, the presence of scattered settlements and busy A roads (e.g. Petworth 

Road (A283)) and associated traffic influence the perceptual qualities of the landscape, 

particularly in proximity to the latter.  

Topography and Hydrology 

3.5 As shown on Figure 2: Topographical Features Plan, the wider landscape surrounding the 

Site is undulating. Areas of higher ground (of up to 180m above ordnance datum (AOD)) to 

the north and west, corresponding areas of Wealden Greensand hills, contrast with lower-lying 

undulating clay vales.  

3.6 Locally to the Site the landform is gently undulating with heights generally ranging from 30m 

AOD to 90m AOD. The lower lying land corresponds with a number of watercourses draining 
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the landscape, including an unnamed stream which flows roughly from west to east 

approximately 500m to the north and north-east of the Site.  

3.7 The settlement of Chiddingfold sits on land generally sloping from 75m AOD in the south-west 

to 55m AOD in the north-east. The Site and two additional sites sit upon the areas of lower 

ground (60m to 50m AOD) to the north-east of the village. 

Vegetation 

3.8 The agricultural landscape surrounding Chiddingfold features extensive woodland cover, 

predominantly deciduous, much of which is designated as Ancient Woodland. The Site and the 

two additional sites contain no Ancient Woodland. 

Designations 

3.9 The location and extents of national and local landscape and landscape-related designations 

affecting all three sites are illustrated on Figure 1: Site Context Plan. These are summarised 

below with relevant designations discussed in more detail in relation to each site within the 

Site Appraisal sections of this report: 

• Surrey Hill AONB;

• Surrey Hills Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV);

• London Area Green Belt;

• Wealden Heaths I Special Protection Area 5 Km zone;

• Listed Buildings; and

• Priority Habitat Inventory3 – Deciduous Woodland.

3.10 In regard to the AGLV designation, the WBC Local Plan Part 1 (adopted February 2018) provides 

no clear indication as to what the character and qualities of the AGLV are, only that it is a 

“ landscape des igna t ion  tha t  com plem en ts  the  AONB”  (paragraph 13.31) and that, as set 

out in part ii of Policy RE3 – Landscape Character (see Appendix A.1), acts as “ a  bu f fer  for  

the  AONB”  (page 13-16). It is assumed, therefore, that the character and qualities of the 

AGLV are consistent with those outlined for the AONB. As the Site and the other development 

site allocations fall within both the AONB and the AGLV, the AONB national designation has a 

higher status than the local AGLV designation. 

3 Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006) Section 41 habitats of principal importance 
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4.0 LANDSCAPE PLANNING POLICY 

4.1 The policies and guidance relevant to the Site and the other proposed development site allocations 

are set out below with a fuller description provided at Appendix A.1: Policy Context: 

National Planning Policy 

• National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 2019; and

• Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), 2016.

Local Planning Policy 

• Waverley Borough Council Local Plan (adopted April 2002)

• Policy D7 – Tree, Hedgerows and Development;

• Policy C6 – Landscape Enhancement; and

• Policy H12 – Historic Landscape.

• Waverley Borough Council Local Plan Part 1 (LPP1, February 2018)

• Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy;

• Policy RE2 – Green Belt;

• Policy RE3 – Landscape Character;

• Policy TD1 – Townscape and Design;

• Policy HA1 – Protection of Heritage Assets; and

• Policy NE2 – Green and Blue Infrastructure;

• Waverley Borough Council Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development

Management Policies (LPP2, Preferred Options Consultation under Reg. 18, May 2018)

• Policy DM1 – Environmental Implications of Development;

• Policy DM2 – Quality Places through Design;

• Policy DM4 – Public Realm; and

• Policy DM8 – Trees, Woodland, Hedgerows and Landscaping.

• Waverley Borough Council Green Belt Review (August 2014)

• Waverley Borough Council Land Availability Assessment Document (LAA, May 2018)

• Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan 2014-2019

• Policy W1 - Woodland;

• Policy W2 - Woodland;

• Policy B3 - Biodiversity;

• Policy HC1 - Historic and Cultural Heritage;

• Policy RT3 - Recreation and Tourism;

• Policy RT6 - Recreation and Tourism;

• Policy LU1 - Land Use Planning;

• Policy LU2 - Land Use Planning;
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• Policy LU3 - Land Use Planning; and 

• Policy LU5 - Land Use Planning. 
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5.0 PUBLISHED LANDSCAPE CHARACTER ASSESSMENTS AND 

GUIDANCE 

5.1 Landscape Character Assessment is a descriptive approach which seeks to identify and define 

the distinct character of landscapes that make up the country. This approach recognises the 

intrinsic value of all landscapes, not just ‘special’ landscapes, as contributing factors in people’s 

quality of life, in accordance with the European Landscape Convention. It also ensures that 

account is taken of the different roles and character of different areas, in accordance with the 

NPPF Core Principles. 

5.2 Landscape Character Assessment focuses on the identification of areas of landscape with 

relatively distinctive and cohesive landscape character types, resulting in a series of Landscape 

Character Areas (LCAs). The extent of LCAs in the vicinity of the Site, as featured in published 

assessments, is illustrated on Figure 3: Landscape Character Plan. 

National Landscape Character 

5.3 Natural England has developed a series of National Character Area (NCA) profiles which provide 

a broad range of information including an outline of the key characteristics of a given area, a 

description of the ecosystem services provided and how these relate to people, wildlife and 

the economy, and an array of opportunities for positive environmental change. 

5.4 The Site and surrounding landscape are situated within NCA Profile 121: Low Weald. The key 

characteristics of the Low Weald NCA Profile of relevance to the Site and additional sites 

comprise the following: 

• “B road, l ow - ly ing , gen t ly  undu la t i ng  c lay  va l es  w i th  
ou tcrops  o f  l im es tone o r  sandstone p rov id ing loca l  
va r ia t i on ; 

• …  A  genera l l y  pas tora l  landscape w i th  a rab le fa rm ing  
assoc ia ted  w i th  l igh te r  so i l s  on  h igher  ground and a reas  o f  
f ru i t  cu l t i v a t ion  i n  K en t . Land  use  i s  p redom inan t ly  
agr i cu l t u ra l  bu t  w i th  u rban  in f luences , par t i cu la r ly  a round  
Gatw ick , Hor l ey  and Craw ley ; 

• Fie ld  bounda r i es  o f  hedgerow s and shaw s  ( rem nant  s t r ips  
o f  c l ea red  w ood land)  enc los ing  sm a l l , i r r egu la r  f i e l ds  and  
l in k ing  in to  sm a l l  and sca t t ered  l i near  se t t l em en ts  a long  
roads ides  or  cen t red  on  greens  or  com m ons. Rura l  lanes  and  
t rack s  w i th  w ide grass  verges  and  d i t ches; 

• Sm al l  tow ns  and  v i l l ages  a re  sca t te red  am ong  a reas  o f  
w ood land, perm anen t  grass land and hedgerow s on  the  
heavy  c lay  so i l s  w here  la rger  20 th -cen tu ry  v i l l ages  have  
grow n  around m ajor  t ranspor t  rou tes; 

• Frequen t  nor th–sou th  rou tew ays  and  lanes , m any  
or i g ina t ing  a s  drove  roads , a l ong w h i ch  l i v es tock  w ere  
m oved  to  dow n land graz ing or  to  fores ts  t o  feed  on  acorns ; 
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• … The Low  W ea ld  boasts  an  in t r i ca te  m ix  o f  w ood lands , 
m uch  of  i t  anc i en t , i nc lud ing ex tens i ve b road leaved oak  
over  haze l  and hornbeam  copp i ce, shaw s, sm a l l  f i e l d  copses  
and  t ree  g roups , and  l i nes  o f  r i pa r ian  t r ees  a long  
w atercou rses . Veteran  t rees  a re  a  fea tu re  o f  hedgerow s  and 
in  f ie lds ; 

• M any  sm a l l  r i v ers , s t ream s  and  w a tercour ses  w i th  
assoc ia ted  w a term eadow s and  w et  w ood land ; 

• Abundance  o f  ponds… ; and  
• Trad i t iona l  ru ra l  vernacu la r  o f  l oca l  b r i ck , w eatherboa rd  

and  t i l e-hung bu i l d ings  p lus  loca l  use  o f  d i s t inc t i ve  
Horsham  s labs  as  a  roof ing  m a ter ia l . W ea therboard  ba rns  
a re  a  fea tu re. Oas t  houses  occu r  in  the  eas t  and  use  o f  f l i n t  
i s  no tab le in  the sou th  tow ards  the  Sou th  Dow ns.”  

 
County Landscape Character 

Surrey Landscape Assessment (HDA Associates on behalf of Surrey County Council, April 2015) 

5.5 As shown in Figure 3, the character type encompassing the Site and additional sites in the 

county-wide landscape character assessment is identified as Character Type WW1: Wooded 

Low Weald, which includes the following characteristic features: 

• “P redom inate ly  l ow land, undu la t i ng  betw een  rough ly  5 0m  
AOD and  100m  AOD, r i s i ng  up  to  m eet  the  greensand  h i l l s  
to  the  nor th ; 

• I nc ludes  s i gn i f i can t  am oun t  o f  t r ee  cover , i nc lud ing anc ien t  
w ood land, t r ee  be l t s , shaw s, hangers , and la rge m a ture  
hedgerow  t rees  such  as  Oak s . A rea  i s  sca t t ered  w i th  
w ood land  b lock s , w i th  m ore  ex tens ive  t r acts  o f  la rge ly  
anc i en t  w ood land  b lock s  in  a reas  such  as  W est  Dunsfo ld  
W ooded  Low  W ea ld  (A rea  W W 2); 

• Fie ld  s i z es  a re  re la t ive ly  sm a l l , p redom inate ly  la i d  to  
pas tu re and enc losed  by  t ree  cover  and  hedges . The Type 
a l so  i nc ludes , i ncreas ing l y  so  to  the  eas t , a reas  o f  m ed ium -
la rge sca le a rab le  f i e lds , w h ich  a re genera l l y  enc losed by  
boundary  vegeta t i on ; 

• … The a rea  in c ludes  a  num ber  o f  m eander ing w a tercou rses , 
inc lud ing s teep s i ded  g i l l s  runn ing  th rough w ooded loca l  
va l l eys; 

• There  a re  a  num ber  o f  sec luded  v i l l ages  w i th in  the  W ea ld , 
inc lud ing Ch idd ingfo ld , Dunsfo ld , A l fo ld  and  Ew hu rs t , the  
tow n  of  Cran le igh , and  m any  sca t te red  dw e l l i ngs  and  
fa rm s teads  loca ted  a long  a  netw ork  o f  ru ra l , o f t en  sunken , 
lanes; and  

• His tor i c  landscape pat t ern  assoc ia ted w i th  w ood land  
m anagem en t , g raz ing  o f  an im a ls , fa rm ing  and indus t r ia l  
ac t i v i t y .”  (p . 1 25 )  

 
5.6 Within the Wooded Low Weald character type the sites fall within the Character Area WW1: 

Chiddingfold Wooded Low Weald. The following characteristics are of relevance to the sites: 
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• “… R ela t i ve ly  low  ly i ng , undu la t i ng  landfo rm , r i ses  abrup t ly  
to  the  w es t  to  m eet  the  g reensand  h i l l s . Com plex  
topography  w i th  a  num ber  o f  l oca l  va l l ey  fea tu res  and 
w ind ing  w ater  cou rses , p redom ina te ly  s t eep  s ided  and  
w ooded  g i l l s ; 

• The charac ter  a rea  cons is t s  o f  s i gn i f i can t  a reas  o f  w ood land  
in te rspaced w i th  m ed ium  sca le  a rab le  f i e lds  and  sm a l l er  
a reas  o f  pas tu re, bounded  by  hedges and  t ree  be l t s ; 

• The m ajor i ty  o f  w ood land  i s  anc ien t  w ood land, such  as  Oak  
and  Ash , and inc ludes  bands  o f  w ood land  a long  g i l l s  and 
w atercou rses  w i th  a  r i ch  range of  t ree and sh rub spec ies , 
such  as  Hopk i ln  R eeds , Long Copse, and Ly the H i l l  Copse. 
There  a re d i s t i nc t iv e  Hanger  w ood lands , such  as  Hasfe l l , 
Har tsgrove, Y ew en ’s , S tonehurs t , W in te r , and  W h i t ef i e l d  
Hangers  to  the  no r th  o f  Ch idd ingfo ld . W ood land  inc ludes  
a reas  o f  copp ice , such  as  Haze l  copp ice  w i th in  Co lem an ’s  
and  Ha l fpenny  Copse; 

• The charac ter  a rea  encom passes  an  a rea  of  la rge , m ore  
open  a rab le  f i e ld s  and  rem nan t  pa rk land  a round  W i t ley  
Farm , a t  i t s  nor thw es t  co rner ; 

• The enc losed natu re o f  the charac te r  a rea  a l low s few  long  
d is tance  v i ew s ; 

• The charac ter  a rea  i nc ludes  the v i l l age  o f  Ch idd ingfo ld , 
sca t te red  fa rm s teads , and  i so la ted  dw el l i ngs  o f t en  enc losed  
by  t ree cover . V iew s ou t  o f  Ch idd ingfo ld  prov ide one o f  t he 
few  panoram ic  v iew s  across  the  charac ter  a rea  [towards the 
south, away from the Site]; 

• The busy  A283  and A286  cross  rough ly  nor th -sou th  th rough 
the  cha rac ter  a rea  and connec t  w i th  a  netw ork  o f  nar row  
hedge l ined  l anes . There  i s  a  r e la t i v e ly  good  netw ork  o f  
pub ic  r i gh ts  o f  w ay  cross ing the m ajor i t y  a rea , a l t hough 
som e areas , such  as  a round K i l l inghurs t  G rea t  Copse, a re  
less  access ib le  than  o thers . The P or tsm ou th  D i rec t  ra i lw ay  
l ine passes  d iagona l ly  t h rough  the nor thw es t  o f  the  
charac ter  a rea; 

• The charac ter  a rea  i nc ludes  a  few  areas  o f  r eg is te red  
com m on  land, m os t  notab ly  Ham bledon  Hurs t , and  con ta ins  
Ch idd ingfo ld  Conserva t i on  A rea . A  M ed ieva l  m oa ted s i te  
tow ards  the  w est  o f  the  charac ter  a rea , and  Ch idd ingfo ld  
Rom an  v i l l a  in  the eas t , a re s chedu led  m onum en ts . There  i s  
a l so  a  Grade I I  l i s ted  bu i l d ing  a t  O ld  B i r t l ey ; 

• There  a re a  cons iderab le num ber  o f  a reas  w h ich  a re  
des igna ted  as  S i tes  o f  Na tu re  Conserva t ion  I m por tance, i n  
par t i cu la r  t he  sem i-na tu ra l  anc i en t  w ood land. There a re  
a l so  tw o a reas  des ignated as  S i t es  o f  Spec ia l  Sc ien t i f i c  
I n te res t ; and  

• A ru ra l  t ranqu i l  l andscape , w i th  a  sense  o f  rem oteness  and  
in t im acy  due to  w ood land/ t ree cover .”  (p. 126-127) 
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Local Landscape Character 

Surrey Hills  

Surrey Hills AONB Landscape Character Assessment – (2014) 

5.7 As shown on Figure 3 the Site and additional sites and the settlement of Chiddingfold are 

encompassed within Character Area Wooded Weald: Chiddingfold, which is noted as having the 

following key characteristics relevant to the sites: 

• “Spec ies  r i ch  sm a l l  copp ice  w oods, m os t ly  haze l  bu t  som e 
com posed of  hornbeam , w i th  oak  s tandards  … ; 

• Scat te red se t t lem en t  pa t tern  o f  m anor ia l  fa rm s teads  and  
ham le ts , w i th  roads ide  com m on, w as tes  and  v i l l age  greens ; 

• I r r egu la r  f i e l d  pa t t ern  (pas tu re)  w i th  boundar ies  form ed by  
w ood land, shaw s  and  ta l l  hedgerow s; 

• …  Ex tens i ve  a reas  o f  spec i es  r i ch  sem i-anc ien t  na tu ra l  
w ood land and  com m erc ia l  p lan ta t i ons… ”  

 
5.8 In addition to these characteristics the assessment subsequently highlights various specific 

local AONB issues as listed below: 

• “Dec l ine in  qua l i t y  o f  hedgerow s  and  hedgerow  t rees ; 
• I m pac t  o f  horse pas tu re; 
• I m pac t  o f  con i fer  p lan t i ng  on  open  landscape and  w i l d l i f e; 
• … Dec l i ne  i n  qua l i t y  o f  w ood land, par t i cu la r l y  copp ice; and  
• Deter i o ra t i on  o f  d i s t i n c t i ve  ghy l l  w ood lands  and shaw s .”  

5.9 Waverley Borough Council do not currently have a local level borough landscape character 

assessment report, and no detailed assessment has been undertaken by others, therefore the 

landscape character of the Site and additional sites is covered as previously described by the 

Surrey Landscape Assessment (2015) and Surrey Hills Landscape Character Assessment (2014). 

5.10 BWLPD has undertaken a local character assessment as part of the Landscape and Visual 

Appraisal (see Section 6 below), and this largely agrees with the above published landscape 

character assessments, albeit the areas in the vicinity of the settlement edge of Chiddingfold 

(e.g. the Site and the two additional sites) are strongly influenced by the adjoining built forms. 

The Site in particular is strongly influenced by the garages/sheds to the south-east corner, the 

area of garden furniture and play equipment to the south (an illegal encroachment into the 

Site from the rear gardens of adjacent dwellings) and the adjoining built forms to the south-

west, south and south-east, resulting in a settlement-edge character. 
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Waverley Borough Council Landscape Character Report (August 2014) 

5.11 Waverly Council’s Landscape Character Report, prepared by Amec (2014), assesses ability of 

the landscape to accommodate future residential development in areas of the Borough. The 

study provides evidence to inform the Local Plan, including LLP2. 

5.12 A number of landscape segments are identified around Chiddingfold, with the Site and 

additional sites identified as falling within segment CH01 B, which abuts the settlement edge. 

Within the Council’s assessment the analysis of the capacity of segment CH01 B notes the 

following: 

• “Th is  com pr ises  f i e l d s  and w ood lands , and i n  the cen t ra l  
a rea  r i ses  t o  a  sm a l l  h i l l ; 

• There  i s  l im i t ed  v i s i b i l i t y  in to  the  a rea  fu r ther  nor th , bu t  
v iew s in  f rom  the P etw or th  Road  c l ose  to  the  v i l l age; 

• The segm en t  i s  covered by  the  AONB , AGLV  and  Green  B e l t ; 
• There  i s  a  foot  pa th  runn ing  across  th i s  a rea  l i nk ing  the  

P etw or th  R oad  to  the  nor thern  pa r t  o f  t he  V i l l age; and  
• There  cou ld  be l im i t ed capac i ty  t o  the  nor th  o f  the ex i s t ing  

se t t lem en t  boundary  w here  deve lopm en t  can  be  v i sua l l y  
con ta ined  and  in terv i s ib i l i t y  i s  low . I n  the  nor thern  par t  o f  
the  segm en t  aw ay  f rom  the  set t l em en t  deve lopm en t  w ou ld  
be  m ore  l i k e ly  to  have  a  nega t i ve  im pac t  on  the  landscape.”  
(p.90) 

 
5.13 It should be noted that the CH01B segment comprises a relatively large area, which arcs around 

the north-eastern edge of Chiddingfold, extending from north of Hartsgrove in the west to 

Petworth Road in the east; and from Woodside Road in the south to Hartsgrove Hanger and 

North Bridge in the north. As such the report did not consider the Site or the additional sites 

on an individual basis, meaning that the vegetative enclosure and influence of adjacent built 

forms was not considered specifically for the Site.  

5.14 The evaluation for segment CH01B concludes that it has ‘Some’ landscape qualities; a ‘Limited’ 

contribution to settlement setting; a ‘Low’ visual prominence and ‘Low’ inter-visibility; a 

‘Moderate’ landscape sensitivity; and a ‘Medium’ landscape value. 

 Landscape Character Guidance 

NCA 121: Low Weald 

5.15 Within the Statements of Environmental Opportunity section of the NCA profile, a number of 

landscape management guidelines are identified including: 

• “SEO 1  -  P ro tec t , m anage and s ign i f i can t ly  enhance the  
a rea ’s  in t r i ca te  and  charac ter i s t i c  m ix  o f  sem i-na tu ra l  
anc i en t  w ood lands , g i l l  w ood land , shaw s, sm a l l  f i e l d  
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copses , hedgerow s  and  ind i v idua l  t r ees  t o  reduce  hab i ta t  
f ragm en ta t ion  and  benef i t  b i od ivers i ty , w h i l e  seek ing  to  
im prove and  encourage access  for  hea l th  and w e l l be ing  and  
re in fo rce  sense  o f  l oca l  i den t i ty  (p.15); and  

• Add i t iona l  Oppor tun i t y  1  -  P lan  for  t he  crea t ion  o f  h igh-
qua l i t y  b lue and  g reen  space and green  cor r i do rs  to  prov ide  
a  f ram ew ork  for  new  and  ex is t i ng  deve lopm en t  in  u rban  

• areas  and  a long  m ajo r  t ranspor t  rou tes  fo r  the  en joym en t  
and  w el lbe ing  o f  com m un i t i es  and  to  enhance  b iod i vers i ty .”  
(p.19) 

 
Surrey Landscape Assessment (2015) 

5.16 The county-wide landscape character assessment sets out a series of ‘landscape guidelines’ to 

guide management of the landscape and built development in the WW:  Wooded Low Weald 

Character Type, including: 

Land Management 

• “P ro tec t i on  and m anagem en t  o f  anc ien t  w ood lands and  
w ooded  g i l l s… ; 

• P rom ote t rad i t i ona l  w ood land m anagem en t  techn iques  
such  as  copp ic ing  w i th  l oca l  l andow ners  and  the fa rm ing  
com m un i ty  w here  app ropr ia te  to  m a in ta in  the  var ied  
charac ter  o f  the w ood lands; 

• Encourage susta inab le and  m u l t i -pu rpose w ood lands , 
sens i t i v e  m anagem en t  o f  p lan ta t ions , and  the  use  o f  l oca l l y  
app ropr ia te  spec i es ; 

• …  Encourage cons is t en t  m anagem en t  and  res tock ing  o f  
hedgerow s; 

• …  Seek  to  conserve  and  enhance the l ow  k ey , ru ra l  
charac ter  o f  t he  foo tpaths  th rough  the encou ragem ent  o f  
app ropr ia te  su r fa c ing , m a ter ia l s  and s ignage; and  

• M ain ta in  a reas  o f  unset t led  w ooded sk y l ine .”  (p.145) 

 
Built Development 

• “Conserve the  ru ra l , l a rge ly  unset t l ed  l andscape; 
• Conserve  the pa t tern  and  charac te r  o f  ex i s t i ng  set t l em en ts , 

res i s t i ng  fu r ther  spread o f  l ow  dens i ty  dw el l ings  and road  
in f ras t ruc tu re ; 

• Conserve and enhance  the  landscape se t t ing  to  v i l l ages  and  
edge of  se t t l em en t ; 

• Conserve  a reas  o f  und is tu rbed  w ooded  sk y l i ne ; 
• Any  new  deve lopm ent  shou ld  m a in ta in  the  enc losure  o f  t he  

w ooded  se t t i ng  and charac te r  o f  the su r round ing  
landscape; 

• Bu i l t  fo rm  shou ld  be  con ta ined  w i th in  a  w ooded  or  t r eed  
se t t ing; 

• Encourage use o f  t rad i t i ona l  bu i l d ing  m a ter i a l s  and  
s ignage. R efer  to  Sur rey  des ign  gu ides; Sur rey  Des ign  
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(Sur rey  Loca l  Governm en t  Assoc ia t i on)  and  Bu i ld ing  Des ign  
in  the  Su r rey  H i l l s  (Su r rey  H i l l s  AON B); 

• .... Ensu re  new  deve lopm en t  does  no t  im pac t  on  the  ex i s t i ng  
‘dark  sk ies ’  w i th in  th i s  sparse l y  se t t led  a rea . Des ign  o f  
l igh t ing  schem es  to  respec t  ru ra l  loca t i on , b iod ivers i t y  and  
dark  sk ies  a rea . (p. 145) 

 
Surrey Historic Landscape Characterisation (2001) 

5.17 The project was undertaken by Surrey County Council with backing from English Heritage and 

plots out the identifiable landscape types as observed in modern field patterns and land use. 

As presented within the Surrey County Council Interactive Mapping Service, the Site and 

additional sites fall within the Historic Landscape Type (HLT) 103 - Larger irregular assarts 

with wavy or mixed boundaries.  

5.18 The identifying characteristics of HLT 103 are described as “ la rge f ie ld s  o f  2 0  acres  p lus  

bounded  by  m a tu re  hedgerow s  and dom inated by  m a ture  t r ees  espec ia l l y  oak s . 

Sm a l l  a reas  o f  w ood land  abu t  them . Usua l l y  w here  a  fa rm  has  undergone sys tem at ic  

boundary  rem ova l ” . 
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6.0 LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL APPRAISAL OF THE SITE AND 

ADDITIONAL SITES 

Overview 

6.1 This section provides a landscape and visual appraisal of the Site, determining its potential 

capacity/suitability to accommodate residential development from a landscape and visual 

perspective. A landscape and visual appraisal is also provided for additional site 6 and 

additional site 7. 

6.2 The Site and the surrounding environment was visited in February 2019, with Site Appraisal 

Photographs A - I illustrating the existing character and features of the Site and additional 

sites, and the surrounding landscape within which they sit. The locations from which the Site 

Appraisal Photographs were taken are shown on Figure 4: Site Appraisal Plan. The visual 

context of the Site is illustrated by Site Context Photographs 1 - 12, the locations of which 

are illustrated on Figure 5: Visual Appraisal Plan. 

6.3 A landscape and visual appraisal has been undertaken to ascertain the existing character of 

the Site and to determine the relationship of the Site to its surroundings. This is accomplished 

through recording and analysing the existing landscape features and characteristics, the way 

the landscape is experienced, and the value or importance of the landscape and visual 

resources in the vicinity of the Site. The elements of the landscape that contribute to landscape 

character include the built and natural form, the pattern of features, detailing, scale, planting, 

land use and human perception. In this regard, landscape character is derived as a result of 

the perception of, and action and interaction between, natural and human factors. 

6.4 A visual appraisal has been undertaken to determine the relationship of the Site with its 

surroundings and its approximate extent of visibility within the wider landscape from publicly 

accessible locations, including from roads, footpaths and public open space. The potential 

visibility of the Site is largely determined by the intervening landform, as topographic features 

such as ridgelines and subtle undulations may curtail views towards the Site. In addition, land 

cover plays an important role in determining potential visibility as areas of woodland, tree belts 

or built forms may contribute to additional blocking, filtering or curtailing of views. 

Landscape and Visual Appraisal  

The Site 

6.5 As shown on Figure 4: Site Appraisal Plan, the Site is a roughly triangular-shaped parcel of 

land/field, approximately 1.3ha in area. It lies on the north-eastern edge of the built-up area 
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of Chiddingfold. The southern boundary is defined by the rear gardens of dwellings on 

Woodside Road; the north-western boundary by an area of mature woodland; and the eastern 

boundary by dense hedgerow vegetation and local track (shared with additional site 6).  

6.6 The landform of the Site is broadly level to very gently undulating, with heights ranging from 

55m AOD in the south-west to approximately 53m AOD in the north and east. However, as 

demonstrated by Site Appraisal Photograph B and C, this level change is not strongly 

perceived from within the Site. No watercourses or waterbodies are contained within the Site, 

although an unnamed drain extends along the north-western boundary that connects a series 

of small ponds located immediately to the north-west and north. 

6.7 As illustrated on Site Appraisal Photograph B – D the Site comprises an area of rough 

grassland and scrub vegetation (appears unmanaged) and dense vegetation, comprising 

woodland and hedgerows with numerous mature canopy trees, bounds the north-western and 

eastern boundaries of the Site. This dense vegetation provides a strong degree of physical and 

visual containment to the Site from the neighbouring areas (even during winter months), 

particularly to the north, north-west and north-east. This sense of enclosure is noted within 

the WBC LAA (as outlined in Section 2 of this report).  

6.8 As demonstrated by Site Appraisal Photographs A – C, the Site is flanked by substantial 

residential development on three sides – properties on Woodside Road to the south and south-

west; properties on Crofts Close to the west; and properties on Wildwood Close to the south-

east. These adjacent built forms are apparent from within the Site, particularly those to the 

south on Woodside Road. The surrounding built forms comprise predominantly two-storey 

detached and semi-detached properties, dating from the early-to-mid 20th century. The 

properties are arranged on sinuous roads and Culs-de-Sac and tend to be set within generous 

garden spaces and/or amenity open space, featuring numerous canopy trees, which helps to 

soften their appearance and breaks up their perceived massing.  

6.9 Site Appraisal Photographs A and B show a number of garages and sheds located within 

the south-east corner of the Site, as well as an access track connecting the south-east corner 

of the Site with Woodside Road (this track continues to the north, connecting with PRoW 211 

via additional site 6). In addition, overhead power lines cross the Site, with associated 

telegraph poles located in its north-west and south-east corners. These elements result in a 

cluttered, untidy character. 

6.10 The southern boundary of the Site is defined by the varied rear garden boundaries associated 

with the dwellings on Woodside Road, as demonstrated by Site Appraisal Photographs B 

and C. Also shown in these photographs is an area of what appears to be an artificial extension 

(illegal encroachment without the agreement of the landowner) of these gardens in terms of 
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mown lawn grass defined by post and wire fences, which contains numerous items of garden 

furniture and children’s play equipment. This area was noted as being “o f  a  subs tan t ia l l y  

d i f f eren t  charac ter  to  the  res t  o f  t he  Land  [the Site]”  within Surrey County Council’s 

decision letter on the application for Village Green status (see Section 2 above). This area, 

along with garages/sheds located within south-east corner of the Site and the adjacent 

residential properties, strongly influences the perceptual qualities of the Site, giving rise to a 

settlement-edge character and resulting in a limited sense of tranquillity.  

6.11 No Public Rights of Way (PRoW) traverse the Site, however PRoW 211 (Footpath) runs 

approximately 50m to the north, connecting Woodside Road and Hartsgrove to the west with 

Petworth Road (A283) to the east. Informal access is currently obtained along the access track 

extending from Woodside Road in the south to PRoW 211 in the north (via additional site 6). 

Informal access is also gained to southern areas of the Site (although this is an illegal 

encroachment without landowner consent and was assumed to be limited to the residents of 

adjacent properties within Surrey County Council’s decision letter on the application for Village 

Green status, as outlined in Section 2 of this report).  

