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Section 1: Methodology
1.1

In accordance with Regulation 14 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (“The
Regulations”), formal public consultation on the draft Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan was
held between:

1.2



6 July and 31 August 2018 (“the First Draft Plan”)



11 March and 8 May 2020 (“the Full Plan Consultation”).



11 March and 8 May 2021 (“the Focused Consultation”).

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 drops to all households within the Neighbourhood Plan area;



Posters in prominent public locations including, the Spar, Thursley Road Pavilion, the Village
Hall, youth centre, Elstead Village Tennis Club, Burford Lodge Pavilions, Milford Road bus stop,
Chandlers garage, the Vets, the doctors surgery, the dentist, Ultimate Beauty, Michelle Renee
hairdressers, St James Church, and St James Primary School;

1.4

1.5



letters and emails to relevant consultation bodies; and



a page on the www.elsteadvillage.co.uk/neighbourhood-plan website.

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;



details of how to make representations;



and the deadline for representations.

The Neighbourhood Plan was made available:


online – at www.elsteadvillage.co.uk/neighbourhood-plan;



as a hard copy reference document at the following locations in the neighbourhood plan area:
The Prish Clerks home / office, Chandlers garage, the vets, the doctors surgery, the dentist,
Ultimate Beauty, Michelle Renee hairdressers, St James Church, and St James Primary School.



Members of the Steering Group and all Parish Councillors had a copy.

1.6 In addition to the primary advertisements, the consultation was promoted by:


coverage in local media (local magazines and newspapers);



the use of social media sites Twitter and Facebook pages; and



the Parish Council newsletter.
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Engagement events
First Draft Plan
1.7

The First Draft Plan was launched on Friday 6 July with an exhibition at the Pavilion, Thursley Road. This
was followed by a consultation period of 8 weeks where residents were invited to give their feedback on
the plan.

1.8

Statutory consultees (detailed at Regulation 14(b) and Schedule 1 of the Regulations), known
community groups, local businesses and developers with known land interests within the plan aras were
invited to complete the questionnaire or make direct representations to the project manager via email.
In accordance with Regulation 14(c) of the Regulations, a copy of the proposals was distributed to the
local planning authority.
Full Plan Consultation

1.9

The planned drop-in events were cancelled in light of the Government’s Covid-19 restrictions. However,
following the Government and Locality guidance video conference drop-in sessions were arranged
where Parish staff and members of the Steering Group were available for questions and queries. These
sessions were held on:

1.10



Tuesday 28 April, 1pm – 2pm



Tuesday 4th May, 3pm - 8pm

As part of the drop-in sessions, in addition to providing verbal feedback residents were also invited to
make representations using a questionnaire that was available online (Survey Monkey).

1.11

Statutory consultees (detailed at Regulation 14(b) and Schedule 1 of the Regulations), known
community groups and local businesses were invited to use the online questionnaire or make direct
representations to the project manager via email. In accordance with Regulation 14(c) of the
Regulations, a copy of the proposals was distributed to the local planning authority.
Focused Consultation

1.12

1.13

Video conference drop-in sessions were again arranged for the Focused Consultation and held on:


Wednesday 31 March, 12pm – 2pm



Tuesday 6 April, 6pm – 7:30pm



Monday 26 April, 5:30pm – 6:30pm.

In accordance social distancing rules in place at the time an in person ‘covid secure’ drop in session was
also held at The Pavilion Café at Tanshire Business Park on Monday 19 April between 12pm – 2pm.

1.14

As part of the drop-in sessions, in addition to providing verbal feedback residents were also invited to
make representations using a questionnaire that was available online (Survey Monkey).

1.15

Statutory consultees (detailed at Regulation 14(b) and Schedule 1 of the Regulations), known
community groups and local businesses were again invited to use the online questionnaire or make
direct representations to the project manager via email. In accordance with Regulation 14(c) of the
Regulations, a copy of the proposals was distributed to the local planning authority.
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The Survey of Residents
First Plan Consultation
1.16

The First Plan questionnaire was in a hard copy format and sought views on the emerging overarching
vision and objectives for the plan. The consultation document also sought views on development
principles that guide future development within the Neighbourhood Plan area.
Full Plan Consultation and the Focused Consultation

1.17

The online questionnaire (Full Plan Consultation and the Focused Consultation) presented the texts of
the Plan’s Vision and its policies. Respondents were invited to indicate their degree of support, or lack
of it, for the Vision and for each policy; and to make suggestions about how the policies could be
improved. The paper version of the questionnaire had the same format and questions but only
presented a brief summary of each policy.

The Findings from the Consultees and their impact on policy development
1.18

The findings of the surveys and feedback from other consultees have been considered as part of the
process of updating the Neighbourhood Plan for submission. A number of reasonable and appropriate
points have been made by individual or multiple respondents and have prompted policy amendments.
In accordance with Regulations 15(2)(c) and 15(2)(d), Section 2 of this Engagement Report provides a
summary of all responses, detailing the main issues and concerns raised by respondents, with an
account of how the issues raised have been addressed.
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Section 2: Regulation 14 representations and updates to the
Neighbourhood Plan
2.1

In accordance with Regulations 15(2)(c) and 15(2)(d) of the Regulations, this section of the report
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 addressed.
Full Plan Consultation

2.2

At the close of the Full Plan Consultation engagement period a total of 229 responses from individuals
were received either by online submission, on hardcopy questionnaires or by submitting a written
response. The number commenting on each policy varied from 164 to 182; and 229 expressed an
opinion about the Vision.

2.3

Six responses were received from the statutory consultation bodies, these being:

2.4

i.

Waverley Borough Council;

ii.

Historic England;

iii.

Surrey Hill AONB Board;

iv.

Environment Agency;

v.

Highways England; and

vi.

Thames Water.

Five developers, or their representatives, responded:
i.

Gladman;

ii.

Boyer on behalf of Four Trees;

iii.

Avision Young on behalf of Turners Parks Group and Kingsmead Park;

iv.

Bell Cornwell on behalf of Sunray Farm; and

v.

Planning Potential on behalf of Land adjacent to Water Meadow Place.

2.5

Waverley Borough Council’s Housing Department notified Elstead Parish Council that it was looking to
redevelop the Springfield site which lies within the existing settlement boundary and is a previously
developed site.

2.6

The comments in full are included in Appendix A (Summary of all responses submitted by individuals),
Appendix B (Responses from statutory consultees) and Appendix C (Responses received from
Developers).

2.7

The responses to each chapter and the changes made are summarised below:

Chapter 3: Overall Vision
2.8

The Vision as included in the Regulation 14 consultation read as follows:

By 2032 Elstead and Weyburn will have preserved its rural character and retained its vibrant and
thriving community spirit. It will remain a highly desirable and attractive place to live, work and
play, providing improved facilities and enhanced infrastructure that meet the needs of residents,
businesses and visitors.
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Do you support this vision for the Neighourhood Plan?
n=229
2%
5%
Yes
No
Don't Know
93%

2.9

A vast majority of 93% respondents supported the vision for the Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood
Plan.

Do you agree with the following Key Planning Principles and
Policies?
n=217

7%

6%
Yes
No
Don't Know
87%

2.10

With regard to Policy PP2: Core Planning Principles, a large majority of respondents agreed with the
principles. Comments were varied, concerning matters such as:


Concerns with traffic and parking at Sunray Farm;



Maintaining the countryside setting and preserving the distance and distinction from Peper Harow;



The balanced spread of new development in the village and retention of its character;



Support for the retention of green space, retained landscape and public open space; and



Some confusion on the change to settlement boundaries excluding some residences and not
others.

2.11

No material changes were made to Chapter 3 as a result of the consultation.
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Chapter 4: Housing Policies
2.12

There was a moderately high approval rating for all the policies in the Housing chapter. At least 73% of
those who expressed an opinion either supported the policies in full or with some reservations.

2.13

Under policy H1 (Housing Allocations) the primary concerns were raised with regard to the balance of
development. It was flagged that Sunray Farm was proposed for too high a quantum, as well as the
need to consider the impacts of the two allocations at The Croft cumulatively.

2.14

Sunray Farm was the allocation with the highest level of support (80%). In addition to concerns about
traffic at West Hill junction with Thursley Road, there was concern that the quantum and design of
development could compromise the landscape and views from Bonfire Hill.

2.15

Many respondents noted that allocations proposed at Hookley Lane (Policies H3 and H4) were more
walkable to facilities in addition to being more hidden than the proposed allocation at Sunray Farm. It
was considered important that the proposed quantum at Hookley Lane functioned as a strict maximum
between the two sites.

2.16

While traffic issues were noted in the village in general, the visibility and capacity of the existing access
serving The Croft (Policy H3) was noted to be a concern.

2.17

Greater clarity over what was meant by “affordable housing” was requested (Policy H7). Respondents
requested that social housing needs to remain affordable (i.e. through the use of covenants) and that it
should be proactively provided so that workers are not precluded from living local.

2.18

Policy H6 (Housing Choices) was largely supported by 84% of respondents. However, a need for more
varied housing was flagged in particular with regard to larger houses (i.e. greater than 2 to 3 bedrooms),
as well as smaller houses to accommodate both single people and downsizers.

2.19

Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Housing
Policies?”

Housing Policies
Don’t Know
No
Yes

Policy H1 – Housing Allocations

%

%

%

73

18

9

80

14

6

78

14

8

75

17

8

82

9

9

84

7

9

base: all considering the policy: n=180
Policy H2 – Sunray Farm

base: all considering the policy: n=182
Policy H3 – The Croft

base: all considering the policy: n=181
Policy H4 – Four Trees

base: all considering the policy: n=182
Policy H5 – Windfall Sites

base: all considering the policy: n=181
Policy H6 – Housing Choices

base: all considering the policy: n=180
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Policy H7 – Affordable Housing Provision

82

8

10

base: all considering the policy: n=179
2.20

In response to the consultation, three new sites were put forward for consideration as potential housing
development sites. These being:
1) Land at the rear of Water Meadow Place:
2) Land at Kingsmead Park; and
3) Land at Springfield.

2.21

Changes as a result of the consultation:
Plan Element

Summary of Change Made

Policy H1 Housing

The policy was updated to clearly show all source of housing supply to meet the

Allocations

overall housing requirement of at least 160 net additional dwellings between 2013
to 2032.
1.

The three new sites were duly assessed by the Neighbourhood Plan Steering
Group’s professional advisers, AECOM. Informed by the updated site assessment
and Sustainability Appraisal work, the Steering Group modified the preferred
housing site allocations to exclude the Croft site and include the Springfield site.
The number of dwellings proposed at Sunray Farm was also reduced from 42 to
40.

Policy H2 Sunray

Modifications made to reflect the Policy H1 changes, plus new criteria relating to

Farm

reducing light pollution and minimising any ‘piggy-back’ style car parking.

Policy H3 The

The policy was amended to remove the Croft site and insert the Springfield site.

Croft
Policy H4 Four

Modifications made to reflect the Policy H1 changes, plus new criteria relating to

Trees

reducing light pollution and minimising any ‘piggy-back’ style car parking.

Chapter 5: Environment, Sustainability and Design Quality
2.22

85% of respondents and above supported the environmental policies contained in the Neighbourhood
Plan.

2.23

A moderately high level of support was seen for Policy ESDQ3 (Design Briefs) at 85%. It was requested
by some respondents that there be an emphasis on increased demand of developments on
infrastructure, as well as the impact of development on the community. Some flagged that the need for
Design and Development Briefs should be clarified at full application stage and not at outline.

2.24

While a high proportion of respondents supported Policy ESDQ4 (Local Green Spaces) at 93%, it was
noted that with regard to the last bullet point of the policy there should not be circumstances where
development is allowed on Local Green Spaces.

2.25

The largest number of comments received pertained to protecting Bonfire Hill (Policy ESDQ6), with
respondents reaffirming that views from and of it are key to maintaining the character and essence of
the village.

2.26

The Tanshire and Weyburn Green Gap (Policy ESDQ7) was emphasised as an important way to maintain
the separation of Elstead and Peper Harow Parishes with 86% of respondents supporting this policy.
9

2.27

Suggestions included adding references to carbon neutrality in line with UK efforts leading to 2050, as
well as requiring more robust statements that developments must not increase flood risk in the area
(particularly at Hookley Lane). Several respondents requested a requirement that new developments
provide solar panels and other green design measures as a standard.

2.28

Other suggestions regarded biodiversity, such as through the provision of community wildflower
meadows in line with Policy ESDQ5 (Landscape and Visual Impact), and furthermore with regard to
policy ESDQ8 (Biodiversity and Trees) the need to protect insect diversity (i.e. bee bricks).

2.29

Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Environment,
Sustainability and Design Quality Policies?”

Environment, Sustainability and Design Quality Policies
Don’t Know
No
Yes
Policy ESDQ1 – Character and Design

%

%

%

90

4

6

88

5

7

85

7

8

93

5

2

90

6

4

89

7

4

86

7

7

92

3

5

94

3

3

90

4

6

base: all considering the policy: n=167
Policy ESDQ2 – Conservation and Subdivisions

base: all considering the policy: n=167
Policy ESDQ3 – Design and Development Briefs

base: all considering the policy: n=165
Policy ESDQ4 – Local Green Spaces

base: all considering the policy: n=168
Policy ESDQ5 – Landscape and Visual Impact

base: all considering the policy: n=165
Policy ESDQ6 – Bonfire Hill

base: all considering the policy: n=166
Policy ESDQ7 – Tanshire and Weyburn Green Gap

base: all considering the policy: n=167
Policy ESDQ8 – Biodiversity and Trees

base: all considering the policy: n=166
Policy ESDQ9 – Historic Environment

base: all considering the policy: n=166
Policy ESDQ10 – Sustainable Design

base: all considering the policy: n=166
2.30

Changes as a result of the consultation:
10

Plan Element

Summary of Changes Made

Policy ESDQ1

A new noise and air quality impact element was incorporated into the policy to
minimise and adverse impacts associated with new development

Light Pollution

A new light pollution and dark skies policy has been incorporated to minimise

and Dark Skies

light pollution and to protect Peper Harow’s ‘dark skies’.

Chapter 6: Employment and Business Support
2.31

Respondents strongly resisted the further loss of local shops and businesses at 90% support of Policy
EBS1 (Retention and Expansion of Local Employment Space), echoing desires that the Plan support local
employment and opportunities to work from home.

2.32

Respondents were supportive of Policy ESB2 (Working from Home) at 88% and Policy ESB3 (Local
Community Coworking Space) at 85% approval. The implementation of broadband infrastructure
throughout the village was noted to be important towards facilitating measures to work from home (i.e.
through CIL).

2.33

The largest number of comments were received about the facility and working from home measures;
given the coincidence of the COVID-19 pandemic during the consultation period this was seen as a
welcome foresight and sustainable element to include in the Neighbourhood Plan, helping to reduce
commuting and maintain village life.

2.34

Some suggestions were made to locate the facility at Tanshire House), other respondents considered the
location and implementation of a co-working space to be unrealistic.

2.35

Some respondents suggested that there was sufficient land in equestrian use around the Parish, with a
positive suggestion including that such land around Elstead used for grazing horses may be required for
locally grown food production. The AONB Board raised serious concern over the policy and the impact
further equestrian uses could have on the character of the AONB.

2.36

Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Employment and
Business Support Policies?”

Employment and Business Support Policies
Don’t Know
No
Yes
Policy EBS1 – Retention and Expansion of Local Employment

%

%

%

90

4

6

88

5

7

85

7

8

93

5

2

Space

base: all considering the policy: n=168
Policy EBS2 – Working From Home

base: all considering the policy: n=169
Policy EBS3 – Local Community Co-working Space

base: all considering the policy: n=169
Policy EBS4 – Equestrian Related Development

base: all considering the policy: n=170
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2.37

Changes as a result of the consultation:
Plan Element

Summary of Changes Made

Policy EBS4

In recognition of the serious concern raised by the AONB Board the Steering

Equestrian

Group agreed to delete the Equestrian Related Development policy in full.

Related
Development
New Tanshire

A new policy to support the Tanshire Business Park adapt to changing working

Business Park

practices, particularly post COVID-19 pandemic has been introduced.

Chapter 7: Transport and Getting Around
2.38

Each of the policies in the Transport chapter received overall support from more than 89% of the people
who reviewed them.

2.39

Policy TGA1 (Pedestrian and Cycle Movement) is supported by 92% of respondents. Several comments
noted that traffic moves too quickly through the village, with suggestions of 20mph speed limit.
Removing car parking spaces was thought to make traffic flow more quickly.

2.40

Support for Policy TGA3 was seen at 89%, however it was noted that secure bike locks in the village
centre and other facilities (i.e. the community co-working space and village shops) would be particularly
helpful to cyclists.

2.41

While support was demonstrated for Policy TGA4 (Improved Bus Service) at 94% approval, suggestions
were made to improve public transport facilities at this level of development, particularly to facilitate the
reduction of private car journeys taken by London commuters to get to the train station. However it was
noted that for many journeys around Elstead, public transport is ‘a non-starter’ and that realistically a
commercial bus service may not be viable.

2.42

Adequate car parking to serve new residents was noted among several comments, with some
emphasising the importance of enforcing garage use to cope with the required levels of car parking to
serve all residents.

2.43

Some respondents noted the need for equestrians to be recognised in transport policy in terms of need
for highway infrastructure.

2.44

Several expressed desires to restrict the further provision of non-residential car parking spaces in order
to encourage residents to reduce use of the private car for local journeys.

2.45

Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Transport and
Getting Around Policies?”

Transport and Getting Around Policies
Don’t Know
No
Yes
Policy TGA1 – Pedestrian and Cycle Movement

%

%

%

92

4

4

base: all considering the policy: n=168
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Policy TGA2 – Design Code: Rural Character of Streets and

93

3

4

89

5

6

93

2

5

Public Spaces

base: all considering the policy: n=168
Policy TGA3 – Car and Cycle Parking

base: all considering the policy: n=166
Policy TGA4 – Improved Bus Service

base: all considering the policy: n=169

2.46

No material changes were made to Chapter 7 as a result of the consultation.
Chapter 8: Recreation, Leisure and Wellbeing

2.47

There are also some doubts about whether anything can be done to improve the uneven provision of
internet and mobile phone service across the Parish.

2.48

Respondents were protective of the current facilities and wished for them to be recognised, showing a
high level of support for all policies (at least 90%) in this chapter of the Neighbourhood Plan.

2.49

Several respondents noted facilities which had been overlooked and should be shown on the map
and/or included as assets of community value by Policy RLW3 (Retention of Assets of Community
Value). These included facilities on Hookley Lane, the URC, Burford Lodge, SPAR, the tennis courts, and
the archery club on Woolfords Lane.

2.50

Some respondents expressed concern about the proposed policies’ capability to safeguard equestrian
uses around the village.

2.51

Allotments were a positive suggestion given by several respondents, with one positing that the land
called ‘The Quillets’ could be converted to this us or for use as a community orchard (i.e. through
inclusion on the CIL list).

2.52

Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Recreation,
Leisure and Wellbeing Policies?”

Recreation, Leisure and Wellbeing Policies
Don’t Know
No
Yes

Policy RLW1 – Recreation and Leisure Facilities

%

%

%

92

2

6

91

2

7

90

2

8

base: all considering the policy: n=168
Policy RLW2 – Community Facilities

base: all considering the policy: n=168

Policy RLW3 – Retention of Assets of Community Value

base: all considering the policy: n=169
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2.53

No material changes were made to Chapter 8 as a result of the consultation.
Chapter 9: Infrastructure and Delivery Policies

2.54

There were fewer comments on the Infrastructure and Delivery Chapter of the Neighbourhood Plan than
in other chapters. Policy RLW1 was supported by a high number of respondents at 92%. Comments
included the following:


Increasing broadband capacity was again voiced as a desire by respondents seeking to better
work from home in the village.



Specific details of the infrastructure projects, costs, stakeholders and benefits were requested.