6.12 Views towards the Site are limited to its immediate vicinity and where available are generally 

filtered by the intervening vegetation or glimpsed between built forms that form the boundaries 

of the Site. There is no one location where the Site can be seen in its entirety due to the 

vegetation and built forms enclosing the Site, as well as further intervening vegetation and 

built forms within the surrounding landscape/townscape.  

6.13 As described above, the Site is bounded by dense vegetation to the north-west and east. This 

provides a strong degree of physical and visual containment from neighbouring areas, including 

from: the majority of residential properties on Woodside Road and Crofts Close to the west 

and south-west (as demonstrated by Site Context Photograph 2 and 3) and Wildwood Close 

to the south-east (as demonstrated by Site Context Photograph 1); from PRoW 211 to the 

north and north-east (as demonstrated by Site Context Photograph 4 and 5); and from the 

informal footpaths that traverse additional site 6 to the east (views from this location are 

illustrated by Site Appraisal Photograph F and G). Existing built forms on Woodside Road 

to the south offer a similar level of containment, albeit with partially glimpsed views into the 

Site available between buildings. Glimpsed views are also available along the access track 

connecting to Woodside Road, as illustrated by Site Context Photograph 1. It should be 

noted, however, that views are likely to be available from the rear of the private properties 

immediately south of the Site on Woodside Road, particularly from upper storey windows (no 

Site Context Photographs available due to access constraints).  

6.14 Views towards the Site from the wider landscape to the south-west, west, north-west, north, 

north-east and east are curtailed by intervening vegetation, built forms and/or topographical 
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variation. Site Context Photographs 7, 11, 12 and 13 are taken from areas of higher 

ground, although despite the slightly elevated locations, views towards the Site are curtailed 

by intervening vegetation. 

6.15 Views from areas of Chiddingfold to the south, including from the village green and 

Chiddingfold Conservation Area, are restricted by intervening built forms and vegetation, as 

demonstrated by Site Context Photograph 10, which is taken from School Lane on the edge 

of Chiddingfold Cricket Ground.  

6.16 Based on the above, the capacity of the Site is considered to be Medium due to the following: 

• It is located within the Surrey Hills AONB, albeit existing substantial residential 

development abutting it to the west, south-west, south and south-east influence its 

character; 

• Despite being located within the AONB, the Site itself is not noteworthy for its scenic 

quality, insofar as it comprises a commonplace element – a field of rough grassland and 

scrub - adjoined by residential development. The adjoining built forms strongly 

influences the character of the Site, giving rise to a settlement-edge character; 

• It falls within the Green Belt, albeit it is identified as a broad area for potential 

adjustment to the Green Belt within the WBC LPP 1; 

• It comprises unmanaged rough grassland and scrub vegetation, bounded by dense 

hedgerow and woodland vegetation that is generally in good condition and should be 

retained and enhanced as part of any development;  

• It is located in a transitional area between a predominantly rural landscape to the north 

and suburban areas of Chiddingfold to the south, a transition marked by the presence 

of existing built forms flanking the Site, garages/sheds in the south-east corner, and an 

area of garden furniture and play equipment to the south. This detracts from the scenic 

and perceptual qualities of the Site, diminishes the sense of being within a countryside 

setting and gives rise to a settlement-edge character; 

• The Site contains no heritage assets, nor is likely to form part of the historic landscape 

setting of any heritage assets; 

• The Site currently offers no opportunity for public recreation where it is in private 

ownership, other than the illegal encroachment of areas of garden extension to the 

south of the Site without the agreement of the landowner (which appears to be used 

only by the residents in the adjacent properties). However, as noted above, the 

application for Village Green status was rejected by Surrey County Council in August 

2018; 

• Development within the Site would not extend the existing settlement extents of 

Chiddingfold further any further to the north or to the east of that which already exists, 



Land to the rear of The Croft, ChiddingfoldLandscape and Visual Appraisal of The Site and additional 
sites 

30120 28 April 2019 

and the existing boundaries would represent robust defensible boundaries, thus it would 

not result in the perception of sprawl in Green Belt terms (see Section 7 below). 

Furthermore, there is currently substantial built development present to the west, 

south-west, south and south-east, which strongly influence the character of the Site; 

and 

• Dense vegetation bounds the Site and generally restricts views into the Site, with only 

glimpsed views available through gaps in boundary vegetation and between existing 

built form, meaning development is unlikely to have significant adverse effects on 

surrounding visual receptors, including those located within the AONB. 

6.17 The key opportunities from a landscape and visual perspective for residential development are: 

• The Site is contained by existing mature vegetation, which could be retained and 

enhanced; 

• The Site is not publicly accessible and affords no opportunity for public recreation where 

in private ownership, other than the informal access currently available to the area of 

garden extension to the south of the Site, which is an illegal encroachment without 

landowner consent; 

• Potential for green infrastructure connections between the existing PRoW 211 to the 

north- and Woodside Road to the south; 

• There is an opportunity to integrate with the local development pattern and settlement 

morphology in terms of building height, massing, and the presence of amenity green 

space and mature canopy tree planting; 

• The perceptual qualities of the Site are strongly influenced by the adjoining built forms 

resulting in a limited sense of tranquillity; 

• There is an opportunity to utilise locally distinctive landscape features to help 

development integrate with the surrounding landscape, including local vernacular and 

locally characteristic native species of vegetation; 

• It is adjacent to the existing road network, including Woodside Road and Petworth Road 

(A283); 

• Due to its broadly level to gently undulating topography there will be limited 

requirements for cut and fill; 

• Development within the Site would form a logical and coherent extension to the existing 

developed area with well-defined boundaries, integrating with the existing settlement 

pattern/morphology resulting in no physical or perceptual sense of sprawl; and 

• No substantial vegetation is located within the Site, only unmanaged scrub and rough 

grassland. 

6.18 The key constraints from a landscape and visual perspective include: 
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• The Site falls within the Surrey Hills AONB; 

• The Site falls within the London Area Green Belt, which is a functional spatial planning 

designation, albeit it was identified as a broad area for potential adjustment to the 

Green Belt on Plan 3 of the WBC LPP 1 (February 2018); and 

• Development should be offset from the existing boundary vegetation to respect the 

extent of Root Protection Areas (the extent of which should be determined by an 

arboricultural survey). 

6.19 A series of design considerations for the development of the Site have been identified as a 

result of the findings of the LVA and include:  

• The existing boundary vegetation of the Site should be retained, reinforced and 

enhanced to maintain the level of physical and visual enclosure, thus softening and 

breaking up views towards the proposed built forms. This will also help create a 

defensible Green Belt boundary (in compliance with NPPF Green Belt policy, paragraph 

139); 

• Ensure that any built forms are offset in relation to the root protection areas of existing 

vegetation to be retained (in accordance with BS 5837:2012 and good arboricultural 

practice); 

• Ensure that the introduced built forms are designed to contribute positively to the sense 

of place and local distinctiveness and respond appropriately to the character and 

appearance of its surroundings. This can be achieved by using an appropriate height 

and massing and by using materials that reflect and complement the local vernacular 

and exhibit a high quality of design (materiality to take its cue from adjacent existing 

buildings, including listed buildings within Chiddingfold);  

• Built forms should be between 1 and 2 storeys high to avoid intruding onto skyline 

views; 

• Green open space at the south of the development to provide a green gateway into the 

development and to provide an offset between the existing dwellings on Woodside Road. 

This would include structural planting to help filter and soften views towards the 

development from the existing dwellings to the south; 

• Soften the appearance of the northern and north-eastern edge of the developed area 

by ensuring that built forms are set within structural planting to provide a sensitive 

transition between the built-up edge of Chiddingfold and the wider agricultural 

landscape to the north and north-east. Such measures will help to reduce the visual 

influence of the Proposed Development;  

• Mature canopy trees (using locally distinctive species) should be incorporated into open 

spaces, garden spaces and along streets/linear open spaces to break up the perceived 

massing of the proposed built forms, to integrate with the well-wooded character of the 
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surrounding landscape, and to contribute to the ‘Woodland’ special quality of the Surry 

Hills AONB; and 

• Introduce pedestrian and cycle connections through the Site to provide connection 

between Woodside Road in the south and PRoW 211 in the north, thus enhancing local 

pedestrian connectivity and the ‘Recreation and Tourism’ special quality of the AONB. 

Additional Sites 

6.20 The following provides a landscape and visual appraisal of the additional sites (additional site 

6 and additional site 7), determining their potential capacity/suitability to accommodate 

residential development from a landscape and visual perspective. 

Additional Site 6 

6.21 As shown on Figure 4: Site Appraisal Plan, additional site 6 is an irregular-shaped parcel of 

land/field, approximately 1.5ha in area, located on the north-eastern edge of Chiddingfold. The 

western boundary is defined by dense hedgerow and mature tree vegetation (shared with the 

Site); the southern boundary by dense vegetation, beyond which lies several residential 

properties on Wildwood Close; the eastern boundary by a dense belt of vegetation (shared 

with additional site 7); and the north-western boundary by an open ditch and post and wire 

fence.  

6.22 The topography of the Site is flat to gently undulating, with the landform falling gradually from 

approximately 55m AOD in the south-west to approximately 50m AOD in the north and east. 

This gradual change in levels is perceptible from within additional site 6, particularly to the 

north and east, as demonstrated by Site Appraisal Photograph E, F and G. No watercourses 

or waterbodies are contained within the Site, although the areas of lower ground to the north 

and east feature drains and there is a small pond immediately to the north.   

6.23 Internal areas of additional site 6 comprise rough grassland, with occasional areas of scrub 

vegetation and mature canopy trees, as demonstrated by Site Appraisal Photograph E – G. 

Internal areas are enclosed by dense hedgerow vegetation with mature canopy trees to the 

west (shared boundary with the Site), south and east (shared boundary with additional site 7). 

This provides a strong degree of physical and visual containment to the Site from the 

neighbouring areas (even during winter months). In contrast the north-western boundary is 

defined by a ditch and post and wire fencing, dividing it from a field to the north, which results 

in a more open aspect, as demonstrated by Site Appraisal Photograph F. 

6.24 The site is flanked by residential dwellings on Wildwood Close to the south, which are apparent 

from within the site as demonstrated by Site Appraisal Photograph E – G. Further residential 

properties are located to the south-west on Woodside Road, although the dense hedgerow 
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vegetation along the western boundary (that shared with the Site) means that these built forms 

are not generally apparent from within additional site 6. The presence of the adjoining built 

forms detracts from the scenic and perceptual qualities of the site, diminishing the sense of 

being within a countryside setting.  

6.25 Whilst there are no PRoWs that traverse additional site 6, there are a number of informal 

footpaths/tracks passing through it, as can be seen in Site Appraisal Photographs E – G. 

These informal routes connect Woodside Road in the south (via the access track within the 

Site) with PRoW 211 in the north, which passes approximately 10m to the north of additional 

site 6.   

6.26 The only clear views available towards additional site 6 are from PRoW 211 to the north, as 

illustrated by Site Context Photograph 4 and 5. Open views of the internal areas of 

additional site 6 are available due to a lack of vegetation on the north-western boundary, which 

is defined by post and wire fencing. It should be noted, however, that views are likely to be 

available from the rear of private properties immediately south of the Site on Wildwood Close, 

particularly from upper storey windows (no Site Context Photographs available due to access 

constraints). 

6.27 From further afield, views towards additional site 6 are generally restricted due to the 

vegetation bounding the Site, as well as further intervening vegetation, built forms and/or 

topography within the surrounding landscape/townscape. This includes from areas of 

Chiddingfold to the south, including from the village green and Chiddingfold Conservation Area, 

as demonstrated by Site Context Photograph 10; and from areas of higher ground within 

the wider surrounding landscape to the south-west, west, north-west, north, north-east and 

east, as demonstrated by Site Context Photographs 7, 11, 12 and 13.  

6.28 Based on the above, the capacity of additional site 6 is considered to be Medium-Low due to 

the following: 

• It is located within the Surrey Hills AONB and the London Area Green Belt, although 

there is existing residential development flanking it to the south which influences its 

character; 

• It falls within the Green Belt, albeit it is identified as a broad area for potential 

adjustment to the Green Belt in the WBC LPP 1; 

• It comprises rough grassland and occasional scrub vegetation and mature canopy trees, 

bounded by dense hedgerow and woodland vegetation. The enclosing vegetation and 

the mature canopy trees within the Site generally appear in good condition and should 

be retained and enhanced as part of any development;  
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• It is located in a transitional area between a predominantly rural landscape to the north 

and suburban areas of Chiddingfold to the south, a transition marked by the presence 

of existing built forms flanking the Site to the south. The presence of the adjoining built 

forms detract from the scenic and perceptual qualities of the site, diminishing the sense 

of being within a countryside setting; 

• The Site contains no heritage assets, nor is likely to form part of the historic landscape 

setting of any heritage assets; 

• The Site currently offers public recreation in the form of informal footpaths/tracks 

connecting Woodside Road in the south with PRoW 211 in the north; 

• Whilst development within the Site would not extend the settlement extents of 

Chiddingfold further to the north or to the east, its development in isolation would cause 

an incoherent extension to the settlement pattern and morphology to the north and 

may result in the perception of sprawl in Green Belt terms (see Section 7 below). 

However, there is currently substantial built development present to the west, south-

west and south, which influence the character of the Site; and 

• Whilst open views are available into the site from areas in proximity to the north (due 

to the north-western boundary being defined by post and wire fencing), dense 

vegetation bounds the Site to the east, south and west generally restricts views into 

the Site. This means that development is unlikely to have significant adverse effects on 

the majority of surrounding visual receptors, including those located within the AONB. 

 

Additional Site 7 

6.29 As shown on Figure 4: Site Appraisal Plan, additional site 7 is an irregular shaped elongated 

field, approximately 2.8ha in area, located off Petworth Road on the north-eastern edge of 

Chiddingfold. The western boundary is defined a dense belt of vegetation (shared with 

additional site 6); the northern boundary by dense hedgerow vegetation; the north-eastern 

boundary by an open ditch and post and wire fence; the south-eastern boundary by a low 

hedgerow lining Petworth Road (the A283); and the southern boundary by dense hedgerow 

vegetation and an area of mature canopy trees surrounding the church yard.  

6.30 The topography of the Site is gently undulating with landform gradually rising from 

approximately 53m AOD in the west to approximately 63m in the east; the rising landform is 

more marked to the east in the vicinity of Petworth Road and the Church of St Teressa of Avila, 

as demonstrated by Site Appraisal Photograph H and I. No watercourses or waterbodies 

are contained within the Site, although a drain runs along the western boundary.   

6.31 As demonstrated by Site Appraisal Photograph I, additional site 7 comprises a large open 

arable field. The majority of the western part of site is enclosed by dense hedgerow vegetation 
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and belts of vegetation with mature canopy trees, resulting in a strong degree of physical and 

visual containment from the neighbouring areas (even during winter months). However, in 

contrast eastern parts of the site are more open, owing to the north-eastern and south-eastern 

boundaries being defined by a ditch and low hedgerow respectively, as demonstrated by Site 

Appraisal Photograph H and I (The more open nature to the east of the Site is noted within 

WBC’s Green Belt Settlement Boundary Review Topic Paper - see Section 2 above). 

6.32 Western parts of additional site 7 are flanked by residential dwellings on Queens Mead and 

Woodside Road to the south-west; and eastern parts by FB Cottages and the Church of St 

Teressa of Avila to the south-east and by properties on Petworth Road to the east. These built 

forms are apparent from within the site, as demonstrated by Site Appraisal Photograph H 

and I. The adjacent built forms influence the character of the Site and give rise to a settlement-

edge character. This settlement-edge character is reinforced by the presence of the busy 

Petworth Road (A283) on the site’s eastern boundary, with passing traffic readily perceptible 

from within the site, both audibly and visibly, resulting in a limited sense of tranquillity. 

6.33 There are no PRoW that traverse additional site 7, and due to its arable land use it offers no 

public access.   

6.34 The only views towards the Site are limited to locations in close proximity and where available 

are generally filtered by the intervening vegetation that forms the boundaries of the site. Views 

towards eastern parts of the site are available from Petworth Road, including to people 

travelling into Chiddingfold from the north-east. However, these are filtered through 

intervening hedgerow vegetation lining Petworth Road, as illustrated by Site Context 

Photograph 7 and 8. It should be noted that views are also likely to be available from the 

rear of private properties immediately south-west, south and south-east of the Site on 

Wildwood Close, Queens Mead and FB Cottages, particularly from upper storey windows (no 

Site Context Photographs available due to access constraints). 

6.35 Partial filtered views are also available towards additional site 7 from the church yard 

associated with the Church of St Teressa of Avila, as shown in Site Context Photograph 9. 

Similar filtered views are also obtained from the village green and Chiddingfold Conservation 

Area to the south, as demonstrated by Site Context Photograph 10.  

6.36 From further afield, views towards additional site 7 are generally restricted by the vegetation 

bounding the Site, as well as further intervening vegetation, built forms and/or topography 

within the surrounding landscape/townscape. This includes from areas of higher ground within 

the wider surrounding landscape to the south-west, west, north-west, north, north-east and 

east, as demonstrated by Site Context Photographs 7, 11, 12 and 13.  
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6.37 Based on the above, the capacity of additional site 7 is considered to be Medium-Low due to 

the following: 

• It is located within the Surrey Hills AONB, although the presence of built development 

flanking it to the south and Petworth Road (A283) to the east, strongly influences its 

character; 

• It falls within the Green Belt, albeit it is identified as a broad area for potential 

adjustment to the Green Belt within the WBC LPP 1; 

• It comprises of an arable field, bounded by dense hedgerow and woodland vegetation 

to the west. The enclosing vegetation is generally in good condition and should be 

retained and enhanced as part of any development;  

• It is located in a transitional area between a predominantly rural landscape to the north 

and east and suburban areas of Chiddingfold to the south and west, a transition marked 

by the presence of existing built forms flanking the Site to the south and east. The 

presence of the adjoining built forms and the busy Petworth Road (A283) detracts from 

the scenic and perceptual qualities of the site, diminishing the sense of being within a 

countryside setting; 

• The Site contains no heritage assets, nor is likely to form part of the historic landscape 

setting of any heritage assets; 

• The Site currently offers no opportunity for public recreation; 

• Whilst development within the Site would not extend the settlement extents of 

Chiddingfold further to the north or to the east, its development in isolation would cause 

an incoherent extension of the settlement pattern and morphology to the north-east 

and may result in the perception of sprawl in Green Belt terms (see Section 7 below). 

However, there is currently substantial built development present to the south, south-

west and east, which influence the character of the Site; and 

• Whilst open views are available into the site from areas in close proximity to the east 

(due to the north-eastern boundary being defined by an open ditch, post and wire 

fencing and low hedgerow vegetation), dense vegetation bounds the Site to the west, 

which generally restricts views into the Site. This means that development is unlikely 

to have significant adverse effects on the majority of surrounding visual receptors. 
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built form tends to 
detract from the 
perceptual qualities of 
the Site and surrounding 
area.  

this would have a limited 
effect on surrounding 
areas due to the 
enclosing vegetation and 
the context of existing 
built development to the 
south, south-west and 
south-east, hence it 
would not be 
uncharacteristic 

Visual factors 

Availability of views Views towards the Site 
are limited due to the 
vegetation and built 
forms enclosing the Site, 
as well as further 
intervening vegetation 
and built forms within the 
surrounding 
landscape/townscape. 

The development of the 
site is only likely to affect 
views from the adjoining 
residential properties to 
the south (Woodside 
Road) and from informal 
footpaths to the east 

Limited 

Views towards landmark 
features / buildings from 
the site 

There are no PRoWs on 
the site, although the 
area to the south is used 
informally by local 
residents (illegal 
encroachment without 
landowner consent). 
There are no listed 
buildings within the site, 
although one Grade II 
listed buildings is located 
to the west on the 
opposite side of 
Woodside Road. 

Potential for localised 
views from the southern 
part of the site; the 
Grade II listed building to 
the west on the opposite 
side of Woodside Road is 
not inter-visible with the 
Site. 

Limited to None 

Scenic quality Typically representative 
of land on the settlement 
edge, influenced by 
existing built form within 
vicinity of the site 

The Site itself has a 
limited scenic quality - it 
is well contained and 
does not strongly 
contribute to the wider 
scenic quality 

None 

Landscape value 

Cultural value: National, 
county or local 
designations 

Within the Green Belt, 
and within Surrey Hills 
AONB  

See tables below for analysis of contribution 
site makes to the Green Belt and the 
contribution that the site makes to the Surrey 
Hills AONB special qualities 

Historic designations 
(Conservation Area or 
Listed Buildings) 

One Grade II listed 
building approximately 
80m to the west and 
Chiddingfold 
Conservation Area 
approximately 50m to the 
south-east 

Limited to no potential 
effect on the setting of 
listed building and 
conservation area; 
limited to no inter-
visibility between the Site 
and these heritage 
assets. 

Limited to None 

Any relevant policy 
designations (for 

None. Application for 
Village Green status was 

NA None 
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7.2 As demonstrated above, residential development within the site is likely to have potential 

effects with regards to: 

• Very limited loss of selective sections of boundary vegetation associated with access 

(access track to south-east corner already in existence); 

• Introduction of built forms into a predominantly undeveloped parcel of land, albeit in 

the context of existing built development adjoining to the south, south-west and south-

east; 

• Limited addition to the settlement pattern, albeit not extending any further north or 

east than existing built forms within Chiddingfold; and 

• Potential adverse effect on limited private views (i.e. from dwellings immediately to the 

south of Woodside Road). 

7.3 Overall the potential implication of development on the Site would be Limited. 

Green Belt Considerations 

7.4 The Site (along with the two additional sites) was identified within WBC’s Green Belt Review 

(2014) as falling within area C42. The summary assessment determines that the C42 area 

makes a “ Con t r i bu t ion ”  to the purposes of Green Belt. However, the report goes on to state: 

“…  The topography  and  heav i l y  w ooded  character  o f  t he  a rea  m eans tha t  there  i s  an  

oppor tun i ty  t o  ex p lore w hether  the  v i l l age  cou ld  be rem oved f rom  the G reen  B e l t  

example open space 
designation)  

rejected by Surrey 
County Council. 

Notable landscape 
features within / 
adjoining the site 

Ancient Woodland 
approximately 60m to the 
north 

Limited to no potential 
effect on the woodland; 
development could be 
offset from the woodland 
by an appropriate 
distance 

Limited to None 

Rarity of features None NA None 

Representativeness of 
site 

The site does not contain 
any particular 
characteristics or 
features important to the 
character area, with the 
exception of woodland 
and hedges adjoining it. 

The vegetation bounding 
the Site could be largely 
retained 

None 

Additional considerations  

WBC LPP1 (February 
2018) and WBC LAA (May 
2018)  

The WBC Preferred Options LPP1 identifies the Site as falling within a 
“B road  a rea  fo r  poten t i a l  ad jus tm en t  to  G reen  Be l t  boundary” . The 
WBC LAA (May 2018) identifies the Site as being potentially suitable for 
development. It states (p.226) “ the  s i t e  i s  f l a t  and  i s  w e l l  s c reened 
by  m atu re  t r ees  a long  t he  boundar i es ” . 
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extend any further north than the existing built forms to the 
north-west of the Site (i.e. on Woodside Road and Hartsgrove).  

To assist in 
safeguarding the 
countryside from 
encroachment 

There are currently built forms (garages and sheds) located in 
the south-east corner of the Site, and built development adjoins 
it to the south-west, south and south-east. This has a 
suburbanising effect and limits the perception of the vicinity of 
the Site being rural in character, such that development within 
the Site would have limited perceived effect of encroachment into 
the wider landscape. In addition, the Site is contained by dense 
hedgerows and woodland, which offers a degree of physical and 
visual containment, meaning development within the Site would 
have a limited suburbanising influence. 

Limited 

To preserve the 
setting and special 
character of 
historic towns 

The Site is separated from the historic core of Chiddingfold by 
subsequent suburban development (predominantly dating to the 
20th century). Therefore, the Site does not have a physical, 
visual or character connection with the historic part of the 
village. 

None 

Overall Contribution Limited  

 

7.8 The NPPF states that the key characteristics of the Green Belt are " the i r  openness  and the i r  

perm anence" . The majority of the Site is considered to be inherently open due to it 

comprising an area of open grassland and scrub vegetation, albeit with built forms within the 

south-east corner and physically adjoined by built development to the south, south-west and 

south-east. Despite the physical and technical reduction in openness that would occur should 

the Site be developed, the perceived reduction in terms of reality on the ground would be 

limited due to the built-up context and the well-contained nature of the Site. Any development 

would appear as a coherent extension to the existing settlement pattern/morphology and would 

be in keeping with the settlement-edge character of the Site and existing suburban character 

of areas to the south and west. Moreover, the Site is contained by dense boundary vegetation, 

which would serve to physically and visually contain introduced built forms and thus further 

diminish any potential perceived sense of sprawl and encroachment within the surrounding 

landscape.  

Special Qualities of the AONB  

7.9 The Site is located within the Surrey Hills AONB. The AONB Management Plan 2014-2019 

describes the landscape of the AONB as a “… m osa ic  o f  fa rm land, w ood land, hea ths , 

dow ns  and  com m ons… ” . The management plan identifies the aspects that contribute to the 

special qualities of the AONB, as outlined in Section 1 above. The table below provides 

comment and a high-level assessment with regard to the contribution that the Site makes to 

each of the special qualities identified within the management plan. 
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7.10 This demonstrates that overall the Site makes a Limited to No contribution to the special 

qualities and features of the Surrey Hills AONB. It makes a limited contribution to recreation 

and tourism through offering the opportunity for quiet enjoyment of the AONB via informal 

access to areas of garden extension to the south of the Site, albeit this is an illegal 

encroachment without landowner consent. However, the presence of adjoining built form on 

the settlement edge of Chiddingfold strongly influences the scenic quality and character of the 

Site, giving rise to a settlement-edge character. In addition, the dense vegetation bounding 

Recreation 
and 
Tourism 

With regard to Policy RT3 (viewpoints), there are no 
significant viewpoints or views within or adjacent to 
the site. With regard to Policy RT6 (quiet enjoyment 
of the AONB), there are no PRoW within the site, 
although informal access is obtainable to the south of 
the Site, albeit this is an illegal encroachment without 
landowner consent and is likely to be restricted to 
residents in adjoining dwellings. There is a limited 
opportunity for quiet enjoyment of the AONB in this 
location. 

Limited contribution  

Land Use 
and 
Planning 

With regard to Policy LU1, great weight should be 
attached to any adverse impact that a development 
proposal would have on the amenity, landscape and 
scenic beauty. In terms of amenity, there is no current 
public access through PRoWs or open space within the 
site, and the informal access currently obtainable to 
the south of the Site is an illegal encroachment 
without landowner consent. In terms of landscape and 
scenic beauty, the site itself has limited scenic quality 
(as described above). 

With regard to Policy LU2, development will respect 
the character of the locality, giving particular 
attention to potential impacts on ridgelines, public 
views, tranquillity and light pollution. 

In terms of the character of the locality, it is heavily 
influenced by adjoining built forms and the settlement 
edge of Chiddingfold. 

In terms of impacts on ridgelines, the site is a 
significant distance from any ridgelines and therefore 
makes no contribution to these features. 

In terms of public views, the site is visible from a very 
limited and localised number of receptors, such as 
residents on Woodside Road immediately to the south. 

In terms of tranquillity, the Site has a sense of 
tranquillity in places (due to it being an open 
undeveloped field), although the presence of built 
forms in the south-east corner of the Site and of 
adjoining built form to the south, south-west and 
south-east, tends to detract from the perceptual 
qualities of the Site and surrounding area. 

In terms of light pollution, the site is adjoined and 
influenced by existing light sources, namely the 
settlement of Chiddingfold to the north and north-
east. 

No contribution to amenity, 
scenic beauty, impacts on 
views, impacts on ridgelines, 
or on potential for light 
pollution 

 

Limited contribution to 
tranquillity, albeit in the 
context of adjoining built 
development 
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Sense of 
tranquillity 

Whilst the Site has a 
sense of tranquillity in 
places (due to it 
comprising an open 
undeveloped field), the 
presence of adjoining 
built form to the south 
tends to detract from the 
perceptual qualities of 
the site and surrounding 
area 

Development would 
affect the Site by 
introducing additional 
built forms into a 
currently undeveloped 
parcel of land, although 
this would have a limited 
effect on surrounding 
areas due to the 
enclosing vegetation and 
the context of existing 
built development to the 
south, south-west and 
south-east 

Some to Limited 

Visual factors 

Availability of 
views 

Views towards the Site 
are limited to its 
immediate vicinity to the 
north (e.g. from PRoW 
211); from elsewhere 
views are generally 
curtailed by the 
vegetation that forms the 
boundaries of the Site as 
well as further 
intervening vegetation, 
built forms and/or 
topography within the 
surrounding 
landscape/townscape   

The development of the 
site is only likely to affect 
views from PRoW 211 to 
the north and views from 
the adjoining private 
residential properties to 
the south (Wildwood 
Close) 

Some to Limited  

Views towards 
landmark features 
/ buildings from the 
site 

There are no PRoWs on 
the site, although it is 
accessible via a number 
of informal 
footpaths/tracks. There 
are no listed buildings 
within the site, and whilst 
one Grade II listed 
buildings is located to the 
west, this is separated 
from site 6 by intervening 
built form on Woodside 
Road. 

Potential for localised 
views from the site; the 
Grade II listed buildings 
to the west is not inter-
visible with the Site. 

Limited to None 

Scenic quality Typically representative 
of land on the settlement 
edge, influenced by 
existing built form within 
vicinity of the site 

The Site itself has a 
limited scenic quality - it 
is generally well-
contained and does not 
strongly contribute to the 
wider scenic quality 

None 

Landscape value 

Cultural value: 
National, county or 
local designations 

Within the Green Belt, 
and within (on the edge 
of) Surrey Hills AONB  

See tables below for analysis of contribution site 
makes to the Green Belt and the contribution that the 
site makes to the Surrey Hills AONB special qualities 

Historic 
designations 
(Conservation Area 
or Listed Buildings) 

One Grade II listed 
buildings approximately 
180m to the west and 
Chiddingfold 

Limited to no potential 
effect on the setting of 
listed buildings and 
conservation area; 

Limited to None 
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7.11 As demonstrated above, residential development within additional site 6 is likely to have 

adverse effects with regard to: 

• Limited loss of selective sections of boundary vegetation associated with access; 

• Introduction of built forms into a currently undeveloped parcel of land, albeit in the 

context of existing built development adjacent to the south; 

• Limited addition to the settlement pattern in a northerly direction, which (if developed 

in isolation) would be perceived as an incoherent extension to the settlement 

pattern/morphology; and 

• Potential adverse effect on limited public and private views (e.g. from PRoW 211 to the 

north and residential properties to the south). 