A desire was voiced for more emphasis on renewable energy provision whether through new
developments, retrofitting for existing structures, or developing fields for this purpose.


2.55

School places were raised as a necessary aspect of local infrastructure to support the village.

Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Infrastructure
and Delivery Policy?”

Do you agree with the following Infrastructure and
Delivery Policy?
n=164
14%
3%

83%

Yes

2.56

No

Don't Know

No material changes were made to Chapter 9 as a result of the consultation.
Focused Consultation

2.57

At the close of the engagement period a total of 156 responses from individuals were received either by
online submission, on hardcopy questionnaires or by submitting a written response.

2.58

Three responses was received from the statutory consultation bodies, these being:
1.
2.
3.

2.59

Waverley Borough Council;
CPRE; and
Natural England.

Two developers, or their representatives, responded:
1.
2.

Antler Homes on behalf of the Croft; and
Planning Potential on behalf of Land adjacent to Water Meadow Place.
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2.60

The comments in full are included in Appendix D (Summary of all responses submitted by individuals),
Appendix E (Responses from statutory consultees) and Appendix F (Responses received from
Developers).

2.61

The responses to each policy and the changes made are summarised below:

Do you agree with…?
Don’t Know
No
Yes

Policy H1 – Housing Allocations

%

%

%

61

36

5

73

20

7

67

22

10

65

25

7

base: all considering the policy: n=152
Policy H2 – Sunray Farm

base: all considering the policy: n=150
Policy H3 – Springfield

base: all considering the policy: n=153
Policy H4 – Four Trees

base: all considering the policy: n=149

Policy H1 Housing Allocations
2.62

The majority of comments made were site specific and also made under the respective site allocation
policies (i.e. Policy H2, H3 and / or H4). Other response raised concern over the overall level of growth
proposed over the Plan period.
Policy H2 Sunray Farm

2.63

2.64

73% of respondents supported the allocation of Sunray Farm. Key areas of concern related to the
quantum of development proposed within the site area and highway and car parking. A number of
respondents recommended the inclusion of the existing farm housing within the site area.
Policy H3 Springfield
67% of respondents supported the allocation of Springfield. Key areas of concern related to the
quantum / density of development proposed within the site area and highway and car parking. Concern
over displacement of existing residents was also cited.
Policy H4 Four Trees

2.65

65% of respondents supported the allocation of Four Trees. Key areas of concern related to flood risk
and highways and car parking.
Changes Made

2.66

With the exception of including the existing farm housing within the Sunray Farm site area, no other
material changes were made to Policies H1 to H4 as a result of the consultation.
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Appendix A
Full Plan all responses submitted by individuals

Key Planning Principles
I am a resident of West Hill, any plans for Sunray Farm will cause an extremely high strain on our street
with an overwhelming amount of both vehicle and foot traffic. With the proposed plans for new roads
and paths tying in with West Hill it welcomes a wave of opportunity for crime. We simply do not have the
capacity here to accommodate and it will bring huge issues with parking and vehicles in and out on a
daily. Absolutely not happy.
At all counts protect the GB and our beautiful countryside. Please ensure no development at Weyburn
Fields or the field to the right of the Red House Farm track. It would ruin Elstead
Important to keep Elstead separate from Peper Harow.
No, these seem absolutely right to me.
very thorough work - excellent
The Plan is a well crafted document reflecting the acceptance that the village needs to grow in a
controlled many that maintains its character providing a balanced mix of housing for all ages. The
designation of protected green areas in the manner described ensures the growth goes not overwhelm
any one area and prevents the merging of built up areas which would be detrimental. The plan also
looks to facilitate growth for employment in the most suitable locations
We need to makes sure that the 2 parishes elsead and peperharrow remain as such
I think the village plan allows plenty of new dwellings while keeping the village feel. Leaving large
boarders to stop residence that already own land backing onto green belt shielded from noise pollution,
light pollution and air pollution. we also need to consider where all the children will go to school as there
are only 30 place intake per year group.
An even honest and legitimate plan
We support the extension of the settlement boundary to include land at Sunray Farm. However, we ask
that the farmhouse itself is also included within the revised settlement boundary.
I strongly support the proposed housing developments at the Croft, Sunray Farm and Four Trees as these
are much more within the existing village and I strongly support the policy that the settlement boundary
in PP1 is not breached. The local green spaces and the Tanshire and Weyburn Green Gap should not be
developed. This will retain the rural feel of the village and to provide access for the village residents to
the local countryside. I strongly support the provision of an all weather cycle track between Ham Lane
and Weyburn. I strongly support keeping Peper Harow a dark skies parish.
Maintaining and protecting the rural character of the village. Ensuring public open space and retained
landscape. Protecting Bonfire Hill Protecting Hookley Lane from high density housing
I agree with the neighbourhood-plan
Expansion of the village is inevitable, but it needs to be done in a well thought out and planned way, as
presented in the neighbourhood plan.
Yes to the core planning principles. They are very broad. Their implementation depends on the strength
of the local, borough and county planning authorities and to ensure that "windfall" sites don't make a
mockery of the time put into the development of this plan.
No planning principles displayed, but answered assuming it refers to PP1 and PP2
I do not get all the changes to the settlement boundary. Why some houses included in settlment and
others not etc
We need more younger people in the village.The emphasis should be on smaller affordable houses and I
would not favour any more large houses [such as ours] being built. Car parking space on the Water
Meadow Place site is not really adequate.
Good principles, just have make them be adhered too which can be difficult when developers use
commercial pressure.
Development should not be outside agreed settlement boundaries
The main concerns I have at this point are as follows. Sorry if these come up again later. We have
become the go-to place for housing applications. We need to be confident we grow only at a restricted
% a year and spend less time watching our backs for applications to build more and more houses - the
16