7.12 Overall the potential implication of development on additional site 6 would be Some to Limited. 

Green Belt Considerations 

7.13 As with the Site, additional site 6 was identified within WBC’s Green Belt Review (2014) as 

falling within area C42 (see description for the Site above).  

Conservation Area 
approximately 150m to 
the south-east 

limited to no inter-
visibility between the Site 
and these heritage 
assets. 

Any relevant policy 
designations (for 
example open 
space designation)  

None NA None 

Notable landscape 
features within / 
adjoining the site 

Ancient Woodland 
(Stillers Copse) 
approximately 40m to the 
north-east 

Limited to no potential 
effect on the woodland; 
development could be 
offset from the woodland 
by an appropriate 
distance  

Limited to None 

Rarity of features None NA None 

Representativeness 
of site 

The site does not contain 
any particular 
characteristics or 
features important to the 
character area, with the 
exception of hedgerows 
with mature canopy trees 
that adjoins it. 

The vegetation bounding 
the Site could be largely 
retained 

None 

Additional considerations  

WBC LPP1 
(February 2018)  

Preferred Options LPP1 identifies the Site as falling within a “ B road  a rea  fo r  
poten t i a l  ad jus tm en t  to  G reen  Be l t  boundary” .   
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7.18 This demonstrates that overall additional site 6 site makes a Limited contribution to the special 

qualities and features of the Surrey Hills AONB, including through offering the opportunity for 

recreation and tourism, via a number of informal footpaths/tracks and some contribution to 

biodiversity. However, it is influenced by the presence of adjoining built form on the settlement 

edge of Chiddingfold to the south, with the adjoining built development influencing the scenic 

quality and character of the Site and diminishing the sense of being within a countryside 

setting. In addition, the dense vegetation bounding the Site means that the Site has a reduced 

visual envelope and contributes little to the wider scenic quality. 

contribution to biodiversity, it is not possible at this stage to 
ascertain the likely ecological value of additional site 6. Any 
development could retain and enhance any Site boundary features 
that are identified as important to biodiversity through an 
appropriate management strategy for the site. 

Historic and 
Cultural 
Heritage 

There are no features of historic or cultural value located within 
the Site and it is unlikely to form part of the historic landscape 
setting of any heritage assets. 

No contribution 

Recreation 
and Tourism 

With regard to Policy RT3 (viewpoints), there are no significant 
viewpoints or views within or adjacent to the site. With regard to 
Policy RT6 (quiet enjoyment of the AONB), whilst there are no 
PRoWs within the site, informal access is obtainable via a number 
of footpaths/tracks that connect to PRoW 211 to the north. There 
is some opportunity for quiet enjoyment of the AONB in this 
location. 

Some to Limited 
contribution  

Land Use and 
Planning 

With regard to Policy LU1, great weight should be attached to any 
adverse impact that a development proposal would have on the 
amenity, landscape and scenic beauty. 

In terms of amenity, there is no current public access through 
PRoWs or open space within the site, although informal access is 
obtainable via a number of footpaths. 

In terms of landscape and scenic beauty, the site itself has limited 
scenic quality (as described above). 

With regard to Policy LU2, development will respect the character 
of the locality, giving particular attention to potential impacts on 
ridgelines, public views, tranquillity and light pollution. 

In terms of the character of the locality, it is influenced by 
adjoining built forms and the settlement edge of Chiddingfold. 

In terms of impacts on ridgelines, the site is a significant distance 
from any ridgelines and therefore makes no contribution to these 
features. 

In terms of public views, the site is visible from a very limited and 
localised number of receptors, such as users of PRoW 211 to the 
north. 

In terms of tranquillity, the Site has a sense of tranquillity in places 
(due to it being an open undeveloped field), although the presence 
of adjoining built form to the south tends to detract from the 
perceptual qualities of the Site and surrounding area. 

In terms of light pollution, the site is adjoined and influenced by 
existing light sources, namely the settlement of Chiddingfold to the 
south and west 

No contribution 
to amenity, 
scenic beauty, 
impacts on 
views, impacts 
on ridgelines, or 
on potential for 
light pollution 

 

Limited 
contribution to 
tranquillity, 
albeit in the 
context of 
adjoining built 
development 
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Availability of 
views 

Views towards the Site 
are generally limited to 
its immediate vicinity, 
including from Petworth 
Road (A283) to the east; 
where available views 
are generally filtered by 
the intervening 
vegetation that forms 
the boundaries of the 
Site; from elsewhere 
views are generally 
curtailed by the 
vegetation that forms 
the boundaries of the 
Site as well as further 
intervening vegetation, 
built forms and/or 
topography within the 
surrounding 
landscape/townscape   

The development of the 
site is only likely to affect 
views from Petworth 
Road to the east; views 
from the adjoining 
residential properties to 
the south-west, south 
and south-east 
(Wildwood Close, Queens 
Mead and FB Cottages); 
and views from the 
churchyard of Church of 
St Teressa of Avila. Areas 
to the west are more 
visually enclosed due to 
dense boundary 
vegetation 

Some to Limited 

Views towards 
landmark features 
/ buildings from the 
site 

There are no PRoWs on 
the site; There are no 
listed buildings within the 
site, and whilst one 
Grade II listed buildings 
is located approximately 
100m to the north-east, 
inter-visibility with the 
additional site 7 is 
limited. 

No views from the site; 
the Grade II listed 
buildings to the north-
east is not inter-visible 
with the Site. 

None 

Scenic quality Typically representative 
of land on the settlement 
edge, influenced by 
existing built form and an 
A road within vicinity of 
the site; Along with other 
adjacent fields to the 
north, it contributes to 
the rural setting of 
Chiddingfold, in 
particular in being viewed 
on approach along 
Petworth Road from the 
north-east. 

The Site itself has a 
limited scenic quality, 
comprising a 
commonplace arable field 
that is well contained; to 
the west it has a very 
limited contribution to 
the wider scenic quality; 
more open nature of the 
site to the east will mean 
a limited contribution to 
the wider scenic quality 
and setting of the village 
when approached from 
the north-east 

Limited to None 

Landscape value 

Cultural value: 
National, county or 
local designations 

Within the Green Belt, 
and within (on the edge 
of) Surrey Hills AONB  

See tables below for analysis of contribution site 
makes to the Green Belt and on the contribution that 
the site makes to the Surrey Hills AONB special 
qualities 

Historic 
designations 
(Conservation Area 
or Listed Buildings) 

The southeast part of the 
site lies approximately 
50m from Chiddingfold 
Conservation Area; one 
Grade II listed buildings 
is located approximately 
100m to the north-east   

Limited to no potential 
effect on the setting of 
listed buildings; Some 
potential effect on the 
setting of the 
conservation area. 

Some to Limited  
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7.19 As demonstrated above, residential development within additional site 7 is likely to have 

adverse effects with regards to: 

• Introduction of built forms into a currently undeveloped parcel of land, albeit in the 

context of existing built development and road infrastructure adjacent; 

• Loss of selective sections of boundary vegetation associated with access; 

• Addition to the settlement pattern in a northerly and easterly direction, which would be 

perceived as an incoherent extension to the settlement pattern/morphology; and 

• Potential adverse effect on public and private views. 

7.20 Overall the potential implication of development additional site 7 would be Some to Limited. 

Green Belt Considerations 

7.21 As with the Site, additional site 7 was identified within WBC’s Green Belt Review (2014) as 

falling within area C42 (see description for the Site above).   

7.22 Based on the recommendations of the WBC Green Belt Review (2014), the WBC Green Belt 

Settlement Boundary Review Topic Paper (May 2018) sets out the reasoning for detailed 

changes to the Green Belt. Additional site 7 is covered by land parcel C1, for which the following 

Any relevant policy 
designations (for 
example open 
space designation)  

None NA None 

Notable landscape 
features within / 
adjoining the site 

Churchyard of Church of 
St Teressa of Avila 
immediately to the south, 
including Priority Habitat 
Inventory – Deciduous 
Woodland 

Limited to no potential 
effect on the churchyard 
or woodland; 
development could be 
offset from the woodland 
by an appropriate 
distance 

Limited to None 

Rarity of features None NA None 

Representativeness 
of site 

The site does not contain 
any particular 
characteristics or 
features important to the 
character area, with the 
exception tree belts and 
of hedges forming its 
boundaries. 

The vegetation bounding 
the Site could be largely 
retained 

None 

Additional considerations  

The WBC LAA (May 
2018) 

Preferred Options LPP1 identifies the Site as falling within a “ B road  a rea  fo r  
poten t i a l  ad jus tm en t  to  G reen  Be l t  boundary” .   The WBC LAA (May 2018) 
identifies the Site as being potentially suitable for development although states 
(p.97-98) “The  sou theas t  pa r t  o f  the  s i t e , i n c lud ing  poten t i a l  access f rom  
the  A283  and ad jo in s  a  Conserva t i on  A rea”  and that “ t h i s  a rea  i s  
cons idered  m ore  p rom inen t , there fore  requ i r i ng  ca re fu l  des ign” . 
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7.26 This demonstrates that overall additional site 7 makes a Limited contribution to the special 

qualities and features of the Surrey Hills AONB, including through a contribution to farming 

and historic and cultural heritage (a physical and visual connection with Chiddingfold 

Conservation Area). However, the site is influenced by the audible noise and presence of 

vehicle movement along the adjacent A283 to the east, as well as the presence of the 

settlement edge of Chiddingfold to the south and west, which strongly influences the scenic 

quality and character of the Site, giving rise to a settlement-edge character.  

 

Recreation 
and 
Tourism 

With regard to Policy RT3 (viewpoints), there are no significant 
viewpoints or views within or adjacent to the site. With regard to 
Policy RT6 (quiet enjoyment of the AONB), due to the fact that there 
are no public rights of way or other publicly accessible spaces within 
the site, there is no opportunity for quiet enjoyment of the AONB in 
this location. 

None 

Land Use 
and 
Planning 

With regard to Policy LU1, great weight should be attached to any 
adverse impact that a development proposal would have on the 
amenity, landscape and scenic beauty. 

In terms of amenity, there is no current public access through PRoWs 
or open space within the site. 

In terms of landscape and scenic beauty, the site itself has no scenic 
quality (as described above). 

With regard to Policy LU2, development will respect the character of 
the locality, giving particular attention to potential impacts on 
ridgelines, public views, tranquillity and light pollution. 

In terms of the character of the locality, it is heavily influenced by 
adjoining road infrastructure and the settlement edge of 
Chiddingfold. 

In terms of impacts on ridgelines, the site is a significant distance 
from any ridgelines and therefore makes no contribution to these 
features. 

In terms of public views, the site is visible from a very limited and 
localised number of receptors to the east (Petworth Road), south 
(churchyard of Church off St Teressa of Avila) and residential 
properties to the south-west, south and south-east (Wildwood Close, 
Queens Mead and FB Cottages). 

In terms of tranquillity, the Site has a limited sense of tranquillity 
due to the proximity of the busy Petworth Road (A283) and the site's 
settlement edge location. In particular the busy A283 tends to 
detract from the perceptual qualities of the Site and surrounding 
area; 

In terms of light pollution, the site is adjoined and influenced by 
existing light sources, namely the settlement of Chiddingfold to the 
south and west and the A283 (headlights of cars at night). 

No contribution 
to amenity, 
scenic beauty, 
impacts on 
views, impacts 
on ridgelines, or 
on potential for 
light pollution 

 

Limited to No 
contribution to 
tranquillity, due 
to the busy A283 
in proximity to 
the west. 
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8.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

8.1 BWLPD were commissioned by Reside Developments Ltd in January 2018 to undertake a 

Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) of Land to the rear of The Croft, Chiddingfold (the ‘Site’) 

and two additional sites (additional site 6 and additional site 7), in relation to residential 

development; as well as a landscape and visual comparative study of the three sites.  

Wider Context 

8.2 All three sites are located within relative proximity to each other on the north-eastern edge of 

the settlement of Chiddingfold, within the administrative boundary of WBC. All three of the 

sites fall within the Surrey Hills AONB and London Area Green Belt. 

8.3 The local landscape surrounding the Site and the two additional sites comprises a low lying, 

undulating landform with a number of local valley features. The area features significant areas 

of woodland, much of which is Ancient Woodland, interspersed with medium scale arable fields 

and smaller areas of pasture, bounded by hedges and tree belts. The busy A283 and A286 

cross roughly north-south through the landscape and connect a network of narrow hedge lined 

lanes. There is a relatively good network of PRoW crossing the majority area.  

8.4 The Site is a roughly triangular-shaped parcel of land/field, approximately 1.3ha in area. It 

comprises rough grassland and scrub vegetation and contains existing garages/sheds in its 

south-east corner. In addition there is an area of garden extension to the rear of adjacent 

dwellings, comprising mown grass with garden furniture and play equipment forms the 

southern area of the Site (this is an illegal encroachment without landowner consent). It is 

bounded by dense vegetation to the north-west and east, which, along with woodland and built 

forms within the surrounding landscape, provides a strong degree of physical and visual 

containment from the neighbouring areas, resulting in a limited visual envelope. The Site is 

adjoined by residential development to the south-west, south and south-east, which influences 

the scenic and perceptual qualities of the Site and surrounding areas and gives rise to a 

settlement-edge character. The LVA for the Site indicates that its capacity to accommodate 

residential development from a landscape and visual perspective is Medium. 

8.5 Additional site 6 is an irregular-shaped parcel of land/field, approximately 1.5ha in area. It is 

comprised of rough grassland, with occasional areas of scrub vegetation and mature canopy 

trees. It is enclosed by dense hedgerow vegetation with mature canopy trees to the west, 

south and east, which provides a strong degree of physical and visual containment from 

neighbouring areas and results in a limited visual envelope. In contrast the north-western 

boundary is defined by an open ditch and post and wire fence, which affords more open views 

in to the site from the north, including from PRoW 211. Additional site 6 is adjoined by 
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built forms (garages/sheds) and settlement-edge elements (e.g. fencing, garden 

furniture and play equipment), which strongly influence its character. The development 

of site 7, in particular the introduction of access off Petworth Road to the east, is also 

likely to have an impact on Chiddingfold Conservation Area, which is located 

approximately 50m to the south of site 7 at its closet point. 

• Its comparatively lower contribution to the functions of the Green Belt: the Site  relates

better to the settlement pattern/morphology, being adjoined by existing built forms to

the south-west, south and south-east, whereas additional site 6 and additional site 7

are less well related to the settlement edge - the development of site 6 in isolation

would form and extension to the north of the settlement edge and the development of

site 7 would form an extension to the north-east. The Site is also contained by robust

vegetated boundaries, which means that its development would have less influence of

the surrounding area, whereas additional site 6 and 7 are more open (to the north-west

and east respectively), meaning their development is likely to have more of an

urbanising influence over the surrounding landscape. The two additional sites therefore

contribute more to the purpose of checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up

areas and of assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.

• Its comparatively lower contributions to the special qualities of the AONB: the Site

makes only a limited  contribution to the Recreation and Tourism special quality,

whereas additional site 6 makes a some to limited contribution, owing to its network of

informal tracks/footpaths; and the Site makes no contribution to Historical and Cultural

Heritage special quality, whereas additional site 7 makes a limited to no contribution,

owing to its physical and visual connection with Chiddingfold Conservation Area.

8.9 There appears to be no landscape and visual related evidence base to support the removal of 

the Site from the forthcoming Regulation 14 draft of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan (as 

indicated within the consultation response letter from Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan 

Administrator dated 18th September 2018 or the presentation boards from the CNP consultation 

event in February 2019 – see Appendix A.2: Relevant Evidence Base Documents), or as 

to the reasons for the retention of additional site 6 and 7.  

8.10 As set out above, it is considered that from a landscape and visual and Green Belt perspective, 

the Site would be equally suitable, and in some ways more suitable, for residential development 

in comparison to the two additional sites being taken forward. On this basis it is concluded 

that the Site should be taken forward as a Development Site Allocation, along with additional 

site 6 and 7, within the forthcoming Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan. Whilst we support the 

allocation of additional sites 6 and 7, we feel it makes sense to allocate the Site along with 

these as a consolidated whole, as this would relate better to the existing settlement 
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pattern/morphology and would represent a coherent extension, thus limiting any potential 

perception of sprawl and encroachment into the countryside. 

8.11 The forthcoming CNP provides the opportunity to provide a long-term strategy for growth. The 

NPPF endorses the permanence of Green Belts as an essential characteristic and stipulates in 

Paragraph 136 that " once es tab l i shed, G reen  B e l t  bounda r i es  shou ld  on ly  be  a l te red  

w here  ex cep t i ona l  c i r cum stances  a re fu l l y  ev idenced  and jus t i f i ed , th rough  the 

prepa ra t ion  or  upda t ing  o f  p lans" . 

8.12 The NPPF, as set out in Paragraph 138, seeks to align Green Belt boundary reviews with 

sustainable patterns of development. Paragraph 139 of the NPPF notes that when defining 

boundaries to the Green Belt the Local Planning Authority should ensure consistency with the 

development plan’s strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development 

and should not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open. In this regard, 

a review of the Green Belt boundary in the vicinity of the Site provides the opportunity to 

shape future sustainable development in order to meet the longer-term needs of the District 

in a coherent and logical manner. 

8.13 It is recommended that in accordance with Paragraph 139, the Local Planning 

Authority/Neighbourhood Plan Group seek to maximise the potential of a revised Green Belt 

boundary in the vicinity of the Site for land that could be brought forward and contribute 

positively to the local area and promote sustainable development in line with the NPPF Core 

Principles. 

8.14 The LVA has demonstrated that site is well-contained; influenced by adjacent built forms; and 

relates well to the settlement pattern/morphology. On this basis, the Site is considered 

appropriate for release from the Green Belt and is suitable for residential development. 

8.15 Nonetheless, without prejudicing the ability of the Site to accommodate development and be 

successfully released from the Green Belt, there is the opportunity to release a greater extent 

of land from the Green Belt to promote a sustainable pattern of development in line with 

Paragraph 139 of the NPPF, with the existing mature woodland and hedgerow vegetation 

defining the north of the Site and additional sites forming the defensible boundary of a revised 

Green Belt. This strategic area of land exhibits a settlement-edge character given the influence 

of built forms to the south and west. The release of such an extent of land would facilitate the 

delivery of the longer-term development needs for the area stretching beyond the plan period 

in a sustainably planned manner, whilst protecting the openness and permanence of the wider 

Green Belt to the north of Chiddingfold. 
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A.1 POLICY CONTEXT AND GUIDANCE

National Planning Policy and Guidance 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019 

A.1.1 The NPPF promotes a presumption in favour of sustainable development, defined as “meeting

the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to 

meet their own needs”, and providing it is in accordance with the relevant up-to-date Local 

Plan, and policies set out in the NPPF including those identifying restrictions with regard to 

designated areas, such as National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and 

Green Belt. 

A.1.2 Paragraph 38 relates to decision making and states that:

“Local planning authorities should approach decisions on 
proposed development in a positive and creative way. They 
should use the full range of planning tools available, including 
brownfield registers and permission in principle, and work 
proactively with applicants to secure developments that will 
improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of 
the area. Decision-makers at every level should seek to approve 
applications for sustainable development where possible.”    

A.1.3 Paragraphs 124-132 focus on achieving well-designed places and seek to promote good design

of the built environment. This approach is enshrined in Paragraph 127, which states:  

 "Planning policies and decisions should ensure that 
developments:  

a) Will function well and add to the overall quality of the
area, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of
the development;

b) Are visually attractive as a result of good architecture,
layout and appropriate and effective landscaping;

c) Are sympathetic to local character and history, including
the surrounding built environment and landscape setting,
while not preventing or discouraging appropriate
innovation or change (such as increased densities);

d) Establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the
arrangement of streets, spaces, building types and
materials to create attractive, welcoming and distinctive
places to live, work and visit;

e) Optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and
sustain an appropriate amount and mix of development
(including green and other public space) and support local
facilities and transport networks; and

f) Create places that re safe, inclusive and accessible and
which promote health and well- being with a high
standard of amenity for existing and future users and
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where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not 
undermine the quality of life or community cohesion and 
resilience.”    

A.1.4 Paragraph 130 states that:

"permission should be refused for development of poor design 
that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the 
character and quality of an area and the way it functions, taking 
into account any local design standards or style guides in plans 
or supplementary planning documents. Conversely, where the 
design of a development accords with clear expectations in plan 
policies, design should not be used by the decision maker as a 
valid reason to object to development." 

A.1.5 Chapter 13 is dedicated to issues of protecting the Green Belt, replacing Planning Policy

Guidance note (PPG2). The NPPF states that “the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy 

is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential 

characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence”  (Para. 133). 

Paragraph 134 subsequently sets out the five purposes of Green Belt:  

a) To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;
b) To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;
c) To assist in safeguarding the countryside from

encroachment;
d) To preserve the setting and special character of historic

towns; and
e) To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the

recycling of derelict and other urban land.

A.1.6 The NPPF states that, when adding new areas to Green Belt, local planning authorities “should

demonstrate why normal planning and development management policies would not 

be adequate” (Para. 135 a) and, when defining Green Belt boundaries, that they should be 

clear, “using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be 

permanent” (Para. 139 f).  

A.1.7 Paragraph 136 states that:

“Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered 
where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and 
justified, through the preparation or updating of plans. Strategic 
policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt 
boundaries, having regard to their intended permanence in the 
long term, so they can endure beyond the plan period. Where a 
need for changes to Green Belt boundaries has been established 
through strategic policies, detailed amendments to those 
boundaries may be made through non-strategic policies, 
including neighbourhood plans.”  

A.1.8 Paragraph 138 states that:
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“when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries, the need 
to promote sustainable patterns of development should be taken 
into account. Strategic policy-making authorities 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. 
Where it has been concluded that it is necessary to release Green 
Belt land for development, plans should give first consideration 
to land which has been previously -developed and /or is well 
served by public transport. They should also set out ways in 
which the impact of removing land from the Green Belt can be 
offset through compensatory improvements to the 
environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Gren Belt 
land.” 

A.1.9 Paragraph 139 states that when defining Green Belt boundaries, plans should:

a) “ensure consistency with the development plan’s strategy
for meeting identified requirements for sustainable
development;

b) not include land which it is unnecessary to keep
permanently open;

c) where necessary, identify areas of safeguarded land
between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order to
meet longer-term development needs stretching well
beyond the plan period;

d) make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for
development at the present time. Planning permission for
the permanent development of safeguarded land should
only be granted following an update to a plan which
proposes the development;

e) be able to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not
need to be altered at the end of the plan period; and

f) define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are
readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.”

A.1.10 Paragraph 141 of the NPPF states that once Green Belts have been defined, local planning

authorities should plan positively to enhance the beneficial use, such as looking for 

opportunities to provide access; to provide opportunities for outdoor sport and r ecreation; to 

retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity; or to improve damaged and 

derelict land.  

A.1.11 Paragraph 143 notes that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green

Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. Paragraph 144 states 

that when considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that 

substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not 

exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other 

harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.  



Land to rear of The Croft, Chiddingfold Appendix A1: Policy Context and Guidance and Guidance 

30120/A5 4 April 2019 

A.1.12 Chapter 15 relates to conserving and enhancing the natural environment. Paragraph 170 notes

that the planning system and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by: 

a) “protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of
biodiversity or geological value and soils (in a manner
commensurate with their statutory status or identified
quality in the development plan);

b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital
and ecosystems services – including the economic and
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural
land, and of trees and woodland;

c) maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, whilst
improving public access to it where appropriate;

d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for
biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological
networks that are more resilient to current and future
pressures;

e) preventing new and existing development from
contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or
being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil,
air, water or noise pollution or land instability.
Development should, wherever possible, help to improve
local environmental conditions such as air and water
quality, taking into account relevant information such as
river basin management plans; and

f) remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict,
contaminated and unstable land, where appropriate.”

A.1.13 Paragraph 171 states that plans should "distinguish between the hierarchy of 

international, national and locally designated sites; allocate land with the least 

environmental or amenity value where consistent with other policies in this 

Framework; take a strategic approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of 

habitats and green infrastructure; and plan for the enhancement of natural capital 

at a catchment or landscape scale across local authority boundaries". 

Planning Practice Guidance 

A.1.14 To support the policies of the NPPF, the Government provides Planning Practice Guidance

(PPG), which covers a number of topics.  

A.1.15 Under the heading of Natural Environment, sub-heading Landscape, Paragraph 1, the PPG

supports the use of landscape character assessment as a tool for "understanding the 

character and local distinctiveness of the landscape and identifying the features that 

give it a sense of place. It can help to inform, plan and manage change and may be 

undertaken at a scale appropriate to local and neighbourhood plan-making". 
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A.1.16 Under the heading Design, Paragraph 7, the PPG states that "planning should promote

local character by responding to and reinforcing locally distinctive patterns of 

development, local man-made and natural heritage and culture, while not 

preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation" .   

A.1.17 Furthermore, Paragraph 7 states that:

"The successful integration of all forms of new development with 
their surrounding context is an important design objective, 
irrespective of whether a site lies on the urban fringe or at the 
heart of a town centre. 

When thinking about new development the site’s landform 
should be taken into account. Natural features and local heritage 
resources can help give shape to a development and integrate it 
into the wider area, reinforce and sustain local distinctiveness, 
reduce its impact on nature and contribute to a sense of place. 
Views into and out of larger sites should also be carefully 
considered from the start of the design process".  

Local Planning Policy and Guidance 

Waverley Borough Council Local Plan (adopted April 2002)  

A.1.18 The Waverley Borough Council Local Plan Document sets out the Council's spatial planning

strategy to cover the period up to 2006. Whilst a number of policies are superseded by the 

Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 1 document (adopted February 2018), several policies were 

saved under direction by the Secretary of State in 2007.  These saved policies included the 

following: 

A.1.19 Policy D7 – Trees, Hedgerows and Development requires that:

“Development proposals on sites which contain, or are close to, 
important trees, groups of trees or hedgerows should provide for 
their long-term retention. The Council will: 

a) not permit development which would result in the loss of
important trees or groups of hedgerows;

b) require that trees or hedgerows which are to be retained
are adequately protected during construction to avoid
damage including activities causing soil compaction or
severance of roots;

c) require adequate separation between important trees or
hedgerows and the proposed development so as to secure
their long-term retention and allow for their development;

d) require the planting of new trees and other vegetation
where appropriate” (p.22).

A.1.20 Policy C6 – Landscape Enhancement requires that:
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“The Council will seek to secure improvements to the landscape 
within the Borough, with particular emphasis being given to 
areas as shown on the Proposals Map which are already showing 
signs of landscape deterioration. This will be achieved through 
the control of development and, subject to finance, the 
preparation of improvement schemes to be implemented” (p.33). 

A.1.21 Policy HE8 – Conservation Areas states that:

“The Council will seek to preserve or enhance the character of 
conservation areas by: 

… 

b) requiring a high standard for any new development within
or adjoining conservation areas, to ensure that the design
is in harmony with the characteristic form of the area and
surrounding buildings, in terms of scale, height, layout,
design, building style and materials…;
…

d) protecting open spaces and views important to the
character and setting of the area…”

A.1.22 Policy HE12 – Historic Landscapes states that:

“The Council will seek to preserve the distinctive historic 
landscape character and archaeological features of the Areas of 
Special Historic Landscape Value, as identified on the Proposals 
Map, by: 

a) seeking an initial assessment from any developer of the
historic archaeological and landscape importance of the
site” (p.49).

A.1.23 Policy RD1 – Rural Settlements states that:

“Within the Rural Settlement boundaries identified on the 
Proposals Map, the Council will only permit appropriate 
development which is well-related in scale and location to the 
existing development and which: 

a) comprises infilling of a small gap in an otherwise
continuous built up frontage or the development of land or
buildings that are substantially surrounded by existing
buildings; and

b) does not result in the development of land which, by
reason of its openness, physical characteristics or
ecological value, makes a significant contribution to the
character and amenities of the village; and

c) does not adversely affect the urban/ rural transition by
using open land within the curtilage of buildings at the
edge of the settlement; and
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d) takes account of the form, setting, local building style and
heritage of the settlement...”
…” 

Waverley Borough Council Local Plan Part 1 (LPP1, adopted February 2018) 

A.1.24 The LPP1 sets out the Council's current spatial development strategy for the period up until

2032, with the overall aim of achieving sustainable development in the district. The policies 

relevant to this appraisal are outlined below: 

A.1.25 Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy states that:

“To maintain Waverley’s character whilst ensuring that 
development needs are met in a sustainable manner, the Spatial 
Strategy to 2032 is to: 

• avoid major development on land of the highest amenity
and landscape value, such as the Surrey Hills Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty and to safeguard the Green
Belt (…);

• allow moderate levels of development in larger villages
(Bramley, Chiddingfold, Elstead, Milford and Witley)” (p.5-
7).

A.1.26 Policy RE2 – Green Belt states that:

“The Metropolitan Green Belt as shown on the Adopted Policies 
Map will continue to be protected against inappropriate 
development in accordance with the NPPF (…)  

The following changes to the Green Belt are made in this Plan:  

• Removal of land south east of Binscombe, Godalming;
• Removal of land between Aaron’s Hill and Halfway Lane,

Godalming;
• Removal of Chiddingfold, Elstead, Milford and Witley

(within the current Rural Settlement boundaries);
• Removal of land opposite Milford Golf Course.

The following changes to the Green Belt will be made in Local 
Plan Part 2, with the boundaries to be defined following 
consultation with local communities: 

• Detailed adjustments to the Green Belt boundaries (and
Rural Settlement boundaries) around Chiddingfold, Elstead,
Milford and Witley” (p.13-10).

A.1.27 The Site and the additional sites are all shown to fall within the broad areas marked for

potential adjustment to the Green Belt boundary (as shown on Plan 3, page 13-6 - see 

Appendix A.2 Relevant Evidence Base Documents). 
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A.1.28 Policy RE3 – Landscape Character states that:

“New development must respect and where appropriate, 
enhance the distinctive character of the landscape in which it is 
located: 

i) Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty - The
protection and enhancement of the character and qualities
of the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB) that is of national importance will be a priority and
will include the application of national planning policies
together with the Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan. The
setting of the AONB will be protected where development
outside its boundaries harm public views from or into the
AONB

ii) The Area of Great Landscape Value - The same principles for
protecting the AONB will apply in the Area of Great
Landscape Value (AGLV), which will be retained for its own
sake and as a buffer to the AONB, until there is a review of
the Surrey Hills AONB boundary, whilst recognising that the
protection of the AGLV is commensurate with its status as
a local landscape designation. (…)

iv) Historic Landscape - The Council will seek to conserve the
distinctive historic landscape character and archaeological
features of the Areas of Special Historic Landscape Value,
through continued application of Policy HE12 of the
Waverley Borough Local Plan (2002)” (p.13-6).