Key Planning Principles
village does NOT have a core infrastructure with space for expansion. Our Doctors Surgery has pretty
much NO parking and people have to park on residential curbs. We have no more parking space for our
one core shop. None - at all! We either need to made some fundamental changes to our core services
and then build houses, or do neither, within reason. But we are going to hit a dead end soon and public
sentiment about the new residents is going to be very poor if our core services are negatively affected.
There should be covenants or similar in property deeds to ensure affordable housing remains affordable
I think it very sensibly thought out to provide additional housing without spoiling the nature of the
village, nor overloading the existing services.
The planning principles are not listed on the survey. The present plans do not meet the strict habitats
criteria and have been misapplied by WBC. The requirements for infrastructure should apply equally to
all non-motorised users of highways, rights of way and common land. This is not shown in the plan. The
village has a high equestrian use and this is missed out on the transport and active travel policies
The policies appear sound and appropriately concerned with the future of the village.
Policy PP1- Settlement Boundary Objection is raised to the settlement boundary in the vicinity of
allocation H3-Land at The Croft. The settlement boundary simple cuts through the centre of the site as a
means of limiting the extent of land within the settlement boundary where development can take place.
There is no logic to the location of the proposed settlement boundary, it runs straight through an open
area of land, there are no physical demarcations on site which represent any logical boundary, it
represents an arbitrary line. The entirety of the site, which includes the proposed area of open space
beyond the housing, should be included within the settlement boundary. This would form the natural
settlement boundary and coincide with existing boundaries marked by hedging and mature trees to form
the logical and defensible Green Belt boundary for the settlement. The NPPF at paragraph 139 requires
that when green belt boundaries are altered the plan should “define boundaries clearly, using physical
features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.” The settlement boundary should be
altered such that the boundary extends to include the entirety of the site (housing and open space)
included within the red line in Policy H3.
The core principles are sufficiently vague as to be difficult to argue with
I have read the neighbourhood plan and endorse the approach towards planning taken by the NHP team
and the Elstead Parish Council.
There is no consideration of where the tipping point is when over development impairs on the vision
statement by overcrowding the school, increasing burden on the surgery which is already, apparently,
over subscribed. There is nothing to back up the fine words about improved facilities, enhanced
infrastructure etc. We have lived in Elstead since 1991 and have seen the infrastructure in steady decline
with no remedies.
There is nothing relating to enhanced infrastructure or improved facilities just more houses in a village
where there is little local employment but more houses mean more people, more cars and traffic on poor
roads, and facilities that currently struggle with the existing population.
Plan seems nicely balanced
Hookley Lane cannot support 2 housing developments The access to the main Milford road would
become too congested The current flooding problems would be overwhelming The road surface,
already breaking up under lorry traffic to Great Hookley Farm would deteriorate further
I worry about the flooding issues that the new building will exacerbate
The site assessment is blind to: 1. The increased flood risk to existing properties in Hookley Lane due to
the increased surface water from a development in an area of poor drainage. 2. The damage that would
be caused to Hookley Lane by the increase in traffic due to a development. The road is currently
unsuitable for, and being broken by, the 20 tonne lorries that supply Great Hookley Farm. The site
assessment is blind to the consequences of its implementation. The site assessment leans on the Land
Availability Assessment, 2016, which is flawed for the reasons above.
I agree these are the key principles to adhere to in responding to the requirement for additional housing
in the area.
if you take into account the road traffic situation in Elstead at the moment, you cannot suggest that
increasing the amount of traffic in Elstead and Hookley Lane in particular is attractive or desireable. How
can I agree
with the Planning .
I am happy with the number of houses suggested in the Croft and Four Trees and the redevelopment of
Sunray Farm which is more central to the village
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HM Govt tells the County, the County tells the Boroughs and they tell the Parishes. When it comes to the
future we don’t have the independent political clout to make a difference. We will be told what will
happen. We are either an urban settlement of Godalming or Farnham
Housing
I WALKED to Hookley Farm this morning from Beacon View Road. The Farm was jammed packed! Why
does the NP say most of the houses need to be at Sunray Farm because it is near to the Spar? It is much
more sustainable (fewer food miles) for people to buy products from Hookley Farm and it is so popular!!!
We do not need the Parish Council supporting a multinational franchise like the Spar. I could live off the
Farm food, and I get my paper online so do not need the Spar.
There are enough houses at the Croft already. We need fewer houses here, not more. Otherwise, it will
be too big an estate with all the bad social issues this will generate.
I strongly support the plan’s recommendations about communal space on Bonfire Hill
Is affordable housing really affordable? And will this be for residents in perpetuity? There is a lot of
focus on basic 2/3 bed houses but there is a significant need for larger houses as demonstrated by the
number of properties being extended in Hookley Lane for example where residents aren't able to trade
up.
I would prefer a more proactive approach to the provision of social housing, particularly for working
people who provide services in the village and currently live out of the area, with no voice in its future
development.
No more houses at the Croft please. I live in the original Croft and we already have saturation here.
I strongly believe that the Hookley Lane allocation is limited to the numbers in the plan
Important that the number of houses identified for each site, particularly those in Hookley Lane are not
exceeded.
Provision of small bungalows for downsizers would also be advantagous.
There are too many houses at the Croft. We do not need more. It should be kept for the deer.
Since this plan was published some things have changed. Namely that priorities have changed. Now
growing your own veg is very important. Therefore those locations closer to the allotments should have
more houses. This means the sites in Hookley lane and not by Sunray Farm. Also, people have been
exercising much more - walking, running and cycling in great numbers. Therefore when they are allowed
to, people will play tennis more. Tennis courts are near allotments. People have also learned to go to the
Hookely Farm Shop in great numbers for produce, so again Hookley Lane sites will be more walkable.
On the other hand some things have not changed. The landscape is the same - more house on Sunray
Farm will spoil the beauty of the hills and the village more than the hidden Hookley sites.
These proposals represent a pragmatic and sensible approach to development in the village. An increase
in the number of smaller houses would be particularly welcome - there are many single people or
couples living in large family houses.
Whilst we need housing, this village is a transport nightmare. It needs to sorted before increasing the size
of the village.
This os good and vital to preserve green spaces
H2. I have no issue in principal with a development at Sunray Farm. I am just a little overwhelmed by the
number of homes, 42 seems a lot. Can they all be kept below the brow of the hill? What will the impact
be on the junction of West Hill and Thursley Road? H6. I believe there should be more provision of 1
bed properties than is allocated (at the expense of 4-bed properties), to allow for individuals who want to
live independently but who can't afford it. H7. Affordable housing needs to be clarified, so far in
proposals for Bonfire hill the value of properties said to be affordable are just not affordable. There must
be a lower value that is realistic for those on lower incomes, much less than the Surrey average which is
way too high for young families and workers. Such housing needs to be covenanted if that's a word, as
affordable for ever and not just for the first purchaser.
A balanced approach
Affordable housing- depends on what you mean by affordable for someone like myself who brings home
a salary before tax of £16000pa with 3 grown but not independent children and therefore no help from
tax credits any longer, NOTHING would be affordable to buy in Elstead neither is it for one of my children
who at 28 earns c £40000 but still could not afford to buy even a 1 bedroom
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I do not want 40 plus houses in Sunray Farm. It will be an eyesore. There is insufficient access and the
road junction to Thursley road is long under pressure. The locations in Hookley Lane are much better
able to take the traffic. Additionally houses there will not be so visible as at Sunray Farm. From Church
View I regularly walk-up Hookley Lane. To say that it is too far to walk from Hookley Lane to the Spar or
to the school is nonsense. All the many people who daily walk from Hookley lane to the Spar, St James'
church or the school know this. The Elstead Neighbourhood Plan is a NIMBY playground. Why does the
Parish Council panda to this with such voracity?
I disagree with the article in the village magazine saying Sunray farm is close to Elstead Services. It
depends which service. The tennis courts, the Burford rec, allotments, beauty clinic, egg farm, pharmacy
are all closer to the Hookley Lane than Sunray Farm. Ultimately everywhere in the village is close. If
someone wants to drive they drive, if they want to walk and get fitter, they walk! And I want to say that
we have already had a lot of development in this part of the village over the last years putting pressure
on the roads here. The premise of the article is not correct. Why does the Neighbourhood Plan listen to
those people in Hookley Lane and not in West Hill? Maybe Hookley Lane residents are more organised to
launch this campaign which I feel is not democratic nor based on reality at all. Brexit all over again, with a
misrepresentation of facts and playing with peoples feelings
Once Elstead has reached it's allocated housing number, will that put us in a stronger position for refusal
of further development?
Overdevelopment of Sunray farm will ruin views from Bonfire Hill, and walks around there. Once they get
planning for this, I think they will then also get planning for Bonfire Hill. The Sunray Farm plans should be
no more than that suggested by Waverley. It must be restricted to what is a brownfield and not go
beyond this on to greenfield. If regardless of this, the extensive development does happen at Sunray,
please can sensitivity be taken with lighting to protect the dark night sky. At the moment stargazing from
the hill is amazing. So please ensure new houses and street lights on any new development do not cause
unnecessary light pollution. Thank you.
I agree with the neighbourhood plan. it is particularly important to make sure the houses vary in size and
style to keep the village feel. I think the proposed number of houses is quite a lot but will sit
comfortably in the village. I still think with this amount of house there will be a strain on the school
places for residents already in the village.
Four Trees creates too many houses in Hookley Lane, The Croft 2 development of 10 houses is
appropriate for this immediate area in the village.
1) Too many houses at Sunray will damage Bonfire Hill as a place to visit. 2) it will hurt the landscape
there. 3) Four Trees must have more houses on it since it is better hidden with ok access. 4) It is the
nearest to the Great Egg farm on Hookley Lane, so more houses there will reduce car journeys.
Whilst we are supportive of the allocation of Sunray Farm, which is supported by the evidence about the
Plan area and the NPG’s aim to ensure walkable neighbourhoods, our assessment is that the housing
number of 42 units should be seen as a minimum and that there should be some flexibility to respond to
the masterplanning of the site which may lead to a higher housing number being appropriate for the
site. In terms of the Croft and Four Trees, whilst we are not opposed to the allocation of these sites for
the quantum of development set out within the policies, the sites are not as sustainable as Sunray Farm.
It may therefore be more appropriate for Sunray Farm to be allocated for a higher number of dwellings
and for the other sites to be reserve sites, to come forward if monitoring shows that they are required.
There are no self build plots on Sunray Farm and think this should be included. The existing bungalow
should be included in the site (as it was in the last consultation) as there is easily room for more housing
on its plot. I think the idea of the office space on this site is fantastic. Given the current Covid-19
situation, anything that could assist people not having to commute miles to work is a major plus. It was
very far sighted of you to think of this.
The number of houses proposed to go on the Sunray farm site is disproportionate to the size of the area.
Four Trees and the Croft are of a similar size but only 10/11 properties are being recommended for each
site. When we attended the initial neighbourhood plan meeting we were advised there would be a
maximum of 40 houses on Sunray farm and the proposal is now for 52, some buildings of which could be
tall 3 storey flats on a gently rising slope. The traffic entering/exiting West Hill joining Thursley road
would effectively double from its current level and with the addition of parents on the school run parking
here the traffic would be terrible!
I love the idea of a walkable Elstead, but disagree with the logic of site selection on this. The logic of the
site selection is that only Sunray Farm is a reasonable Walkable distance to the amenities.
Firstly, the
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site selection document omits, when comparing distances, various places such as the allotments, the Fish
and Chip shop, Ultimate Beauty and the hairdressers.
Secondly, and critically, the site selection
document says “it is noted from the National Travel Survey 2018 that for trips up to 1 mile (1,600m) 80%
were undertaken by foot”. Therefore, all sites are Walkable and people are likely to walk from all sites to
the amenities. If people walk a little further, the healthier the village will be. I urge the parish council to
include all amenities & update their distances. Also they must reconsider if an objective should not be a
healthier Elstead. Their preferred site locations in light of this should be re-evaluated.
Policy H3 - The only access road is inadequate and dangerous for the current traffic, with the road
narrowing to a single-track, without a pavement, and on a bend so visibility is difficult; this is exacerbated
by parked cars due to the lack of adequate parking; it often results in one vehicle having to reverse which
is dangerous due to the lack of visibility and due to pedestrians needing to use the road as well. If a
further development of 10 houses is allowed on the site, this will mean that the traffic flow would
increase causing more congestion, noise and pollution, and increasing the probability of encountering an
oncoming vehicle. This causes concern especially as there is a Play Area designed for 4-6 year olds who
walk to and from The Croft Play Area from the whole neighbour; if this site is to be developed, then the
construction traffic will be another concern for this narrow busy single-track access route, (again bearing
in mind the 4-6 year olds walking to and from the Play Area). There is no possibility for this access road
to be widened, especially at the single-track part (with no pavement) as the access road has already been
built as close to the properties as is allowed. Also the road junctions from this site are already
congested , so adding more cars would not add to the rual feel to this area.
Policy H3 The Croft. 10 houses must be the maximum and all efforts to increase this number must be
resisted. Initially the existing Croft development started at 9 houses and ended up at 27. It is already
much too dense with inadequate parking, inadequate access and insufficient green space. Policy H4.
Four Trees. This development also exits onto Hookley Lane and housing must be kept to a minimum.
Hookley Lane is a rural road with many horse riders and cyclists and cannot safely accommodate any
significant increase is traffic. The exit onto the Milford Road would also not sustain an increase in traffic
and reconfiguration would not be in keeping with the rural character of the village.
I just don't see how you can have a development at the Croft and Four Trees with all traffic coming out
onto Hookley Lane and then the main road. It is impossible to get onto the main road now. I also don't
see why people like Four Trees who do not live anywhere near the village should profit for the purchase
of land in the 1960's that was meant for agricultural land, now to be used for development. You should
come and see the drainage problems in Hookley Lane and Silver Birches Way before allowing these sites
to be developed.
We live in Stacey’s Farm Road so are without a doubt against the massive overdevelopment of Sunray
Farm. This part of the village has had too much development in recent years. The traffic is very bad.
Already there are queues of cars joining the busy Thursley road. And the development would spoil the
outlook when walking over Bonfire Hill. The document about site selection and boundary changes writes
about distances to local shops and amenities. This is the Annex on page 7. It is highly misleading. It does
not mention the Great Hookley Egg farm. It is a well used and loved shop which sells bread, bacon,
orange juice, milk, cheese AND eggs, amongst other things. It is a major omission. Also the chip shop,
hairdresser and beauty clinic should be on this list. Included is Pangs Lodge which, as stated on the
document, is closed. It talks about the distance from telephone exchange for “full-fibre” - however, look
online for the best broadband in the village. It is around 50mb/s (this is from test results not marketing
propaganda). It is available in Hookley Lane, location of the other developments. It is not available in
Stacey’s Farm Road or Sunray Farm. Regardless that the information shown about BT phone exchange is
highly misleading, it is a moot point since 4G & 5G will soon make fibre unnecessary. It seems the
planners have purposefully attempted to present data to favour their chosen location of Sunray farm.
Policy H4 - The proposed development at Four Trees represents a contrived extension to the settlement
boundary and inappropriate removal of land from the Green Belt.
Both The Croft and Four Trees developments access the main Milford Road at the same junction, along
with pedestrians, cyclists, scooter users and horse riders. It is important that the combined allocation of
houses does not increase from 21, otherwise this junction will fail for everyone.
I do not agree with rezoning any green belt land to achieve any of your housing objectives. Developer's
just go to the Secretary of State to get what they want and then hold Councils to ransom when they want
to change their initial plans.
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I have concerns about two housing projects requiring access on Hookley Lane. The road is very small and
will struggle under the extra loading. The junctions at the entrance/exit of the lane are not sufficient for
the existing traffic, bringing increased waiting times at these junctions. Which in itself will bring increased
pollution from queing vehicles and an increase in the possibilities of accidents on the junctions.
The housing policies have been carefully and considerately thought through and I agree with them fully.
We live in the Croft. I fully understand that housing is needed and I support the plan saying up to 10
houses. I am concerned about the entrance. We are number 16, so look out at the entrance and as it is,
it’s not the safest. I guess it was built the way it was, with it’s winding drive with only room for one car, to
slow people down and to look nice and be in keeping with the area/ green space. But There are only two
areas that 2 cars can pass, both on corners with very poor visibility. Also as there is limited parking in the
Croft, ( all 2 beds were only allocated 1 space yet all have 2-3 cars) residents park along the left of the
Croft as you turn in from Hookley Lane, causing that part of the road to be a single lane. Some cars jut
out, making it extremely tight to get passed the last car and into the Croft. I feel this could cause
problems should an emergency vehicle need to get through, it would not be able to! There is also no
path along side the winding/ blind spots of the road, which is dangerous for all residents, especially
children/ teenagers/ the less mobile! Even if the road was widened, which I’m not sure is possible, there
certainly would be no space for a path. 10 more houses would mean at least 10-30 more cars, going up
and down an already tight entrance.
Windfall sites - this is very dangerous. If we have clearly submitted the required (by Government) number
of houses to be developed, there should be no need for further windfall sites during the life of the plan.
This looks like a general open door to further development, including in roads/areas already due to be
built upon through the plan.
Figure 3.1 doesn’t list the names of the sites, this would be useful. Also on this diagram the yellow sites
don’t match the sizes as referenced in the next, surely Sunray Farm should appear significantly bigger
than the other two?
There are deer and horses at Sunray Farm. It is sad that they will go. And it is a horse business there now.
The village needs more businesses, why are we allowing more business to be lost to developers. Already
we had Honeypot, Traceys hardware shop, Mays moto - all turned in to houses. And always they promise
some business will stay there, then they can't find an occupier who wants to rent it, so it turns into
houses. It is a comedy. And this is being done by the Neighbourhood plan.
Maximum size house 4 bedrooms; more small affordable houses.
Policy H2. In your previous draft, all of Sunray Farm was included within the 'extent of residential
development' red line. I think it would make more sense to include the existing bungalow as part of the
development site to give any developer the flexibility of delivering what would be 43 properties on a
larger site and would prevent the bungalow from being knocked down and a further who knows how
many houses being built on a parcel of land that would have been removed from the Green Belt (thus
making it a windfall site). Including this parcel of land might also allow for a different access to the very
sensibly suggested commercial development area.
I do however, strongly object to the recent planning application for Bonfire Hill, Elstead and I have raised
these concerns with Waverley.
H3 and H4 These developments need to be constrained within the settlement boundary of the village.
The Croft developer has already attempted to triple the size of the development with no consideration of
access, infrastructure or safety.
No increase in numbers on sites at later dates or scope of development. Affordable needs to mean
affordable!
Strongly feel that the policies are taken into account when developers are looking to source land for
development or change plans for areas that have been passed for development.
I feel the allocation between the 3 sites puts too many houses at Sunray Farm, The density is much
greater and the buffering/public space much less. It is disproportionate. 42 houses with little buffering
cannot but be quite obtrusive, particularly as the site is clearly visible from the footpath along the ridge
from Bonfire Hill to the common.
I fully support the need for affordable housing, but the official
definition of "at least 20% below market prices" is too low. Land values in Elstead are disproportionate
and unrelated to building costs, so we should use the "at least" and require/expect a much higher
percentage, otherwise such housing will never be "affordable" to local families and others on average
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incomes. Also it would be good to vest the freehold in a land bank to ensure the affordability in
perpetuity.
Again I think it is a carefully considered policy
There is too much allocated based on false criteria for Thames basin Heaths SPA mitigation
Re the Croft site, the vehicular access through the existing croft site looks to be very restricted in width
particularly with the large building traffic.
Feedback on policies H1 and H2: My main concern is the sheer number of new dwellings proposed at
Sunray Farm and the imbalance in the numbers between this and the other sites. 1. The traffic via West
Hill to Thursely Road would increase significantly and become a bottleneck for current residents of West
Hill. There would also be more noise and pollution from the traffic. West Hill is used as a route for
children to walk to the school (via the back entrance) and with the increased traffic would come an
increase in the risk of incidents and injury. 2. All these new homes would be close to the very good
village school. In busy years the school is already massively oversubscribed. In these years there is
already a problem with children on the east side of the village being unable to get a place. A large
number of homes built near the school would exacerbate this issue for people who are already well
established in the village. 3. This many houses built on what is currently a green belt, hilly area in an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty would be extremely detrimental both environmentally and to the
residents of West Hill, who would have houses looming over them from the hill side where open
countryside once was. 4. Building this many houses on the hill side is likely increase the amount of
water running off the hill during bad weather, increasing the chances of flooding the lower areas of the
village. 5. There is not much clarity on what commercial development would be supported and what
this would mean in terms of new buildings and increased traffic. EBS3 indicates that a large office block
would not suddenly appear but it still makes me nervous...
Policy H1- Housing Allocations The Neighbourhood Plan notes that a minimum of 160 dwellings need
to be accommodated within Elstead and Weyburn Parish as set out in the Waverley Local Plan part 1.
The Neighbourhood Plan identifies that 97 dwellings have been constructed, leading a residue of 63.
Policy H1 identifies three sites which would accommodate exactly 63 dwellings. This numerical accuracy
reflects the fact that the site allocations have been artificially manipulated to deliver exactly 63 dwellings
rather than developing the sites to their full potential. It is noted within the Neighbourhood Plan that
the 160 dwellings required is a minimum reflecting the Waverley Local Plan. To artificially reduce the
contribution two sites can make towards sustainable housing development is contrary to the
governments advice to boost the supply of housing. In the case of the Croft the allocation for 10
dwellings is an artificially derived figure and bears no acknowledgement of the previous identification of
this site by both Waverley Borough Council and an earlier version of the Neighbourhood Plan for
between 28 and 35 dwellings. The same is true of land at Four Trees whereas land at Sunray Farm has
been significantly increased contrary to previous reports and conclusions that this site is not suitable for
such a scale of development. The Parish plan has avoided identifying perfectly suitable and sustainable
sites for the quantum of development they can appropriately accommodate without justification. Policy
H2- Sunray Farm The Neighbourhood Plan allocates Sunray Farm for 42 dwellings. In a previous Green
Belt review, Waverley Borough Council’s assessment of land at Sunray Farm and indeed Acom’s updated
review of the Sunray Farm site all conclude that extensive development would harm the Green Belt and
AONB due to the sloping nature of the site resulting in development being highly visible. Development
restricted to the previously developed parts of the site is generally supported however the more
extensive development proposed within the current Neighbourhood Plan runs counter to previous
conclusions regarding its negative visual impact. The development of Sunray Farm should be confined
soley to the previously developed part of the site closest to the settlement boundary which would cause
the least visual damage. There is no justified reason why the more extensive development proposed is
now appropriate contrary to previous expert consultant’s opinion. Access to the site is via a narrow culde-sac and there is no evidence to support the ability of this road to accommodate the level of vehicle
movements. Policy H3- The Croft The Local Plan Part 1 (Strategic Policies and Sites) was adopted by
Waverley Council on 25th February 2018. This document sets out the strategic policies of the council’s
spatial framework for delivering development into the period up to 2032. This document replaces a
number of policies from the earlier 2002 Local Plan whilst some have been retained. Policy SP2 concerns
the spatial strategy and indicates development needs can be met by allowing “moderate levels of
development in larger villages including Elstead”. The plan aims to deliver at least 11,210 homes in the
period 2013-2032. 2,181 dwellings are expected to come from housing allocations, including the
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“Removal of Chiddingfold, Elstead, Milford and Whitley from the Green Belt with some expansion to their
boundaries to provide space for these villages to grow”. Policy ALH1 allocates a minimum of 160
dwellings to the Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan area. Policy RE2 concerns the Green Belt. It
notes that changes are made to the Green Belt including the Removal of Chiddingfold, Elstead and
Whitley from the Green Belt. “The following changes to the Green Belt will be made in the Local Plan
Part II, the boundaries to be defined in consultation with local communities.” Plan 4 contained within the
Local Plan identifies areas of land to be removed from the Green Belt which are considered suitable for
meeting future housing needs, that plan identifies land at The Croft as a “broad area for potential
adjustment to Green Belt boundary”. Sunray Farm is not identified. The Local Plan Part II (Site
Allocations and Development Management Policies) is being prepared. The Preferred Option
consultation took place between 25th May and 9th July 2018, the document identifies as site allocation
under policy DS23 : DS23: Land to the rear of The Croft, Elstead, 1.5 hectares of land to accommodate
35 dwellings. The document also proposes a new settlement boundary for Elstead, incorporating the
proposed housing sites including, land at Sunray Farm for 12 dwellings and land at Four Trees, Hookley
Lane for 20 dwellings. There has been no progress on the Local Plan Part II following this consultation.
Waverley Borough Council Land Availability Assessment August 2016 Appendix 2A of the above
document identifies potential housing sites considered suitable for development. In Elstead three sites
are identified, Weyburn Works (which has now received planning permission), land to the rear of The
Croft supplying 35 dwellings and land at Four Trees, Hookley Lane delivering 20 dwellings. Land at
Sunray Farm was also considered (reference 613) but rejected on the basis it would constitute
inappropriate development in the Green Belt, impact on the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty and impact on the Surrey Hills Area of Great Landscape Value. The council’s assessment of land
at The Croft was that it would form a rounding off of the settlement boundary and, in accordance with
the landscape study, the site was capable of development. The site was considered available, having
originally been put forward in 2014 and a yield of 35 dwellings was appropriate. Elstead and Weyburn
Neighbourhood Plan 2015 The Neighbourhood Plan area was formerly approved in 2015. The
regulation 14 pre-submission plan was issued for consultation in July 2018. This document identified,
under Policy HE3, proposed changes to the settlement boundary including identifying land to the rear of
The Croft for between 28 and 32 homes. A concept layout was prepared indicating access via The Croft
at its existing access point to the site. Additionally, land at Sunray Farm was identified for between 45
and 55 dwellings. The above confirms that as far as the Neighbourhood Plan is concerned the site has
long been endorsed by the Parish Council as a suitable candidate for allocation. The 2015 consultation
version of the Neighbourhood Plan identified this site, under Policy HE3, for between 28 and 32
dwellings and a concept plan produced identifying access via The Croft at its existing access point to the
site. However, the current Elstead and Weyburn plan consultation, whilst continuing to identify the
entirety of The Croft now only proposes its allocation for 10 dwellings together with landscaping and
open space. However, the reason for this change of approach is considered unsupportable for a number
of reasons. The site is clearly capable of accommodating around 35 dwellings, it falls within a highly
sustainable location, is well enclosed and its development has been previously endorsed at many levels.
To allocate the site for an arbitrary figure of 10 dwellings would not make the best use of this suitable
site which is clearly capable of accommodating a greater number of dwellings without harm to the
character of the landscape or surrounding residential development. The figure of 10 dwellings on this
site is not justified or explained. The figure may be predicated on the basis that this site, together with
Four Trees and the Parish Council’s proposed site at Sunray Farm would deliver the housing provision of
160 dwellings identified in the Local Plan. However, the figure of 160 dwellings is not a ceiling to the
amount of development which should be permissible. To artificially reduce the contribution a site could
make to sustainable housing development in the village is not appropriate, exceeding the housing
provision should not be viewed as negative but rather a positive contribution toward meeting the needs
of Elstead, both in terms of private housing and affordable housing and the benefits that additional
residents would bring to the long term viability of facilities in the village. The allocation for 10 dwellings
may be influenced by concerns that the existing access point and The Croft itself is incapable of
accommodating an increase in vehicle traffic. However, the site owners have commissioned a report by
Motion transport consultants which demonstrates that this is not the case and this is no reason to limit
development at the site The allocation proposes dwellings be accommodated on 0.5 hectares of the site
with the remaining 1 hectare retained for public open space. However, there is no justification for this
arbitrary division of the site and no explanation or justification for why additional open space is required
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or that there is any shortfall within the Parish to justify an extensive 1 hectare provision of public open
space. It is not justified why a Local Equipped Area of Play should be provided, the scale of
development proposed within the Neighbourhood Plan at 10 dwellings would not justify such provision.
It is noted that the allocation shows the existing play area adjoining the site being removed to facilitate
access but this is not justified on any highway grounds. No evidence has been provided to support the
reason why the existing access point from the Croft to the site cannot be utilised. Evidence prepared by
Motion Transport Consultants in relation to the site indicates that the Croft and its existing access point
can be utilised to serve residential development of the site of approximately 35 dwellings. It is
considered that the Croft site is capable of accommodating around 35 dwellings, as has previously been
proposed and endorsed by the Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan for this scale of development. Policy
H3 should be amended in the following ways: • The settlement boundary should be altered to
encompass the entirety of the site; • The site should be allocated for up to 35 dwellings; • The site
access should be via the existing access point from the Croft; • Open space provision should be provided
in accordance with the Adopted Waverley Local Plan
Policy H4 - Four Trees was not even in the "original" plan and was a let arrival to this plan. It takes away
green belt. The "leisure space" area is farcical as this will surely have a planning application for further
housing as soon as is legally possible. No need for it. If you are to develop the Four Trees site, stick to the
housing space only. Also, it is unclear the role of ANY of these local plans. A further application has just
gone in for more houses at Weyburn site mid April). Why are these houses needed if the NP covers all
needs for period of the plan? (and any other sites come to that)
As Hookley Lane resident, I believe that the H2 - H4 policies represent a reasonable fulfilment of the
housing obligations placed upon Elstead by WBC.
I don't support H7 as affordable housing is not in perpetuity and so will not benefit the village over the
long term. In addition, providing this short term "affordable housing" only serves as a way to help
developers avoid their Community Infrastructure Levy duties.
As a Hookley Lane resident I am concerned about the traffic at peak times. In my view consideration has
not been given as to whether the junction with Milford Road will need to be redesigned to accommodate
the increased demand
Very impressed with the proposed design objectives and green buffering.
Policy H3 - The Croft and Policy H4 - Four Trees - I am concerned about the increase in traffic on Hookley
Lane which will result from these developments. The lane is narrow and frequented by many pedestrians
and horse riders. In addition to the safety aspect it will also add to the congestion at the junction with
Springhill/Milford Road which is already a problem in the rush hour.
These must be the maximum number of these houses on these sites H3 and H4. It must not increase in
density from the stated numbers or I categorically do not approve . The keeping of the nature belt
around the perimeter of the sites is essential - with TPOs being refused by WBC in the past for these
beautiful trees, mainly oaks, that skirt the boundary of the Croft. It is essential that these are kept for the
beauty and rural nature of this area of Hookley lane. I am hoping that the protection of these trees will
be enforceable on the develops and builders at The Croft once the scheme is given the green light. We
are all aware that once permission is given to develop the site then plans can get changed in an
underhand fashion. This must not happen at this site so as to protect the rural feel and natural beauty.
21 houses to be built off Hookley Lane taking land from Green Belt and where no Community Assets are
located and the distance to the surgery and school is far in comparison to other areas of village.
Hookley Lane cannot be widened and access to the Croft is limited and the lane narrows around Four
Trees. There is no mention of housing split for these proposed 21 houses between these locations most developments include more 4/5 bedroom houses than is ever warranted. Parking is already a
problem in Hookley Lane due to narrowness of lane and access into Springhill and onto the B3001 is
constantly a bottleneck. More houses, more cars on a lane where the pavement is only on one side, used
by dog walkers, mothers with children and where cars park recklessly half on road, half on pavement.
The lane is heavily used by horse-riders.
Policy H7 The percentage of afforable should be 40% for 2 bed houses as wel as 1 bed.
Sunray Farm seems quite dense and have worries about the amount of traffic exiting down West Hill
onto the main road which is busy in the mornings
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Policy H3 and H4 Hookley Lane cannot support 2 housing developments The access to the main Milford
road would become too congested The current flooding problems would be hugely exacerbated The
road surface, already breaking up under lorry traffic to Great Hookley Farm would deteriorate further
The site assessment is blind to: 1. The increased flood risk to existing properties in Hookley Lane due to
the increased surface water from a development in an area of poor drainage. 2. The damage that would
be caused to Hookley Lane by the increase in traffic due to a development. The road is currently
unsuitable for, and being broken by, the 20 tonne lorries that supply Great Hookley Farm. The site
assessment is blind to the consequences of its implementation. The site assessment leans on the Land
Availability Assessment, 2016, which is flawed for the reasons above.
I see these as the best options available. I have greatest concern about H2 and the potential impact on
the village, this is the largest development and could have the greatest impact, particularly in relation to
traffic on a road used by children getting to school. I am concerned the development may affect those
walking across Bonfire Hill to get to school from the other side of the village (when the path is passable!)
and how safe it will be in relation to increased traffic flow. There is a need for affordable housing (H7) so
that seems reasonable
H3 - The Croft. Access is v difficult. Any attempt to widen the pinch point would adversely affect existing
occupants alongside the access road. definitely no more dwellings then provided for in plan.
H1 The allocations given plus recommended housing mixes and suggested cars per house type lead to
double traffic presenting at Thursley Road compared to Milford Road. Obviously any future (or imminent
see Frampton plan) windfall sites add complexity and should be chosen carefully with trafffic profiles
considered. There is however a purpose in grouping house types at times eg young families near school
which I think is evident i the Sunray Farm plan. Could I suggest that the names of these areas are
retained.
Hookley Lane, affected by 2 sites takes a significant level of horse traffic. Current residents and visitors
are considerate. With an increase in the level of traffic and, possibly a change in the nature of residents,
please can the council consider measures to ensure safety for riders, horses, pedestrians and car drivers
alike. Personally, I would consider these numbers only just sustainable. Can the Council protect these
numbers as maxima please.
We can state what we like we didn’t get a say last time. Why will it be different this?
Environment, Sustainability and Design Quality
Policy ESDQ6 - protecting bonfire hill is key to maintaining the character and essence of the village. At
such uncertain times it would be a tragedy if developers were allowed to take advantage of the situation.
I particularly support conclusions about Bonfire Hill
Above all the green spaces listed on P32 of the NHP must be preserved and maintained.
ESDQ10 I would like a strong policy on the building of environmentally friendly homes, including the
elimination of gas heating and cooking and provision of off-grid energy generation. This will be
particularly important in futre as the use of electric vehicles increases.
Please look after Bonfire Hill
Policy ESDQ7 is very important. Elstead and Peper Harow should be kept separate, and the green gap is
a good way to do this.
Strongly support Policy ESDQ7 regarding the Tanshire and Weyburn Green Gap. Peper Harow have
worked with Elstead on this Neighbourhood Plan, as aware that the Weyburn area had, and continues to
have key employment sites for the area. However, both Water Meadow Place and Tanshire Business
Park are in Peper Harow Parish, and there should not be any attempt to build on the green fields
between these sites and the village, as this will result in over development of this area, and will merge
Elstead and Peper Harow into one.
ESDQ05- Provision of community wildflower meadows(not necessarily large scale) would align with thi
intent of this policy and is currently supported nationwide by various formal bodies and councils
including Surrey, RHS, RSPB etc...
It is vital that we preserve bonfire hill complete as a most important part of our environment . No
building should ever be allowed there
ESDQ3. I have said yes, but there needs to be more emphasis on the impact of the development on the
community and infrastructure and what measures are to be taken to accommodate the increased
25