A.1.29 In regard to the AGLV designation, the WBC LPP1 provides no clear indication as to what the

character and qualities of the AGLV are, only that it is a “landscape designation that 

complements the AONB” (paragraph 13.31) and that, as set out in part i i of Policy RE3 – 

Landscape Character (see Appendix A.1), acts as “a buffer for the AONB” (page 13-16). It 

is assumed, therefore, that the character and qualities of the AGLV are consistent with those 

outlined for the AONB. For much of the area in Waverley, the AONB and AGLV designations 

are contiguous. The Site and the additional sites fall within both the AONB and the AGLV, and 

the AONB national designation has a higher status than the local AGLV designation.  

A.1.30 Policy TD1 – Townscape and Design states that:

“The Council will ensure that the character and amenity of the 
Borough are protected by: 

1) Requiring new development to be of a high quality and
inclusive design that responds to the distinctive local
character of the area in which it is located. Account will be
taken of design guidance adopted by the Council including
design and development briefs, Conservation Area
Appraisals and associated Management Plans, town and
village design statements and other design policies and
guidance produced within subsequent Development Plan
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Documents, Supplementary Planning Documents and 
Neighbourhood Plans” (p.14-3). 

A.1.31 Policy HA1 – Protection of Heritage Assets states that:

“The Council will ensure that the significance of the heritage 
assets within the Borough are conserved or enhanced to ensure 
the continued protection and enjoyment of the historic 
environment by: 

1) Safeguarding and managing Waverley’s rich and diverse
heritage. This includes all heritage assets, archaeological
sites and historic landscapes, designated and non-
designated assets, and their setting in accordance with
legislation and national policy”  (p.14-3).

A.1.32 Policy NE2 – Green and Blue Infrastructure requires that:

• “The Council will seek to protect and enhance benefits to
the existing river corridor and canal network, including
landscaping, water quality or habitat creation. This will be
partially achieved, on development sites, by retaining or
creating undeveloped buffer zones to all watercourses of 8
metres for main rivers and 5 metres for ordinary
watercourses. In accordance with the Water Framework
Directive, development will not be permitted which will
have a detrimental impact on the visual quality, water
quality or ecological value of existing river corridors and
canals;

• In addition to the measures mentioned in NE1 above, new
development should make a positive contribution to
biodiversity by creating or reinforcing habitat linkages
between designated sites, in order to achieve a connected
local and regional ecological network of wildlife corridors
and green infrastructure;

• The Council will seek, where appropriate, to maintain and
enhance existing trees, woodland and hedgerows within the
Borough” (p.16-9).

Waverley Borough Council Local Plan Part 2 Site Allocations and Development Management 

Policies (LPP2, Preferred Options Consultation under Reg. 18, May 2018)  

A.1.33 One of the purposes of the WBC LPP2, which along with LPP1 will replace the saved policies of

the WBC Local Plan (2002), is to provide a more detailed set of development management 

policies of which the following are relevant to landscape and visual matters:  

A.1.34 Policy DM1 – Environmental Implications of Development states that development should: “Not

cause harm or damage to existing environmental assets such as areas of ecological, 

geological, townscape, or landscape value, and maximise opportunities to enhance 

such assets” (p.17). 



Land to rear of The Croft, Chiddingfold Appendix A1: Policy Context and Guidance and Guidance 

30120/A5 10 April 2019 

A.1.35 Policy DM2 – Quality Places through Design states that: “development will be expected to

be of a high quality design. Development should respond effectively to its 

surroundings, reinforcing local distinctiveness and landscape and townscape 

character” (p.19). 

A.1.36 Policy DM4 – Public Realm requires that development: “Ensure public realm design takes

account of the established townscape character and quality of the surrounding area” 

(p.24).  

A.1.37 Policy DM8 – Trees, Woodland, Hedgerows and Landscaping requires that development:

a) retains woodland, important trees, groups of trees and
hedgerows;

b) adequately protects trees and hedgerows during all phases
of development to avoid damage including activities
causing soil compaction or severance of roots;

c) provides adequate separation between trees or hedgerows
and the proposed development, so as to secure their long-
term retention and potential growth, including for trees to
be planted as part of the development’s landscaping
scheme and;

d) incorporates high quality landscape schemes, appropriate
to the scale, nature, and location of the development.
Proposals should include details of the long term
management and maintenance of new and existing trees
and landscaping” (p.30).

A.1.38 There are no specific development site allocations for Chiddingfold set out within the LPP2

(despite a number of sites being considered within the WBC LAA (2018) – see below), as these 

are proposed to be allocated through the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan (see below).  

However, the Site and the two additional sites were together indicated for removal from the 

Green Belt within WBC’s Preferred Options Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2) (May 2018) as Area 5 

‘Fields to the north of Woodside Road’ (Map 4, Appendix II) (see Appendix A.2 Relevant 

Evidence Base Documents). 

Waverley Borough Council Green Belt Review (August 2014)  

A.1.39 Waverly Council’s Green Belt Review, prepared by Amec (2014), was produced as part of the

Local Plan evidence base to review the Green Belt across the Borough.  

A.1.40 Within the report, the Site and additional sites are identified as falling within area C42. The

summary assessment (page 30-31) for the area C42 does not specifically discuss the individual 

sites but determines that the area makes a “Contribution” to the purposes of Green Belt. 

However, the report goes on to state: “… The topography and heavily wooded character 

of the area means that there is an opportunity to explore whether the village could 

be removed from the Green Belt without damage to openness occurring, if other 
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aspects of the Local Plan showed it to be a sustainable location for development.” 

(p.31). This is reiterated within Table 5.2 (page 47-48), which states: “Although set in open 

countryside, there is also a case for exploring whether Chiddingfold could be 

removed from the Green Belt without damage to overall Green Belt function being 

caused”. 

A.1.41 Table 4.4 (page 40-41) describes the role of the Green Belt for the villages in WBC, with the

following provided for Chiddingfold: 

“The more densely developed part of Chiddingfold is to the north 
west, and is mainly residential development with substantially 
built up frontages. The historic core is further south around the 
village green and this part of the village is also covered by the 
larger part of the conservation area. Development here is loose-
knit with some large properties in substantial grounds. Turners 
Mead is a small estate of semi-detached houses to the south. 
Chiddingfold is surrounded by woodland, open countryside and 
farmland.  

Overall, land around Chiddingfold is judged to make a 
contribution to Green Belt purposes. The land in the vicinity of 
the village is heavily wooded and of varying topography with 
some medium and long distance views. Development associated 
with the bulk of the village is well enclosed, with the historic 
core being more open in character.”  

A.1.42 The document concludes that an appraisal of village boundaries at Chiddingfold should be

undertaken to “…investigate the potential for in-setting” (page 43). 

Waverley Borough Council Green Belt Settlement Boundary Review Topic Paper (May 2018) 

A.1.43 Based on the recommendations of the WBC Green Belt Review (2014) and as part of the

evidence for WBC LPP2, the purpose of this topic paper is to set out the reasoning for the 

detailed changes to the Green Belt. The Site and additional sites are covered by this review as 

part of land parcel C1, which is one of 6 land parcels identified around Chiddingfold . 

A.1.44 In relation to the broad areas for removal from the Green Belt identified for Chiddingfold within

the LPP1, the topic paper notes that “...Chiddingfold’s housing need can be 

accommodated without removing the entirety of these areas from the Green Belt”  

(page 5). 

A.1.45 In reference to land parcel C1 Table 1 of the review (page 9) states: “This land is within

the broad area shown for removal from the Green Belt in LPP1 and has also been 

promoted for housing development. The site consists of three fields. The 

westernmost field [the Site] has a well established tree belt to its boundary, and is 

not prominent in longer distant views. The central field [additional site 6] has a 
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similarly limited prominence, and the majority of its boundary is well defined by 

trees, supplemented by a watercourse along the eastern boundary. The northern 

boundary of this central field is less well defined, with the best physical feature a 

fence line which divides it from the field to the north. The majority of the 

easternmost field [additional site 7] has a well defined boundary. The field rises gently 

to the north-east. There is an absence of physical features on the ground, with a 

fence line on the north-east edge the only clearly defined boundary to separate this 

parcel from fields further to the north”. 

A.1.46 The reason for amendment for parcel C1 provided in Table 1 is: “to accord with LPP1 and

to assist in meeting the housing requirement for the village” . 

Waverley Borough Council Land Availability Assessment Document (LAA, May 2018)  

A.1.47 The WBC LAA is in response to the need to identify a future land supply that is suitable,

available and achievable. The LAA is the seventh land availability assessment (previous 

iterations were referred to as Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)) and 

forms part of a technical assessment to aid the council in informing the plan making processes. 

A.1.48 The Site is considered within the LAA as site 865 ‘Land to the rear of The Croft, Woodside 

Road, Chiddingfold’, in reference to which the LAA (page 103-104) states: “The site is located 

to the north of Chiddingfold, accessed via Woodside Road and adjacent to Crofts 

Close. To the south, the site adjoins the rear of residential  properties facing 

Woodside Road and the other boundaries are defined by trees. The site is a field 

(former paddock) with garages situated in the southeast corner”. The LAA estimates 

a proposed yield of 36 units from the Site. 

A.1.49 Regarding the suitability of site 865, the LAA states that “the site is flat and is well

screened by mature trees along the boundaries”  and that “…the site is potentially 

suitable for development” although “…whether the site is allocated or not is a matter 

for the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan” . 

A.1.50 Additional site 7 is considered within the LAA as site 286 ‘Land to the north of Queens Mead 

(west of the A283)’. In reference to site 286 the LAA (page 97-98) states: “The site is located 

to the north of Chiddingfold, lying to the rear of the residential estates of Queen's 

Mead and Wildwood Close and properties on the Petworth Road. It is Grade 3 arable 

land, bordered by mixed trees and hedging”. The LAA estimates a proposed yield of 62 

units from the Site. 

A.1.51 Regarding the suitability of site 286, the LAA states that “The topography of the area

means the land rises to the north, limiting views of the site in the wider landscape 
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and providing the context of existing built form to the south, especially the recent 

Wildwood Close development”. It is also noted that “The southeast part of the site, 

including potential access from the A283 and adjoins a Conservation Area” and that 

“this area is considered more prominent, therefore requiring careful design” . 

A.1.52 Additional site 6 is not considered within the LAA.

Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan 2014-2019 

A.1.53 The Site and additional sites are all located within the Surrey Hills AONB. The AONB

Management Plan 2014-2019 identifies the following aspects which contribute to the special 

qualities of the AONB: 

• Farming: Mixed farming is a viable enterprise that plays a positive role in maintaining

the outstanding and diverse character of the Surrey Hills;

• Woodland: woodlands being sustainably managed and linked to conserve and enhance

the landscape, ecological and recreational value of the Surrey Hills landscape;

• Biodiversity: biodiversity is conserved and enhanced;

• Historic and Cultural Heritage: The historic and cultural heritage that defines the

distinctive sense of place within the Surrey Hills is recorded, protected, managed and

celebrated;

• Recreation and Tourism: The Surrey Hills will be enjoyed and cherished as an Area  of

Outstanding Natural Beauty for its own intrinsic qualities and in ways that contribute to

the local economy and that are sensitive to the impact on local communities and the

environment;

• Land Use Planning: New development enhances local character and t he environmental

quality of its nationally important setting;

• Transport and Traffic: Transport measures reinforce the rural character of the area and

provide for a range of safe and sustainable travel alternatives; and

• Community Development and the Local Economy: The Surrey Hills should be an

attractive, affordable and sustainable place to live, work and enjoy for all members of

the local community.

A.1.54 The management plan includes a Statement of Significance, (p.19) which notes the following

in explaining that the Management Plan is centred on key components of the AONB:  

"The Surrey Hills AONB is one of England’s finest landscapes, 
equivalent in beauty to a National Park and designated an Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty in 1958. Its landscape mosaic of 
farmland, woodland, heaths, downs and commons has inspired 
some of the country’s greatest artists, writers and architects 
over the centuries. The Surrey Hills attract millions of visitors 
every year who contribute to the economy of the area in sectors 
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as diverse as wine production and wood fuel. The Hills are 
protected as part of London’s Metropolitan Green Belt and 
provide an outstanding natural resource for London and Surrey 
residents to enjoy outdoor pursuits, taste local food and explore 
market towns and picture postcard perfect villages” (p.19 
para.2.2). 

A.1.55 The Management Plan goes on to set out a number of policies aimed at preserving the special

qualities of which the following are relevant to the sites and landscape matters:  

A.1.56 Policy W1 requires that: “Woodland owners and managers will be supported to manage

all ancient woodlands, and other woodlands that contribute to the landscape 

character” (p.21). 

A.1.57 Policy W2 states that: “Opportunities will be taken to extend and link woodland and

hedgerow habitats for landscape, nature conservation, recreation and educational 

purposes” (p.21). 

A.1.58 Policy B3 states that: “Opportunities will be taken to extend and link habitats for

landscape, nature conservation, recreation or for educational purposes, with the 

creation of new habitats and corridors informed by landscape character to establish 

functional ecological networks with resilience to climate change”  (p.22). 

A.1.59 Policy HC1 states that: “A wider understanding of how the Surrey Hills landscape has

evolved will be achieved by promoting the interpretation of the AONB including the 

links between geology and landscape” (p.23). 

A.1.60 Policy RT3 states that: “Significant viewpoints will be identified, conserved and

enhanced. The planning authorities will seek to protect and safeguard access to 

significant views.” 

A.1.61 Policy RT6 States: “The quiet enjoyment of the Surrey Hills will be protected…”  

A.1.62 Policy LU1 states that “In balancing different considerations associated with

determining planning applications and development plan land allocations, great 

weight will be attached to any adverse impact that a development proposal would 

have on the amenity, landscape and scenic beauty of the AONB.”  

A.1.63 Policy LU2 requires that: “Development will respect the special landscape character of

the locality, giving particular attention to potential impacts on ridgelines, public 

views, tranquillity and light pollution. The proposed use and colour of external 

building materials will be strictly controlled to avoid buildings being conspicuous in 

the landscape” (p.26). 
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A.1.64 Policy LU3 states that: “Development proposals will be required to  be of high quality

design, respecting local distinctiveness and be complementary in form, setting, and 

scale with their surroundings, and should take any opportunities to enhance their 

setting” (p.26). 

A.1.65 Policy LU5 states that: “Development that would spoil the setting of the AONB, by

harming public views into or from the AONB, will be resisted”  (p.26). 

Neighbourhood Planning Policy and Guidance 

Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Site Assessment, Draft for Comment (November 2018)  

A.1.66 The Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan (CNP) Site Assessment was produced by AECOM Planning

Consultants on behalf of Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group. The purpose of the 

assessment is to produce a clear assessment as to as to which of the sites that have been 

identified by the Steering Group are most suitable to meet the Neighbourhood Plan objectives.  

A.1.67 The Site is identified as site 5 ‘Land to the east of Crofts Close’; whilst the additional site to

the north-east was identified as site 6 ‘Land to the north of Wildwood Close‘, and the site to 

the east as site 7 ‘Land to the north of Queens Mead‘.  

A.1.68 The Site (site 5) is assessed as being “appropriate for housing with significant

constraints” and “appropriate for village green” . The summary of assessment rationale 

(page 29) provides the following additional details:  

• “The site would be appropriate for allocation for either
housing or for a village green, subject to the pending
outcome of the public inquiry;

• Accessibility is constrained due to being located at the end
of a long cul-de-sac formed through development of sites 6
and 7 as per the AECOM masterplanning work (it is
understood that there is no potential to upgrade the
existing poor-quality access to garages off Woodside Road),
which might have the effect of encouraging car travel if
developed for housing;

• The site also benefits from a high informal social,
community and amenity value which would be lost if
developed for housing;

• However, on other criteria, the site is relatively suitable for
housing;

• The assessment for village green use would be green
because such a use is appropriate for access by pedestrian
and cycle traffic only; and

• Such a use would also build on the site’s existing high
social, community and amenity value”.
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A.1.69 In regard to landscape and visual impact, the Site Assessment Proforma for site 5 (page 64-

68) assesses this as Low Sensitivity, stating that “development would be visually

contained and intervisibility is low because the land is on a valley floor” . 

A.1.70 Site 6 is assessed as being “appropriate with minor constraints”. The summary of

assessment rationale (page 29) provides the following additional details: 

• “The site is considered suitable for residential development
on a range of criteria, including heritage and landscape

• However, it would require a cul-de-sac layout which may
have the effect of encouraging car rather than cycle and
pedestrian movements

• If Site 5’s existing pedestrian and cycle access to Woodside
Road could be extended to the north (irrespective of the use
eventually agreed for Site 5, and as per the AECOM
masterplan), this issue could be mitigated”.

A.1.71 In regard to landscape and visual impact, the Site Assessment Proforma for site 5 (page 69 -

73) assesses this as Low Sensitivity, stating that “development would be visually

contained and intervisibility is low because the land is on a valley floor” . 

A.1.72 In regard to Site 7, this was considered as suitable, available and achievable for development 

in the 2014 SHLAA (see LAA (2018) above). As such, table 4 (page 21) states: “Site has 

already been assessed as suitable, available and achievable; no further assessment 

required”.  

Chiddingfold Sites 6 and 7 Illustrative Masterplan and Design Guidelines, November 2017  

A.1.73 This document was produced by AECOM on behalf of Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Steering

Group. The main objective of this report is to develop a series of design principles based on 

an illustrative masterplan for site 6 and site 7.  

A.1.74 Page 12 sets out a number of issues and constraints in relation to site 6 and 7, including:

• “…Overlooking from surrounding properties on the
southern boundary to and from both sites; although sites
have surrounding vegetation limiting the visual impact;

• Topography gently slopes from east (high point)
downwards to the west;

• Visibility towards the site is visible from A238 and northern
areas;

• Existing church as an important visual point and potential
link to Site 7;

• Surrounding properties to the south present a 2 storey
height profile with pitched roofs;

• The existing building layout shows semi-detached and
terraced homes with the occasional detached properties;
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• Front and back gardens are the norm with the majority
parking on plot or on curtilage. On street carparking is
occasional;

• Existing properties show a consistent building line with
minor variations adding interest and character;

• Significant groupings of mature tree lines bound the site;
and,

• Where possible, the CNP [Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Parish]
has expressed a desire to keep the area shown in a
horizontal hatch [eastern parts of site 7] as an open space to
minimise visual impacts”.

A.1.75 Page 13 sets out a number of opportunities in relation to site 6 and 7, including:

• “… Potential for an enhanced gateway/access to site 7 with
a public space or landscape arrangements;

• Create pedestrian links from site 7 to Church (where
possible);

• Buffer planting address to bou8ndaries of both sites to
minimise visual impact on existing properties;

• An access road with layout reflecting the southern approach
to The Green in Chiddingfold, in orther [sic] to draw on the
local character;

• … Potential for a park or local green within the area
preferred for open space;

• Clustering of properties to show the semi-detached and
terraced pattern prevalent in Chiddingfold;

• Varying the house types to avoid repetition and monotony
along the streetscape;

• Provide a consistent building line along main access street
with minor variations to provide interest;

• Provide high quality architecture in properties reflecting
traditional detailing in materials, roofs, fenestration,
property boundaries and landscaping…”

A.1.76 A number of general design principles are provided (page 22-23), which state that the design

proposal should: 

b) …Harmonise and enhance existing settlement in terms of
physical form pattern or movement and land use;

c) Relate well to local topography and landscape features,
including prominent ridge lines;

d) Reinforce or enhance the established urban character of
streets, squares and other spaces;

e) Reflect, respect and reinforce local architecture and
historic distinctiveness;

f) Retain and incorporate important existing features into
the development;

g) Respect surrounding buildings in terms of scale, height,
form and massing;

h) Adopt appropriate materials and details;
i) Integrate with existing paths, streets, circulation

networks and patterns of activity;
j) Provide adequate open space for the development in terms

of both quantity and quality;
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k) Ensure all components e.g. buildings, landscapes, access
routes, parking and open space are well related to each
other, to provide a safe and attractive environment; and

l) Make sufficient provision for sustainable waste
management (including facilities for kerbside collection,
waste separation and minimisation where appropriate)
without adverse impact on the street scene, the local
landscape or the amenities of neighbours.
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Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Site Assessment 
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21 

2.6 Sites accepted in the 2014 SHLAA 

The next step is to determine how many, if any, of the sixteen sites considered partially or wholly suitable for 
further assessment in terms of Green Belt and AONB policy, and Nexus Planning advice, comprise sites accepted 
as suitable, available and achievable for development in the 2014 SHLAA. 

Where they do, it is considered that this precludes the need for further assessment, particularly given the 
subsequent site assessment work carried out by Chiddingfold NPSG; otherwise, some sites would have been 
assessed on hree separate occasions, which is considered not to be a proportionate use of resources for the 
purposes of neighbourhood planning. 

As such, those sites within the pool of twenty emerging from section 2.4 that were accepted as suitable, available 
and achievable for development in the 2014 SHLAA will be considered for the purposes of this report appropriate 
for allocation within the neighbourhood plan and will not be assessed further. 

These comprise two sites, which are set out in Table 4 below. Note that the Amber rather than Green assessment 
given to both is in part a reflection of the fact that at the time of the SHLAA, the Green Belt Review had not yet 
been validated by the Local Plan Inspector; were the assessment to be repeated now that it has, a green 
assessment would be more likely in bo h cases. 

Table 4: Sites at Chiddingfold assessed as suitable, available and achievable in the 2014 SHLAA 

NPSG 
Call for 
Sites 
reference 
number 

Address/location Site size (ha) SHLAA site 
reference number 

SHLAA 
assessment of 
dwelling yield 

SHLAA 
assessment 

Result for 
purposes of this 
site assessment 

1 Field View Close 0.26 402 (see 
SHLAA 
Appendices 7 
and 8) 

6 Amber; will 
need to avoid or 
mitigate 
significant 
adverse effects 
on Wealden 
Heaths SPA 

Site has 
already been 
assessed as 
suitable, 
available and 
achievable; no 
further 
assessment 
required 

7 Land to the north of 
Queens Mead 

3.12 286 (see 
SHLAA 
Appendices 7 
and 8) 

56 Amber; will 
need to avoid or 
mitigate 
significant 
adverse effects 
on Wealden 
Heaths SPA 

Site has 
already been 
assessed as 
suitable, 
available and 
achievable; no 
further 
assessment 
required 

Source: Waverley SHLAA (2014) 
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CDC 
site 
Ref. 

Location/description Site 
area 
(ha)15 

Current land use Assessed 
dwelling yield16 

Assessment of 
suitability for 
allocation 

Summary of assessment rationale For further 
details 

4B Spare plot to the 
south of Hill View, 
Ridgley Road 

0.13 Residential garden n/a Not 
appropriate 
for allocation 

─ Site not accessible by car without demolishing surrounding 
buildings 

─ Ballsdown too narrow to support additional development and 
likely very difficult to upgrade 

─ Site poorly located for pedestrian access to services/ facilities 
─ Restrictive covenant prevents creation of new highway access 
─ Site performance adequate on other criteria, but this is not 

enough to outweigh the constraints listed above 

See 
pages 
XXX 

5 Land to the east of 
Crofts Close 

1.15 Scrub land and 
garages 

17-26 Appropriate 
for housing  
with 
significant 
constraints 
Appropriate 
for village 
green 

─ The site would be appropriate for allocation for either housing 
or for a village green, subject to the pending outcome of the 
public inquiry 

─ Accessibility is constrained due to being located at the end of 
a long cul-de-sac formed through development of sites 6 and 7 
as per the AECOM masterplanning work (it is understood that 
there is no potential to upgrade the existing poor-quality 
access to garages off Woodside Road), which might have the 
effect of encouraging car travel if developed for housing 

─ The site also benefits from a high informal social, community 
and amenity value which would be lost if developed for 
housing 

─ However, on other criteria, the site is relatively suitable for 
housing 

─ The assessment for village green use would be green because 
such a use is appropriate for access by pedestrian and cycle 
traffic only 

─ Such a use would also build on the site’s existing high social, 
community and amenity value 

See 
pages 
XXX 

6 Land to the north of 
Wildwood Close 

1.19 Residential 21 Appropriate 
with minor 
constraints 

─ The site is considered suitable for residential development on 
a range of criteria, including heritage and landscape 

─ However, it would require a cul-de-sac layout which may have 
the effect of encouraging car rather than cycle and pedestrian 
movements 

─ If Site 5’s existing pedestrian and cycle access to Woodside 
Road could be extended to the north (irrespective of the use 
eventually agreed for Site 5, and as per the AECOM 
masterplan), this issue could be mitigated 

See 
pages 
XXX 
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The above conclusion of the Inspector came in his section seeking to balance the Plan’s housing 
provision with environmental issues. Consequently, he concluded in that paragraph there is no 
conflict between meeting the Plan’s housing provision with protecting the AONB and also the 
AGLV. Either he misunderstood the consequences of the distribution of housing in Policy ALH1 
would have on the AONB because the Local Plan did not explicitly set that out, or this Local Plan 
Part 2 does not accord with his expectation that the AONB would be protected from housing 
allocations. The implications of development on the AONB was made worse by the Inspector’s 
requirement that Waverley take half of Woking’s unmet housing needs which resulted in further 
housing being proposed in the AONB in the final modifications. That is considered to be an 
unsatisfactory approach to treating the Surrey Hills AONB within both local plans. There is an 
underlying concern that too little weight has been given to the conserving the landscape and 
scenic beauty of the Surrey Hills AONB which is one the Borough’s greatest assets. The local 
plan consultation on Local Plan Part 1 showed that of all the planning considerations affecting the 
Borough respondents considered that the protection of the AONB from development was the top 
priority of them all.  

This submission therefore seeks to question the justification for the inclusion of some AONB 
housing sites, notably in Milford, and revisions to the Plan to include the remaining AONB 
housing sites as reserve housing sites and sufficient landscape mitigation and compensatory 
measures. 

2. Housing allocations in Local Plan Part 2 affecting the AONB.

2.1 Haslemere. 

Part 1 Local Plan allocated a minimum of 990 dwellings at Haslemere.  

The Council has already permitted 135 dwellings within the AONB at Sturt Farm. 

Local Plan Part 2 proposes 21 dwellings on site DS13 on land north of Haslemere Saw Mills, 
Sturt Road that is wholly within the AONB  

The Plan also proposes on sites partly within the AONB and partly AGLV: 
 30 dwellings on site DS10 on land east of Longdene House, Hedgehog Lane
 25 dwellings on site DS15 , Longdene Field,

The total of the 3 sites being 76 dwellings (211 dwellings if Sturt Farm is included). 

It further proposes in the AGLV: 
 50 dwellings at Red Court, Scotland Lane on site DS18 which is a candidate for inclusion

in the AONB and,
 20 or 25 dwellings (both figures quoted in Appendix lll) on site DS 11 land SE of

Haslemere Water Treatment Works,
totalling a further 70 or 75 dwellings. 

The scale of housing affecting Haslemere’s AONB proposed in the Plan amounts to about 146 
dwellings which does not seem to equate with the Inspector’s expectation in his paragraph 36 
that the AONB and AGLV would be protected from development in Local Plan Part 2 by strong 
protection policies. If the 135 dwellings permitted at Sturt Farm are included 281 dwellings are 
proposed on green field AONB sites adjoining Haslemere.  

No Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) has been carried out for any of the housing 
land allocations in the AONB. Even if that is not a Government requirement the omission of an 



3 

LVIA and reliance upon a broader based Landscape Character Report of larger parcels of land 
suggests a possible lack of regard the Council has attached to the Government and its own 
policies for conserving the landscape and scenic beauty of the AONB. The Sustainability 
Appraisal is also inadequate and questionable in its assessment in places. 

The reference in the supporting text to the housing allocations to ensuring the conservation of 
the landscape and scenic beauty of the AONB be informed by an LVIA illustrates the seeming 
lack of appreciation of the landscape significance of the proposals and the purpose of LVIAs. 
This is because once the principle of a certain minimum number of dwellings for a protected 
landscape site has been allocated in an adopted local plan, the LVIA comes too late. The 
subsequent LVIA cannot then conclude that housing development on a site would conserve its 
landscape and scenic beauty. It can only inform ways of mitigating its landscape impact. The 
evidence base for the inclusion of these sites is therefore open to the criticism of being 
inadequate. 

The above sites set out at the box in paragraph 4.32 are assessed individually below in 
numerical order.  

DS10 land east of Longdene House. 
In the Council’s Landscape Character Report prepared by Amec the site falls within Segment 
HE06. Whilst the Analysis of Capacity states at the last bullet point that there could be potential 
for development in the fields where permission has already been granted for 135 dwellings it 
states: 
“The remainder of the segment to the south of the footpath is visually more detached from the 
settlement and development would be more likely to have a negative impact on the landscape”. 

This site DS10 comes within this segment where the Council’s own Landscape Character Report 
states its development would have a negative impact on the landscape. It also happens to be in 
the AONB and AGLV. 

That part of the site only within the AGLV is an anomaly as it is the same landscape as the 
adjoining AONB landscape without any distinguishing differences between the two. Furthermore, 
the ill defined boundary between the two crosses the middle of a field. This illustrates the need 
for the Surrey Hills AONB Boundary Review to be progressed soon. The Hankinson Duckett  
Landscape Character Assessment commissioned to inform Natural England’s decision to review 
the boundaries of the Surrey Hills AONB identified this site as an AONB candidate area 
recommended for inclusion in the AONB. The assessment concluded this part of the AGLV 
appeared as an anomaly to the AONB boundary surrounding Haslemere.  

The site comprises two fields of about equal size divided by a thin line of trees. The site is 
particularly sensitive in landscape terms being on a hill. The woodland to the south falls away 
quite steeply and therefore would unlikely block views of houses above it from the AONB and 
National Park to the south. One of the current attributes of Haslemere is that the built up area 
features little, if at all, in these AONB and National Park views.  

Development within the AGLV part of the site could not fail to spoil the setting of the adjoining 
AONB also within the site, to the south and possibly also the National Park beyond. That would 
be in conflict with national Planning Practice Guidance on Natural Environment – Landscape 
paragraph 3, also Local Plan Part 1 Policy RE 3 protecting the setting of the AONB and Surrey 
Hills AONB Management Plan Policy LU5. 

Appendix lll states that the site is suitable for a low density development of around 30 dwellings. 
At 2 ha the density would be about 6 dwellings per acre (dpa). This estimate may have been 
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influenced by the low density of neighbouring housing to the east. However, protected 
landscapes should not be sacrificed to provide low density market housing that does not meet 
the need for smaller and more affordable housing. This is a further reason to support the 
unsuitability of this proposed housing allocation. 

DS11 land south east of Haslemere Water Treatment Works, Sturt Road. 

The Council’s Landscape Character Report concluded that the development of this site which is 
within segment HE06 would likely have a negative impact on the landscape. Whilst the Analysis 
of Capacity states at the last bullet point that there could be potential for development in the 
fields where permission has already been granted for 135 dwellings it states: 
“The remainder of the segment to the south of the footpath is visually more detached from the 
settlement and development would be more likely to have a negative impact on the landscape”. 

The site would be difficult to develop satisfactorily because of the levels. The estimate of 25 
dwellings may therefore be optimistic. Any buildings behind the high retaining wall would 
dominate Sturt Lane and have a seriously detrimental public visual impact and adversely change 
the character of the locality. Additionally it would be overbearing on the occupiers of the modest 
houses opposite and close to the road. Excavation of the site to reduce the levels to nearer those 
of Sturt Lane would be considerable necessitating a very high retaining wall to the rear and 
interference with the natural contours of this protected landscape. 

The site lies within the AGLV but forms part of the same landscape as the adjacent AONB and 
the two in landscape terms cannot be differentiated. The 2002 Waverley Local Plan designated it 
as “AGLV treated as being within the Surrey Hills AONB”. The Hankinson Duckett  Landscape 
Character Assessment commissioned to inform Natural England’s decision to review the 
boundaries of the Surrey Hills AONB identified it as an AONB candidate area recommended for 
inclusion in the AONB. The assessment concluded this part of the AGLV appeared as an 
anomaly to the AONB boundary surrounding Haslemere.  

Its development would clearly have a strong impact on the setting of the adjacent AONB spoiling 
views both into and from the adjacent AONB. That would be in conflict with national Planning 
Practice Guidance on Natural Environment – Landscape paragraph 3, also Local Plan Part 1 
Policy RE 3 protecting the setting of the AONB and Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan Policy 
LU5. 

DS 13 land north of Haslemere Saw Mills, Sturt Lane. 

In the Council’s Landscape Character Report prepared by Amec the site falls within Segment 
HE06. Whilst the Analysis of Capacity states at the last bullet point that there could be potential 
for development in the fields where permission has already been granted for 135 dwellings it 
states: 
“The remainder of the segment to the south of the footpath is visually more detached from the 
settlement and development would be more likely to have a negative impact on the landscape”. 

The description of the site in Appendix lll is that its relationship with existing development along 
Sturt Road and limited prominence means that it is likely to be able to accommodate around 21 
dwellings without significant landscape impact. This description is considered to be misleading. 

The site is a publicly prominent open area of rising ground within the AONB forming part of the 
wider AONB landscape behind and above and the National Park close by to the south. The Plan 
and Sustainability Appraisal do not recognise that the site is within the AONB. The 2002 
Waverley Local Plan Proposals Map seems to show it to be within the AONB and the strip of 
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land to the north as AGLV treated as being within the Surrey Hills AONB. This would accord with 
the original 1958 Surrey Hills AONB designation map held in this Office. 

The relatively isolated business premises to the south east are not readily seen in association 
with the site. As the site rises above Sturt Lane and its junction with Camelsdale Road and Bell 
Road housing development would have a significant visual impact from public viewpoints 
detrimentally affecting the character of the locality. Little, if anything, could be done to mitigate 
the impact of the proposed development on the AONB by way of planting as the SA suggests.. 

DS 15 Longdene Field. 

The development of this site and adjoining property with 29 dwellings has been allowed on 
appeal. The Council are understood to have appealed the decision to the High Court. A second 
identical application for 29 dwellings (WA/2018/0151) has yet to be determined. 

In allowing the appeal the Inspector commented as follows: 

“However, the Council is overriding the AONB designation elsewhere in the district in an attempt to 

meet housing need as was the case at Sturt Farm. Indeed, some 272 dwellings are proposed in the LP 

Part 2, and in the LAA, on sites in the AONB". 

In application WA/2018/0151 the appellants state at paragraph 7.102 of the Planning Statement 
that the LAA provides for a total of 521 dwellings over the first 10 years of the Plan on 18 AONB 
sites. 

The following is only relevant should the Council’s legal challenge to the appeal decision and any 
further legal challenges by the appellants be successful. 

Like DS 10 part of this site falls within the AONB and part within the AGLV. 

In the Council’s Landscape Character Report prepared by Amec the site falls within Segment 
HE06. Whilst the Analysis of Capacity states at the last bullet point that there could be potential 
for development in the fields where permission has already been granted for 135 dwellings it 
states: 
“The remainder of the segment to the south of the footpath is visually more detached from the 
settlement and development would be more likely to have a negative impact on the landscape”. 

This site DS10 comes within this segment where the Council’s own Landscape Character Report 
states its development would have a negative impact on the landscape. 

That part of the site only within the AGLV is an anomaly as it is the same landscape as the 
adjacent AONB and the two in landscape terms cannot be differentiated. This illustrates the need 
for the Surrey Hills AONB Boundary Review to be carried out soon. The Hankinson Duckett  
Landscape Character Assessment commissioned to inform Natural England’s decision to review 
the boundaries of the Surrey Hills AONB identified it as an AONB candidate area recommended 
for inclusion in the AONB. The assessment concluded this part of the AGLV appeared as an 
anomaly to the AONB boundary surrounding Haslemere.  

Unlike DS 10 its development would not impact upon AONB and NP views from the south. 
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The estimate of 25 dwellings seems to have been based upon the scheme allowed on appeal 
which comprised all detached houses. Protected landscapes should not be sacrificed to provide 
low density market housing that does not meet the need for smaller and more affordable 
housing. This is a further reason to support the unsuitability of this proposed housing allocation. 

DS18 Red Court, Scotland Lane, Haslemere. 

In the Council’s Landscape Character Report the site falls within segment HE05A where the 
conclusion is that the development of this site would likely have a negative impact on the 
landscape due to the topography and access to the area. It is currently outside the AONB but 
within the AGLV. In the 2002 Waverley Local Plan it is designated as being” AGLV treated as 
being within the Surrey Hills AONB”.  

This part of the AGLV is an anomaly as it is part of the same AONB landscape and NP 
landscape to the south. . This illustrates the need for the Surrey Hills AONB Boundary Review to 
be carried out soon. The Hankinson Duckett  Landscape Character Assessment commissioned 
to inform Natural England’s decision to review the boundaries of the Surrey Hills AONB identified 
it as an AONB candidate area recommended for inclusion in the AONB. The assessment 
concluded this part of the AGLV appeared as an anomaly to the AONB boundary surrounding 
Haslemere.  

It comprises attractive woodland and two or three more open areas. The site rises from Scotland 
Lane and therefore unless there is a wide and dense tree and shrubbery belt outside residential 
curtilages, buildings would have a significant public visual impact and spoil the pleasant 
character of this length of Scotland Lane. But then that tree and shrubbery belt would itself 
physically and visually detach the proposed 50 dwellings from the built up area of Haslemere and 
consequently unsatisfactorily relate more to the protected landscape to the south. 

Whereas Scotland Lane currently forms a clearly defined boundary to the built up area of 
Haslemere, the proposed seemingly arbitrary and ill defined southern boundary would not. 

The estimate of 50 dwellings on the site of 5.5ha would result in a low residential density of just 
under 4 dwellings per acre. If this housing allocation were to remain in the Local Plan a 
developer would expect and argue for more dwellings. In order to avoid an overprovision of 
housing and if notwithstanding the protected landscape concerns of any development of the site, 
its extent should either be reduced or the Plan should stipulate the maximum developable 
acreage including private gardens with the remainder being kept in perpetuity as amenity land 
containing native trees. 

Protected landscapes should not be sacrificed to provide low density market housing that does 
not meet the need for smaller and more affordable housing. This is a further reason to support 
the unsuitability of this proposed housing allocation. 

One of the current attributes of Haslemere is that the built up area features little, if at all, in these 
AONB and National Park views. Consequently, development of this part of the AGLV  would 
likely spoil the setting of the nearby AONB and possibly the National Park beyond. That would be 
in conflict with national Planning Practice Guidance on Natural Environment – Landscape 
paragraph 3, also Local Plan Part 1 Policy RE 3 protecting the setting of the AONB and Surrey 
Hills AONB Management Plan Policy LU5. 
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2.2 Milford. 

Under Policy ALH1 Milford comes within Witley that is allocated for 480 dwellings. 4 sites 
identified as potential Green Belt releases in Local Plan Part 1 are proposed to accommodate a 
total of 220 dwellings. Little recognition is given to them being within the AONB. 

The sites come within segment MO4 in the Council’s Landscape Character Report. The 
assessment concludes that the segment has  

 some landscape qualities, (surprising as it is all within a nationally designated landscape),
 medium contribution to settlement setting,
 low visual prominence, (which is questionable),
 low inter-visibility,
 moderate landscape sensitivity and medium landscape value (the two of which are again

surprising considering the segment is within a nationally designated AONB).

NPPF paragraph 115 states that AONBs and NPs have the highest status of protection in 
relation to landscape and scenic beauty. Further that great weight should be given to conserving 
their landscape and scenic beauty. Consequently, it is considered that this assessment could be 
questioned as not forming a proper evidence base for the proposals. On this questionable basis 
the assessment goes on to state that there could be some potential for development in the area 
contained by the A3 and the existing settlement boundary.  

Before assessing each site listed under paragraph 4.45 in turn below the following are general 
points relating to them all.  

It seems the Council has identified land between the old and new A3 for potential development 
partly as it is contained by these two roads, development would have local and not a wider 
impact on protected landscapes and some of it is considered to have relatively little intrinsic 
landscape or scenic beauty. But those reasons, except for the first, could apply to many parts of 
the Surrey Hills AONB and parts of other AONBs in the country. If that is the case, the reasoning 
is dangerous as it could also be applied elsewhere. The reasoning seems to misunderstand the 
purpose of AONB designation and were it to be accepted could be repeated many times 
elsewhere cumulatively having a greater effect and undermining the role, integrity and public 
benefit of AONB designation.  

An Appeal Inspector has already sought to justify allowing an appeal for 29 dwellings affecting 
the AONB at Longdene House, Haslemere on the grounds that the Council is overriding the 
AONB designation elsewhere in the district in an attempt to meet housing need. The appellants 
referred to these sites at Milford in their case.  

Further, that reasoning could apply to other land between to the new and old A3, such as 
between the new A3 and Amberley Lane which is developed in part. A tree belt would separate it 
from the new A3 that is in cutting. There is also land between site DS27 and Lower Mousehill 
Lane and south west of Site DS31. In my view, allocating this land, and for as many as 220 
dwellings, is misconceived and would likely lead to a wider deterioration in the landscape quality, 
beyond these allocated sites, in time. 

The merits of the 4 AONB sites in Milford versus the Secretts site. 

The AONB should desirably only be considered for development to meet objectively assessed 
housing needs as a last resort when all other possibilities have been exhausted. The public 
consultation on the Witley Neighbourhood Plan sought public views on these possible AONB 
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sites at Milford and several alternative housing sites outside the AONB the most notable of which 
is the Secretts site where developers consider about 200 dwellings could be satisfactorily built.  

Out of 24 sites canvassed 46% respondents considered Coneycroft (Site DS 30) a good choice 
and second came the Secretts site with 40%. By combining respondents’ first and second (where 
there some concerns) choices the results were reversed with Secretts having 66% of the vote 
and Coneycroft 56%. Whether respondents were informed that the 4 AONB sites subject of this 
Council’s consultation are designated AONB is not known. Nor is it known had that been the 
case whether the AONB sites would have scored even less well.  

It is understood that those preparing the Neighbourhood Plan preferred the Secretts site to the 
AONB sites. However, they were informed by the Council that the AONB sites had to be adhered 
to as they were indicated in Local Plan Part 1. Consequently, the Neighbourhood Plan is no 
longer to include the consideration of housing sites which is being left for this Local Plan Part 2. 

The AONB sites were only shown diagrammatically by asterisks in Local Plan Part 1 as “potential 
releases from the Green Belt” and their AONB designation was not made clear albeit it could be 
found with further reading. Their boundaries or extent were not shown. No evidence exists in the 
Local Plan Inspector’s report that he ever considered them because they were not firm housing 
allocations, he had too little information to make a proper assessment of them and he knew they 
were to be considered later in Local Plan Part 2. Thus they were not firm proposals. He did 
though consider the relative merits for housing of the Secretts site with part of Milford Golf 
Course. He favoured the Milford Golf course site because it was closer to Milford Railway Station 
and was considered not to meet Green Belt purposes as well as the Secretts site. He did not 
consider the relative merits of the 4 AONB sites for about 220 dwellings with 200 dwellings at 
Secretts. 

The status of the 4 AONB sites indicated diagrammatically by asterisks in Local Plan Part 1 do 
not therefore seem to bind the Council to consider only those sites to the exclusion of possibly 
any more suitable alternatives in the locality should they come forward. The exclusion in Part 2 of 
the other asterisk housing site shown in Part 1, at Witley outside the AONB, tends to support this 
approach.  

The Green Belt Study showed the large stretch of Green Belt between Milford and Godalming 
and containing the Secretts site at one end as making a significant contribution to Green Belt 
purposes while the AONB land between the old and new A3 as making only a contribution to 
Green Belt purposes. But the Secretts site forms just a small part of the wider (C17) Green Belt 
segment. Moreover, its openness is compromised by the existence of large glass houses, 
extensive roads, outside storage areas and hardstanding. The contribution it makes in itself to 
Green Belt purposes would seem to be limited and may have been given too much weight in the 
preparation of this Plan or its availability for development came late in the process of identifying 
housing sites. The Council appears to be entrenched in its view that only the 4 original AONB 
sites should be developed for housing to the exclusion of considering any alternatives coming 
forward.  

In my judgement, the 4 AONB sites have not been shown to be any more suitable for housing 
than the Secretts site, rather the reverse. The AONB sites are separated from most of Milford by 
the old A3 are not located adjacent to its centre, as is the Secretts site, and are a greater 
distance from Milford Railway Station. In short they are not as sustainably located as the 
Secretts site. The Secretts site is visually less attractive than the 4 AONB sites.  Further, draft 
proposals for the development of the Secretts site have the benefit of proposing a SANG with 
extensive public access and landscape enhancements. 



9 

DS27 – Land at Mousehill Mead, Milford. 

The site comprises some woodland and small fields interspersed with trees. A line of trees run 
along the boundary with the old A3. Landscape views from the old A3 into the site are largely 
screened by harsh looking fencing. The woodland itself has a valuable amenity role and most of 
the trees would be lost to development. I consider that the interplay between the individual trees, 
grassland and woodland to be an attractive landscape composition worthy of protection in its 
own right. Any detractors are temporary features. 

30 dwellings are proposed on the site of 2.7ha which amounts to a low density of between 4 and 
5 dwellings per acre. If this housing allocation were to remain in the Local Plan a developer 
would expect and argue for more dwellings. Protected landscapes should not be sacrificed to 
provide low density market housing that does not meet the need for smaller and more affordable 
housing. This is a further reason to support the unsuitability of this proposed housing allocation. 
If notwithstanding the AONB concerns the Council continues to include this site for housing it 
may therefore wish either to reduce its extent or stipulate that significant treed areas and belts 
should remain outside the gardens of new houses for public amenity purposes. 

DS29 – Land at Manor Lodge, Milford. 

The site description refers to it being surrounded by residential dwellings. That is not the case as  
beyond its main north-west and south boundaries is open undeveloped land. If sites DS31 and 
DS27 were developed then it would largely be surrounded by dwellings except for part of the area 
to the south. 

The land is flat, well treed and with some undergrowth. Besides its AONB designation it has an 
intrinsic value of being green, undeveloped and providing an attractive setting for housing to the 
north east on the other side of Old Elstead Road. The site forms a suitable transition between 
Milford and the wider landscape beyond. It does not give the appearance of being an obvious 
development site but may do if the neighbouring open field, site DS31, were to be developed. 

30 dwellings are proposed on a site of 1.7ha which amounts to about 7 dwellings per acre which 
is still low. If allocated for housing a developer would expect to be granted permission for more 
dwellings. 

DS 30 – Land at Coneycroft, Milford. 

Most of the site is a relatively flat field separating the A3 road junction from the built up area lying 
between the old and new A3 roads. Trees belts exist along most of its boundaries. Its landscape 
benefit to the public is to contribute significantly to the landscape setting of this major road 
interchange within the AONB. It is not prominent from the new A3 which is at a lower level. 
However, the roofs of proposed houses might be visible. The undeveloped nature of the site is 
noticeable from the old A3 through a thin veil of trees. Even though those trees could be 
supplemented with new planting there would still be a road access with sufficient width and 
highway works that would afford public views into the development. Development could not 
therefore be hidden. 

Its contribution to the AONB is that it forms part of the wider protected landscape beyond in spite 
of the publicly necessary large scale road junction which is generously landscaped. Whereas the 
presence of the built up area of Milford is not readily apparent from this road junction if the site 
were to be developed it would bring the built up area more into public view. Of all the four sites its 
development would be the most publicly conspicuous. 
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100 dwellings are proposed on a site of 3.7ha which amounts to about 11 dwellings per acre. As 
the site is mostly an open flat field a developer would expect to demonstrate that planning 
permission should be granted for more development. 

DS31 – Land at Old Elstead Road, Milford. 

The site is a rectangular flat paddock. The site description refers to residential buildings being to 
the south east but that is the undeveloped site DS29. Manor Lodge exists some distance beyond. 
A tree belt fronts onto Old Elstead Road and another separates it from site DS29. The southwest 
corner of the site is generally open and there seems little reason physically why the triangle of 
land to the south west was not included. If the site is developed there would seem to be little 
reason for it not to be included for development in the future. This is a further illustration of the 
consequences of the allocation of these sites not seemingly having been anticipated in the Plan 
and which could well lead to significantly more development in the locality. 

The site forms part of the wider rural and pleasant setting to housing on this side of the old A3, 
including the neighbouring buildings of a distinctly rural character. Their setting would be spoilt by 
the development. Once allocated for housing it would seem difficult for it to be contained. The 
remainder of the undeveloped areas between the old and new A3 would likely be proposed for 
further housing in a subsequent local plan and the landscape merits of the wider area would be 
lost. 

60 dwellings are proposed on a site of 2.3ha which amounts to about 11 dwellings per acre. 

2.3 Chiddingfold. 

Local Plan Part 1 Policy ALH1 allocated 130 dwellings to Chiddingfold, nearly all of which would 
need to be on green field sites within the AONB. Local Plan Part 2 shows the proposed 
settlement boundary that has been drawn sufficiently widely in several places to include housing 
sites to meet at least the allocation of 130 dwellings. I had an informal consultation by a member 
of the Neighbourhood Plan Team last year. As the public consultation seemingly resulted in a 
relatively high degree of support for the proposals and the housing sites are not specifically 
addressed in this Local Plan but seem to be left for the Neighbourhood Plan, this submission 
does not contain a detailed assessment of each site but contains more general comments.  

The main concern is that some sites have been drawn rather widely and would probably result in 
more than the allocation of 130 dwellings unless this Local Plan and the Neighbourhood Plan 
contain sufficient safeguards. Probably more AONB land has been allocated for housing than is 
necessary which may have arisen because many of the boundaries have sought to follow clearly 
defined physical features.  

Site 2 already contains low density housing and presumably the intention is that this could be 
intensified which would unlikely have significant implications for the AONB. 

The southern boundary of Site 2 off Ridgley Road is considered to extend too far up the hill. The 
top third or so of the site being the highest ground should not be developed but be planted as a 
woodland or left as paddock. Buildings on this higher north facing slope would likely be 
prominent in the landscape even though probably not from the wider countryside to the south. 

The inclusion of site 4 which is on a steep site at Avola Farm is surprising. It is not a natural 
housing site and again the development would be prominent and have a dominating impact on 
its surroundings. The settlement boundary could be drawn to exclude this site especially as 
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sufficient scope seems to exist on the other sites to meet the Local Plan allocation of 130 
dwellings. 

Site 5 on the north side of the village is the largest area and another considered possibly to be 
unnecessarily large. The publicly most conspicuous part of the site is nearest to Petworth Road 
to the east. If vehicular access is taken off Petworth Road I consider that the access road should 
wind its way through extensive woodland planting to help screen and soften the impact of 
development on the wider AONB landscape. Further west development would be less publicly 
prominent with the implications being more for the occupiers of neighbouring residential 
properties which is not an AONB consideration. But the development site does project a 
considerable distance from the existing settlement and breaks out into the wider countryside. If 
that remains the boundary it is suggested that this plan and/or the Neighbourhood Plan contain a 
provision that the northern extent be heavily planted to screen the development. 

2.4 Elstead. 

The housing allocation for Elstead is 160 dwellings of which 69 dwellings have been granted on 
the Weyburn Works site. That leaves about 91 further dwellings to be provided for in the plan 
period unless other permissions exist. Beyond any scope within the settlement boundary for 
further housing, provision to meet the allocation would inevitably involve sites within the AONB 
that covers the entire village. 3 sites have been selected in the plan. 

DS 23 – 35 dwellings on land to the rear of the Croft, 
DS 24 – 12 dwellings at Sunray Farm, West Hill and, 
DS 25 - 20 dwellings at Four Trees, Hookley Lane, 
totalling 67 dwellings. The remaining 24 dwellings would presumably be made up of existing 
permissions and further dwellings within the settlement boundary. Whether there is scope for any 
further dwellings within the settlement boundary thereby to necessitate fewer dwellings on green 
field AONB sites is difficult to know. 

Both the inclusion of sites DS23 and DS 24 are regrettable from an AONB aspect. Whether there 
are less harmful alternative AONB sites is not obvious. The redevelopment of buildings at Sunray 
Farm should not have a significant impact upon the AONB provided the homes are not large and 
the site is well landscaped with native planting on the outer edges. 

The Plan should stipulate for Sites DS 23 and 24 native tree and hedgerow planting along their 
outer countryside boundaries to be beyond the gardens of dwellings so the screen does not 
become denuded through tree removal by owners over time.  

3. Avoidance, mitigation, compensation of impacts.

The approach given to the consideration of development proposals affecting AONBs is initially to 
seek to avoid them and only resort to them when, in the balance of relevant planning 
considerations, there is no realistic alternative. In that event mitigation measures should be 
incorporated in development proposals to avoid or significantly reduce the adverse impacts of 
the development on the AONB.  

Where there would still be residual harm to the AONB following those mitigation measures the 
developer should compensate for the harm caused usually through significant financial 
contributions towards AONB/AGLV landscape enhancement and access schemes.  
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Avoidance – the reserve housing site principle 

Local Plan Part 1 requires substantial housing development over the plan period. The Council 
has reluctantly decided that some housing development should take place in the Surrey Hills 
AONB/AGLV in order to meet objectively assessed housing needs and the Local Plan 
Inspector’s requirements.  

No-one knows what the house building rate each year will be in practice. Following the Plan’s 
substantial housing land allocations and in light of the insatiable demand for housing and high 
property values, more housing could be built in the earlier years of the plan leaving a possible 
shortage in the latter plan period. Sustainable development objectives are directed at recycling 
urban/ brown field sites and developing new sites in built up areas first. The incentive for 
developers to pursue those often more difficult options should not be reduced by the ready 
availability of easy to develop and attractive AONB sites in the early plan period.  

There is a distinct risk easy to develop sites, such as the green field AONB sites that also can be 
more financially attractive to developers, will be built quickly. Too fast a building rate would result 
in the lack of the required 5 year housing land supply later in the plan period. That in turn would 
require an earlier than intended new local plan to provide for even more housing and 
consideration of further AONB sites for development That would not be good planning.  

The Local Plan should therefore husband the release of green field housing land and include a 
policy of reserve housing sites covering those affecting the Surrey Hills AONB and possibly the 
AGLV. The principle of reserve housing sites has worked well before in Surrey for the release of 
sites that would otherwise have been in the Green Belt. The policy would provide that planning 
permission would only be granted for their development if, and when, a lack of a 5 year housing 
land supply exists through planning permissions, or is imminent. 

For instance, in Milford a developer of the Secretts site considers there is a strong case for 
development and from the public consultation seems to have a reasonable and unusual degree 
of public support. The case has already been made above that from an AONB aspect the 
development of this site for a similar number of dwellings proposed in the AONB at Milford would 
be preferable.  

Those developers can be expected to make their case before the Local Plan Inspector. If they 
are successful the Local Plan Inspector may not go on to delete from the Plan the Milford AONB 
sites. Even if they are unsuccessful, the developers may seek to challenge the local plan and/or 
pursue their chances with another Inspector through an appeal against a consequent refusal of 
planning permission. Unless the Plan provides for a policy that the AONB sites would be held in 
reserve and would only be developed if later in the plan period they are necessary to meet the 
housing allocation in the Plan for Witley, possibly double the amount of housing proposed in the 
Plan for Milford may materialise. If the Plan were to remain as it is with the difficulty of preventing 
further land being developed for housing between the old and new A3, there could be more than 
twice the planned housing provision for Milford having undesirable consequences for the locality. 

Mitigation measures – include in the Plan 

The Plan should outline for each AONB/AGLV housing site the requirements for landscape 
mitigation measures. Mitigation measures should form an integral part of any planning 
application. Too often proposed measures can be superficial but the Plan should stipulate 
mitigation should be effective and realistic. 

The section in a box listing AONB housing sites is unclear as to whether it carries the status of a 
policy or amplifying text. But provision a) in the box states the following: 
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“a) Ensure the conservation of the landscape and scenic beauty of the AONB through the 
consideration of the individual and cumulative impact of development in the layout, landscaping 
and design of proposals, informed by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 
b) Retain and enhance mature trees and other landscape features wherever possible....” 

The reference in a) above to ensuring the development would conserve the landscape and 
scenic beauty of the AONB suggests a misunderstanding of the significance of the Plan 
proposing housing in the AONB and AGLV. The very fact of allocating significant housing 
development in a Local Plan on an AONB/AGLV site must mean that its landscape and scenic 
beauty would not be conserved.  No amount of mitigation could result in the landscape and 
scenic beauty of the site being conserved. Mitigation can reduce the adverse impact upon 
neighbouring protected landscapes but not conserve the landscape and natural beauty of the site 
itself. In any event the words set out in a) are normal development control criteria and not special 
to these AONB/AGLV sites.  

Concern that each site has not been subject to an LVIA has already been expressed. But it is 
agreed that LVIAs should be an essential part of the planning application submissions for the 
identified AONB/AGLV housing sites.  

Too often landscape architects are commissioned late in the process when development 
proposals have already been largely formulated. The Plan should therefore emphasise that the 
starting point of any development proposals for these sensitive sites should be a landscape 
architect’s design strategy to mitigate the impact of development on its landscape setting. The 
Plan should make clear that planning applications for each site will be required to show that 
effective, realistic and enduring AONB/AGLV mitigation measures are included in the proposals. 
These can include the need for:  

 screen planting along the outer site boundaries, beyond private gardens and to be
maintained by a management company,

 locating buildings away from the outer boundaries,
 avoiding or minimising the impact of buildings on higher ground,
 external building materials being of muted colours,
 providing sufficient land within the site for the planting of large native trees with sufficient

space to grow fully and without overshadowing neighbouring dwellings and
 the consideration of building heights to avoid the buildings being conspicuous from

outside views.
As currently worded in the Plan experience suggests that a developer would be able to avoid the 
extent of landscape mitigation it is hoped the Council intends. The more recent detailed 
application for an intensive and poor form of development for 135 dwellings at Sturt Farm is an 
illustration of what not to do. 

Compensation of residual impact. 

Rarely would mitigation measures in themselves be sufficient to avoid any adverse landscape 
impact of the extent of housing proposals for AONB/AGLV sites within the plan. The Plan should 
therefore give notice to developers of these sites that they will also likely be required to make a 
financial contribution towards landscape and access improvements where the Council, possibly 
in consultation with the Surrey Hills AONB Office, consider that the proposed mitigation 
measures would be insufficient to reduce the harm to the AONB. This would incentivise 
developers to incorporate sufficient mitigation measures in their proposals. The financial 
contribution should then also be able to be factored into the purchase price of the site in the 
same way as CIL and affordable housing requirements and not be introduced later as a possibly 
unviable requirement. 
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AONBs do not receive anywhere approaching the level of Government funding directed to 
National Parks. Yet the landscape and recreation pressures on the Surrey Hills AONB are 
probably one of the highest of any AONB and National Park in the country. This has been 
combined with significant cut backs in local authority budgets. The Surrey Hills Trust Fund has 
been established to provide a charitable vehicle to attract and manage donations and other 
funding. It is suggested that this Fund be used to channel AONB compensation payments to be 
additional to the usual CIL contributions so as not to disadvantage other more usual claims for 
such funding. At an early stage of the process leading to the submission of a planning application 
the level of contribution would need to be subject to negotiation, possibly in liaison with the 
Director of the Surrey Hills AONB, as the circumstances of each case will be different. They will 
depend upon the level and effectiveness of the mitigation measures, the scale of development 
and other factors.  

An example of the type of compensatory measure, if the Council decide to continue with the 
AONB sites at Milford, is for the developer to contribute to the “Cycle Surrey Hills” Project. The 
recently prepared plan shows the proposed housing sites to be adjacent to an off road leisure 
cycle plan of 5 interconnecting loops using primarily bridleways but also other public routes. 
These are the Elstead Loop, Thursley Loop, Frensham Loop, Devil’s Punch Bowl Loop and the 
Puttenham Loop. The surfacing of the routes can be muddy or too sandy in places and to 
encourage their public use for health and enjoyment they need improvement and maintenance. 
Surrey County Highways no longer has a budget for these works and so this is where a 
developer contribution could be directed. 

4. Other AONB considerations.

Policy DM2. 
In the criterion b) (iv) add “use of external materials”. In the amplifying text please refer to the 
need to avoid light colour buildings being more conspicuous in protected landscapes when they 
would contrast with a darker back drop. 

Policy DM8 
In the supporting text make reference to the Council being unlikely to place much weight upon 
existing and/or proposed planting to screen an otherwise unacceptable development partly as the 
planting would unlikely exceed the life of the development.   
This AONB advice is often given to case officers on planning applications. It is based upon long 
experience as a planner. 

Paragraph 3.21 
The omission of garaging is welcome. Too often agents use the tactic of including the floor area 
of existing garaging for the purpose of calculating habitable floor area for replacement dwellings 
in the AONB/AGLV and Green Belt or for house extensions in these areas. No garaging is then 
included in the new scheme and the floor area of existing garaging is translated into further 
habitable floor area. Subsequently proposals, often from a new owner, come forward for garaging 
on the basis it is unreasonable for a Council to deny garaging for occupiers of a substantial 
house. 