Environment, Sustainability and Design Quality
demand on the infrastructure and facilities. Out of 14 bullet points, just one on this issue is not enough.
ESDQ4. I do not believe there should be ANY "very special circumstances" that permit the development
of our Green Spaces as identified in the list. Our Green Spaces must be protected, they are part of the
village identity.
But do not believe that trees would need to be native species as it has been shown that many non
natives provide equally as good if not better habitat and they would add to horticultural interest eg as do
the non-native trees near the green
Look after Bonfire Hill, do not build there or on Sunray Farm
we must protect any green space and the green corridor, acknowledge we need new housing which we
have had via watermeadow place
Protect Bonfire Hill and views around it
In terms of ESDQ3 – whilst we are supportive of the principle of the policy in terms of effectively
masterplanning a site, the detail of the policy goes beyond what is required for an outline planning
application. We therefore suggest that this policy is rephrased to confirm that it applies only to the full
application stage.
Could the Green Gap between the main village and Tanshire be extended to protect the Wey green
corridor? The decking at the new development at Weyburn is a real suburban eyesore and brings human
interference into an area previously untouched and 'natural'. I would hate the Riverbank being further
invaded by people plus dogs.
I would like more consideration made regarding zero rated housing and the provision of solar and wind
energy provision.
Policy ESDQ8. The rate of decline of species during the timespan of the plan may change, so reference
should be made to ongoing/evolving evidence of best practice such as that from the Wildlife Trusts.
Open spaces should consider insect diversity and buildings should consider swift bricks/bee bricks and
other opportunities to assist declining species.
I would support the expectation that any new developments should have solar panels as standard
Please keep the soul of Elstead secure
I like that Bonfire Hill will be protected. I am worried that Sunray Farmhouses will spoil views from the Hill
and from footpaths around there
Typo on ESDQ2. It should read Conversions. ESDQ7 Should there also be a proper policy safeguarding
the Peper Harow 'dark Skies'?
Policy ESDQ6 Bonfire Hill I strongly object to this planning application. There are far better alternative
sites in the village for new build.
Agreed with all of the above. Developers will obviously bend the rules to avoid impacting their profit and
normally seem to get away with it due to weak governance.
Feel very strongly that Bonfire Hill must be protected from development. It is an iconic hill in the village.
The views from this hill must be protected. Strongly feel that the Tanshire and Weyburn Green Gap is
protected.
Reference ESDQ4 I believe we should make better use of some of the lesser used green spaces. If Bonfire
Hill was in village ownership, it should not be a low quality field, with dumped cars and mess, but an
asset to the village, bringing true countryside closer to the houses rather than pushing it away behind
farmers fields. As we have discussed, ESDQ4 again, I would like to propose that one or more green
spaces have some or all space turned over to a village-constructed wildflower meadow with inclusion of
habitat points for bees, butterflies etc... Very much inspired by Preston Park in Brighton, a wildflower
meadow at the end of Ham Lane, which could be dedicated to the events of 2020 could be beautiful way
to bring the village together and give us a reason to spend more time at that end of the village, by the
wreck or tennis courts, and would also give the new residents a beautiful location likewise bring them
back towards the village. It would need to be sensitively planted out, and performed in conjunction with
the school children, but it could be a great place of solace and rebirth after 2020.
ESDQ1(a) - respecting "building lines" should include building heights. Elstead is a spring-line village on
one level and new buildings should not be allowed above exisiting levels. EDSQ3 - An increase of 5
houses is probably too high a minimum figure. One would wish to see any building of multiple
properties produce a Design & Development Brief and discuss it with the Council.
No policy for public access and infrastructure. This is unlawful in terms of the Habitats Regulations Act
and the EU Waddenzee case
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ESDQ4 - The valid decision not to approve development on Bonfire Hill is to be commended. However
that stand also needs to be maintained in the light of flooding and potential further flood risk as a result
of any development on Bonfire Hill.
General comment: the NHP plan takes an objective view that aims to retain the rural character of the
village whilst not being overly resistant to change necessitated by societal development.
It is absolutely essential to preserve Bonfire Hill as an open area for all Elstead residents. Any building in
the area should not be allowed to obscure or damage the views from the hill and any such building
plans should strictly adhere to this premise.
Strongly support these. Developments like Honey Pot are out of character for the village and too dense.
ESDQ3 Mix of dwellings and parking provisions not itemised. One parking space per bedroom is
ridiculous. If 2 people live in house, there will be 2 cars and so on and one car will end up parking on
street which not a good plan
ESDQ6 The ownership of Bonfire Hill land and the squatting of the gipsies with horses make it
unattractive and of restricted usage in practical terms. This needs to be solved.
The site assessment is blind to: 1. The increased flood risk to existing properties in Hookley Lane due to
the increased surface water from a development in an area of poor drainage. 2. The damage that would
be caused to Hookley Lane by the increase in traffic due to a development. The road is currently
unsuitable for, and being broken by, the 20 tonne lorries that supply Great Hookley Farm. The site
assessment is blind to the consequences of its implementation. The site assessment leans on the Land
Availability Assessment, 2016, which is flawed for the reasons above.
These have all been designed to maintain the character and nature of Elstead, which is important
ESDQ6 - must protect Bonfire Hill
Page 28 of the document lists 9 ESDQOs but page 29-35 discus 10 as above. ESDQO 2 and 8 No
mention is made in the document of the expected climate change if not by 2032 but following. I am not
an expert but consider for example the use of alternatives to 'native' trees should be considered (at least
as experimental) and may well offer good features for hotter or drier conditions or indeed more volatile
weather.
ESDQ10. It is a Government objective that the UK achieves a Carbon Neutral state by 2050. Would it be
worthwhile stating one of the standards here - I know these are not yet tied down, but several areas are
going beyond the Government's stated standards (I believe Manchester is one example). Also would it
be worth a statement that any new development must not add to flood risks within the area.
Best we can hope for is design that doesn’t flood us and protection balanced by access. Access to much
of the area will be restricted by change of use and military occupation
Employment and Business Support
EBS2 - facilitating people to work from home helps maintain life in the village and prevents too much
commuting.
Working from home is an important part of the village’s future and the conclusions are sensible
EBS4 A very large proportion of the land around Elstead is used for grazing horses. Is this the best use
for the land given that environmental changes may force an increased reliance on home produced
rather than imported food.
The current emergency has highlighted the im[portance of home working and this is likely to lead to a
significant increase in home working in the longer term.
With recent developments causing people to work from home, which is fine, it is time fibre broadband
was rolled out across the village.
Local employment and opportunities to work from home must be supported and we must not lose any
more local work places (shops, businesses etc).
Keep existing jobs at Sunray Farm!!! Do not mock the plan with jam tomorrow
Yes to equestrian related development but only if that land isn't then considered as previously developed
land for planning purposes.
Do not know about a local community working space?
Do not lose more jobs or retail spaces
Absolutely love EBS3. So far sighted of you.
I doubt the working space is realistic. Nice idea though.
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Seems highly unrealistic that this co-location place will come about. Look at the Care Home by
Watermeadow place - it is not happening. Now Tanshire house already has space to rent, but there is
not enough demand to keep it fully occupied. The Sunray co-working space it another way to get a
planning application through, same as Weyburn works did with the care home.
EBS3 I think we currently have several buildings in the village that could be used for this purpose.
Why are we losing the business of Sunray Farm for houses? It is against Policy EBS1. If there is a demand
for this coworking space why not use Tanshire house facility? Also just look at the Care home that was
promised as a business and now there is no demand for it. I just do not trust these plans. People need to
be held to account if they fail again and not more excuses
I believe there is enough equestrian related facility in the area already
EBS3 Please do not let developers on the Sunray site dodge the need to build a community co-working
space. When we emerge from our current lock down, we should seek an alternative to the daily
commute and this idea is absolutely one way forward. Could the current useless broadband situation in
the village be a top priority for CIL? EBS4 Is there any way to ensure that horseyculture never becomes a
back door to housing in inappropriate sites?
EBS1 We need to be wary of developers hijacking the neighbourhood plan to their own ends, for
example claiming to meet the objective of maintaining Bonfire Hill whilst building houses all over it and
giving a little communal area at the summit.
Very concerned that the potential employment opportunities arising from the proposed care home will
now be lost if the care home is not built. This area of land must be used for employment opportunities
and not lost into an access road for further development of this area.
Ref EBS3 We have seen how successful Little Barn Cafe is. Now, personally, I'm not sure the village needs
TWO coffee shops, but after 2020, we will need to have more opportunities for entrepreneurial business
people. Perhaps we should work out a way to make available a location as a hub for entrepreneurs who
do not want to work from home but would like to have a place where they can work together, or small
units next to each other but connected, so they can provide local facilities (food delivery, flowers etc...). Is
there a location near the centre that could be utilised in such a way? Like an enterprise area, with council
support. Obvious places would be former farm buildings?
Given the extensive equestrian access available around the village there needs to be sufficient controlled
equestrian access to meet demand
Re EBS3 - CAR PArking will be the issue as it implies that users will have to walk or cycle. Will this happen
during bad weather? What about those who cannot walk very far but disabled?
on ESB1, it is essential to retain local employment space otherwise the village will lose its economic heart
and see its social structure fragment.
Co working space is as yet an unproven business model. Business failures in the sector are high and
demand is focussed on start ups and tech. Given the age demographic of the population I think market
research should be undertaken regarding the potential demand
Not too fussed about a co-working space. Too much messy equestrian related development currently.
The use of nearly all the previous shops has been changed to residential and as few shops remaining, this
policy is a little too late.
ESBS1...There are too many examples of owners of employment sites turning away offers for a business
site because they wish to convert to residential. They are happy to 'market' for 12 months and say there
has been no effective interest because they are asking for residential market rates not commercial market
rates. This policy will not succeed with its current wording and there needs to be perhaps the
opportunity for the parish or Borough to buy at emplopyment values before a conversion to another use
is agreed.
The site assessment is blind to: 1. The increased flood risk to existing properties in Hookley Lane due to
the increased surface water from a development in an area of poor drainage. 2. The damage that would
be caused to Hookley Lane by the increase in traffic due to a development. The road is currently
unsuitable for, and being broken by, the 20 tonne lorries that supply Great Hookley Farm. The site
assessment is blind to the consequences of its implementation. The site assessment leans on the Land
Availability Assessment, 2016, which is flawed for the reasons above.
Policy EBS1 is important in creating local employment and services, we have already lost some key
businesses (Teasels as a key example) and gained coffee shops as a key asset and these are important for
the village to thrive as well as the creation of local employment opportunities. Policies EB2 and 3 will
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help support flexible working and are important given the cost and unreliability of the train service and
traffic congestion on the A3 enabling working parents to reduce stress by being able to work from home.
EBS3 Would suggest siting an electric car charging point here 1. surely the village should promote at
least one for use of residents and visitors. 2. this would be a likely place. EDS4 I think the middle of
the village and the 2 main through roads are heavily used and do not present a horse friendly area. The
same applies to bicycles in quantity and other individual human powered vehicles
The day of horse owning is over because there will be nowhere to ride them without restriction
Transport and Getting Around
Traffic moves too fast through the village. Why not have a speed limit of 20 mph in the village? It would
make a big improvement in safety and sound. More speed restricting measures.
TGA3 I agree entirely with the need to provide facilities for cyclists. Space for car parking in the village is
limited but currently this has always been an inconvenience rather than a serious problem. Reducing or
eliminating car parking at the roadside would have the effect of increasing vehicle speeds, with a
consequent increase in risk and inconvenience to residents.
TGA3- increased traffic from additional housing and local businesses will further exasperate the shortage
of appropriate car parking and the continuing speeding throughout the village. This requires urgent
attention with renewed focus on attaining reduced speed limits and additional parking particularly
around St James School and the village green. There are now vacant premises (Elstead Chiropractics)
which may provide possibilities also the BT exchange site should be revisited.
I strongly support all these policies.
TGA3. It is important that any residential developments are realistic in the number of cars allocated per
house, min two for a 1 bed property (ie for a couple living there) and rising appropriately afterwards. A 4
bed house may need 5 spaces or more given that children live with their parents for longer and need
their own transport to access work and social.
A new public all weather cycle route between Ham Lane and Weyburn Works site/ Tanshire Business
Park. This is not desirable- the huge number of houses being built at watermeadow place means this
would be the main 'cut through' to Elstead, schools, shops etc and would ruin the quiet Ham Lane
creating a potentially noisy and dangerous thoroughfare for residents Definitely needs to be a regular
bus service too and from train stations including weekends
Could a footpath go in from the north-east corner of Sunray Farm to the existing footpath (if land
ownership allows)? I think new residents of the Sunray site would use that cut through a lot more versus
going to West Hill and up the existing footpath. I think not-improving car parking outside of the Spar is
the right thing to do. Increased parking facilities => more cars.
if you re going to have so many extra dwellings then the bus service will defiantly need improvement.
Bike racks where you can securely lock and leave your bike (not just the ones where you shove the front
wheel in) in the village centre would be a real plus. Also please include this feature in any Co working
community space (policy EBS3)
Policy TGA3-The arrangements must not include any pay and display or enforced parking restrictions
such as yellow lines, which would be contrary to the rural character of the village
“To make Back Lane a safe cycle route via signage along the pavement” There is no pavement along Back
Lane?
There should be more speed cameras. I see people driving too fast in the village. New houses need to
have adequate parking, ideally with garages which should be used. There are too many garages turned
into living accommodation when their houses are big enough.
Parking around the Elstead village green needs to be improved. There is an objection which I don't
understand to having a one-way system there.
TGA1 It would be helpful to include a safe place to secure a bike when visiting the visage shops etc. I
would much prefer to cycle to the village centre, but there is nowhere safely to leave the bike locked up,
so I use my car.
TGA3 Car parking at the village green is already overloaded, often by walkers. Alternative longer stay
parking is required. TGA4 Its not feasible to go to work in London or beyond without using a car to get
to the train station, although that would require joined up policy from the government.
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We have felt for a long time that the bridge to the Mill is a deathtrap waiting to happen. As a pedestrian,
you have to cross, on a bend, and the traffic there can be very fast and risk-taking. We have witnessed, or
actually been part of, near misses over the years. We have been very lucky not to have a death. It is the
reason we and others, we believe, were less enthusiastic about going to the Mill so often when we had
little children. Also, bonfire night there can be terribly dangerous after the event, with cars zooming past,
as children are trying to cross. The proposal is a pedestrian bridge, to the left side (looking at the Mill)
coming out on the other side back out to the road side, but having a pavement between the bridge and
Mill driveway. Tilford and the Maltings have example bridges, and I think this would be an exemplary
project to be a core benefit to the villagers. It should also be supported by Fullers, who will see a greater
footfall. TGA3 Electric charging points are going to be absolutely essential to society moving forwards.
Under TGA3 - para 7.8(b), I do not support the extension of the Thursley Rd car parking lay-by. To do so
will require removal of the screen of trees which gives this part of the village its rural character. A new
natural screen would take over a decade to develop. If we must have more parking (and I doubt it), then
this should be along Staceys Farm Rd where there is just grass and it is screened from The Green and
Thursley Rd.
Wider transport options to and from the village would be welcome
All these sub section of active travel policies miss out that equestrians have as great a need for the
highway infrastructure as anyone else. sufficient infrastructure must be made available to accommodate
equestrian use as well as cyclists and pedestrians
I do not think it is necessary to create additional non-residential parking spaces. Instead there should be
encouragement for people to avoid using cars. Providing more parking might simply encourage more
cars into the village which would have a negative environmental impact. I do not agree with creating
more parking by the Spar, as this could encourage more people to drive to the shop, rather than walking.
Instead, more attention could be given to discouraging parking on pavements, which can make walking
difficult for some pedestrians, and discouraging irresponsible parking on junctions. There could also be
an increased focus on encouraging walking to local amenities. I do not think creating additional cycle
paths is an important issue, as the village already seems to be very popular with cyclists.
TGA3 - As an addition to this, and as a view from one of many who live on Springfield, there has never
been a serious attempt to create vehicular access to houses that were built with no access in the 1950s.
Some of these have off-street parking but no legal way of accessing it. Others have no off-street parking,
but nowhere legal to park. Grass verges are being ruined, however streets are not wide enough to park
on while allowing other traffic to pass by. The green square of land at the end of Springfield is a good
example of an opportunity waiting for the go-ahead. It would, if repaired and redesigned offer ample
parking or off-street access to at least 10 homes, many of which have more than one vehicle.
Strongly support these, particularly 1. I don't think we make enough use of the Wey, can we not create
some riverside walks, c.f., Guildford and Godalming.
To improve the availability and accessibility of public transport is a non-starter. The population of
Elstead has to rely on cars because there is practically zero useful public transport
TGA4 - a bus service directly to Milford is needed for Rodborough school children who do after school
clubs etc
TGA1 if we could have a cycle path to Milford or Godalming so we could cycle to the train station that
would be excellent for fitness, cost and the environment. TGA2 this is important to retain the character
of the village and ensure all types of housing 'fit in' and do not look like they 'second class' housing
TGA3 we already have a problem with on road parking so all new housing has to have sufficient parking
TGA4 an improved and reliable bus service would help those who do not have their own transport as well
as college students and encourage greater use - although costs are prohibitive so that is an issue
TGA2 Need to watch the balance of 'rural' and the heavily used main through roads. Especially with the
allowing of group cycle events, individual human powered vehicles, assisted powered vehicles and
horses. An alternative would be traffic free areas. TGA4 The present routes do their best to serve
railway stations although as there are so few bus passengers this will always be difficult . Schools which
attract larger groups of passengers are always easier to serve.
TGA4. Realistically an improved bus service will not be commercially viable, particularly not based on
such a small increase in the housing stock. Importantly, this has an impact on the nature of residents
that can be expected to take up the new homes. With this in mind, parking is particularly important for
both housing and businesses.
30