Possibly an explanation could be included in the text as to why garaging is excluded from floor 
area calculations. 

Policy DS4 –Land at Aaron’s Hill 
No recognition has been given to the site being within the AGLV and that the greatest need is to 
mitigate the impact of development upon the adjoining AGLV. In c) reference is made to the need 
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for a high quality development integrating with the “townscape”, and not to the landscape. But the 
character of the adjoining development is not such that should set the benchmark for the new 
development.  It is suggested the plan refers to the need for a substantial tree and shrubbery belt 
of native species to be planted along the boundaries of the adjoining countryside. 

Paragraph 4.22. 
The following wording is incorrect and should be removed: 
“The Council is seeking to direct this development to sites outside the AONB, or areas of AONB 
where limited development can be accommodated without significant landscape impact”. 

Instead perhaps reference could be made that as the AONB abuts much of Haslemere and 
options for directing development outside the AONB are limited, some housing allocations are 
made involving AONB/AGLV land. Further, (if the Council accepts the mitigation and 
compensatory measures outlined above) the Plan has required stringent mitigation measures to 
minimise their landscape impacts and if necessary, AONB compensation payments to be directed 
towards landscape and access improvements.    

Paragraph 4.32 
Reference has already been made to the need to reword a) in particular and the criteria. 

Paragraph 4.35 and boxed wording. 
Although there is a general reference to Elstead being in the AONB there is no reference to 
mitigating the impact of these housing allocations on the adjoining AONB. There seems to be an 
inconsistency in the Plan between to the approach to the AONB housing sites in Elstead 
compared to the AONB/AGLV sites in Haslemere.  Similar mitigation/compensatory measures as 
suggested for Haslemere should be included for Elstead especially for an effective and enduring 
tree and shrubbery screen outside private properties on those parts of the site adjoining the 
countryside. 

Sustainability Appraisal. 
The scoring given for the AONB housing sites against the 15 sustainability objectives is in some 
cases questionable. It is hoped the Council will accept a later submission relating to these and 
other aspects of the Sustainability Appraisal. 

In the meantime an immediate observation is that the statement in Section 7 – Mitigation that “a 
full range of mitigation measures has been proposed and are included in relation to each 
proposed site, as well as the policies applying to these” is incorrect. 

Also, the SA shows DS13 – land north of Haslemere Saw Mills as being outside the AONB when 
it is believed to be within the AONB. Further, as a general comment,  the SA seems to dismiss 
too readily a site not complying with SA6 – character and quality of landscape, on the grounds 
that it can be overcome or mitigated acceptably by planting.  

Finally, the Director of the Surrey Hills AONB and I would be very happy to discuss any aspects 
of the above submission with the Council. In particular the reserve housing site concept and the 
mitigation and compensatory measures would probably warrant further explanation and 
discussion. Visits with officers to any remaining AONB/AGLV sites would also be welcome to 
discuss suitable mitigation measures. 

Clive Smith 
Surrey Hills AONB Planning Adviser 
6th July 2018. 





A2.9:
Surrey County Council, Application for Village Green Status, Land at Woodside Meadow, 

Chiddingfold (the Site) decision letter (8 August 2018). 



TO: PLANNING & REGULATORY COMMITTEE DATE: 08 August 2018 

BY: HEAD OF LEGAL & DEMOCRATIC SERVICES

DISTRICT (S): WAVERLEY   ELECTORAL DIVISION:
WAVERLEY EASTERN 
VILLAGES

PURPOSE: FOR DECISION

TITLE: APPLICATION FOR VILLAGE GREEN STATUS,
LAND AT WOODSIDE MEADOW, CHIDDINGFOLD

SUMMARY REPORT

The Committee is asked to consider whether or not to register the land the subject of 
this application as a Village Green. 

Application for Village Green status by  
dated 10 September 2015 relating to land at Woodside Road, Chiddingfold.

The County Council is the Commons Registration Authority under the Commons 
Registration Act 1965 and the Commons Act 2006 which administers the Registers of 
Common Land and Town or Village Greens. Under Section 15 of the 2006 Act the 
County Council is able to register new land as a Town or Village Green on 
application.

The recommendation is to REJECT the application.

APPLICATION DETAILS

Applicants

Land
Land at Woodside Road, Chiddingfold

Date of Application
№ 1875:  10 September 2015.

ILLUSTRATIVE MATERIAL

Annexe A: Plan of Land submitted with application
Annexe B: Amended application plan
Annexe C: Inspector’s report dated 7 March 2018
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Site photographs

Figure 1 Main northern part of the Land
Figure 2 Main northern part of the Land
Figure 3 Garages near to south-eastern corner
Figure 4 South-west corner of southern strip of the Land
Figure 5 South-east corner of southern strip of the Land

BACKGROUND

1. On 10 September 2015 Surrey County Council received an application for a new
village green for the Land to the north of Woodside Road in Chiddingfold (the Land).
The application was made on the basis that a significant number of inhabitants of any
locality, or of any neighbourhood within a locality, have indulged as of right in lawful
sports and pastimes on the land for a period of at least 20 years. The application was
accompanied by 54 witness statements and letters in support of the application.

2. The Commons (Registration of Town or Village Greens) (Interim Arrangements)
(England) Regulations 2007 sets out the process to be followed by any applicant
seeking to register a new town or village green and the process to be followed by the
Commons Registration Authority. Following changes to the law, under the Growth
and Infrastructure Act 2013, the Registration Authority has to establish whether an
application is valid under section 15C of the Commons Act 2006 before the
application can be considered.

3. A public notice was placed in the local press on 17 June 2016 with an objection
period running from 17 June 2016 until 29 July 2016. The application was placed on
public deposit at Waverley Borough Council offices and Haslemere Library.

4. An objection to the application was received from the McLaren Clark Group on behalf
of the owners of the application Land (the Objectors). It was not clear from the
evidence provided with the application whether the Land met the criteria for
registration. Legal opinion was sought and a view was taken that an independent
investigation be conducted in the form of a non-statutory public inquiry. This was to
enable the County Council, as Commons Registration Authority, to discharge its
statutory duty.

5. A non-statutory public inquiry was held on 7 to 10 November 2017. The Inspector
submitted his report to the Commons Registration Officer on 7 March 2018. (Annexe
C).

6. The Commons Registration Officer is therefore now placing this matter before
members for consideration.

CONSULTATIONS AND PUBLICITY

Borough/District Council

Waverley Borough Council No views received
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Consultees (Statutory and Non Statutory)

The Open Spaces Society: No views received

Local Residents – adjoining properties: No views received

Chiddingfold Parish Council: Email in support of application

Rights of Way No objection

Estates Planning & Management No views received

County Highways Authority – No views received
Highways Information Team

Summary of publicity undertaken

7. Documents placed on public deposit at local council offices and local library.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

8. The cost of advertising has already been incurred.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

9. If the Land is registered as a village green it will be subject to the same statutory
protection as other village greens and local people will have a guaranteed legal right
to indulge in sports and pastimes over it on a permanent basis.  Registration is
irrevocable and so the Land must be kept free from development or other
encroachments.

HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS

10. Public Authorities are required to act, as far as possible, compatibly with the
European Convention on Human Rights, now enforceable in English Courts by way
of the Human Rights Act 1998. The officer’s view is that this proposal will have no
adverse impact on public amenity and has no human rights implications.

ANALYSIS AND COMMENTARY

11. Surrey County Council is the Commons Registration Authority under the Commons
Registration Act 1965 and the Commons Act 2006 which administers the Registers of
Common Land and Town or Village Greens. Before the Commons Registration
Authority is an application (№ 1875) made by Mrs Cowley and Mr de Watteville,
under the Commons Act 2006, to have Land at The Meadow, Woodside Road,
Chiddingfold, registered as a town or village green (TVG). The Land is identified on
the plan appended to the application (Annexe A).

12. The McLaren Clark Group, on behalf of the freehold owners, oppose the application.
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13. To succeed, the Applicant has to prove on the balance of probabilities (i.e., more
than a 50% probability) that a significant number of the inhabitants of any locality, or
of any neighbourhood within a locality, indulged as of right in lawful sports and
pastimes (LSP) on the Land for a period of at least 20 years.

14. The facts were thoroughly tested with evidence at a public inquiry. At the inquiry the
Applicants applied to amend the application to remove a small area from the Land
occupied by a group of garages, near to its south-eastern corner. The Objectors
raised no objection to the amendment and the Inspector recommended that the
Applicants be permitted to amend the application. (Annexe B).

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

15. The Inspector’s report contained the following conclusions: -

I. ‘Locality’ or  ‘any neighbourhood within a locality’

The Applicants put forward a neighbourhood consisting of the built up area of the 
actual village of Chiddingfold, within the locality consisting of the Parish of the same 
name. The Inspector is of the view that the village of Chiddingfold is entirely capable 
of being reasonably regarded as a ‘neighbourhood’ in the context of section 15(1) of 
the 2006 Act.

II. ‘On the land’

The evidence of use was significantly different in relation to some parts of the 
application Land. There was a relatively narrow strip of land, running along the 
southern edge of the site, to the north of the back gardens of the Woodside Road 
properties, which was of a substantially different character to the rest of the Land. 

The southern strip contained considerable areas of regularly mown grass, some 
areas of garden-type cultivation, an area given over to domestic fowl and quantities 
of children’s play equipment. 

The remainder of the Land was much rougher, consisting of rough areas of long 
grass, interspersed with areas of brambles, bushes and small trees. This area 
contained a main pathway extending north-eastwards from approximately the middle 
of the southern strip, to a point approximately central of the north-east boundary of 
the Land. The northern tip of the site contained a more densely treed area.

Evidence presented at the inquiry suggested that the main, northern part of the Land 
had been at some stage separated off from the narrow, southern strip by some kind 
of fencing or other visible boundary treatment. Some other fence or hedge lines were 
shown as having existed within the area further north.

The Inspector concluded, from evidence presented to the inquiry, that there was a 
long-term history, extending through the relevant period, of permissive use of the 
southern strip, at least as a route to pass through, for the benefit of a number of 
families residing on the north side of Woodside Road. He found that there was a long 
history of some permissive ‘domestic gardening’ by individual neighbouring residents, 
within the southern strip outside the back gardens of Woodside Road properties.
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The Inspector is inclined to accept that, on the balance of probabilities, the stock-
proof fencing which was clearly on the Land in mid-1993, was more likely than not 
still there in September 1995, which is the beginning of the relevant 20 year period.

III. ‘A significant number of the inhabitants’ and ‘lawful sports and pastimes’

The evidence presented at the inquiry demonstrated that a mixture of activities, some 
of which would undoubtedly be ‘lawful sports and pastimes’, were indulged in by 
neighbouring residents of Woodside Road and, to a lesser extent, their visitors on 
significant parts of the southern strip. However, any ‘collective’ use of parts of the 
southern strip was physically interspersed with patches of that land being used by 
individual neighbours for their own garden extensions or gardening purposes, some 
of which was permitted by licence from the owners. 

The Inspector found that the evidence of any use for most of the relevant period by 
the inhabitants of Chiddingfold, more widely than the immediate Woodside Road 
neighbours (with back garden gates) and their occasional guests, seemed to be 
extremely thin and unconvincing.

The evidence taken as a whole has not shown, on the balance of probabilities, that 
any significant ‘lawful sports and pastimes’ by a significant number of the inhabitants 
has taken place on the bulk of the application Land for the full 20 year period and 
certainly not use at a level which would suggest general use by the local community 
‘as of right’, as opposed to sporadic, occasional trespass.

Although it would be open to the Registration Authority to register a lesser part of the 
Land, where the evidence justifies such a course, no party sought to suggest this at 
inquiry and the Inspector saw no real basis for doing so in this case. The Inspector 
concluded that it was arguable that the activities that took place on the southern strip 
were in reality akin to a multiple trespass by a number of individuals residing in 
neighbouring properties via their individual back gardens rather than an ‘as of right’ 
use on behalf of the inhabitants of a wider ‘neighbourhood’ collectively.

IV. ‘As of right’ and ‘for a period of at least 20 years’

For the use of the Land to be ‘as of right’ it must have been undertaken without force, 
without secrecy and without permission.

On the evidence presented at the inquiry, the Inspector was inclined to accept that, 
on the balance of probabilities, there had been at least some noticeable open (i.e. 
unconcealed) use of a significant proportion of the southern strip of the Land for 
purposes including ‘lawful sports and pastimes’ for the full requisite period of 20 
years, by people living in the immediately neighbouring properties on Woodside 
Road. However, any such use by neighbours (and their visitors from time to time) 
was mixed up with the permissive right for some neighbours to traverse along the 
strip to access garages, the permissive rights that some neighbours had individually 
to cultivate a particular patch and other neighbours carrying out the like without 
permission.

As far as the remainder of the Land further north is concerned, the evidence in the 
Inspector’s opinion, does not come close to establishing that lawful sports and 
pastimes had been indulged in ‘as of right’ by a significant number of the inhabitants 
of Chiddingfold, over the whole relevant period.
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V. Conclusion

The onus is on the Applicants to show, by their submissions and supporting evidence 
that, on the balance of probabilities, all of the statutory criteria under Section 15 of 
the Commons Act 2006 have been met in this case.

The evidence presented to the inquiry showed that the Land was predominately used 
by neighbouring residents of Woodside Road rather than the wider inhabitants of the 
neighbourhood of Chiddingfold. Further, evidence in respect of the use of the Land, 
in particular the southern strip clearly showed that use was by way of permission 
from the owners as opposed to ’as of right’. The Inspector’s conclusion, in light of the 
entirety of the evidence presented, is that the Applicants have failed to establish that 
the statutory criteria has been met even in respect of the undoubtedly more heavily 
used ‘southern strip’ of the application Land.

The Inspector’s recommendation to the Registration Authority is that no part of the 
Land to which this application relates should be added to the statutory Register of 
Town or Village Greens, because on the evidence it does not meet the criteria 
required for such registration, for the reasons explained in detail in the Inspector’s 
report dated 7 March 2018.

16. Therefore, Officers recommend that:

a) the Applicants be permitted to amend the application to remove a
small area from the Land occupied by a group of garages, near to its
south-eastern corner;

b) the application to register the Land be rejected.

CONTACT
, COMMONS REGISTRATION OFFICER.

TEL. NO.

BACKGROUND PAPERS
All documents quoted in the report.
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A.2.10:
Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan consultation boards 
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Dear     
 
Discretionary Advice Service (Charged Advice) 
280393/14238 
Development proposal and location:  Housing at land to the rear of The Croft, Woodside Road, 
Chiddingfold 
25 July 201114 July 2011   
  
This advice is being provided as part of Natural England’s Discretionary Advice Service.  Savills on 
behalf of Reside Residential has asked Natural England to provide advice upon:  
 

 Impact of housing development on landscape at land to the rear of The Croft, Woodside 
Road, Chiddingfold (Site 5) 

 Review of the LVIA and the comparative sites 6 & 7. 
 
The following advice is based upon the information within:  

 Land to the rear of The Croft, Chiddingfold: Landscape and Visual Appraisal & Comparative 
Study of Additional Chiddingfold sites April 2019 (Landscape report) 

 together with discussions held during a site visit with the applicant on 13th May 2019.  
 

 
Overview 
A site visit was undertaken on 13th May 2019 by Sally Harries and Lauren Schofield (Natural 
England), Andrew Munton (Reside Development), Matthew Chard (Barton Willmore LLP), Ruth 
Bryan and Lucie Beckett (Savills) to discuss the suitability of the site for potential residential 
development. Natural England was provided with a brief explanation of the site, context, and 
location of proposed dwellings. We then proceeded to walk around the all three sites contained in 
the LVIA together with local viewpoints. 
The Landscape Report is comprehensive and follows a defined methodology appropriate to the 
level of investigation.  
 
We understand that this site (5) has been identified as potential green space by the 
Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan.  Comments below are provided under the Natural 
England’s discretionary advice service and should not be taken as prejudicing the 
neighbourhood plan process.  
 
Protected sites 
Natural England is satisfied that, on the basis of the objective information provided, it can be 
excluded that the proposed plan or project will have a significant effect on the Thursley, Hankley & 
Frensham Commons SPA either individually or in combination with other plans or projects.  This is 



 

 

due to the distance from the site (over 6km)  and the proximity to public rights of way suitable for 
dog walking.  
 
Protected landscape 
Land to the rear of The Croft, Chiddingfold is within the Surrey Hills AONB.  
 
Site 5 (The Site) 
The site is well enclosed by a mature tree boundary and features scrub and unmanaged grassland, 
as well as casual local recreational use.    
 
Views 
Views out are limited by the tree screening and other natural boundaries.  However the site does 
slope away to the north so careful consideration needs to be given to the height and prominence of 
housing. 
 
Woodland – access, management 
It was noted that the deciduous woodland linking the site and the footpath on the east side is under 
the same ownership as the site.  There is an opportunity here to create additional access and link to 
the footpath as part of a wider green infrastructure.  We recommend that ecological surveys are 
completed prior to determining any routes and in order to inform a Habitat Management Plan across 
this and Site 5 preferably including the other potential development areas (6 & 7). This should 
include monitoring for key flora and fauna to ascertain successful management. 
 
Greenspace and play areas 
A Green infrastructure strategy for the site joining up benefits for people and wildlife should be 
created. Using green SuDS would add another dimension and supplement the pond at the lower 
edge. By linking new woodland access to the wider green infrastructure including imaginative play 
areas, such as those based on natural play, there is the opportunity to provide community facilities , 
identified by the local community as a priority, for both existing and any new residents. A provisional 
layout of the development proposals was not available at the time of site visit but the site should 
provide continuity of habitat through the wooded boundaries with connections across to the 
woodland.  The ecological survey reports will identify target species and species that will benefit 
from this connectivity. 
 
Ecology and Biodiversity Net Gain 
Once the outcome of the ecological surveys being undertaken are reported we would expect to see 
any development respond positively to its recommendations for mitigation and enhancement to 
provide net gains for biodiversity.  The revised Defra metric for net gain is due to be released in 
early summer 2019 and would provide a good starting point to demonstrate net gain. Natural 
England has published Defra Biodiversity Metric - Introduction to the Proposed Updated Metric 
(BD2020-10) 
 
Consideration against the other sites 
The three sites together would be able to provide a significant contribution to Chiddingfold’s housing 
numbers. We would prefer to see development guidelines along the lines of a concept statement or 
masterplan to demonstrate a holistic approach to the entire suite of sites (5, 6 & 7) to provide a 
comprehensive, planned, green infrastructure across the three sites; complementing the landscape, 
connecting with existing footpaths and providing generous public open space in the most 
appropriate places.  
 
All three sites are within the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a nationally 
designated landscape. As such, they have an intrinsic value to the AONB and could be managed to 
provide a richer contribution.  The management plan for the AONB (2019-24) includes Policy LU2;  
 
“Development will respect the special landscape character of the locality, giving particular attention 
to potential impacts on ridgelines, public views, tranquillity and light pollution. The proposed use and 
colour of external building materials will be strictly controlled to avoid buildings being conspicuous in 
the landscape.” 



 

 

and any development will need to respect this policy and others included within the AONB 
management plan.  It is also important to note that Chiddingfold has relatively dark skies (as 
opposed to larger settlements like Haselmere) and is surrounded by land where the night light 
measures under 0.5 NanoWatts per square centimetre (https://www.nightblight.cpre.org.uk/maps/). 
The sites are currently unlit; it is important for both people’s well-being and that of wildlife that this is 
maintained through a sensitive lighting scheme, avoiding street lighting if possible.  
 
Sites 6 and 7  
Whilst in broad agreement with the evaluation of these sites, site 7 could be prominent from the 
entrance in to the village approach on Petworth Road. This provides the opportunity to consider a 
park like setting with woodland planting and enhanced hedgerows, including along the fenced 
boundary to screen and soften the impact of development on the approach to the village.  It is noted 
that developing one site rather than another would lead to isolated incongruous development (6.3.7 
& 7.11).  This supports looking at all three sites together and creating an overall masterplan for 
them.  
 
 
Species  
This proposal, may have the potential to affect species protected under European or UK legislation. 
It features a number of habitats that could support protected species e.g. woodland, hedgerows and 
ponds.  Natural England has produced  Standing Advice which is available on its website.  Whilst 
this advice is primarily designed to assist local planning authorities better understand the 
information required when assessing the impact of developments upon protected species, it also 
contains a wealth of information to help applicants ensure that their applications comply with good 
practice guidelines and contribute to sustainable development.  In particular I would draw your 
attention to the flow chart which gives guidance on the species that are likely to be present on the 
application site based upon readily identifiable habitat features. Please refer to this Standing Advice 
for further information on what information the authority may require in terms of survey and 
mitigation proposals.  
 
Further information can also be obtained from The Institute of Ecology and Environmental 
Management, The Bat Conservation Trust and Wildlife Assessment Check for more guidance.  
 
 
 
For clarification of any points in this letter, please contact  

   
 
This letter concludes Natural England’s Advice within the Quotation and Agreement ref. 
280393/14238.   
 
 
   
 

The advice provided in this letter has been through Natural England’s Quality Assurance process 

The advice provided within the Discretionary Advice Service is the professional advice of the Natural 
England adviser named below. It is the best advice that can be given based on the information 
provided so far. Its quality and detail is dependent upon the quality and depth of the information 
which has been provided. It does not constitute a statutory response or decision, which will be made 
by Natural England acting corporately in its role as statutory consultee to the competent authority 
after an application has been submitted. The advice given is therefore not binding in any way and is 
provided without prejudice to the consideration of any statutory consultation response or decision 
which may be made by Natural England in due course. The final judgement on any proposals by 
Natural England is reserved until an application is made and will be made on the information then 
available, including any modifications to the proposal made after receipt of discretionary advice. All 
pre-application advice is subject to review and revision in the light of changes in relevant 
considerations, including changes in relation to the facts, scientific knowledge/evidence, policy, 



 

 

guidance or law. Natural England will not accept any liability for the accuracy, adequacy or 
completeness of, nor will any express or implied warranty be given for, the advice. This exclusion 
does not extend to any fraudulent misrepresentation made by or on behalf of Natural England. 

Yours Sincerely, 
 

 
Thames Area Team 
 

  



 

 

Annex A – Additional advice 

Natural England offers the following additional general advice: 
 
Landscape 
Paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) highlights the need to protect and 
enhance valued landscapes through the planning system.  This application may present opportunities to 
protect and enhance locally valued landscapes, including any local landscape designations. You may 
want to consider whether any local landscape features or characteristics (such as ponds or woodland) 
could be incorporated into the development in order to respect and enhance local landscape character 
and distinctiveness, in line with any local landscape character assessments.  Where the impacts of 
development are likely to be significant, a Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment should be provided 
with the proposal to inform decision making.  We refer you to the. Landscape Institute Guidelines for 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment for further guidance. 

 
Protected Species 
Natural England has produced standing advice1 to help planning authorities understand the impact of 
particular developments on protected species. We advise you to refer to this advice. Natural England will 
only provide bespoke advice on protected species where they form part of a SSSI or in exceptional 
circumstances. 
 
Local sites and priority habitats and species 
You should consider the impacts of the proposed development on any local wildlife or geodiversity sites, 
in line with paragraph 174 of the NPPF and any relevant development plan policy. There may also be 
opportunities to enhance local sites and improve their connectivity. Natural England does not hold locally 
specific information on local sites and recommends further information is obtained from appropriate 
bodies such as the local records centre, wildlife trust, geoconservation groups or recording societies. 
 
Priority habitats  and Species are of particular importance for nature conservation and included in the 
England Biodiversity List published under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act 2006.  Most priority habitats will be mapped either as Sites of Special Scientific Interest, on the 
Magic website or as Local Wildlife Sites.  List of priority habitats and species can be found here2.  
Natural England does not routinely hold species data, such data should be collected when impacts on 
priority habitats or species are considered likely. 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. 

 
Environmental enhancement 
Development provides opportunities to secure a net gain for nature and local communities, as outlined in 
paragraphs 8, 32 and 170 of the NPPF. We advise you to follow the mitigation hierarchy as set out in 
paragraph 175 of the NPPF and firstly consider what existing environmental features on and around the 
site can be retained or enhanced or what new features could be incorporated into the development 
proposal. Where onsite measures are not possible, you may wish to consider off site measures, 
including sites for biodiversity offsetting. Opportunities for enhancement might include:  
 
Providing a new footpath through the new development to link into existing rights of way. 
Restoring a neglected hedgerow. 
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. 
Designing lighting to encourage wildlife. 
Adding a green roof to new buildings. 

                                                 
1 https://www.gov.uk/protected-species-and-sites-how-to-review-planning-proposals  
2http://webarchive nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140711133551/http:/www naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conservation/biodiver
sity/protectandmanage/habsandspeciesimportance.aspx  



 

 

 
You could also consider how the proposed development can contribute to the wider environment and 
help implement elements of any Landscape, Green Infrastructure or Biodiversity Strategy in place in 
your area. For example: 
 
     Links to existing greenspace and/or opportunities to enhance and improve access. 
 Identifying opportunities for new greenspace and managing existing (and new) public spaces to be 

more wildlife friendly (e.g. by sowing wild flower strips) 
     Planting additional street trees.  
 Identifying any improvements to the existing public right of way network or using the opportunity of 

new development to extend 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). 
 
Access and Recreation 
Natural England encourages any proposal to incorporate measures to help improve people’s access to 
the natural environment. Measures such as reinstating existing footpaths together with the creation of 
new footpaths and bridleways should be considered. Links to other green networks and, where 
appropriate, urban fringe areas should also be explored to help promote the creation of wider green 
infrastructure. Relevant aspects of local authority green infrastructure strategies should be delivered 
where appropriate.  
 
Rights of Way, Access land, Coastal access and National Trails 
Paragraph 98 of the NPPF highlights the important of public rights of way and access.  Development 
should consider potential impacts on access land, common land and rights of way in the vicinity of the 
development.  Appropriate mitigation measures should be incorporated for any adverse impacts.  

 
Biodiversity  
Conserving biodiversity can also include restoration or enhancement to a population or habitat.   
 
European Protected Species  
 
A licence is required in order to carry out any works that involve certain activities such as capturing the 
animals, disturbance, or damaging or destroying their resting or breeding places. Note that damage or 
destruction of a breeding site or resting place is an absolute offence and unless the offences can be 
avoided (e.g. by timing the works appropriately), it should be licensed.  In the first instance it is for the 
developer to decide whether a species licence will be needed.  The developer may need to engage 
specialist advice in making this decision.  A licence may be needed to carry out mitigation work as well 
as for impacts directly connected with a development. Further information can be found in Natural 
England’s ’How to get a licence’ publication. 
 
If the application requires planning permission, it is for the local planning authority to consider whether 
the permission would offend against Article 12(1) of the Habitats Directive, and if so, whether the 
application would be likely to receive a licence.  This should be based on the advice Natural England 
provides at formal consultation on the likely impacts on favourable conservation status and Natural 
England’s guidance on how the three tests (no alternative solutions, imperative reasons of overriding 
public interest and maintenance of favourable conservation status) are applied when considering licence 
applications. 
 
Natural England’s pre-submission Screening Service can screen application drafts prior to formal 
submission, whether or not the relevant planning permission is already in place. Screening will help 
applicants by making an assessment of whether the draft application is likely to meet licensing 
requirements, and, if necessary, provide specific guidance on how to address any shortfalls. The advice 
should help developers and ecological consultants to better manage the risks or costs they may face in 
having to wait until the formal submission stage after planning permission is secured, or in responding to 
requests for further information following an initial formal application. 
The service will be available for new applications, resubmissions or modifications – depending on 
customer requirements.  More information can be found on Natural England’s website. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 

BRIEFING NOTE 
 
Date: 23rd August 2019 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Site: Land off Woodside Road, Chiddingfold    SJA job ref:19279 
 

We have been commissioned by Reside Developments Limited to undertake an 

arboricultural impact assessment on the proposed access to the Land off Woodside Road, 

Chiddingfold. We have overlaid our tree constraints plan with the proposed access design 

drawing (ref: J323761-PS-001 Rev D) to assess the impacts of the proposed drive.  

The proposed access will require the removal of two trees, the mature ash located at the 

northern end of the existing site access (adjacent to the right of way) and the semi-mature 

English oak growing approximately 6.5m to the north west of the ash. These are both 

category ‘C’ specimens.  

The ash is showing significant symptoms of physiological stress, with tip dieback 

consistent with ash dieback (Hymenoscyphus fraxineus), a sparse crown, significant 

minor and major deadwood throughout the crown and poor woundwood response to 

historical pruning wounds. It is evident the specimen is nearing a state of terminal decline 

and the high risk of branch failure is unacceptable for the tree in its current context 

(growing adjacent to the right of way). In view of people using the footpath below, its 

removal should be considered irrespective of the proposed scheme.  

The English oak is in direct conflict with the proposed access but there is no viable 

alternative that successfully retains this specimen and delivers a suitable access into the 

site. The oak has a heavily leaning trunk to the west with an asymmetric canopy as a 

result of suppression by adjacent trees. The force loading on the base of the tree is high, 

this is exacerbated by the dense ivy coverage, which will act to increase the sail effect 

during high winds. The specimen is currently sheltered from the prevailing wind (south-

west) by the ash and if the ash is removed, the loss of this companion shelter will greatly 

increase the risk of whole tree failure. As the oak has significant structural defects and it 

is of poor form, the removal will not have a significant negative impact on the arboricultural 

quality or character of the site.  

17 CROSS ROAD 
TADWORTH 
SURREY KT20 5ST 
 
Tel: (  
E-mail:  
 
Principal:  
Arboricultural Association Registered Consultant 

 



The proposed access would encroach into the root protection area (RPA) of the semi-

mature English oak growing adjacent to the east site boundary, approximately 15m north 

of the ash. A discussion with the design team highlighted that there was a conflicting 

trade-off between maximising forward visibility to ensure satisfactory access standards 

are met and the impacts upon this tree. The encroachment into the RPA by the proposed 

access is small (6.6% of the total RPA) and if excavation is carried out manually under 

the direct supervision of an arboricultural consultant, ensuring that roots uncovered are 

severed cleanly and over dig is kept to a minimum, there is no reason to suggest that this 

specimen, which is of average physiology, would not be able to tolerate the small 

incursion into its RPA.  

The proposed access will run directly beneath the canopies of the row of English oaks 

growing to the east of the existing access track. There will be no impacts upon the RPAs 

of these specimens because the 2.1m deep ditch located directly to the east of the trees 

is likely to be a root barrier and most roots will be under the bank or to the east of the 

trunks. 

It will be necessary to carry out pruning on the western sides of the canopies of these 

oaks to give sufficient clearance from the proposed carriageway and footway. Crown 

raising the west canopies to 5m over the carriage way and 3.5m over the pavement will 

ensure adequate clearance and will not have a significant adverse impact on the health 

of the trees or the appearance and character of the local area.  

The trees have been considered in the design of the proposed access and adequate 

measures have been implemented to reduce the impacts upon them. As a result, 

construction and use of the proposed access would not have an adverse impact on the 

arboricultural quality or character of the site.   
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Parish Clerk 

Chiddingfold Parish Council  

The Banking House 

 The Green 

 Chiddingfold 

 Surrey GU8 4TU.  

 
 

August 2019 

 

Dear Lauren    

 

Regulation 14 Consultation Response -   Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan: Pre-Submission  

Draft Plan 

 

Vanderbilt Homes: H2 & H3 Meadow Nursery West and Meadow Nursery East (Combined 

Site)  

 

I write on behalf of Vanderbilt Homes in relation to the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan 

regulation 14 consultation. Vanderbilt Homes is in control of the combined sites of H2 & H3, 

Meadow Nursery West and Meadow Nursery East (Combined Site). We have previously met 

with the parish council to set out our position in relation to the future development of the 

site and state our support for the allocation of the site in the Neighbourhood Plan. This 

consultation response sets out the response to the Regulation 14 consultation document 

and highlights the compliance of the proposals for the site against the more detailed policies 

and design guidance issued alongside the plan.  

 

Overall it is considered that the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) meets the basic conditions as set 

out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and as 

applied to neighbourhood plans by section 38A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 

Act 2004 

 

Our response to each question is taken from the Chiddingfold Consultation Survey.  

 

 1.  Do you agree with the overall vision for Chiddingfold?  

 

Yes the aim to ensure that new residential developments are carefully integrated into the 

community through careful design and high quality access to amenities, protecting the 

quality of life of new and existing residents is supported by Vanderbilt Homes.  

 

 2.  Do you agree with Policy KP1 – The Settlement Boundary and the Green Belt 

 

The revised settlement boundary as indicated in figure 4.1 of the consultation document is 

supported.  
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3.  Do you agree with the following housing policies?  

  

Policy H1 – Site Allocations  

 

Yes. Vanderbilt Homes is in control of all land within Site 2 and also Site 3 which is allocated 

for a total of 19 dwellings. The current scheme currently  being prepared by Vanderbilt  

indicates that the layout of the site could potentially accommodate slightly more dwellings 

(given the number of smaller homes proposed), possibly up to 25 dwellings. The compliance 

of this layout with other policies within the NP is demonstrated in the subsequent 

paragraphs of this response.  

 

It is therefore suggested that the total number of dwellings that this site is allocated to 

deliver is amended to reflect the increased potential capacity. Alternatively the wording of 

the allocation could be changed to say 'at least 19 dwellings' as per the wording against Site 

Reference H10, H11, H12 and H13. An increased capacity for this site would provide a robust 

approach for Chiddingfold in exceeding its housing target and providing contingency against 

sites coming forward outside of settlement boundaries in the event that other allocated 

sites did not deliver the required amount of housing.  

 

Policy H2 – Housing Mix  

  

We note the requirement for all developments to show a mix of units and support this 

policy. We would like to see a degree of flexibility which could be applied on individual sites 

provided they align with the general thrust for smaller dwellings and other Neighbourhood 

Plan policies.  

 

Policy H3 – Windfall Sites  

  

No comments  

 

Policy H4 – Affordable Housing  

  

Policy H4 states that all new residential developments of more than five units will provide 

on-site 30% affordable homes in perpetuity for those with a local connection to 

Chiddingfold.  

 

The proposed layout for sites H2 and H3 combined could deliver 8 of the potential 25 

dwellings as affordable housing which would equate to 32% affordable housing. This would 

be in accordance with policy H4. 

 

The layout and design of affordable housing will be appropriately integrated into each 

development so that the affordable housing units are indistinguishable from the equivalent 

market housing and should be spread carefully through the development, not isolated in 

specific blocks.  

 

The development will be designed in a manner which is 'tenure blind' so that any affordable 

housing is not discernible from the market housing. In practical terms the concentrating of 

affordable housing into clusters enables better management of the dwellings by a registered 

provider.  
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Policy H5 – Quality and Design  

 

The new housing being brought forward by Vanderbilt Homes will be of exceptional design 

and conform to Building for Life in addition to Secured by Design standards. We have also 

reviewed the Chiddingfold Design Statement and will ensure that the detailed proposals 

conform with the policies and guidance within this document.   

 

Policy H6 – Delivery of Infrastructure   

 

The proposed layout for the two sites as enclosed would generate a CIL payment in the 

region of £680,000 of which the parish council would be entitled to 25% of this amount 

equating to £170,000. This would pay for a significant amount of infrastructure benefits for 

the village.   

 

4. Do you agree with the following Heritage and the Built Environment Policies?  

 

Policy HB1 - General Design Principles  

 

The proposed layout for sites 2&3 will be laid out to ensure compliance with part c of HB1 

which requires developments to:  

 

Maintain the character of the built environment by ensuring that the scale and height of new 

buildings are proportionate to their surroundings, and that attractive features and boundary 

walls, fences, trees, hedges, and parkland are retained wherever possible or suitably 

replaced. 

 

The proposed housing will be designed to ensure it is proportionate to the houses in the 

immediate surrounding area. The proposed layout envisages retaining all significant existing 

trees on site together with appropriate boundary treatment around the site.   

 

Policy HB2 - Quality Design  

 

The proposed development of sites H2&H3 will represent high quality design in line with 

policy HB2 and respect the surrounding and local distinctiveness of the immediate area in 

line with the Chiddingfold Design Statement.  

 

Policy HB3 - Safeguarding Amenity  

 

The proposed layout would provide housing which exceeds the Technical Housing Standards 

(Nationally Described Space Standards) from MHCLG. An area of private external amenity 

space will be provided for each individual dwelling.  

 

Policy HB4 - Public Realm 

 

No comments  

 

Policy HB5 - Safer Places  

 

No comments  
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Policy HB6 - Comprehensive Development  

 

Policy HB6 states that masterplans will be sought for large development sites, particularly 

where they are in multiple ownerships.  

 

A scheme has been prepared which demonstrates how the development of sites H2&H3 can 

be undertaken in comprehensive manner. As set out, Vanderbilt Homes is in control of both 

land parcels and it would be appropriate for the site to be allocated as a single allocation 

rather than two separate parcels.  

 

Policy HB7 - The Surrey Hills AONB and Area of Great Landscape Value  

 

No comments 

 

Policy HB8 - Development Affecting Listed Building, and/or their Settings  

 

No comments  

 

Policy HB9 - Development in Chiddingfold Conservation Area  

 

No comments - the site is not located within Chiddingfold Conservation Area  

 

Policy HB10 - Non-designation Heritage Assets  

 

The latest revision to the planning practice guidance on non-designated heritage assets 

states that: 

 

A substantial majority of buildings have little or no heritage significance and thus do not 

constitute heritage assets. Only a minority have enough heritage significance to merit 

identification as non-designated heritage assets. 

 

Paragraph: 039 Reference ID: 18a-039-20190723 

 

Revision date: 23 07 2019 

 

The wording and supporting text of this policy should therefore be updated to reflect the 

high bar that has been set by central government on non-designated heritage assets.  

  

Policy HB11 - Archaeology  

 

No comments  

 

 

5. Do you agree with the following Traffic, Transport and Parking Policies?  

 

Policy TP1 - Highways in New Developments  

 

The proposed development of sites H2&H3 will be in full compliance with the requirements 

of policy TP1 and will include adequate car parking spaces and secure cycle storage in 

accordance with Policy TP5 
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Policy TP2 - Sustainable Transport Routes 

 

No comments  

 

Policy TP3 - Access to Public Transport  

 

No comments  

 

Policy TP4 - Traffic Management at The Green  

 

No comments  

 

Policy TP5 - Residential Parking Standards 

 

We will work with the parish council to ensure that adequate parking is provided on site in 

accordance with the adopted Surrey County Council parking standards. Whilst recognising 

the intention to have ample parking for all units it is also important that any development 

does not become dominated by cars. We are comfortable that a balance can be struck which 

is appropriate for this site. The need for electric vehicle charging infrastructure to be 

installed is also acknowledged.  

 

Policy TP6 - Traffic Calming and Speed Reduction 

 

No comments  

 

6. Do you agree with the following Business and Employment Policies  

 

No comments  

 

7. Recreation and Leisure  

 

No comments  

 

8. Do you agree with the following Natural Environment policies? 

 

Policy NE1 - Habitats and Biodiversity  

 

Due to the constrained nature of some sites it is not always possible to achieve a net 

biodiversity gain on the site itself. However through the use of financial contributions to off-

site biodiversity improvements a holistic approach can be taken across the entire 

neighbourhood plan area and you may wish to amend the wording of the policy accordingly. 

 

 

Policy NE2 - Trees, Woodland, Hedgerows and Landscaping 

 

The proposed development of sites 2&3 would retain the existing significant trees on site 

and the maximum amount of quality hedgerow along Ridgeley Road necessary to ensure 

safe access and egress into the site.  

 

Policy NE3 - Rights of Way Network  
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No comments  

 

Policy NE4 - Environmental Implications of Development  

 

No comments  

 

Policy NE5 - Flood risk, Sustainable Drainage Systems and Water Management 

 

The proposed development on sites H2&H3 will incorporate sustainable urban drainage 

systems to attenuate surface water development.  

 

Policy NE6 - Light Pollution and Dark Skies  

 

No comments  

 

9. Do you agree with the following Infrastructure Policies  

 

No comments on Infrastructure Policies  

 

Site Assessment Document  - June 2019 

 

Whilst this document does not form part of the current regulation 14 consultation, it is an 

important part of the evidence base accompanying the Neighbourhood Plan. From reviewing 

the conclusions on sites H2 and H3 we are keen to work with the Parish Council to provide 

further information which will cover the areas of uncertainty currently highlighted in the 

assessment.  

 

A preliminary ecology survey has been undertaken and further survey work is underway to 

comply with the recommendations of this report. The results of these surveys can be shared 

with the parish council as the proposals for the site continue to develop.  

 

The comments around Landscape are noted and any detailed planning application would be 

accompanied by a full Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment which will show the impact 

on wider views to the site from the surrounding green belt. In any event the site has 

substantial tree screening around the site which will limit the views from the green belt of 

any proposed development.  

 

It is noted that further information is required in regard to the agricultural land grading of 

the site and this will also be supplied to the parish council as matters progress to a planning 

application.  

 

Vanderbilt Homes welcome the opportunity to work with Chiddingfold Parish Council as the 

neighbourhood plan moves towards the examination stages. As work progresses on the 

detail of the proposals on site we will continue to share this with the Parish Council and 

undertake an iterative approach to the detailed design stages.  
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Yours Sincerely  

 

  

 

  

   



  -  26 August 2019 

 

From:  
To:  
Sent: 26/08/2019 2  3:52:12 
Subject: Website Message 
 
ID: 1000054 
DATE: 23:52:12   2019-08-26 
NAME:  
EMAIL:  
TELEPHONE:  
 
MESSAGE: My wife and I both would like to register again our strong objection to the 
&#39;Revised Green Belt Settlement Boundary&#39; diagram in the KP1 section of the 
&#39;Vision and Key Policies&#39; document on the Neighbourhood Plan. We both 
commented on this when we completed the Neighbourhood Plan Feedback Form at one of 
the consultations a little while ago. However I have just been going through the plan online 
and the boundary appears unchanged, despite our comments. Our problem is with the tiny 
section of the boundary at the bottom of our garden. Our address is  on 
Woodside Road ( ). The boundary SHOULD run along the bottom of our garden, as 
well as , adjacent to us (on our left), then around the border of 
the garden of our neighbour (on our right) in Combe View. Instead, the boundary appears to 
draw a diagonal line from the bottom corner of our Combe View neighbour&# ;s garden, 
cutting across the angle formed by the bottom of our gardens. This leaves a small but 
potentially very significant chunk of empty land inside the boundary, which should be 
outside. We are extremely worried that the landowner,  (whom we know and 
with whom we have no problem otherwise) will somehow try to build a house in the small 
plot, thus spoiling our view over the woods at the bottom of our garden. We note that he 
also appears to be trying to make more &# ;official&# ; what was little more than a track 
across the bottom of the adjoining gardens to the plot in question. He also appears to be 
going to some trouble to regularly keep the plot in question well levelled and not wild, as it 
has been since we moved here 25 years ago. We are sure that the boundary should trace a 
line around the bottom of our gardens as well as our neighbours, so the plot of land in 
question should be OUTSIDE the boundary. We look forward to receiving your comments. 
 

 

 

 

 

PTO… 

  



 

------ Forwarded Message ------ 

From:  

To: clerk@chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk 

Sent: 26/08/2019   23:57:25 

Subject: Chiddingfold Settlement Boundary 

 

Dear Madam, 

 

I tried to email via the website, but got some sort of error message. 

 

My wife and I both would like to register again our strong objection to the 'Revised Green 

Belt Settlement Boundary' diagram in the KP1 section of the 'Vision and Key Policies' 

document on the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

We both commented on this when we completed the Neighbourhood Plan Feedback Form 

at one of the consultations a little while ago. However I have just been going through the 

plan online and the boundary appears unchanged, despite our comments. 

 

Our problem is with the tiny section of the boundary at the bottom of our garden. Our 

address is  on Woodside Road ( ). The boundary SHOULD run 

along the bottom of our garden, as well as , adjacent to us (on 

our left), then around the border of the garden of our neighbour (on our right) in Combe 

View. 

 

Instead, the boundary appears to draw a diagonal line from the bottom corner of our 

Combe View neighbour's garden, cutting across the angle formed by the bottom of our 

gardens. 

 

This leaves a small but potentially very significant chunk of empty land inside the boundary, 

which should be outside. We are extremely worried that the landowner,  

(whom we know and with whom we have no problem otherwise) will somehow try to build 

a house in the small plot, thus spoiling our view over the woods at the bottom of our 

garden. 

 

We note that he also appears to be trying to make more 'official' what was little more than a 

track across the bottom of the adjoining gardens to the plot in question. He also appears to 

be going to some trouble to regularly keep the plot in question well levelled and not wild, as 

it has been since we moved here 25 years ago. 

 

We are sure that the boundary should trace a line around the bottom of our gardens as well 

as our neighbours, so the plot of land in question should be OUTSIDE the boundary, and 

thus not built upon. 

 



We look forward to receiving your comments. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 



























 
 
From:  
To: clerk@chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk;  

 
Sent: 09/08/2019 16:01:05 
Subject: Village plan 
  
Dear  
  
  
  
I hope you are both well. My name is  (Susie knows who I am ) 
  
  
  
The village plan is interesting and I am sure you have worked really hard on it. 
  
There should be a mixture of housing here, 
  
Council housing (where people can rent houses) 
  
Social housing, 
  
Co-housing (which is big in some European countries where single women and a mixture of 
ages live in apartments with communal gardens), 
  
Flats for single and couples (with outside space) 
  
Houses in keeping with the area and in small pockets so there aren't huge areas of Housing. 
  
Eco housing - thinking about energy and waste (I talked to someone using there bath water 
to water the plants) 
  
  
  
You mentioned affordable housing, unfortunately it is not affordable to everyone and is the 
plan really just for rich people moving from London? We do need a mixture of people from 
Families to couples and singles to make a good community. 
  
  
  
I live with my parents and can not afford a house, flat or social housing (so called affordable 
housing) I have often thought of 
  
The "Tiny homes movement" Its big in New Zealand - Tiny homes on Wheels (no not 
caravans) The tiny homes are beautiful, affordable and genius. Some of them are off grid - I 
know you might think this is an odd idea - but this is all I can afford!! 
  
  
  
Green spaces are important - they are lungs of the village - so areas need to be preserved 
  
A village orchard - with apple and pears (old english varieties) blackberries etc 
  



Woodland totally preserved (managed woodland - eg people like Ben Law) 
  
Sports fields 
  
Memorial Garden 
  
A village trail or walk linking them 
  
Another small Allotment in another part of the village 
  
  
  
Help support the Bus service we have already - a community bus might cause the bus 
service to go, but what about a morning and evening bus to Witley station - that you book 
first!! 
  
  
  
Thank you for reading this. It is just a thought. But do remember there are people like me 
that work hard but can't afford to have my own place, I am lucky I have very kind Parents 
and friends. There are people in Chiddingfold that struggle, not everyone is rich but they 
have a right to be in this village too - a community is mixture of people, poor , rich, working, 
not working, families, couples, singles, locals, disabilities, different backgrounds and 
cultures, etc. 
  
  
  
Best wishes and I hope you have a good weekend. 
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This questionnaire seeks to gather your views on the draft 
Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan. 

You can also complete the questionnaire online at: 
https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/CNPReg14 

The results will be published on the Chiddingfold Parish Council website. 

Neighbourhood Plan Process 

Neighbourhood Plans are relatively new planning documents introduced by the Localism Act 2011.  They are 
intended to give local communities a greater say in guiding the future development of their area and relate to 
the use and development of land and associated social, economic and environmental issues (such as 
housing, transport, heritage and employment).  Our Neighbourhood Plan will cover the period until 2032. 

A final version of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan will be subject to a referendum, with local residents 
determining whether it should be adopted.  If adopted it forms part of the Waverley Statutory Planning 
Framework against which local planning applications will be considered. Therefore, having a Neighbourhood 
Plan in place will give the local community a greater say on future development within Chiddingfold. In 
addition, areas with an adopted Neighbourhood Plan receive 25% of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
payments charged against development in the parish, rather than the 15% payable where there is no plan.  
CIL payments are used by parish councils to deliver new infrastructure to support the development of their 
area. 

Pre-Submission Consultation (Regulation 14) 

It is essential that the Neighbourhood Plan, which has policies for: housing development; new and improved 
public amenities and services; and business and the environment, reflects the needs and opinions of those 
who live and work in the Parish. The Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group have undertaken a 
number of consultation exercises since 2014, the feedback from which has informed the draft 
Neighbourhood Plan (details of the previous consultation exercises can be found on the Parish Council 
website). The Parish Council must now undertake a formal pre-submission consultation on the draft plan 
before submitting the final version to Waverley Borough Council.   

This formal consultation period allows local residents and statutory consultees to provide comments on the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan and its supporting documents. Comments made as part of this consulta tion will 
inform a review of the draft Neighbourhood Plan, before a final draft is submitted to Waverley Borough 
Council.  

Once submitted, Waverley Borough Council will then undertake a public consultation before submitting the 
draft plan to the Secretary of State for independent examination by an Inspector. The Inspector will then 
issue a report and recommend any modifications to make the Neighbourhood Plan ready for a public 
referendum.  

If you live, work or run a business in the Parish we want your feedback. 

The following consultation invites you to respond to the vision of the Neighbourhood Plan and each of its 
policies. The consultation uses tick box questions alongside the option to provide detailed comments and 
suggestions for improvements. Please give as much information as possible so that we can use your views 
to help develop the Neighbourhood Plan. 

The draft Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents are available on the Parish Council website and a 
hard copy can be viewed at the Parish Council Office (between 10am and 4pm, Mon-Fri by appointment with 
the Clerk). 

Questionnaires must be returned by 4pm on the 26th August 2019. 
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As requested, comments are provided against the relevant NP numbering in the same order as 
the NP.  As a result, comments on what the NP says are interspersed with those on how the 
document is arranged.  It is disappointing that after seemingly nearly six years, this draft of 
the NP is in great need of a thorough edit. 
Key comments are highlighted.  Disagreement with policies includes those policies where 
the text is poorly written and/or does not quite make sense and/or contains factual error and/or 
duplicates local and national planning policies.  It is regretted therefore that I do not agree 
with the majority of policies in the NP by reason of their wording, rather than their intent as a 
whole.  I apologise for the repetition in my comments; as I am providing them primarily as a 
parish resident, not as a volunteer or paid professional, I have had to be mindful of the time 
this task has taken to do. 

1. INTRODUCTION

The use of questions for subheadings is stylistically awkward in the context of a planning 
document.  It gives the impression that only some points are being addressed and only one 
point of view is being expressed.  It invites the reader to raise more questions than the NP 
answers. 

1.1 The NP 2013 terms of reference should be cited. 

1.3 Reference should be made to the CIL paragraphs in chapter 12. 

1.4 There must be consistency in the terminology surrounding the Neighbourhood Development 
Plan.  In this clause, the shortened form is ‘Neighbourhood Plan’ (in these comments, NP); 
elsewhere reference is made to the ‘Development Plan’.  As it appears that there may be 
differences between the two terms, these should be made clear from the outset and the terms 
used correctly for their context. 

1.6 The text needs to be rephrased so that it states what has been achieved to adopt the NP so that 
it is current at the time of the NP final publication.  It should continue to make sense until the 
end of the plan period in the year 2032. 

1.11-14  See paragraph 1.6. 

2. A PORTRAIT OF CHIDDINGFOLD

PARISH PROFILE

A ‘portrait’ should be a picture; this is a description.  The ‘A’ should be omitted from the 
chapter heading for consistency with other headings.  The heading uses the word ‘portrait’ yet 
‘profile’ is used in the text. 
The text needs to be edited carefully for accuracy and completeness.  The needs to be clarity 
and concision.  Particular care is needed with the use of adjectives.  Unless these are supported 
by evidence, such as comments from the community, they should be avoided. 

2.1 The understanding of the parish should be divided clearly into its physical properties and the 
community values.  Only then should issues identified by the community be listed.  If the 
word ‘wonderful’ is to be used, it should be supported by evidence and qualified as the parish 
cannot be ‘wonderful’ to everyone.  It is not wonderful to people who are looking for housing 
that they can afford in the parish.  It is perhaps that a range of evidence has been used and not 
‘all sources of available evidence’ as that would be unreasonable in this context. 

2.6 As tile hanging came to be used only part way through the historic development of 
Chiddingfold, it cannot predominate.  Its use on C20 buildings is variable and this variety 
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should be allowed to continue into the C21.  Tile hanging is relatively costly and may not be 
a good sustainable option for external cladding. 

2.17 If only twenty people living in the parish work in agriculture, an explanation of why this is so 
is needed especially if this includes people working with horses.  It should be made clear if 
the low number is because there is no demand for agricultural workers housing or, which 
seems far more likely, agricultural workers cannot find affordable housing in the parish. 

2.18 The last sentence does not make sense.  There is office accommodation in Chiddingfold.  It is 
associated with other uses, and in houses, rather than in dedicated single use buildings. 

2.22 The locations of the two existing children’s nurseries should be stated. 
2.25 The waterways should be named. 
2.26 Design should be placed before heritage. 

3. PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

3.2 The status of every planning document mentioned in the NP must be made clear, that is
whether or not it is part of the ‘Development Plan’ or a material consideration.

3.4 All of the relevant documents must be listed.  A discussion should be included in the NP about
what was done upon receipt of each of the documents.  There contain points which need
clarification, factual inaccuracies which need correcting and missing content which needs to
be provided.  There should be a record of the response of the community, even if that is only
through the NP steering group, to each document.
Table 3.1 needs to be captioned as such.  The status of each document should be added.  The
notes should be written for the final version of the NP.  The NPPF 2019 is the third edition.
The WBC documents should be chronological order.  The design guide is just that.  It supports
the NP policies; it does not just ‘add detail’.

3.5 The minor amendments should be listed.  The ‘sooner’ in the last sentence needs to have its
comparator added.

4. OVERALL VISION, AND PLANNING PRINCIPALS AND THE KEY

POLICY

The Vision

Chiddingfold will retain its character as a typical Wealden village set in attractive, living
countryside that provides its community with the facilities and homes that it needs for
thriving, sustainable C21st living.

Do you agree with the above Vision for Chiddingfold?

 Yes     No   Don’t know 

Do you agree with the Key Policy, KP1 – The Settlement Boundary and the Green Belt? 

 Yes  No  Don’t know 
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Do you have any comments on the above? 
4.1 The community values must be identified and stated.  They should be positive and 

represent what it is about the parish that the community wish to continue.  As a 
community document, the overall vision must be based on these values.  The vision must be 
for the whole parish and not just the village.  The values should include the cultural values 
identified, albeit in need of completion, in the design guide.  It may be preferable to move the 
values from the design guide to the NP.  Well-being should be mentioned. 
The parish is a dispersed rural community with the village on its north boundary.  The vision 
should be forward looking and accept change.  In doing this, the character of the parish will 
change and it is this that must be well managed.  The vision should build on the parish 
attributes and avoid replicating its past. 
The adjectives in the vision should be extracted from comments about community values held 
by a wide range of people living, working in and visiting the parish.  It should be made clear 
that achieving sustainable development is the very highest level objective of national planning 
policy. 
The phrase ‘a typical Wealden village’ should not be used as it is incorrect.  Wealden 
villages are diverse in many of their aspects and Chiddingfold is only on the western periphery 
of the Low Weald.  The phrase is unlikely to be meaningful to people as a distinctive 
characteristic of this parish.  SCC characterises the Low Weald Chididingfold historic 
landscape.  It has only a few of the large number of different landscapes throughout the Weald. 

4.2 The NP should reaffirm national and local planning policies and not replicate them.  If 
there is any intention to add to them, this should be made clear.  The planning principals 
should be set out in a box similar to that used for KP1.  Their aim should be to maintain and/or 
enhance the existing state.  It must be recognised that the existing state is not necessarily 
acceptable to all. 
The use of the word ‘protect’ should be used carefully and only in the sense of ‘keep safe from 
harm or injury’.  The order should be that of the document chapters as a whole with the general 
followed by the more specific. 
a) This principal should be checked and amended as necessary to ensure that it is in line with
NPPF section 5.
b) The choice of adjectives must be made carefully and follow examples in NPPF and WBC
Local Plan.  Repetition of adjectives should be avoided.
c) As the character of the parish is diverse, there is no ‘essential character’.  It is the various
parts of the parish whose particular character should not only be maintained but also enhanced.
It is essential that forward looking design is welcomed so that the community values its new
developments into the C21.  These need to have a chance of becoming the heritage of the
future.
g) The views of the community can be expressed only partly in the NP; it cannot show the
whole of them.

4.3 The paragraph needs to be rewritten as it is verbose.  It must be correct throughout.  Adjectives 
must be used with care.  ‘Small’, ‘completely full’ and ‘precious’ are relative values and 
change according to a diverse range of viewpoints.  It is incorrect to state that ‘any new 
housing can only be built on land that is currently in the Green Belt’ as it is shown otherwise 
elsewhere in the NP. 
The site criteria should be dealt with as a separate paragraph perhaps elsewhere in the NP. 
The within 100 m of the settlement boundary criterion should be explained.  It was not 
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5.3 It should be stated not all of the local authority housing remains in public ownership.  The 
current total number of social housing units should be stated.  Information should be provided 
about the full range of possible tenures of the affordable homes in the parish. 

5.4 The paragraph needs to be reworded to be widely inclusive.  The WBC Local Plan 2002 
Chiddingfold village two settlement boundaries followed closely the periphery of the built 
environment.  It is only if the existing building to land area densities are maintained that there 
is little land remaining for development within the 2002 boundaries.  There are additional 
reasons why dwellings may be extended.  These include the need to improve sustainability 
and access, changes in the composition of families, including multi-generational occupancy, 
not just family expansion, and the relative cost of extending versus moving house. 

5.5 The need to make the best use of the land, especially that available within the 2002 settlement 
boundaries, should be discussed in the NP.  The proposals for sites 10 and 13 should do this.  
Likewise, most windfall sites should make good use of land.  The impact of the topography, 
that is the physical features of the land, needs to be explained properly.  Undulating land is 
not necessarily beneficial for housing developments because of its impact on layout and costs.  
The word ‘our’ should be removed; it is for the development designers to take into account 
the landscape features in their proposals. 

5.6 The current housing stock should be described separately from the identified housing need. 
The word ‘conversely’ should be removed from the second bullet point.  The child age limit 
should be stated.  The figures for the remaining adults should be provided. 
Small dwellings are needed also by people who live alone, in couples or small unrelated 
groups especially as the latter may be the only way for people to rent or buy homes in the 
parish.  It is all people, not just the young or those with growing families, with low and 
medium household incomes, that is more than half the parish population, who are suffering. 
The housing shortage, both affordable and market, is both acute and chronic and the NP should 
say that it is seeking to address this.  The last bullet point should be amended accordingly. 
The use of the word ‘downsize’ must be used with extreme care for it not to be seen as 
derogatory.  For most people in the community, the property into which they move when they 
are older may be only one or two bedrooms smaller than the one from which they moved or 
it may the largest home in which they have ever lived.  The point is that all mainstream housing 
must be suitable for a wide range of ages; see under design below. 
Mainstream housing specifically for ‘downsizing’ should not be built.  For example, the same 
type of housing will be suitable for both active older people and young families, who both 
need to be near the village centre facilities.  People moving out of large dwellings tend to be 
relatively affluent and that affords them a range of housing choices unavailable to the majority 
of other people, whatever their age.  The discussion about housing provision for ‘downsizers’ 
should be proportionate to the relatively small number of people involved. 
The up-to-date figure for the affordable housing, not just social housing, need must be 
calculated.  It seems likely that the 40 homes stated is only around the amount of social 
housing needed and that the total amount of affordable housing needed will be much 
more.  A reasonable figure might be 83 dwellings, that is 64% of 130 dwellings in line 
with WBC LPP1 paragraph 9.5.  The figure must take into account all forms of need and 
the extremely high affordability threshold in the parish. 

The last bullet point is incorrect; it should refer to AECOM Chiddingfold Parish Housing 

Needs Assessment (HNA) July 2018.  HNA paragraph 87 states that the calculated fair share 
need for affordable housing in Chiddingfold is 143 homes which exceeds the 130 dwellings 
allocation.  Again, it seems likely that the figure will be nearer 143 dwellings than the 40 
households currently stated in the draft NP. 
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5.8 The text needs to be amended to make proper sense about the sites which had 80% approval. 

5.9 The built environment is an over-arching term; design is only part of it.  The words ‘It was 
therefore pleasing to find that’ should be omitted as they are irrelevant and inappropriate in 
this context.  Sustainable development is very much more than just energy efficiency. 