Transport and Getting Around
Item 6 move to item 1
Recreation, Leisure and Wellbeing
These are areas which are very important to the community in Elstead and the Plan provides an excellent
way forward.
there do appear to be too many restaurants /places to eat now in the village- rarely are they at capacity
All village assets with community value should be kept. Why is the Choice Fish and Chip shop not on
there but the Woolpack is? Also should the URC not be included? It often holds public events in the
same way as the village hall.
There is an archery club along Woolfords Lane. I think this should be included as an area worthy of
retention. I worry that this could one day be viewed as 'previously developed land' and built on like the
poly tunnels at the Turners Hill area nursery. We have many horse yards in the area. How do we prevent
them all being redeveloped one day?
These are vital to the community, with public houses under threat but hugely important hubs.
We should have more allotments. Also, I do not understand, in the plan, there are photos of the tennis
courts and Burford Lodge rec, however they are not on the map and lists of community assets on page
46. Are they included? they should be
I believe that any new building or facility should consider adding hedges and trees to help improve the
outcome for wildlife and the public and wherever these facilities exist consideration should be made for
the development of solar/wind energy provision.
All assets in the village should be kept. The village must not lose more shops, businesses. All playing
areas should be owned and looked after by the council
Sports facilities eg cricket, football and tennis should be sacrosanct.
Policy RLW1 Is there any chance buying the land called The Quillets could be included as a CIL idea and
that turned either into more allotments (easier to reach from the village centre) or a small community
orchard?
Can the Little Barn Cafe actually be considered a community asset when it is in rented accomodation, and
therefore not technically permanent?
Public access to the countryside and recreation is not just about playgrounds and tennis clubs. The need
for proper alternatives to the SPA/common land is shown by the complete disaster of the Weyburn
development SANG. The whole development was basis on a number of interrelated falsehoods and
unlawful actions by the planning authority
An observation on RLW3 all assets located off Thursley Road and NONE located in Hookley Lane
RLW3. I am happy with the policy but the SPAR should also be listed as an asset of Community value,
paragraph 8.9.
Important to retain all our existing facilities at a minimum.
A complete rethink based on usage and land value. All sports space currently is inadequate and needs
new sites
Infrastructure and Delivery
it was not possible to open/download this final section of the plan so I have no idea what it says 9tried
on several occasions)
I can not see what they are
Whilst we do not object to this policy, planning applications are not determined without infrastructure
requirements being assessed and confirmed via legal agreements and the community infrastructure levy.
This policy does not, therefore add anything additional to the situation which already exists.
Working from home has been a challenge with internet dipping in and out. With 160 more homes
adding to the strains on our already overloaded network, could money be spent increasing capacity?
It would be good to know what are the projects, how much they will cost, what will be their benefit and
who will they benefit
I believe there should be more emphasis on renewable energy provision wherever there is any new
development of any kind and the possibility of retro fitting renewable energy provision on existing
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structures or in available fields. And also improving areas for wildlife - how many people in Elstead can
say they have seen a hedgehog!
Laudable policy objective which the developers will attempt to sidestep and probably be allowed to.
safe access vital . Provision of school places.
Greater improvement to health and education will be needed if residential development is to increase
Insufficient to meet the legal requirements of development within the SPA area of influence
Increasing the population will clearly have an impact on the infrastructure of the village, not only in terms
of traffic but also on utilities and amenities.
Yes, it is important that infrastructure is developed in parallel with housing as several services are already
under strain.
I think improvements to the storm water drainage are urgently needed, as mentioned earlier in the
report and should certainly be a requirement of new development. Proper provision, not just mitigation
with storage tanks. 100 year events are happening every few years now and climate change is increasing
that risk.
It is stated that planning permission is ONLY granted where infrastructure and services required to meet
the needs of all new developments have been met and agreed. This is obviously not adhered to as new
developments always go ahead without any consideration of local infrastructure and services and the
local community is left to pick up the pieces.
Hookley Lane cannot support 2 housing developments The access to the main Milford road would
become too congested The current flooding problems would be overwhelming The road surface,
already breaking up under lorry traffic to Great Hookley Farm would deteriorate further
The site assessment is blind to: 1. The increased flood risk to existing properties in Hookley Lane due to
the increased surface water from a development in an area of poor drainage. 2. The damage that would
be caused to Hookley Lane by the increase in traffic due to a development. The road is currently
unsuitable for, and being broken by, the 20 tonne lorries that supply Great Hookley Farm. The site
assessment is blind to the consequences of its implementation. The site assessment leans on the Land
Availability Assessment, 2016, which is flawed for the reasons above.
Infrastructure Project Suggestions
Hedgerow protection/replanting and rewilding areas.
Focus on low cost, high value. Some nice pretty signs for the village, when entering it, leaving it. And
keep them clean.
I know this is WBC owned but the Quillets is a wasted area - needs better equipment or enhanced
somehow. I would also suggest a small basketball court on the ground where the Burford Lodge
currently stands. Clearing trail marking so it is easier to find walking / cycling routes - ie colour code
trails with markers and state its distance / time
Imroved drainage in areas at risk from groundwater flooding from springs. Some existing drains in the
Springfield area are almost certainly in a badly damaged state and need to be rebuilt with greater
capacity.
Improving the entrance to the villages with more wildflower meadows to retail the rural and tranquil
nature of the village setting
Wildflowers on verges and any other Parish owned land to help bees.
Support improved cycle routes.
More wildflowers - for example a wildflower meadow on the Parish Extension Land, and on the Verge
outside Thistledown & Lex Farm. Also woodland flowers, eg Bluebells, on Marcus' Triangle.
Improved mobility facilities throughout the village eg pavement upgrades
A more regular bus service would be of great benefit to the village.
Trafffic control at Somerset Bridge
Improved parking away from the green for visitors and walking groups etc
Preference is for item 12
Improve parking around the village green. Now it is hazardous
A communal place for fishing along the Wey
Fewer potholes
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Internet infrastructure Traffic pinch points to slow traffic down both on Milford Road and Thursley Road.
Decent bike racks in the village centre giving us somewhere to lock our bikes securely. Some safe means
of crossing the Wey near The Mill
Resurface footpaths
Getting fibre broaddband to as many as possible should be a top priority.
Footpaths need fixing, and some pretty signs on the paths to make people feel proud of the village
The planting of more indigenous trees and hedgerows. And community renewable energy provision.
Improvement or provision of safe cycling.
Pavements should be maintained to a quality and continuity to allow those using push frames and
wheelchairs to move about the village.
too much emphasis on cycle routes and not enough on pedestrian routes.
Improved recreation facilities, elderly housing and care, car parking improvements
To improve safety around the school - purchase of the BT land next door for parking/drive through. To
support the school to provide before and after school care eg. new building to increase capacity and
make it a nicer environment. It is already in high demand and at times there is insufficient capacity.
'Protected from road Traffic' cycle paths to/from local rail stations
Appropriate surface water drainage, maintenance and management.
More allotments and more flowers on village green
1 Improve access road from the A3 to stop dangerous flooding. 2. Improve village car parking [as in
previous plan]. 3. Improve if possible dangerous narrow and uneven sections of footpaths.
Community orchard/ more allotments at The Quillets. Secure bike parks where a bike can be chained up
properly whilst using village facilities.
Improving pedestrian access in and out of village/safety - A pedestrian bridge over the river Wey for
safer access to The Mill Public House. This new bridge would run parallel to the existing B3001 just
beyond Bridge House. Currently pedestrians have to cross Farnham Road twice in order to access the
entrance to the pub. A pedestrian path out of the village on the Milford Road linking to the Royal
Common car park. Traffic speed management/traffic calming measures for Milford Road and Thursley
Road and in particular around St James School which should be reduced to 20 mph. Improved
parking/easing of traffic congestion around the Village Green.
Perhaps changing facilities for the clubs who use the Burghfield recreation ground
improved sports facilities and village parking
Improved medical centre - more treatment rooms or room for an additional GP. Improved schooling area
to avoid additional traffic travelling out of the village for schooling. Reviewing parking areas around the
village in particular the village green.
Establish a revolutionary plan to sort parking and shop facilities at the heart, and have a rebuild fund that
all new infrastructure builds need to contribute to!
Transport links. St James school facilities improvements.
More Playing Pitches and maybe a Pavilion at Burford Lodge
I would like to see more cycle lanes to connect Elstead to Milford and Farnham. Community bus services
to and from Elstead to the main railway stations (ie Milford, Farnham, Farncombe and Guildford).
Better road/parking design around Springfield and enhanced drainage systems
It would be helpful if such LEAP requirements as were conditioned on the Weyburn Development were
actually provided
Cycle lanes.
Some footpath improvements, power to the green for better tree lights...
Signage within the village & 'welcome to Elstead' entry signs to reflect traditional English village
character & style, the current modern appearance of replacements especially on the central green detract
from the wonderful village character. Some examples such as those in Seal, Shackleford & elsewhere
shown here keep & increase the appeal of the villages.
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seale,_Surrey#/media/File:Seale_village_sign,_Surrey.jpg
http://shackleford.info/ https://www.alamy.com/stock-photo-traditional-black-and-white-signpost-inthe-village-of-greystoke-cumbria-136136119.html
Please see my comments earlier regarding lack of parking/access on Springfield.
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Whilst watercourse management is the responsibility of landowners and utility companies, water
problems in Elstead may justify some JV work. The same might be said of mobile phonce reception which
is perennially poor.
River path. Storm drainage.
Improvements to village hall & youth centre Additional football playing fields Footpath to Elstead
Bridge & Elstead Mill Cycle link to Milford
New football pitches for youth and girls football. Need an area with good drainage. Hardcourt area for
an outside basketball court
If you build more houses, provide employment opportunities for the occupants
Improved signage for rights of way and improved surfacing as set out in the plan. Better bus stop
signage (eg the stop at the Green needs some identification of its location). 20 MPH zone for whole
village not just outside the school. Village gateways at entrance to village to slow vehicles (as in
Selborne)
Flooding issues need addressing
Changing rooms and toilets for Burford Lodge for football Floodlights for Burford Lodge to enable
training in the evening
Centre of Business services for locals sited with co-working space for use of individuals and shared by
village organisations who would pay for what they use.
Flooding resilience, cycle paths, car parking spaces.
more sporting buildings (pavilion type) to support our clubs
One way system around the spar and reduced parking to avoid speedy drivers where the young and old
are vulnerable
Electronic notice board for minutes of council and all local clubs and events
Other Comments
A really thorough piece of work and a great contribution to the future of Elstead.
It’s a hugely welcome piece of work with excellent recommendations, many thanks to the team
Great effort!
It is far better drafted and presented than the first draft!
Given the nature of the Neighbourhood plan area it is very important that the separate nature of the 2
parishes is maintained. Currently between the bulk of the settlement areas there is a significant green
gap between the settlement areas. This helps Elstead be Elstead and Peper Harow be Peper Harow. This
needs to be kept so that there is no further development between Watermeadow Place and the Elstead
settlement. This is critical not just because of the separate nature of the settlements but to preserve a
space for wildlife. The SANGS next to Watermeadow Place is already inadequate and must not have any
more pressure from more houses
Yes, I do not believe that the existing SANGS at Water Meadow Place is fit for purpose. Since the SANGS
was introduced there has actually been a reduction in the land available to walk dogs, as Footpath 61 is
no longer usable, and it's not practical to walk dogs on the boardwalks (too narrow and high). The
SANGS shouldn't be used for the 3 sites in Elstead which should make their own provision. The
Neighbourhood Plan should have a policy/statement relating to the SANGS provision, so that it is clear
to developers that they must provide appropriate mitigation for the impact of new housing on the
SANGS.
A Wellness Garden would benefit the village community if there is a suitable central space available
In order for Elstead to maintain it's character it is essential that additional sites on the boundaries of the
settlement area are not approved. Building on the edges of Elstead would ruin it's character and lead to
built up areas.
Congratulations on preparing a clear and well-argued document which will support and enhance the
village through the period of the plan.
very grateful for all the work that has gone into the plan and hope the result will be successful
No, it has been widely discussed and amended to meet the considered needs of the inhabitants
Last tonight we received a free village magazine, thanks. It is telling me about a neighbourhood plan that
closes today. Luckily I have a computer, but I find it far fetched that the article on the Plan is offering to
drop off paper copies of the plan when deadline for feedback is today.
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Other Comments
None
Green Gap must be protected
I wish it every success. It would be a good thing to have development where it advances the village as
opposed to enhancing a developer's wallet to our detriment.
Please don’t ruin our wonderful village. Give preferential thought to the people who live here rather than
cramming more and more houses without any thought to local infrastructure constraints.
I think this plan needs to credit all those who have been a part of the steering group and working
groups. This is paramount for transparency and to instil confidence in the plan. If this is not done then
people will continue to think that it has been developed by those who have vested interests in it.
I believe it is well considered and recognises that Elstead is a village and cannot sustain a significant
increase in population. It also recommends the most sensible sites for the required increase in houses.
This is a village lets hope it remains as such.
Well done to those that have produced it.
No
I reside in Elstead and fully support the neighbourhood plan. It represents my experience of living here
and fully agree with the suggestions and comment made.
I am very impressed with the local knowledge and understanding that has evidently informed the
neighbourhood plan. As a resident of Elstead I can confirm that my views are fully reflected.
no
Many of the policies duplicate what exists with government policies about planning etc. Therefore I do
not have the patients to comment on all of them in this plan. Others exist in the Local Plans. The whole
exercise appears very bureaucratic with a lot of wasted work - think of all the people who are reviewing
and commenting on it, then others who will review the feedback. And what happens when there are
updates, and which policy will people be referring too. Huge room for conflict. A lot of money has been
wasted. Good for keeping expensive consultants employed. More money will continue to be wasted as a
result of this exercise. We get rid of the EU bureaucracy only to have bureaucracy of our own making
inflicted upon us. The plan had noble objectives but sadly more harm than good is the result
(discounting the consultants who obviously benefit)
Having lived in the village for 35 years I believe it contains a broad considered support for continued
development of the community and facilities within Elstead
We hope that the village is able to remain the beautiful and special village that it is
This is excellent work and has clearly taken a lot of effort. Having been a village resident for 7 years I can
wholeheartedly say it is reflective of overall resident concerns and views.
Well considered.
Seems to be well thought out. I have a controversial view that there may be an actual reduction in the
UK population in a few years. Since the village is very suitable for older people it might be worth
considering using one of the building sites as a satellite retirement village with a caring/servicing
facility but using the village infrastructure as opposed to the nursing home which is for more fragile
people.
This is a fabulous piece of work. Thank you.
It looks like a well considered plan within the constraints imposed by wider planning policy. I feel the
sooner it can be accepted, the better.
N/A
Good document, but it took far too long to produce, so its impact will be more limited than it could have
been.
Hopefully this plan will stop surreptitious overdevelopment
Well done! Good work.
I have made some comments above and submitted a separate note on these, but overall I think the Plan
is very good.
Quite thorough and comprehensive
The Plan looks good and I support it in its current form
Looks reasonable to me
It's a good compromise that reflects the views and needs of the local community
35

Other Comments
The plan is very detailed, with clear explanations provided. It appears to be focused on ensuring that the
interests of the residents of the village are maintained. Thank you.
Very good job!
no
No
Strongly object to proposed housing on Sunray Farm
I fully support
In the current lockdown I think this should have been deferred until there could have been a village event
. This feels like divide and conquer rather than inclusive community government
Comprehensive and if followed will enhance the village.
This would have serious negative implications to us, we live very close to this proposed plan.
Please make sure it doesn't change from the lofty targets.
Am not in agreement with extending boundaries into Green Belt as eventually there will be no Green Belt
left
Well done to the team.
The site assessment is blind to: 1. The increased flood risk to existing properties in Hookley Lane due to
the increased surface water from a development in an area of poor drainage. 2. The damage that would
be caused to Hookley Lane by the increase in traffic due to a development. The road is currently
unsuitable for, and being broken by, the 20 tonne lorries that supply Great Hookley Farm. The site
assessment is blind to the consequences of its implementation. The site assessment leans on the Land
Availability Assessment, 2016, which is flawed for the reasons above.
Congratulations to Group who masterminded it this far!
Very good!
fantastic work - thank you
Well done by all. But external forces are just waiting to pounce without restriction.
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Appendix B
Full Plan responses from statutory consultees

1.

Waverley Borough Council;

2.

Historic England;

3.

Surrey Hill AONB Board;

4.

Environment Agency;

5.

Highways England; and

6.

Thames Water.
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thameswaterplanningpolicy@savills.com

Sent by email to: XXXXXXX
0118 9520 500

15th April 2020

Waverley: Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan 2013-2032
Regulation 14 Draft Plan
Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for allowing Thames Water Utilities Ltd (Thames Water) to comment on the above.
As you will be aware, Thames Water are the sewerage undertaker/wastewater provider and water
undertaker for parts of the Waverley District and hence a “specific consultation body” in
accordance with the Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012.
We have a number of comments on the consultation document as set out below:
Comments In Relation to Water Supply and Sewerage/Wastewater Infrastructure – Policy
Omission
Thames Water are the sewerage/wastewater service provider for the Neighbourhood Plan area.
Wastewater flows drain North to Eastly STW which treats flows of a population equivalent (PE) of
circa 5000population equivalent. Potable Water services are provided by South East Water.
Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a good working relationship with local planning
authorities in its area and to provide the support they need with regards to the provision of
sewerage/wastewater treatment [and water supply where applicable] infrastructure.
We consider that Neighbourhood Plan should include a policy relating to wastewater/sewerage
infrastructure.
Wastewater/sewerage and water supply infrastructure is essential to any development. Failure to
ensure that any required upgrades to the infrastructure network are delivered alongside
development could result in adverse impacts in the form of internal and external sewer flooding
and pollution of land and water courses and/or low water pressure.
A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans should
be for new development to be co-ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and to take into
account the capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 of the revised National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019, states: “Strategic policies should set out an overall
strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development, and make sufficient provision for…
infrastructure for waste management, water supply, wastewater…”

Registered address: Thames Water Utilities Limited, Clearwater Court, Vastern Road, Reading RG1 8DB
Company number 02366661 Thames Water Utilities Limited is part of the Thames Water Plc group. VAT registration no GB 537-4569-15

Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Non-strategic policies should be used
by local planning authorities and communities to set out more detailed policies for specific areas,
neighbourhoods or types of development. This can include allocating sites, the provision of
infrastructure…”
Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and on-going joint working between
strategic policy-making authorities and relevant bodies is integral to the production of a positively
prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint working should help to determine where
additional infrastructure is necessary….”
The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) includes a section on ‘water supply,
wastewater and water quality’ and sets out that Local Plans should be the focus for ensuring that
investment plans of water and sewerage/wastewater companies align with development needs.
The introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate water and wastewater infrastructure
is needed to support sustainable development” (Paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-00120140306).
It is important to consider the net increase in wastewater [and water supply] demand to serve the
development and also any impact that developments may have off site, further down the network.
The Neighbourhood Plan should therefore seek to ensure that there is adequate wastewater [and
water supply] infrastructure to serve all new developments. Thames Water will work with
developers and local authorities to ensure that any necessary infrastructure reinforcement is
delivered ahead of the occupation of development. Where there are infrastructure constraints, it
is important not to under estimate the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For
example: local network upgrades take around 18 months and Sewage Treatment & Water
Treatment Works upgrades can take 3-5 years.
The provision of water treatment (both wastewater treatment and water supply) is met by Thames
Water’s asset plans and from the 1st April 2018 network improvements will be from infrastructure
charges per new dwelling.
From 1st April 2018, the way Thames Water and all other water and wastewater companies
charge for new connections has changed. The economic regulator Ofwat has published new rules,
which set out that charges should reflect: fairness and affordability; environmental protection;
stability and predictability; and transparency and customer-focused service. The changes mean
that more of Thames Water’s charges will be fixed and published, rather than provided on
application, enabling you to estimate your costs without needing to contact us. The services
affected include new water connections, lateral drain connections, water mains and sewers
(requisitions), traffic management costs, income offsetting and infrastructure charges.
Thames Water therefore recommends that developers engage with them at the earliest
opportunity (in line with paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF) to establish the following:
•
The developments demand for Sewage/Wastewater Treatment and network infrastructure
both on and off site and can it be met; and
•
The surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the development both on and
off site and can it be met.
Thames Water offer a free Pre-Planning service which confirms if capacity exists to serve the
development or if upgrades are required for potable water, waste water and surface water
requirements. Details on Thames Water’s free pre planning service are available at:
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/preplanning

In light of the above comments and Government guidance we consider that the Neighbourhood
Plan should include a specific reference to the key issue of the provision of wastewater/sewerage
[and water supply] infrastructure to service development proposed in a policy. This is necessary
because it will not be possible to identify all of the water/sewerage infrastructure required over the
plan period due to the way water companies are regulated and plan in 5 year periods (Asset
Management Plans or AMPs). We recommend the Neighbourhood Plan include the following
policy/supporting text:
PROPOSED NEW WATER/WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE TEXT
“Where appropriate, planning permission for developments which result in the need for
off-site upgrades, will be subject to conditions to ensure the occupation is aligned with the
delivery of necessary infrastructure upgrades.”
“The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is adequate water and
wastewater infrastructure to serve all new developments. Developers are encouraged to
contact the water/waste water company as early as possible to discuss their development
proposals and intended delivery programme to assist with identifying any potential water
and wastewater network reinforcement requirements. Where there is a capacity constraint
the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate, apply phasing conditions to any
approval to ensure that any necessary infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the
occupation of the relevant phase of development.”
Policy ESDQ10: Sustainable Design
We support the references to water efficiency, but consider that the policy requires amending.
The Environment Agency has designated the Thames Water region to be “seriously water
stressed” which reflects the extent to which available water resources are used. Future pressures
on water resources will continue to increase and key factors are population growth and climate
change.
Water conservation and climate change is a vitally important issue to the water industry. Not only
is it expected to have an impact on the availability of raw water for treatment but also the demand
from customers for potable (drinking) water. Therefore, Thames Water support the mains water
consumption target of 110 litres per head per day (105 litres per head per day plus an allowance
of 5 litres per head per day for gardens) as set out in the NPPG (Paragraph: 014 Reference ID:
56-014-20150327) and support the inclusion of this requirement in Policy.
Thames Water promote water efficiency and have a number of water efficiency campaigns which
aim to encourage their customers to save water at local levels. Further details are available on the
our website via the following link:
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/Be-water-smart
It is our understanding that the water efficiency standards of 105 litres per person per day is only
applied through the building regulations where there is a planning condition requiring this standard
(as set out at paragraph 2.8 of Part G2 of the Building Regulations). As the Thames Water area
is defined as water stressed it is considered that such a condition should be attached as standard
to all planning approvals for new residential development in order to help ensure that the standard
is effectively delivered through the building regulations.

Proposed policy text:
“Development must be designed to be water efficient and reduce water consumption.
Refurbishments and other non-domestic development will be expected to meet BREEAM
water-efficiency credits. Residential development must not exceed a maximum water use
of 105 litres per head per day (excluding the allowance of up to 5 litres for external water
consumption). Planning conditions will be applied to new residential development to
ensure that the water efficiency standards are met.”
Development Sites
The information contained within the Neighbourhood Plan will be of significant value to Thames
Water as we prepare for the provision of future infrastructure.
The attached table provides Thames Water’s site specific comments from desktop assessments
on sewerage/waste water network and waste water treatment infrastructure in relation to the
proposed development sites, but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the
requirements.
It is unlikely that upgrades will be required to facilitate these developments but if upgrades are
they required then they will be funded through infrastructure charges (more info here)
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/new-connection-charging
We recommend Developers contact Thames Water to discuss their development proposals by
using our pre app service (link below)
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-yourdevelopment/Water-and-wastewater-capacity
It should be noted that in the event of an upgrade to our sewerage network assets being required,
up to three years lead in time is usual to enable for the planning and delivery of the upgrade. As
a developer has the automatic right to connect to our sewer network under the Water Industry Act
we may also request a drainage planning condition if a network upgrade is required to ensure the
infrastructure is in place ahead of occupation of the development. This will avoid adverse
environmental impacts such as sewer flooding and / or water pollution.
Flood Risk
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a sequential approach should be
used by local planning authorities in areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other than
from river and sea, which includes "Flooding from Sewers".
When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise that water and/or sewerage
infrastructure may be required to be developed in flood risk areas. By their very nature water and
sewage treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers (to abstract water for treatment
and supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is likely that these existing works will need to be
upgraded or extended to provide the increase in treatment capacity required to service new
development. Flood risk sustainability objectives should therefore accept that water and sewerage
infrastructure development may be necessary in flood risk areas.
Flood risk sustainability objectives and policies should also make reference to ‘sewer flooding’ and
an acceptance that flooding can occur away from the flood plain as a result of development where
off site sewerage infrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead of development.

With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the developer to make proper
provision for drainage to ground, watercourses or surface water sewer. It is important to reduce
the quantity of surface water entering the sewerage system in order to maximise the capacity for
foul sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding.
Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and combined sewer networks is of
critical importance to Thames Water. Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that
limits as far as possible the volume of and rate at which surface water enters the public sewer
system. By doing this, SuDS have the potential to play an important role in helping to ensure the
sewerage network has the capacity to cater for population growth and the effects of climate
change.
SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, they can also help to: improve water quality; provide
opportunities for water efficiency; provide enhanced landscape and visual features; support
wildlife; and provide amenity and recreational benefits.
With regard to surface water drainage, Thames Water request that the following paragraph should
be included in the Neighbourhood Plan “It is the responsibility of a developer to make proper
provision for surface water drainage to ground, water courses or surface water sewer. It
must not be allowed to drain to the foul sewer, as this is the major contributor to sewer
flooding.”
We trust the above is satisfactory, but please do not hesitate to contact David Wilson on the number
above if you have any queries.
Yours faithfully

Thames Water Utilities Ltd

Elstead Parish Council
Woodview
Red House Lane
Elstead, GU8 6DS

Our ref:
Your ref:

PL00697675
Elstead &
Weyburn NP
Pre-Submission
Comments

XXXXXXX by email only

05 May 2020
To whom it may concern:
Elstead & Weyburn Neighbourhood Development Plan Pre-Submission
Consultation
Thank you for consulting Historic England on the pre-submission version of the
Elstead & Weyburn Neighbourhood Development Plan. We are pleased to make the
following comments in line with our remit for the historic environment, including the
conservation of heritage assets and championing good design in historic places.
Silence on matters outside our remit should not be taken as agreement or support.
The nature of the locally-led neighbourhood plan process is that the community itself
should determine its own agenda based on the issues about which it is concerned.
At the same time, as a national organisation able to draw upon our experiences of
neighbourhood planning exercises across the country, our input can help
communities reflect upon the special (heritage) qualities which define their area to
best achieve aims and objectives for the historic environment. To this end,
information on our website might be of assistance – the appendix to this letter
contains links to this website and to a range of potentially useful other websites. We
have also published advice on preparing Neighbourhood Plans with consideration for
the historic environment, including preparing positive policies to promote the
conservation and enjoyment of heritage assets, (available at:
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/neighbourhood-planningand-the-historic-environment/) with additional information and case studies on

associated web pages at: https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/improveyour-neighbourhood/.
We note that the Plan’s vision and objectives do not make a specific reference to
heritage assets being conserved, enhanced, better understood and appreciated.
While it is the community’s choice what objectives they wish to set, we would
welcome a specific objective for the conservation and enhancement of the
significance of heritage assets in the parish. This objective would guide the delivery
of any heritage policies included in the Neighbourhood Plan and will ensure that
proposed policies deliver the Plan’s objectives and are robustly justified.
We welcome objective ESDQO4 and we are pleased that the core planning
principles set out in Policy PP2 require developments to demonstrate how the scale
and character of the proposals will respect heritage assets and key views, and make
“a positive contribution to the local character, shape and scale of the area”. We would
encourage the Parish Council to identify character areas and include a summary of
key positive or negative features about each area within the policy’s supporting text
or as an appendix within the plan document to ensure the policy is clear and
implementable. We have published case studies of a number of plans that have
included the use of character areas, but this has since become a common feature of
evidence gathering https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/improve-yourneighbourhood/neighbourhood-plan-case-studies/. Basing policies designed to guide
the character and design of new development on firm evidence of understanding the
existing character and what is considered to provide its positive features establishes
a robust starting point for decisions.
Similarly, section 5 of the Plan could helpfully include some more information about
the two Conservation Areas within the neighbourhood area, e.g. the date of their
designation and either link to assessments or appraisals of their special architectural
or historic interest (the reason for their designation) or provide a brief summary of
these. It would be useful to point out any existing threats to the character of the
Conservation Areas e.g. inappropriate development, inappropriate alterations to
properties under permitted development rights, loss of vegetation or insensitive street
works that affect local character. We consider that Neighbourhood Development
Plans should be underpinned by a thorough understanding of the character and
special qualities of the area covered by the Plan. Without such an understanding it is
likely to be more difficult to guide proposals to be sympathetic to or enhance the
character of the parish. Paragraph 16 of the National Planning Policy Framework
requires that plans “contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is
evident how a decision maker should react to development proposals”. Our website
also provides a list of tools that you can use to assess the character of an area and
define issues affecting its historic environment

https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/improve-yourneighbourhood/information-sources/.
We welcome the reference to listed buildings within the plan area in section 5 of the
Plan. We note that there is a discrepancy in the number of listed buildings mentioned
in paragraphs 5.2 and 5.21 (36 and 35 respectively, the correct number being 35).
We also note that paragraph 5.21 largely repeats paragraph 5.2 and we therefore
suggest that the latter be removed or amended to avoid the duplication.
We support the intent of Policy ESDQ9 on the Historic Environment but we feel that
the policy wording should be amended to better reflect the policy set out in the
National Planning Policy Framework to conserve heritage assets in a manner
appropriate to the significance and would suggest the following amendments:
“The designated historic heritage assets and their settings, both above and below
ground including Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Conservation
Areas will be expected to be preserved protected, conserved and, where
practicable, enhanced for their historic significance and their important contribution
to local distinctiveness, character and sense of place where they would be affected
by development proposals”.
We recommend an amendment to the final paragraph of the Policy to ensure it gives
the best protection to non-designated heritage assets:
“Proposals for development that affect will result in the loss of, or harm to a nondesignated historic heritage assets will be considered taking into account the scale
of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset as set out in national
planning policy” will not be supported, unless it can be demonstrated that the benefits
of the development outweigh the loss of significance of the asset and cannot
otherwise be provided in a less harmful manner”.
We are pleased that the policy’s supporting text refers to the protection and
enhancement of locally listed “Buildings of local merit”. However, the text should also
make reference to any non-designated heritage assets recorded on the Surrey
Historic Environment Record. National Planning Practice Guidance states that “…
where it is relevant, neighbourhood plans need to include enough information about
local heritage to guide decisions and put broader strategic heritage policies from the
local plan into action at a neighbourhood scale. … In addition, and where relevant,
neighbourhood plans need to include enough information about local non-designated
heritage assets including sites of archaeological interest to guide decisions”. We
suggest that a list of all known heritage assets in the plan area be provided in the
Policy’s text or as an appendix within the plan to ensure the policy is implementable.

Policies H1, H2, H3 and H4
We note that the Plan provides allocations for new development within the vicinity of
the historic village core and that the settlement boundary has been redefined to
include the sites allocated for development.
It is hard to assess the plan for its potential impacts to the historic environment
without having clearer mapping of heritage assets than Figure 2.2 provides and we
would request that this is rectified, particularly to understand any potential for impacts
of development on non-designated heritage assets and as indirect impacts on the
setting of heritage assets. Nevertheless we do not anticipate the allocated sites to
have impacts on designated heritage assets that are not managed through the
policies of the plan. We particularly welcome clauses a), f) and g) of Policy H2,
clauses a), e) and f) of Policy H3, and clauses a), d) and e) of Policy H4 which aim to
minimise landscape impact and provide Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace
mitigation.
Giving consideration to the assessment of these sites in the Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) it is not clear whether the potential for impacts on non-designated
heritage assets recorded on the Surrey Historic Environment Record has been
evaluated. An HER search can be requested by the Borough Council to aid the
planning process which should not incur a fee for the Parish Council. A basic version
of the data available can also be readily accessed online via the Exploring Surrey’s
Past website at: https://www.exploringsurreyspast.org.uk.
We would consider that a Site assessment and/or SEA have not been completed
with reference to this information. We note that there is some record of evidence of
cropmarks near the site at Four Trees that merits at least a closer inspection of these
records. We recommend taking advice from the County Archaeologist on the
appropriate approach to conservation of any remains of archaeological interest and
any requirements that should be set out in a site allocation policy. Our published
advice on the allocation of sites affecting heritage assets in local plans is also of
relevance to Neighbourhood Plans and may be of assistance:
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-andsite-allocations-in-local-plans/.
However, we agree with the SEA Report’s conclusion that the level of development
proposed in the Plan could lead to increased vehicular traffic in the historic core of
the settlement, potentially affecting the significance of the two Conservation Areas
within the neighbourhood plan area. The Report notes that traffic from Sunray Farm
would pass through the junction of West Hill and Thursley Road close to the
boundary of the Westbrook Green Conservation Area, however, “there is no certainty
regarding the significance of any effect”. We strongly recommend discussing the

potential impact of the sites’ development on the Conservations Areas with the
Borough Council’s conservation advisor and including a more specific requirement
for development proposals to demonstrate robust strategies to mitigate traffic impacts
on the historic core of the settlement. We recommend that this process of
consideration is recorded in the Strategic Environmental Assessment to provide
transparency in the planning process and to demonstrate that significant
environmental impacts have been assessed and, where necessary, mitigated.
Without further analysis of the potential impact of increased traffic on the character
and significance of Westbrook Green and Elstead Conservation Areas, we would
consider the Strategic Environmental Assessment to be insufficiently detailed to
adequately support the Plan’s policies to conserve and enhance the historic
environment and achieve sustainable development.
We welcome Policy ESDQ1 on Character and Design but we note that the Village
Design Statement is from 1995 and we recommend it be reviewed and updated, in
particular to identify whether any issues have arisen in the intervening time that
require a particular design approach to avoid cumulative impacts.
We are pleased to confirm our support for the requirement in Policy ESDQ3 for
applicants to prepare a development brief before submitting an application for
planning permission as described, however we consider that it would be prudent to
require the applicant to “agree” the brief with the relevant parties rather than merely
discuss it. We would also suggest that the brief should be informed by the applicant
conducting a community design workshop or “charette” with local residents and
businesses, as best practice.
We note that no provisions have been made within the Plan to support access to and
understanding of the historic environment and would encourage the Parish Council to
include a policy element that supports improved awareness of heritage assets
through interpretation, either on site or within an appropriate public space. This
should ensure that even where the preservation of remains is not merited and
evidence of the area’s past is lost as a result of development, it remains (and
becomes more) accessible to the community.
We hope these comments are helpful. Should you wish to discuss any points within
this letter, or if there are particular issues with the historic environment in Elstead &
Weyburn, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Thank you again for consulting Historic England.
Yours faithfully,

XXXXXXX

Business Officer, London & South East
Regions Group
Historic England, 4th Floor, Cannon Bridge House, 25 Dowgate Hill, London, EC4R 2YA
XXXXXXX
Checked by:
XXXXXXX
Historic Places Adviser, South East England

Appendix: Sources of Information
The National Heritage List for England: a full list with descriptions of England”s listed
buildings: http://list.historicengland.org.uk
Heritage Gateway: includes local records of historic buildings and features
www.heritagegateway.org.uk
Heritage Counts: facts and figures on the historic environment
https://historicengland.org.uk/research/heritage-counts/
http://www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/
has information on neighbourhood planning and the historic environment.
HELM (Historic Environment Local Management) provides accessible information,
training and guidance to decision makers whose actions affect the historic environment.
www.helm.org.uk or www.helm.org.uk/communityplanning
Heritage at Risk programme provides a picture of the health of England”s built heritage
alongside advice on how best to save those sites most at risk of being lost forever.
http://risk.historicengland.org.uk/register.aspx
Placecheck provides a method of taking the first steps in deciding how to improve an area.
http://www.placecheck.info/
The Building in Context Toolkit grew out of the publication “Building in Context” published
by EH and CABE in 2001. The purpose of the publication is to stimulate a high standard of
design when development takes place in historically sensitive contexts. The founding
principle is that all successful design solutions depend on allowing time for a thorough site
analysis and character appraisal of context. http://building-in-context.org/toolkit.html
Planning for the Environment at the Neighbourhood Level produced jointly by English
Heritage, Natural England, the Environment Agency and the Forestry Commission gives
ideas on how to improve the local environment and sources of information.
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328154245/http://cdn.environmentagency.gov.uk/LIT_6524_7da381.pdf
Good Practice Guide for Local Heritage Listing produced by Historic England, uses good
practice to support the creation and management of local heritage lists.
http://www.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/good-practice-local-heritagelisting/

CONSULTATION RESPONSE OF THE SURREY HILLS AONB PLANNING
ADVISER ON BEHALF OF THE SURREY HILLS AONB BOARD.
Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan Public Consultation

(Regulation 14).

The submission of this Neighbourhood Plan is very much welcomed. The Plan is
considered to be measured, well informed and expressed for the particular
circumstances of the Elstead area. The Borough Council’s agreement to the local
community determining through the Neighbourhood Plan the most suitable sites for
meeting the Waverley Local Plan’s housing allocation to the Parish is supported.
Those preparing the Plan should be congratulated in achieving a document to guide
future development proposals in a way that should make a positive contribution to the
landscape character and life of local people within the Surrey Hills AONB. I have been
heartened at the quality of recent emerging Neighbourhood Plans in the Surrey Hills.
Potential applicants seeking planning permission would be well advised to embrace the
policies and supporting text of the Plan. The Plan will be valuable in guiding the Parish
Council in its response to planning applications and to the Borough Council in
determining those planning applications. Where consulted on planning applications by
the Borough Council I shall heed policies in the Plan.
The Plan stresses the importance of the whole Plan area being within the Surrey Hills
AONB. It could state that the AONB enjoys the same level of landscape protection by
Central Government as a National Park. Further that the Surrey Hills AONB
Management Plan with its various policies, including planning policies, is a material
planning consideration in the determination of planning applications and has been in
preparing this Neighbourhood Plan. There is probably no need to repeat in this Plan
national AONB planning policy at NPPF paragraph 172 and nor Waverley Local Plan
AONB Policy as they adequately cover the position for the determination of planning
applications.
Vision.
It might be worthwhile to insert the word “attractive” before rural character because it
could still have a rural character following harmful development which may have
undermined its attractiveness especially as it is a nationally protected landscape. Also, it
would be consistent in the same sentence to the words “vibrant and thriving” introduced
before “community spirit’.