5.10 This paragraph should be in chapter 7. 

The community needs to have affordable housing, not just social housing, viability 
aspirations if the housing needs of Chiddingfold are to be met.  Without such aspirations, 
there is considerable risk that the majority of housing will not be affordable to people with 
Chiddingfold connections.  At least these aspirations should align with those in WBC LPP1 
paragraph 9.4.  A policies paragraph needs to be added about viability assumptions in 
accordance with WBC LPP1 paragraph 6.7.  NPPF paragraph 57 refers also. 
The NP should discuss ways in which the viability of affordable housing can be 
improved.  These might include, for example, ensuring that land costs are at or close to their 
value prior to any development consideration, considering a wide range of land and building 
ownership types, a wide range of housing tenure types, looking at reducing construction costs 
by promoting self-build and recognising that good design does not need high quality and/or 
high cost details and materials.  The NP needs to open up ways to achieve housing for 
everyone in the community.  High quality has negative associations with elitism. 
The NP should discuss the effective use of land, including housing density, and make 
reference on this to the guidance in the design guide.  There is no mention of density at all in 
this chapter.  NPPF paragraphs 122 and 123 refer. 

HO1 The basis of the 100 m distance from the settlement boundaries needs to be explained.  Sites 
around both the village centre and the north west expansion area need to be considered. 

HO2 ‘Amount of housing’ should be added to the list. 
HO3 To be inclusive, the affordable housing should be allocated firstly to people with a connection 

with the parish, not just the village, secondly to people from the surrounding parishes and 
thirdly on an open basis.  The housing crisis is not confined to Chiddingfold alone and 
certainly not only just to people on a WBC list. 

HO4 See comments below on quality, house sizes, location and downsizing. 
HO5 As the minimum standards are set locally and nationally, this need not be said in the NP or, if 

it is, the words should say that, not repeat the standards. 
HO6 Care is needed in the use of the word ‘design’ as it is an over-arching term that is far more 

than just about aesthetics.  Notwithstanding NPPF paragraph 95, ‘design’ should not be 
supplemented with the word ‘layout’ as this is only one element of design.  There is ambiguity 
if only one design element is listed.  It is the whole parish and not just the village. 
The photographs should reflect the diverse range of housing in Chiddingfold.  They should 
not show only brick and half tile hung houses with double pitched roofs and some poor dormer 
examples.  All of the photographs contain some poorly designed details that are relatively 
costly to construct and high maintenance. 

HO7 This should be in chapter 11. 

5.11 This should be in the chapter 1 introduction. 

5.12 This should be updated, if necessary, to reflect correctly the situation with regard to the 
Woking Borough Council housing need. 
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5.13 The text about landscape should not be repeated in this chapter.  It is the community who 
should define and agree the new settlement boundaries, not the parish council. 

5.14 Some allowance for future housing trends should be made in the NP.  There should be buffer 
to allow for future variables.  NPPF paragraphs 70, 73 and 123 refer. 
Using the letter ‘H’ as a prefix for both the polices and the sites is confusing.  Perhaps HS 
should be used for the sites. 

H1 In accordance with NPPF paragraph 67, the policy should state the time periods for the 
delivery of all of the sites. 
It should be made clear that affordable housing viability assessments are required for all 
developments where the number of dwellings is at or above the affordable housing threshold. 
Clarification is needed as to what is meant by ‘mixed housing’, ‘brownfield site’ and 
‘allocated’ and the relevance of these in the NP.  The NP should discuss the potential for self-
build housing throughout the parish, including windfall sites, and not just on sites H6 & 7.  
Self-build needs to be discussed fully in the NP. 
The NP should discuss the differences between council, housing association and 
community owned social housing.  The NP should discuss, at least as an aspiration, the 
acquisition and provision of community trust owned land and housing.  The issue remains 
with the WBC owned sites 10 to 13 that the dwellings are subject to right-to-buy legislation 
and if sold become market housing.  They are likely then to be let at unaffordable rents.  The 
NP should account for this during the plan period and increase the amount of social housing 
accordingly. 
For site H1, it is very unfortunate that the doctors’ surgery, immediately north of the site, 
makes such very poor use of land.  Instead of its current rebuilding, the opportunity should 
have been taken to relocate the surgery to the village centre and then improve the land use in 
its current location.  Single storey buildings are poor in sustainable terms.  Affordable housing, 
say for key workers, might have been provided above the surgery.  Site H1 would become 
then a site with a range of opportunities for good design solutions. 
For sites H6 & 7, the AECOM masterplan is illustrative and therefore cannot set requirements. 
For comments on the masterplan, see the supporting documents below. 

5.16 It is only if a site is suitable in design terms that it can be sustainable.  The NP should 
demonstrate also how each of the allocated sites is suitable in terms of the three NPPF 
objectives, economic, social and environmental.  Design is part of all of these. 

5.17 In the plan period, the NP should seek to address at least the severe shortage of 
affordable homes plus those expected to be lost through right-to-buy. 

H2 The first part of this policy relates to housing size, not mix.  The percentages of sizes are not 
in accordance with HNA paragraph 147.  Reasons must be provided as to why the HNA 
evidence has not been followed, especially given the points made in paragraph 5.6.  The 
proposed percentages would give 20% less one and two bedroom dwellings than are needed.  
This change is significant, it would increase housing costs and would be detrimental to the 
community.  This would be deeply regrettable. 
The second part of this policy relating to design is discriminatory because buildings should be 
designed for all ages.  It should be part of policy H5 for clarity and to avoid duplication.  All 
dwellings must be built to at least a visitable standard, not just those for the elderly.  See the 
comments under design below for the successor to the Lifetime Homes scheme. 

H3 Redundant buildings need to be defined.  The last phrase ‘providing that …’ should be omitted 
as it is unnecessary. 



Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan 26 August 2019 
Draft June 2019  

Regulation 14 Consultation Questionnaire 9 of 27 

H4 The WBC proportion of 30% affordable to 70% market housing should be discussed in the 
NP.  This percentage of affordable housing is low and is unlikely to achieve the amount needed 
in the plan period.  In addition, the potential 41 affordable homes may not be met if any are 
found to be unviable. 
The affordable housing target needs to be more ambitious for Chiddingfold, say at least 
50% for developments of six dwellings or more.  The land cost will have to reflect this from 
the outset.  At 50%, there is a potential for only 58 affordable homes, still less than the likely 
amount needed.  To achieve 83 dwellings out of 130, the percentage for sites H1, 2, 3, 6 & 7 
would be around 78%.  The NP needs to show how to achieve this 78%. 
The community needs to explore ways in which one or two large sites, perhaps sites 6 & 
7, can be allocated to affordable housing.  This might be by purchase by a community land 
trust or perhaps by WBC or a housing association.  The community has to put time and effort 
into finding a way to make viable a high percentage of affordable housing of all types and 
either no market housing or a small percentage, say 22% as above, to support the remainder 
of such a site or sites.  Such housing has been built before; excuses should not be made for 
not making it happen again.  People need to have security of housing in places that suit their 
needs. 

H5 The policy should be reworded to be applicable to all new housing and it should be 
nuanced to take account of the diversity of character in the parish.  It is unacceptably 
onerous, and backward looking, for ‘housing developments on allocated sites’ to ‘reflect the 
historic character and identity of Chiddingfold’. 
This policy should be named ‘housing design’ and moved to a separate design chapter.  As 
below, quality is only part of design.  See also the comments on design below for the successor 
to the Lifetime Homes scheme.  Each and every dwelling should have some private open space 
in accordance with at least the minimum standards. 

H6 This policy should be moved to chapter 11.  Implementation should be in chapter 12.  It seems 
imprecise and seemingly only duplicates other national and local policies.  If it does, only 
reference should be made to these. 

BUILT ENVIRONMENT AND DESIGN 

1. A separate chapter on the built environment and design is needed.  Design is a
fundamental part of the planning process.  Design relates to the whole built environment and
not just housing.  Care is needed to ensure that the NP is clear about this.  Policies HB1 to
HB7 inclusive should be in the design chapter.

2. Throughout the NP, achieving a high standard of good design, not high quality, is what should
be required, as NPPF paragraph 79.e).  The NP should be revised to ensure that this distinction
is made clear.  This is important because high quality is associated generally with high costs
and thus the potential for reduced viability of development schemes.  See also NPPF section
12. Care is needed to ensure that ‘high quality’ does not result in unviability.

3. In accordance with NPPF paragraph 28, design principles should be established.  It should be
made clear that these are set out in the Chiddingfold Design Guide and that that document is
the ‘area-wide design assessment’ in accordance with NPPF paragraph 68.b).  The current
draft needs revision and completion.

4. It should be acknowledged in the NP that much of the existing built environment in
Chiddingfold is mundane, out-dated, not easily accessible and unsustainable.  Much of the
existing design is not therefore a good basis for high standard new design.  What people will
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6.5 The NP should be clear about the extent to which it is expected that new buildings should 
represent the ‘Wealden character’.  As that character is diverse, the characteristics need to be 
described.  It is insufficient to consider only the existing built environment, and in particular 
the heritage assets in the parish. 

HBO1 See paragraphs 4.1 and 6.5 comments. 

HBO2 The village north west expansion area ceased as it developed to have any connection with the 
‘Wealden’ landscape.  It is neither sustainable nor well designed.  The NP should not promote 
it as something to be replicated. 

HBO3 All areas of the parish, not just the historic ones, should be attractive, and accessible, to all 
people including those who work in them. 

HBO4 Achieving sustainable development should be the first priority in accordance with NPPF 
section 2.  See chapter 6 opening comments for high quality issues. 

6.7 It should be stated that the community expects compliance with the WBC Local Plan 
policies; the NP should not duplicate them.  It is only locally distinctive divergences from 
local and national policies that should be included in particular policies in the NP.  The 
large amount of repetition makes the NP difficult to read and will be difficult to use in practice 
so leading to a risk that policies will not be met properly. 
Policies HB1 to HB7 inclusive should be in the design chapter. 

HB1 This should be checked to ensure that it is fully in accordance with the design guide; it should 
summarise that document, not duplicate it, at the start of the policy.  b)  The village, that is 
the village centre, does not have a Saxon layout.  The requirement should be to conserve and 
enhance The Green as the village centre, not preserve it.  ‘Central focal’ reads as a tautology.  
c) This refers to both the natural and the built environment.

6.8 To avoid the risk of ambiguity and misinterpretation, the policy should be’ in accordance 
with’, not ‘closely related’. 
The NP design working group included the parish council vice-chair as the NP steering group 
representative until that councillor resigned.  The group was unable to function subsequently 
as the representative was not replaced by the steering group.  The current draft design guide 
has been developed further, presumably by the NP steering group, and published without input 
from the design working group. 

HB2 This should be named ‘design’ and be the first, or close to the first, policy in that chapter.  See 
comments in that chapter on the inappropriate use of the word ‘quality’.  The design guide 
should be summarised, not repeated.  Sustainability must be mentioned. 

a) There are only rural and village areas, not urban, albeit that some late C20 and C21
developments have characteristics tending towards the suburban.  The relevant transition is
that from the built to the natural environment.  b) to h)  These need to be reworded to be
concise and applicable closely to Chididingfold parish.

HB3 The wording should be ‘existing people’ followed by the future people in the parish.  ‘Space’ 
should be included in the first paragraph list.  It should be clear what Chiddingfold 
distinctiveness that this policy adds. 

6.10 The policy number should be stated for clarity. 

HB4 This needs to be condensed and reordered.  a)  Both pedestrian and cycling routes should be 
included.  ‘Village centre’ should be added before transport stops especially given that the 
latter amount only to a small number of bus stops in the parish.  b)  It is rural and village 
settings, not townscape.  It is the range of materials, not necessarily their quality, that is 
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If that had been followed by a full understanding of what good design entails, it would be 
realised that the transport issues are in part only a symptom of a much wider problem. 

7.1 It is the A283 Milford to Shoreham-by-Sea via Petworth road.  Mention should be made of 
the likely increase in traffic during the NP period to and from Dunsfold due to the very large 
amount of housing development proposed there.  Pollution should be mentioned. 

7.2 The NP should aspire to improvements to public transport, by bus in and around the parish 
and by train at Witley, and to facilitating shared transport schemes, particularly involving 
Witley station. 

7.3 The word ‘historic’ is unnecessary.  It is all of the areas within the settlement boundaries, not 
just the village centre, to which vehicle parking improvements might be aspired. 

7.4 This should be simplified and state the community, not the parish council, aspirations.  It 
should only summarise what is outside the neighbourhood planning remit. 

7.5 The ways in which a reduction in HGV traffic might be achieved should be an aspiration of 
the community.  They need to be realistic to be credible.  Implementation by the parish council 
should be in chapter 12. 

7.6 This needs to be reworded to be clear and avoid repetition. 
The objectives need to be written concisely and ordered from general to detailed. 
Implementation points should be in chapter 12. 

TPO1 The concept of ‘intelligent highways’ needs to be explained. 
TPO2 The comparator for ‘greater’ is needed. 
TPO3 Sustainable transport methods need to be considered for the whole parish, not just the village, 

and for the whole built environment, not just new developments. 
TPO4 Although within the settlement boundary, the doctors’ surgery is on its edge, nearly as far  

from the village centre as it is possible to be and uphill from the all other parts of the village. 
Its location is not sustainable in planning terms and it can never be made easily accessible.  
As it seems unlikely now to be relocated during the plan period, the NP should aspire to 
mitigate at least the access issues. 

TP1 The difference between a highway and a road should be explained and the word ‘road’ used 
unless there is a significant reason not to do so.  The design requirements should be in the 
design chapter.  c)  Reference needs to be made to the Building Regulations requirements. 

TP2 It is unnecessary to state, in this and other policies throughout the NP, ‘subject compliance 
with other policies of the Development Plan’ as all policies are interdependent. 

7.9 This needs to be reworded for clarity and good use of English.  There are no existing dedicated 
cycleways.  It is ‘kerbs’, not curbs. 

TP3 The NP should aspire to improve connections between the parish, especially the village, and 
Witley train station. 

7.10 ‘The community supports the creation of …’. 

7.12 ‘The community supports the retention, and possible future expansion, of regular and reliable 
bus services to and from the village, the wider parish and the surrounding villages and towns.’ 
Implementation by the parish council should be moved to chapter 12. 

7.13 The Green is not close to the doctors’ surgery. 

TP4 The policy name should be ‘Parking at The Green’.  The parking should be well designed in 
all its aspects; it may not necessarily be all or part chevron type.  The proposed grass car park 

















Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan 26 August 2019 
Draft June 2019  

Regulation 14 Consultation Questionnaire 22 of 27 

This should state that the parish council will be acting on behalf of the community.  The bullet 
points should be reordered so that the general requirement is followed by the more detailed 
one.  The various means of monitoring should be described.  The monitoring should include 
a review by the community once the WBC LPP2 final version is published. 

GLOSSARY 

1. Glossaries in local and national planning documents should be cited.  Only items which are 
particular to Chiddingfold should be included in this glossary.  If there must be repetition, a 
direct quote should be provided with its reference. 

2. References and/or a bibliography should be provided.  This must include web links wherever 
these are available.  References will improve the usability of the NP. 

3. The NPPF 2019 paragraph numbers should be stated throughout. 
4. Basic conditions.  If there are any prescribed conditions for Chiddingfold, these should be 

discussed or otherwise stated that there are none. 
5. Conservation area.  Reference should be made specifically to the Chiddingfold Conservation 

Area Appraisal. 
6. Heritage assets.  The NPPF glossary definition should be quoted in full to be correct.  It is the 

local planning authority that may identify local assets including local listing; the civil parish 
council may not do so. 

7. Listed buildings and structures.  Locally listed buildings, structures, parks and gardens.  It 
should be stated that the texts are derived from that provided by Historic England.  Reference 
should be made also to the DDCMS Principles of Selection for Listed Buildings 2018. 

8. Suitable alternative natural greenspaces.  Written ministerial statements.  As there are no 
references to these in the text, these items should be removed from the glossary. 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 

The NP should explain the purpose of each and every of the supporting and evidence basis 
document. 

A This must have a title, north point, drawn scale and labels.  In the NP, the site numbers 
confusingly start with the letter ‘H’; on the map they do not.  The Green Belt, Surrey Hills 
AONB and AGLV need to be shown.  The part of The Green around the village pond should 
be shown included in the green space. 

B The design guide has not be reviewed in detail because it is incomplete.  An explanation is 
needed in the introduction as to the way in which the document is laid out including an 
explanation of the three areas, that is the rural parish, the village centre and the north west 
expansion area.  The latter was requested by the planning consultants but has yet to be done. 
The design guidance should be named consistently, either ‘guide’ or perhaps ‘statement’ but 
not both for this document.  The current version of the design guide is different to the latest 
version provided by the NP design working group in October 2018. 

There should be a list of numbered illustrations.  The paragraph numbering and the use of 
bullet points for lists should be consistent. 
1.  It should be made clear that early drafts of the document were prepared by the design 
working group set up by the NP steering group.  The current version has lost much of the 
intended clarity and concision of the October 2018 draft.  There was no input from the parish 
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council as a whole.  Reference should be made to appendix 8.1; the sources should not be 
duplicated. 
2. The amount of detail has become unbalanced with disproportionate amounts in some
sections.
5. The cultural values need to be completed and stated clearly, perhaps as a concise list.
The values need to be derived from a wide range of people in the community; they must not
reflect only the values held by the people preparing the NP.
6. Details do need to be innovative, not just traditional, in order to improve sustainability.
7. The images must encourage new design that is sustainable, innovative and not
pastiche.  The chapter title is misleading and should be changed.  The images must be
numbered.  The majority of the images show building details, only some of which are locally
distinctive, none show ‘good design’ as a whole.  The majority of the images are of historic
fabric and so do little to encourage good new design.

The photographs must be proportionate, balanced and good quality.  They must be chosen 
carefully to show in full the diverse range of buildings and landscapes in the parish.  As the 
majority of buildings in the village are not historic, so should the photographs reflect this. 
There should be a range of images across the whole parish and not only those taken in or close 
to the village centre. 
The captions need to state the location, be accurate and use the correct terminology. 
Explanations need to be given for each image of the aspect of good design is being illustrated 
as this is unclear. 
f) The choice of images is extremely poor.  If housing types are to be shown, all should be
included and not just one terrace.  It is discriminatory to show an affordable dwelling as
all such housing should be indistinguishable from market housing.  The label
‘downsizing’ is derogatory; the image shows principally a tree.  The C20 image shows a poor,
unsustainable design.  The multitude of details are aesthetically fussy, costly to build and
difficult to maintain.  One of the few or only C20 or C21 building of design merit in the parish
is the Anglican church room.

8. 8.1.  The references need to be completed.  8.2.  The keys and/or the captions to maps
showing the built environment are unclear.  The colours should be consistent for the building
period across all of the maps.  The north points should be shown and the scale provided
graphically, not as a ratio.
There should be a back cover to the design guide. 

The design guide needs to have added to it at least reference to design guidance for roads. 
C The illustrative masterplan should be updated to be in accordance with the HNA and the 

design guide.  It sets out principles, not requirements. 
2.1  The photograph of the Wildwood Close gated development should be removed as it is not 
supported in the NP. 
2.2  There is a gate from the A283 W verge at the site 7 SE corner as shown in figure 2.2.  The 
bus stop can be moved, and should be if this site is developed; it is not a constraint.  Every 
endeavour should be made to provide both pedestrian and vehicle routes between 
Woodside Road and site 6.  The topography is an asset, not an issue or constraint.  The RC 
church on Woodside Road has no visual link with site 7 at present.  There is often car parking 
on the surrounding roads.  The site 7 E end onto the A283 is important as an open space and 
will be needed also to make the entrance to site 7 and improve access to the footpath off the 
A283 E side opposite.  The watercourses should be shown on all of the plans. 
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2.3  The site 7 entrance from the A283 should be open, not a ‘gateway’.  The pedestrian link 
from site 7 to the RC church and through to Woodside Road must be made to happen.  
Likewise, there must be pedestrian links between site 7 and Queen’s Mead and site 6 and 
Woodside Road.  The access road point needs to be clarified as the S approach to The Green 
is narrow and awkward at the bend close to The Crown and is very far from being a good 
example of a layout to replicate.  It is an extremely bad example to have used for this purpose. 

Sites 6 & 7 are not suitable for community facilities, including a children’s nursery or a 
community room and a car park, due to the distance away from the village centre and the other 
key facilities.  Site 6 is particularly unsuitable if there is no vehicular access to and from 
Woodside Road.  The site 7 layout is linear, it does not show the buildings in clusters.  The 
masterplan design guidance should accord with the design guide. 
3.1  1.  The bus stop must be incorporated into the design for the site 7 access from the A283; 
the access should not be designed to suit the bus stop existing location.  2.  It is the village and 
rural landscapes that are important, not the ‘townscape’.  3.  The access should not be 
highlighted by prominent buildings.  4.  Site 7 E end is a very poor location for a children’s 
nursery adjacent to a busy main road and where it will have a large adverse impact on the rural 
setting.  7.  Flats might be provided in terraced buildings, not blocks, to be in keeping.   
Views between the buildings out to the countryside are to be provided.  There must be links 
to all of the public highways and green spaces, designated or otherwise.  8.  Site 6 N end is a 
very poor location for a community facility whether there is vehicular access from Woodside 
Road or it is at the end of a cul-de-sac because it is on the settlement boundary and remote 
from any other facilities. 
3.2  The other options presented are as poor as the preferred option.  The choices made by the 
NP steering group should be led by community input and good design.  The process should 
be explained. 
4.  The masterplan design guidelines are superseded by the design guide.  There should be no 
‘gateway’.  Careful good design is needed to achieve a sense of place in linear developments.  
Instead of a wavy access road, it might be interrupted by public open spaces for use by the 
people living in the dwellings around them. 

It is suggested that what appear to be private garages should not be shown in the proposals.  It 
should be remembered that a double garage has a floor area only one or two square meters 
less than a single person home.  When there is such a large need for housing as in 
Chiddingfold, proposals for garages should not be included in developments.  If they must be 
for large houses, it is suggested that sufficient accessible space is allocated in each garden. 

F.  The building heights are incorrect.  Early historic housing in Chiddingfold is usually one 
and a half storeys, without dormers, with later the more grandiose buildings having two full 
storeys.  Roof spaces were only later sometimes converted to domestic use with usually only 
one dormer window per dwelling.  Full three storey buildings are rare in the parish and should 
not be acceptable unless the topography allows the building as a whole to remain within the 
two storey plus roof envelope. 
5.  5.  The NP should aspire to the creation of a design review panel, comprised of members 
representing the full diversity of the community, to ensure that ‘fresh opinion on design 
solutions [is] presented.’  The community should have this opportunity for debate.  Outside 
the conservation area, innovative design should be encouraged. 

? The strategic environmental assessment needs to be identified by a letter.  Its purpose needs 
to be made clear and its findings summarised in the NP.  Other than on the contents page, it is 
not mentioned.  It needs to be made useful to the community. 
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EVIDENCE BASE DOCUMENTS 

An explanation is needed as to why some of the supporting documents and evidence 
documents appear to be the same.  The lettering should differ where necessary from the 
supporting documents. 

A The consultation exercises should include establishing the community values and then 
deriving from those the issues.  The issues should be listed in order of importance to the 
sustainable future of the parish.  There should have been a range of formats for the community 
consultations including opportunities for community debates and discussions at each stage of 
the process.  There has been little or no opportunity for exploratory thinking. 
Ideas from within and without the community need to be invited and explored to achieve 
forward looking proposals.  Questionnaires are restrictive because they do not tend to do this 
and represent only the views of the people posing the questions. 
It is deeply regrettable that, at a very early stage of the NP process, an explanation of 
the housing crisis was not given to the community and that the community were not 
asked to discuss and agree the ways in which that crisis in Chiddingfold might be 
addressed through the NP.  The focus might have been then on the main issue and not on 
peripheral issues which should be resolved through good design.  The emphasis on traffic 
amount, speed and parking needs to be in proportion to the housing need from which, in part, 
it derives. 
Seemingly, the business survey did not include the large number of people in parish working 
partly, of wholly, from home.  Part of the evidence is missing therefore. 
It is deeply regrettable that the call for sites, for housing and other buildings, was made 
on an open basis.  It should have been needs based and on community agreed design 
criteria set from the outset.  The processes outlined in the government led neighbourhood 
planning guidance have not been followed sufficiently closely. 
There need to be community discussions about design and all that that encompasses.  There 
needs to be community consultation about the design guide.  The need to achieve a well 
designed sustainable built environment needs to be discussed.  The emphasis on the historic 
environment needs to be in proportion to the amount designated in the parish. 

D The version provided needs to have removed from it various comment boxes.  Extensive 
comments on the HNA were provided to the NP steering group by the design working group. 
The HNA summary has yet to be revised to reflect properly the data analysis the HNA 
contains. The HNA should state the amount of affordable housing needed in 
Chiddingfold, and ideally the amount of social housing needed with that, and the method 
of calculation should be in accordance with planning guidance and transparent. 

E 1.4  It should be made clear what additional local benefit is gained from the local green space 
designation from the sites which are already in the Green Belt and AONB, that is all sites 
apart from the village cemetery in the RC churchyard.  It should be made clear which of the 
sites are in public ownership and which are private. 
The Green around the village pond, which is of historic significance in its association with 
The Forge, should be shown included in the potential local green space designation. 

F, Fa See the supporting documents. 
G See proposals map for general map comments.  Without the general information, the map is 

not useful.  It should be one of the first of the supporting documents. 
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DO YOU HAVE ANY FURTHER COMMENTS? 

1. It should be made clear that the consultation comments are invited on the whole of the draft 
NP and not just the policies. 

2. The NP should make it clear, in accordance with the government guidance, that it is the 
community of Chiddingfold parish who have the choice to use neighbourhood planning.  
It is not the Chiddingfold parish councillors who are exercising this right but the community.  
This distinction is important and the whole NP should be checked to make sure that all of the 
text is correct.  Notwithstanding the NP 2013 terms of reference, all of the objectives and 
policies should refer to the community, not the parish council, and only where stating 
ownership of an item is unavoidable. 

3. The documents should be checked and edited in their entirety to ensure that they are 
easily understandable.  Despite the time it has taken, the draft NP seems rushed.  The 
documents need to be written in good English, properly punctuated, and be concise, precise, 
consistent, well ordered and complete.  Verbs should be impersonal and generally in the 
present tense with an active voice.  As it is intended that the text will be current until 2032, it 
should be written appropriately.  Names, acronyms, capitalisation, vocabulary and phrasing 
should be consistent throughout. 

4. The policies must be drafted tightly and carefully nuanced so as to be distinctive for 
Chiddingfold.  All duplication should be avoided to reduce the risk of ambiguity and 
misinterpretation.  All of the NP documents need to be checked for this within themselves, 
against each other, with the WBC Local Plan and the NPPF and amended where necessary. 

5. General statements should be followed by detailed ones.  The level of detail should be 
consistent throughout.  Themes, including sub-sections, should be arranged consistently with 
those carrying the greatest weight before items of lesser importance.  The arrangements used 
in the NPPF and Waverley Borough Council Local Plan Part 1 should be followed to improve 
usability.  The supporting text should not repeat what is said in the objectives and policies. 

6. Topics should be ordered chronologically and consistently.  The existing situation should be 
described, then the points to be addressed as identified by the community listed, and the 
evidence for these provided, then the objectives set out, together with any explanatory test, 
and then the policies set out at the end of the topic.  The historic situation should be described 
in the NP only where it is relevant to proposed new development.  It is ‘community input’, 
not just feedback.  The community must have had the opportunity to raise matters themselves 
and not just those led by the parish council and the NP steering group. 

7. Where community input is reported, the percentages given should reflect not only the numbers 
compared to the responses but also the amounts compared to the whole number of people in 
the parish.  For example, an 80% agreement in responses to a proposal does not necessary 
reflect a high level of support when only less than 10% of the population responded.  The 
evidence base must be presented in a way that makes this clear. 

8. Each image should be numbered and captioned and there should be a list of images.  All 
photographs should be taken within the parish and credit the photographer.  An image should 
be included adjacent to and only where it supports a particular point in the text.  Every image 
should be framed carefully and straightened where necessary. 

The image on the NP front cover should be taken from a publicly accessible place and be 
framed carefully to show The Green from a wide angle.  The parish church should not 
dominate that image.  There might be a contrasting back cover image. 





Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan 

Regulation 14 Consultation Questionnaire 

This questionnaire seeks to gather your views on the draft 
Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan. 

You can also complete the questionnaire online at: 
https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/CNPReg14 

The results will be published on the Chiddingfold Parish Council website. 

Neighbourhood Plan Process 

Neighbourhood Plans are relatively new planning documents introduced by the Localism Act 2011.  They are 
intended to give local communities a greater say in guiding the future development of their area and relate to 
the use and development of land and associated social, economic and environmental issues (such as 
housing, transport, heritage and employment).  Our Neighbourhood Plan will cover the period until 2032. 

A final version of the Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan will be subject to a referendum, with local residents 
determining whether it should be adopted.  If adopted it forms part of the Waverley Statutory Planning 
Framework against which local planning applications will be considered. Therefore, having a Neighbourhood 
Plan in place will give the local community a greater say on future development within Chiddingfold. In 
addition, areas with an adopted Neighbourhood Plan receive 25% of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
payments charged against development in the parish, rather than the 15% payable where there is no plan.  
CIL payments are used by parish councils to deliver new infrastructure to support the development of their 
area. 

Pre-Submission Consultation (Regulation 14) 

It is essential that the Neighbourhood Plan, which has policies for: housing development; new and improved 
public amenities and services; and business and the environment, reflects the needs and opinions of those 
who live and work in the Parish. The Chiddingfold Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group have undertaken a 
number of consultation exercises since 2014, the feedback from which has informed the draft Neighbourhood 
Plan (details of the previous consultation exercises can be found on the Parish Council website). The Parish 
Council must now undertake a formal pre-submission consultation on the draft plan before submitting the final 
version to Waverley Borough Council.   

This formal consultation period allows local residents and statutory consultees to provide comments on the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan and its supporting documents. Comments made as part of this consultation will 
inform a review of the draft Neighbourhood Plan, before a final draft is submitted to Waverley Borough 
Council.  

Once submitted, Waverley Borough Council will then undertake a public consultation before submitting the 
draft plan to the Secretary of State for independent examination by an Inspector. The Inspector will then issue 
a report and recommend any modifications to make the Neighbourhood Plan ready for a public referendum.  

If you live, work or run a business in the Parish we want your feedback.  

The following consultation invites you to respond to the vision of the Neighbourhood Plan and each of its 
policies. The consultation uses tick box questions alongside the option to provide detailed comments and 
suggestions for improvements. Please give as much information as possible so that we can use your views to 
help develop the Neighbourhood Plan. 

The draft Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents are available on the Parish Council website and a 
hard copy can be viewed at the Parish Council Office (between 10am and 4pm, Mon-Fri by appointment with 
the Clerk). 

Questionnaires must be returned by 4pm on the 26th August 2019. 















Chiddingfold Parish Council, The Banking House, The Green, Chiddingfold GU8 4TU 

T:    :  clerk@chiddingfold-pc.gov.uk 

















Appendix G Table of amendments to Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan 
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