Policy PP2 - Planning Principles.
Succinctly and well expressed. It will make many planning applicants recognise this need
more than has been the case in the past.
Policy H1 and Policies H- H4: Housing Allocations.
As the whole of the plan area is within the Surrey Hills AONB any housing site except for
possibly within the settlement boundary would likely cause some landscape harm.
Provided these 3 housing allocations in the Plan are generally supported by the local
community, albeit probably not by those resident living nearby, it can be appreciated they
seem to be the least environmentally damaging provided that the safeguards and
requirements set out in Policies H2, H3 and H4 are adhered to. In particular, the retained
and enhanced landscape buffer edges and open spaces, the extents of which are
helpfully illustrated, will be crucial in landscape terms. The Plan should state that any
planning applications should provide for the future maintenance arrangements and costs
for the open spaces and buffer edges. This may need to include for the Four Trees and
The Croft sites conveyance of the land to the Parish Council or Residents Management
Committee together with a commuted endowment payment to cover the cost of their
future maintenance.
The allocated sites are considered to be preferable to the current planning application for
housing on parts of Bonfire Hill which would have a greater visual impact and on the
setting of the village.
Policy H7: Affordable Housing Provision.
In justifying housing development within a nationally protected landscape the extent to
which truly affordable housing is incorporated is important in balancing the relevant
planning considerations. Policies set out in the the Development Plan to which Policy H7
refers apply a percentage of affordable housing to all rural areas irrespective of whether
they are in the AONB or not. As Elstead is entirely in the AONB and Green Belt it would
seem justified for the NP to set out a higher percentage of affordable housing.
Further, it is suggested that at least half of the affordable housing, if not more, should
remain low-cost in perpetuity and be secured for households with a Parish connection.
Merely, providing lower cost market housing with an affordable homes discount is fine for
the first occupier but for most of the life of that housing is of little local community benefit
and for future younger generations in the longer term. The recent Puttenham NP
stipulates that the allocated sites, albeit providing significantly less than the sum of the
Elstead allocate sites, does this.
There has been a tendency for developers to persuade some planning authorities to
allow a lower percentage of affordable housing than set out in Local Plan policies. It is
suggested that the NP should emphasise that the development of these allocated sites
should only happen if the full affordable housing requirements are achieved. It is
suggested the NP be firm and not allow any developer wriggle room. Developer purchase
prices for the sites should factor in the full affordable housing, CIL and any other special

requirement costs so they are discounted from the very substantial uplift in land value
from agricultural to housing land values and not the viable and reasonable developer
profits.
Policies ESDQ 1 to 8 Design Policies.
All these policies are laudable and strongly supported. Policy ESDQ 8: Biodiversity and
Trees should be updated in light of the fast emerging Government policies and general
emphasis towards climate change and nature recover together with environmental net
gain and biodiversity net gain. Especially with so much to cover under these headings, it
would probably be best if trees formed a separate policy.
Policy EBS4: Equestrian Related Development.
Whilst existing equestrian facilities might perhaps need to be supported, serious concern
has to be expressed that the policy as currently worded would encourage further
equestrian uses in the Surrey Hills AONB. The result would be the progressive erosion of
the character of the landscape through the loss of farmland to equestrian uses.
The uplift in land values from agriculture to horse related uses encourages this change in
the character of this nationally protected landscape with all the paraphernalia associated
with such uses. Further, some existing equestrian buildings are subsequently proposed
for residential conversions or redevelopment to housing because they are already
buildings, sometimes large and unattractive, in a protected landscape. This is often
referred to as development creep, and plans need to guard against this erosion of the
quality of the Surrey Hills AONB landscape.
The most recent Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan 202-2025 picks up this point that
the previous Management Plan did not because it is seen as a threat to the quality of the
AONB. The supporting text to the Planning Section of the Plan states “Farmland has
diminished, often going to equestrian uses, yet it is important to conserving landscape
character. Consequently, development resulting in the loss of agricultural land will be
resisted.”
Management Plan Policy P5 goes on to state: “Proposals to redevelop or convert farm
buildings that would render the associated farmed landscape unviable will be resisted.”
Finally, I would be happy to discuss any of the suggestions or points set out in this
submission.
XXXXXX
Surrey Hills AONB Planning Adviser
15th April 2020.

Mrs XXXXXX

Our ref:
WA/2011/111090/OR28/PO1-L01
Your ref:
Date:

16 March 2020

Dear Mrs XXXXXX
Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Consultation
(Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012)
Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency on the Draft Neighbourhood Plan for
Elstead and Weyburn. We aim to reduce flood risk, while protecting and enhancing the
water environment. We have had to focus our detailed engagement to those areas where
the environmental risks are greatest.
Based on the environmental constraints within the area, we have no detailed comments
to make in relation to your Plan at this stage. However together with Natural England,
English Heritage and Forestry Commission we have published joint advice on
neighbourhood planning. This 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.environmentagency.gov.uk/LIT_6524_7da381.pdf
We are pleased to see that the proposed allocations have been directed to the areas at
the lowest probability of flooding and that they are all located within Flood Zone 1.
The Local Authority will be able to advise if there are areas at risk from surface water
flood risk (including groundwater and sewerage flood risk) in your neighbourhood plan
area. The Surface Water Management Plan will contain recommendations and actions
about how such sites can help reduce the risk of flooding. This may be useful when
developing policies or guidance for particular sites.
Yours sincerely
XXXXXX
Planning Advisor
Direct dial XXXXXX
Direct e-mail XXXXXX
Cont/d..

End
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From: " <XXXXXX@highwaysengland.co.uk>
Subject: Re: #9925 Elstead Parish Council - Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood
Plan 2013-2032 - Regulation 14 consultation
Date: 20 March 2020 at 11:43:29 GMT
To: "XXXX>
Cc: "XXXXX >

Our Reference: 9925
FAO: (Clerk to Elstead Parish)
Elstead Parish Council - Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan 2013-2032 Regulation 14 consultation
Thank you for inviting Highways England to comment on the above consultation.
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic
highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway
authority, traffic authority and street authority for the strategic road network (SRN). The SRN
is a critical national asset and as such Highways England works to ensure that it operates
and is managed in the public interest, both in respect of current activities and needs as well
as in providing effective stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity.
We will therefore be concerned with proposals that have the potential to impact the safe and
efficient operation of the SRN, in this case the A3.
We have reviewed this consultation and its supporting documentation and have no
comments. However, please do continue to consult Highways England as this
Neighbourhood Plan progresses.
Kind Regards,
Glen
XXXXXX
Area 3 Assistant Spatial Planner
Highways England | Bridge House | 1 Walnut Tree Close | Guildford | Surrey | GU1 4LZ
Web: www.highwaysengland.co.uk

This email may contain information which is confidential and is intended only for use
of the recipient/s named above. If you are not an intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any copying, distribution, disclosure, reliance upon or other use of the
contents of this email is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error,
please notify the sender and destroy it.

Highways England Company Limited | General enquiries: 0300 123 5000
|National Traffic Operations Centre, 3 Ridgeway, Quinton Business Park,
Birmingham B32 1AF | https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/highwaysengland | info@highwaysengland.co.uk
Registered in England and Wales no 9346363 | Registered Office: Bridge House, 1
Walnut Tree Close, Guildford, Surrey GU1 4LZ
Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.

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

The Clerk
Elstead Parish Council

Planning Policy Team
E-mail: XXXXXX Direct line: 01483

523297
Calls may be recorded for training or monitoring
Your ref:
Our ref: CPM/2020/029
Date: 22nd April 2020

Dear Juliet
Elstead Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation
Thank you for consulting Waverley Borough Council (the Council) on the Regulation 14
version of the Elstead and Weyburn (E&W) Neighbourhood Plan. We are pleased to see
how much progress has been made with the Plan and we consider that the document is
really well presented and very clear.
Having reviewed the document and consulted internal colleagues, the Council has
identified a few key issues on aspects of the Plan that are important to bring to your
attention along with a number of comments and suggestions that it is hoped will be
helpful. These are attached as Appendix 1.
You will also see that we do have some suggestions on policies where there is overlap
between Waverley’s emerging Local Plan Part 2 and the Neighbourhood Plan to avoid
any confusion between policy documents.
We look forward to working closely with you over the coming months to progress your
Neighbourhood Plan to the next stage to ensure that it has the greatest chance of success
at its examination. Obviously we are happy to meet you to discuss the issues raised in
our response.
This is an officer response prepared in liaison with the Council’s Portfolio Holder for
Planning Policy and Services.
Yours sincerely,

XXXXXX
Head of Planning and Economic Development

Appendix 1- Elstead Neighbourhood Plan: Waverley Borough Council
Regulation 14 Consultation Response

Introduction
Page

Policy/
Paragraph

WBC Comments

5

1.3
Neighbourhood
Plan Area

The context for the neighbourhood area is welcomed,
particularly as it involves the whole of Elstead and only
part of Peper Harow Parish. However, you might want to
make it clearer that the NP only relates to the land within
the formally designated neighbourhood area. This is
important because the NP policies cannot be applied to
development within Peper Harow that is outside the
neighbourhood plan area.
This section in welcomed. However, the NP might want
to consider making it clearer to users of the NP that the
policy objectives are different to the policies themselves

1.8 How to read
this Plan
A Portrait of Elstead
Page

Policy/
Paragraph

WBC Comments

12

Environmental
Profile

16

2.44 – Planning
Policy Context

It is suggested that the Frensham to Witley Common
Wooded Greensand Plateau that is the landscape
character surrounding the village core and quite unique in
terms of its contribution to the landscape beauty of West
Surrey is mentioned. It would be good if the NP
recognised the regional and local landscape character
designations and making reference to relevant points of
importance (e.g. being part of/aligned to one of the finest
areas of heathland in Southern England with peaceful and
picturesque qualities and things to safeguard against
such as those encapsulated in the potential forces for
change highlighted in the SCC landscape strategy for
character area GP1).
It is suggested that the NP makes the status of the
Elstead Village Design Statement in decision making
clearer i.e. that the VDS was adopted as a material
consideration on 4th July 1995.

Vision and Key Planning Principles
Page

Policy/
Paragraph

WBC Comments

1

20

Key Diagram

Although the diagram is very clear it is suggested that the
specific spatial designations on the diagram themselves
refer to specific policy designations in the plan

Policy/
Paragraph
Housing
Objective HO5

WBC Comments

Housing
Page
22

22

H1 - Housing
allocations

H1 Housing
allocations

22

H2 – Sunray
Farm

The Council recognises that rural exception sites should
be for those having a local connection. However,
although the NP is the local community’s plan for
development, providing affordable housing on other
housing sites is a strategic objective to meet borough
wide needs rather than local needs, particularly as the
opportunity for affordable housing will be limited in some
locations in Waverley. Therefore, on s.106 sites a local
connection objective would be contrary to strategic
policies in LPP1. Furthermore, if the objective to
prioritise housing for people with a local connection is
expected on general s.106 sites, then this would impact
on the mix of bed sizes required/ eligibility/ demand/
allocations and this couldn't be enforced on the shared
ownership element if it is funded by Homes England
(under their funding regulations).
The densities for the allocated sites ranges from @18 to
25 dwellings. It is assumed this follows the
comprehensive assessment that the NP has done on
each site. It is suggested that a reference is made to this
work and it is made more explicit why the densities are
deemed appropriate. As you know the exceptional
circumstances for the release of Green Belt land for
meeting identified needs was justified through Waverley
LPP1. However, the actual amount of land that needs to
be released will still need to be justified. The NP will
need to demonstrate why the densities are appropriate
given that densities determine how much land will be
needed to be released from the Green Belt.
If you have not done so it is suggested you discuss with
Natural England what appropriate avoidance measures
will be needed to ensure that the developments on the
allocated sites do not have an adverse impact on the
SPA bearing in mind the findings of the HRA. It is
suggested that the NP could then make it clearer that the
delivery of the allocated sites for housing will not be
hindered.
Compared to the other two proposed allocations, this
allocation in the NP does not indicate why no
custom/self-build units are sought, particularly as this is
the largest housing site in the NP.
2

22

H2 – Sunray
Farm

25

H4 – Four
Trees

25

H4 – Four
Trees

It might be helpful to provide more clarification of the
evidence to justify the allocation of part of the Sunray
Farm site for the commercial development (see comment
on Employment and Business use).
Compared to the other two proposed allocations in the
NP no LEAP has been proposed. The site is allocated
for 11 dwellings whereas the Croft is for 10 which
includes one.
It is noted that the provision for SANG for this allocation
is on-site whereas for the other two allocations it is offsite. Please see above the comment regarding
appropriate avoidance measures and the need to discuss
them with Natural England.

Environment, Sustainability and Design Quality
Page
29

29

30

32
32

Policy/
Paragraph
ESDQ1:
Character
and Design

ESDQ2 –
Conversions
and
subdivision
ESDQ3 –
Design and
Development
Briefs

ESDQ4 –
Local Green
Spaces
ESDQ4 –
Local Green
Spaces

WBC Comments
The reference to Peper Harow remaining a ‘dark skies’
parish is noted. However, it needs to be clear that this
relates only to development that lies within the part of Peper
Harow that forms part of the designated neighbourhood
area. Furthermore, it may be necessary to have evidence to
support this part of the policy. It might also be helpful to
clarify what is meant by ‘light polluting impacts’.
Typo in the title

The requirement for a design and development brief on any
site of net 5 or more dwellings is more onerous than the
NPPF and Waverley’s requirement which is based on the
definition of major development. As it is set out as a policy
requirement, it is not sure how this will be implemented,
particularly if an application is submitted to Waverley without
adhering to the process set out under paragraph 5.8 which
effectively requires an applicant to have a statement that
confirms that the policy has been met.
Please see comment with regard to the clear identification of
the designations on the key diagram.
As stated in the NPPG, if land is already protected by
designation, then consideration should be given to whether
any additional local benefit would be gained by designation
as Local Green Space. The Council are pleased that where
land is proposed for LGS designation in the E&WNP which
is already protected by other designations, then the
additional benefit of LGS is explained and justified in the
supporting LGS Assessment paper.
3

33

5.16 –
Backing onto
the
Countryside

33

ESDQ6 –
Views from
and of
Bonfire Hill
ESDQ8 –
Biodiversity
and Trees

34

34
35

ESDQ8 –
Biodiversity
and Trees
ESDQ9Historic
Environment

General

It is appreciated that the advice that there should be a
minimum of 30m between the rear elevation of a building
and the settlement boundary is to ensure that the transition
between the settlement and the open countryside is gradual.
However, this may have unintended consequences that
should be considered. Larger back gardens outside of the
Green Belt could result in some ancillary domestic
development being wider spread. The NP has already
noted this issue under bullet 6 of paragraph 3.5 relating to
settlement boundaries.
It is suggested that the policy qualifies the “impact” that will
not be acceptable as currently it is saying “no impact” which
makes policy implementation challenging.
If you haven’t done so already please liaise with Natural
England over this policy. In our view the policy seeks to
duplicate Policy NE1 of LPP1 and you may want to think
about whether a separate NP policy is needed. The
presumption against development within 400m of the SPA is
not factually correct as development that does not have a
significant adverse effect on its ecological integrity may be
acceptable. Furthermore, development that adversely
impacts locally designated wildlife sites but is appropriate for
on-site management, is also acceptable.
Although the reference to BS5837 is supported it is
suggested that the policy requirement is made clearer to
ensure it can be complied with.
There is no objection to this policy as it reflects the NPPF.
However, as the policy is not Elstead and Weyburn specific
it is suggested that the supporting text makes it clear that
there is a need for a separate policy in the E&W NP on this
because this is a particular planning issue that Elstead and
Weyburn has to deal with.
It is appreciated that the HRA assesses the impact of air
quality on the European Sites but it is suggested that this
issue is mentioned in the chapter (and where relevant in the
rest of the NP). Elstead and Peper Harow are not in an area
of particularly poor air quality and it is considered that LPP1
sets out measures that the HRA considers sufficient to
mitigate any adverse impact on the European Sites resulting
from the NP. However, it is important that air pollution is
acknowledged within the NP to prevent development
contributing to the worsening of air quality and where
possible, contribute to improvements. It is also suggested
that the NP is reflective of other Waverley Local Plans and
national strategies that recognise the danger of poor air
quality to human health.
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Employment and Business Support
Page
36
37

37

38

Policy/
Paragraph
6.4
EBS1 Retention
and
Expansion
of Local
Employment
Space

EBS3 –
Local
Community
Co-Working
Space
EBS4 –
Equestrian
related
development

WBC Comments
Is there text missing at the end of the last bullet point.
The policy states that proposals involving the loss of
employment premises will not be supported unless the site is
not viable for that use which is more restrictive than policy
EE2 of LPP1. It might be difficult to justify a policy in the
draft NP if it is perceived that it is more restrictive than
national policy on this matter. Unless there is clear evidence
as to why the policy should be so restrictive then it is
suggested that the policy should be worded more positively.
It is appreciated that the policy clarifies the evidence that
would be needed to support proposals that would result in a
loss of employment sites. However, in some cases a 12
month period may be too long or not long enough,
depending on the economic circumstances. Therefore, the
Council considers that this requirement should be set out in
the supporting text rather than in the NP policy. This will
allow for flexibility that can adapt to changing economic
circumstances.
It might be helpful to provide more clarification of the
evidence to justify the allocation of part of the Sunray Farm
site for this use.
It is appreciated that equestrian related business make an
important contribution to the local economy. However, in b)
it is not clear if the restrictions imposed on the reuse of
existing buildings are more onerous than the NPPF. If so,
then there will need to be clear justification for the restriction.

Transport and Getting around
Page
40

41

Policy/
Paragraph
TGA1 –
Pedestrian
and Cycle
Movement
TGA3 - Car
and Cycle
Parking

WBC Comments
Is the first part of the policy needed as it relates to
requirements for the allocated sites that are specifically set
out in the plan? How will this particular part of the policy be
assessed where the provision of a good connection is not
related to the development.
The Council notes that this policy requires development to
slightly exceed the Waverley parking guidelines and even
more so, the more recent Surrey County Council ones.
The current status of these are guidelines and not policy.
It is important therefore that any standards or requirements
imposed through the policy have been viability tested. In
addition, if the local parking requirements exceed those set
5

out in the Borough and the County’s guidelines then the
higher levels of parking provision would need to be justified
by the evidence. This is very important as Councils commit
to reducing vehicular use to tackle the adverse impacts of
climate change.
The Policy requires all new residential and commercial
development to make provision for electric vehicle charging
points which is welcomed.
Recreation, Leisure and Facilities
Page
44

45

Policy/
Paragraph
RWL1 –
Community
Facilities
RWL3 –
Retention of
Assets of
Community
Value

WBC Comments
The management responsibilities of occupiers is not a land
use and development matter and it is suggested that this
should only be included in the NP as a reference in the
supporting text.
It is appreciated why this policy has been proposed but does
it weaken Policy RLW2 which applies to all community
facilities? A successful nomination of land or premises as
an Asset Community Value is where it has met specific
criteria set out in legislation. However, it does not
necessarily make the site more important in community
terms than other community facilities. So is there a need for
a special policy on them? It is appreciated that the parishes
are looking to nominate a number of their facilities as ACV
but it is assumed that these are not all the community
facilities in the neighbourhood area.

6

Appendix C
Full Plan responses from other interested parties
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XXXXXX
Elstead Parish Council Clerk
Woodview
Red House Lane
Elstead
GU8 6DS

Re: Elstead & Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14
Consultation Submitted by email only to: XXXXXX
Dear XXXXXX,
This letter provides Gladman’s representations in response to the submission draft version of the Elstead & Weyburn
Neighbourhood Plan (EWNP) under Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012. This letter
seeks to highlight the issues with the plan as currently presented and its relationship with national and local
planning policy. Gladman has considerable experience in neighbourhood planning, having been involved in the process
during the preparation of numerous plans across the country, it is from this experience that these representations are
prepared.
Legal Requirements
Before a neighbourhood plan can proceed to referendum it must be tested against a set of basic conditions set out
in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4b of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). The basic conditions that
the Elstead & Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan must meet are as follows:
(a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State, it is
appropriate to make the order.
(d) The making of the order contributes to the achievement of sustainable development.
(e) The making of the order is in general conformity with the strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area).
(f) The making of the order does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations.
(g) Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Order (or plan) and prescribed matters have been complied
with in connection with the proposal for the order (or neighbourhood plan).
National Planning Policy Framework and Guidance
On the 24th July 2018, the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government published the revised National
Planning Policy Framework. The first revision since 2012, it implements 85 reforms announced previously through the
Housing White Paper. This version was itself superseded on the 19th February 2019, with the latest version, largely only
making alterations to the Government’s approach for the Appropriate Assessment as set out in Paragraph 177,
clarification to footnote 37 and amendments to the definition of ‘deliverable’ in Annex 2.
The National Planning Policy Framework (the 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 for the preparation of neighbourhood
plans to be in conformity with the strategic priorities for the wider area and the role they play in delivering sustainable
development to meet development needs.

“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 the Neighbourhood Plan Basic Conditions, neighbourhood plans should
be prepared to conform to the strategic policy requirements set out in the adopted Development Plan. The Elstead &
Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan must therefore follow the guidance of Waverley's Local Plan Part 1: Strategic Policies and
Sites, adopted in February 2018, as well as the retained policies from the Local Plan adopted in 2002. Waverley's Local
Plan Part 1 provides the vision, objectives and spatial strategy for the district over the period extending from 2013 to
2032. The EWNP must therefore demonstrate compliance with the policies of the 2018 Local Plan.
The housing requirement set out in the strategic housing policy sets out that the Council is required to deliver at least
11,210 dwellings over the plan period, amounting to 590 dwellings per annum. The Waverley Local Plan Part 1 outlines
the overall strategy for development through the allocation of strategic sites within the council area, however the policies
of this document does not set specific target for neighbourhood areas and as such to meet the requirements of the
Framework the plan should not seek to constrain potential sustainable development opportunities from coming forward.
Emerging Local Plan Part 2
Waverley Borough Council is currently in the process of preparing Part 2 of the recently adopted local plan. the Council
undertook a consultation on the Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management preferred options in
2018, and has since been preparing a pre-submission plan. This plan is therefore still in the early stages of development
and so it will be important for any neighbourhood plans within Waverley that come forward at this time to allow for
flexibility, so that these neighbourhood areas are able to quickly respond to changes in circumstance which may arise
during the plan's development, especially in terms of site allocations and the state of the settlement boundaries which
are both points of focus within this development plan document. The need for flexibility is particularly important as
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).’

2
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Elstead & Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan
This section highlights the key issues that Gladman would like to raise with regards to the content of the Esltead &
Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan as currently proposed. It is considered that some policies do not reflect the requirements
of national policy and guidance, Gladman have therefore sought to recommend a series of alternative options that should
be explored prior to the Plan being submitted for Independent Examination.
Policy ESDQ4 – Local Green Spaces
The designation of land as Local Green Space (LGS) is a significant and restrictive policy tool. In order to designate land as
LGS the Parish Council must ensure that it is able to demonstrate robust evidence to meet national policy requirements
as set out in the Framework. The Framework makes clear at paragraph 99 that the role of local communities seeking to
designate land as LGS should be consistent with the local planning for sustainable development. Further guidance is
provided at paragraph 100 which sets out three tests that must be met for the designation of LGS and states that:
“The Local Green Space designation should only be used where the green space is:
a)

In reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;

b) Demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance, for example because
of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness
of its wildlife; and
c)

Local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.” (emphasis added)

Gladman note that limited evidence has been provided to support the proposed designations in accordance with national
policy and guidance. This is contrary to the requirements of national policy as the proposed designations lack
proportionate and robust evidence to support their designation. Gladman recommend that the Parish Council revisit its
evidence base to ensure the proposed designations are consistent with the requirements of the NPPF.
Policy ESDQ6 – Views from and of Bonfire Hill
The above policy seeks to identify a number of key views. To pass such a high bar any such views should be clearly
identified, including on a updated policy map, with the key characteristics and attributes detailed. This is essential to
conform with national policy and guidance and case law regarding key views and valued landscapes. For a view to be
identified for protection there should be demonstrable physical attributes that elevate its importance out of the ordinary,
rather than seeking to protect views of the open countryside due to their pleasant sense of place.

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 Elstead & Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan as currently proposed with the requirements of national
planning policy and the strategic policies for the wider area of Waverley. Gladman hopes you have found these
representations helpful and constructive. If you have any questions regarding the points raised by these representations,
please feel free to get in touch.
Yours sincerely,
XXXXX
Graduate Planner
Gladman

Land at Four Trees, Elstead
Representations to the Draft Elstead and Weyburn
Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 Consultation

Prepared on behalf of Nicolas Hudson | April 2020

1. INTRODUCTION
Background and Scope of these Representations
1.1

These representations have been prepared in relation to ‘Four Trees’, which is proposed for
allocation at Policy H4 of the Draft Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan (‘EWNP’). The
representations respond to the current Regulation 14 consultation.

1.2

This document is structured such that it first describes the site’s features. It then proceeds to
set out the planning policy context within which the proposed allocation for development can
be understood. The representations subsequently set out our response to the questions
presented in the ‘Survey Monkey’ questionnaire, which has been made available on the
Elstead and Weyburn Parish Council website1.

1.3

It should be noted that we have specifically sought to answer those questions that are
directly or indirectly pertinent to the proposed allocation of land at Four Trees. Likewise, we
have provided constructive suggestions in relation to other proposed policies, where we
believe these will enhance the Plan and facilitate its implementation as an effective
development management tool.

1.4

We trust that these comments are of use to the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and the
Parish Council.

1

Our response to the consultation is detailed and technical. As such, it was not considered appropriate to submit comments
via the Survey Monkey online tool. It is hoped that by providing our representation in the format of a short report, our
comments will be more clearly presented and easier for the reader to consider.

2. LAND AT FOUR TREES
2.1

Four Trees comprises an existing detached residential dwelling and associated curtilage, as
well as an adjoining field parcel. The residential curtilage includes a domestic garden with
associated hardstanding. The field parcel constitutes agricultural land, but is not actively
farmed.

2.2

The site is well bounded by existing mature trees and vegetation, and benefits from clearly
defined features. As a consequence of this screening, the land is very well contained and
views into the site are also very limited.

2.3

Vehicular access is presently taken from Hookley Lane, with a private driveway and parking
area being located to the north of the existing dwelling. Hookley Lane benefits from an
existing pedestrian walkway, which provides sustainable access to local services and
amenities. This connectivity also ensures that residents of Hookley Lane are also able to
take the 350m (approximately five minute) walk to the Springhill / Hookley Lane Bus Stop.

2.4

With respect to planning designations, the western extent of the site falls within the current
Elstead Settlement Boundary. However, the eastern part of the residential curtilage and all of
the adjoining field parcel lie outside of the settlement boundary. The land which falls outside
of the current settlement boundary is also located in within the Green Belt. Elstead and the
surrounding area (including Four Trees), is entirely washed over by the Surrey Hills Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).

2.5

With respect to constraints, the site falls within the 5km Buffer Zone that surrounds the
Wealden Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA). However, no statutory ecological
designations apply specifically to the site. The site is also not located in the vicinity of any
Listed Buildings, or the Elstead Conservation Area. The site is entirely located in Flood Zone
1, which indicates that it is not at risk from fluvial flooding. There are no known constraints
that would prevent the site from being successfully developed.

2.6

As is noted overleaf, both the adopted Local Plan and the emerging Local Plan Part 2
(‘LPP2’) envisage that land at Four Trees will be released from the Green Belt and be
allocated for residential development. The Draft EWNP adopts the same principle and also
proposes to allocate the site to meet housing needs.
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3. MEETING HOUSING NEED AT ELSTEAD
Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 1
3.1

As the Parish Council and Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group will be aware, the ‘Waverley
Borough Local Plan Part 1: Strategic Policies and Sites’ (adopted February 2018) sets out
the spatial strategy for meeting identified housing needs to 2032.

3.2

In accordance with this spatial strategy, the Local Plan apportions a quantum of housing
growth to settlements across the Borough, including at Elstead. At Policy ALH1, the LPP1
confirms that 160 dwellings need to be provided within the Elstead and Weyburn
Neighbourhood Plan Area. In practice, this means bringing forward suitable sites at the edge
of the current built extent of the village.

3.3

The LPP1, at ‘Plan 4’ (page 118), identifies two “broad areas of potential adjustment to the
Green Belt” at Elstead. One such area relates to land at Four Trees. At paragraph 13.22 the
Plan adds that;
“In addition, there may be other potentially suitable sites that will emerge through the
Neighbourhood Plan process. The precise definition of the new settlement boundary will be
identified in Local Plan Part 2”.

3.4

Therefore, the LPP1 envisages that the ‘Waverley Local Plan Part 2; Site Allocations and
Development Management Polices’ (‘LPP2’) will allocate land for development and make
related alterations to the Green Belt. The LPP1 also acknowledges that the Neighbourhood
Plan may also identify additional sites, which may be suitable for development2.
Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 2

3.5

The emerging LPP2 was subject to a ‘preferred options’ (Regulation 18) consultation in
2018. The consultation document recommend the revision of the Green Belt boundary to the
east of Hookley Lane, with the effect that the residential curtilage of Four Trees would be
fully removed from the Green Belt and incorporated within a revised settlement boundary.
The preferred options document, at draft Policy DS25, then proceeded to identify Four Trees
as a ‘development site allocation’ for 20 residential dwellings.

3.6

A further consultation on the LPP2 is expected to take place later in 2020. As the LPP2 will
(as a matter of ‘soundness’) need to accord with the polices and spatial strategy of the
adopted LPP1, it is expected that the next iteration of the LPP2 will pursue a similar
approach to that set out in the 2018 preferred options consultation document. This is to say
that the LPP2 will make adjustments to the Green Belt, consistent with the ‘broad areas of
search’ identified in the LPP1.

2

The Neighbourhood Plan may identify additional sites for potential allocation. However, where these sites fall within the
Green Belt, it must be demonstrated that they do not contribute significantly to the identified purposes of this designation. In
this respect, sites that are very open are unlikely to be suitable for development.
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3.7

As such, we anticipate that land at Four Trees will be released from the Green Belt and
incorporated into Elstead Settlement Boundary, via the LPP2, in order to facilitate residential
development.
Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan

3.8

Within the context of the adopted LPP1 and the emerging LPP2, the EWNP has a role to
play in meeting the general housing needs of the Borough. The EWNP is also the
appropriate vehicle for meeting the localised needs of the Parish.

3.9

As the Steering Group will be aware, the Neighbourhood Plan needs to allocate land for
development, in order to meet the quantum of required new housing that has been
apportioned to the settlement by the LPP1 (at Policy ALH1). The EWNP could of course
seek to achieve additional development, if desired, but it cannot seek to deliver a lower level
of housing growth.

3.10 The EWNP will also need to conform to the LPP1 in respect of its approach to Green Belt
boundary alterations and associated revisions to the settlement boundary. Indeed, just as
the emerging LPP2 must accord with the adopted policies of the LPP1, so to must the
EWNP be in general conformity with its strategic policies. This is necessary in order that the
Neighbourhood Plan is successfully able to meet the ‘basic conditions’, as set out in
legislation3.
3.11 It is clear then that the EWNP has a very important role to play in delivering new housing
development at Elstead. In this respect, it is encouraging that the Parish Council and
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group have taken a positive approach to the preparation of
the Neighbourhood Plan.
3.12 Overleaf, we provide detailed comments in response to the consultation questions.

3

See paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as applied to Neighbourhood Plans by
Section 38A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.
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4. RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION QUESTIONS
4.1

The following section of these representations presents our response to the consultation
questions posed in respect of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan.
Question 1: Do you agree with the Vision for the Neighbourhood Plan area?

4.2

Yes, the proposed Vision clearly sets out what the Plan aspires to achieve.
Question 2: Do you agree with the following Key Planning Principles?

4.3

EWNP Policy PP1: Settlement Boundary – The proposed definition of the settlement
boundary (identified at Figure 3.1) is supported. However, it is recommended that the draft
policy and supporting text be modified to show an association with a number of adopted
strategic policies in the LPP1. These are Policies RE2 (‘Green Belt’), RE3 (‘Landscape
Character’) and AHN2 (‘Rural Exception Sites’). This adjustment is recommended, as these
policies help to define the limited circumstances when development outside of the settlement
boundary may be acceptable.

4.4

EWNP Policy PP2: Core Planning Principles – This policy is consistent with proposed
Vision for the Neighbourhood Plan and is clearly written.
Question 3: Do you agree with the following Housing Policies?

4.5

EWNP Policy H4: Four Trees – Proposed Policy H4 is supported in-principle. Four Trees
falls within one of the ‘Broad Areas of Search’ identified in the LPP1 and was also proposed
for allocation (for around 20 dwellings) in the emerging LPP2 ‘preferred options’ consultation.
For the reasons explained in Section 2 of these representations, it is considered likely that
the next LPP2 consultation will pursue a similar approach to the allocation of this site.

4.6

The evidence base documents associated with both the Local Plan and the EWNP also
provide favourable assessments of the site. The ‘Waverley Land Availability Assessment’
(2018), identifies and evaluates land at Four Trees under site reference 824. The
Assessment finds that the western part of the site is “well contained by existing development
and screened by an established tree line. As such there is potential for development in this
area without a significant landscape impact.”

4.7

Likewise the ‘Neighbourhood Plan Site Assessment Final Report’ (AECOM, 2017) reaches a
similar conclusion, stating that; “…the western field adjacent to the existing property has a
strong relationship to the settlement and is considered to ‘round off’ the settlement boundary,
linking the development from the north and to the south.” In addition, the Assessment also
identifies that the land includes existing built form (hardstanding) such that the site is partly
‘brownfield’. Indeed, where this hardstanding falls outside of the current settlement
boundary, it qualifies as Previously Developed Land. As the Neighbourhood Plan Steering
Group will be aware, there is a policy preference for the redevelopment of such land.
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4.8

The ‘Strategic Environmental Assessment’ (AECOM, 2020) indicates that Four Trees
contains features of biodiversity interest. However, it is important to qualify this by
recognising that no statutory ecological designations apply to the land. Equally the land is
effectively equidistant to the Thursley SPA, when compared to the other sites assessed.
Moreover the proposed allocation of Four Trees presents an opportunity to enhance and
enrich the biodiversity value of the land. This will be achieved as part of a holistic Green
Infrastructure Strategy. This strategy will respond to the recommendations of detailed
ecological surveys and assessments (which will be prepared in support of a future planning
application), and will facilitate a net biodiversity gain. The planning application will of course
also be considered, in detail, by the Council’s Biodiversity Officer.

4.9

We would suggest that the detail of draft EWNP Policy H4 does merit further consideration.
In this respect, we would note that in order for the EWNP to meet the basic conditions test,
its policies must be demonstrated to be in ‘general conformity’ with the strategic policies of
the Local Plan, as well as national planning policies and legislation. This includes a
requirement for consistency with the ‘Community Infrastructure Regulations (2010)’. This
legislation sets out that contributions may only be sought where these are demonstrated to
be necessary, proportionate and reasonably related to in scale and kind to the development.

4.10 Likewise, we would recommend that the wording of proposed EWNP Policy H4 be revised,
such that land at Four Trees is allocated for ‘approximately’ 11 dwellings (i.e. rather than for
11 dwellings specifically). This would ensure that Policy H4 does not conflict with any
allocation potentially made in the emerging LPP2. Indeed, where allocations are made in the
LPP2 they will be for ‘approximately’ or ‘around’ a particular figure.
4.11 In addition, allowing for a degree of flexibility will also help to ensure that development, at
Four Trees, is able to accord with LPP1 Policy AHN3 ‘Housing Types and Sizes’. Such
flexibility will also facilitate a policy-compliant approach to design, which accords with LPP1
Policy TD1 ‘Townscape and Design’, as well as draft EWNP Policies ESDQ1 (‘Character and
Design’) and ESDQ3 (‘Design and Development Briefs’).
Question 4: Do you agree with the following Environmental, Sustainably and Design
Quality Policies?
4.12 EWNP Policy ESDQ1: Character and Design – This is a reasonable and well-constructed
policy, which is supported.
4.13 EWNP Policy ESDQ3: Design and Development Briefs – This policy is acceptable inprinciple. However it would benefit from some minor revisions. These are necessary
because an outline planning application could legitimately be submitted without providing
some of the details listed as minimum requirements for the Design and Development Brief.
4.14 As such, it is suggested the policy should be reworded state that;
‘The Design and Development Brief should include provide as a minimum much detail as
possible, including (where relevant) the following;’
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 A plan showing the site’s location and its’ policy constraint and opportunity context;
 An illustrative or detailed layout;
 Location, type and management of open space and recreation facilities;
 Location, type and management of landscaping;
 Management, impact and mitigation of views, vistas and adjacencies;
 Building uses, scale, height, density and massing;
 Materials palette;
 How the development responds to local character;
 Mix of dwelling types and tenure;
 Details of connections to the existing walking and cycling network;
 Parking provision;
 Promotion of sustainable development and energy efficiency
 Indicative timing and phasing of the proposed development; and
 Details of proposed infrastructure and other community benefits.”
4.15 EWNP Policy ESDQ6: Views from and of Bonfire Hill – This draft policy would benefit
from revision, as any development within sight of Bonfire Hill (even a small-scale residential
extension) could conceivably have ‘an’ impact on views to and from the landmark. Instead,
the intention of the policy should be clarified such that it prevents unacceptable, negative
impacts.
4.16 Accordingly, we suggest the policy be worded as follows;
“Proposals for development should not impact negatively on the character of Bonfire Hill”
4.17 A minor change such as this will render the policy a more practical tool for development
management purposes, whilst also providing the protection which it seeks to achieve.
Question 6. Do you agree with the following Transport and Getting Around Policies?
4.18 EWNP Policy TGA3; Car and Cycle Parking – This proposed policy sets out parking
standards to be applied to new development within the Neighbourhood Plan Area. Whilst the
envisaged standards appear relatively reasonable, the National Planning Policy Framework
(‘NPPF’, at paragraph 109) is clear that planning applications;
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….should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road
network would be severe.
4.19 In order to demonstrate conformity with this part of the Framework, we would recommend
that the wording of proposed Policy TGA3 be revised, in such a way that it paraphrases
NPPF paragraph 109. We suggest the following;
“All new residential development should provide sufficient resident and visitor car and cycle
parking spaces in accordance with the following guidelines, except where it is demonstrated
that alternative levels of provision would not result in unacceptable impacts on highway
safety or introduce severe residual impacts onto the road network”
4.20 By altering the policy in this manner, the standards would generally be applied. However, if a
proposed development does not apply the standards, the onus would be placed on the
applicant to demonstrate why this is acceptable.
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5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
5.1

The Draft Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan, which is subject to a Regulation 14
Consultation, has been carefully considered and prepared. It strives to meet the aspirations
of local residents and businesses, whilst fulfilling the obligation to provide new housing to
meet identified needs.

5.2

The proposal to allocate land at Four Trees for residential development is supported and we
maintain that this approach is consistent with the adopted strategic policies of the LPP1, as
well as the emerging policies of the LPP2. In respect EWNP Policy H4 is welcomed inprinciple.

5.3

As we have set out, there are a number of areas where the content and wording of the Draft
Neighbourhood Plan might be revised, often in very minor ways, in order that it is rendered
more robust and effective. Likewise, we have also suggested possible revisions which may
reduce the potential for conflict with the Local Plan or national planning policies and
legislation.

5.4

It is trusted that our comments will be regarded as positive and constructive. Likewise, it is
hoped that the Parish Council and Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group find the suggestions
we have proposed to be of assistance.
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T: +44 (0)20 7911 2468
F: +44 (0)20 7911 2560

avisonyoung.co.uk

Elstead Parish Council
Woodview
Red House Lane
Elstead
Surrey
GU8 6DS

Dear XXXX
COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED ELSTEAD AND WEYBURN NEIGHBOURHOOD
PLAN 2013 - 2032
Further to your letter dated 11th March 2020, I write on behalf of our client,
Turners Parks Group, owner and operator of Kingsmead Park to comment
on the Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan 2013 – 2032, Regulation
14 Draft Plan.
I would like to start with referring back to January 2019 when a letter was
sent to Waverley Borough Council explaining that our client did
not receive any notification of the consultation on the proposed
settlement boundaries and site allocations as part of the preparation of
Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations which took place in summer 2018.
Upon reviewing the draft Local Plan Part 2 we were surprised to see that
Kingsmead Park, although being a long established residential park with
34 park homes in such close proximity to the village, was excluded
from the altered settlement boundary and remained within the Green
Belt.
Appreciating that we had missed the deadline for responses to the
2018 consultation on Part 2, as we were not aware of this timescale
as our client had not been consulted we asked the Council to accept
our letter as a formal representation at that late stage and consider
including our client’s park and the adjoining land (Figure 1) within
the settlement boundary and removing them from the Green Belt. It
was suggested that inclusion of this area in the settlement boundary
would provide enough space for additional 30-40 new homes that
would help the Council meet their housing target for elderly people who
are looking to downsize in low cost single storey homes.
In April 2019, we received an email from the Council’s Planning
Policy Team saying that they were following up on the site we had
promoted for consideration of their upcoming Land Availability
Assessment (LAA) and asked for details about our proposal. Following
the issue of these details, we were notified in May 2019 that the Elstead
Parish Council had taken responsibility of Green Belt amendments,
settlement boundary changes, and site allocations as part of their
Neighbourhood Plan. We were then informed that the Neighbourhood
Plan Steer Group would consider our
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16 April 2020
Page 2

application in due course and we were asked for written confirmation that the other landowners
consent to their land included in our representation. Following this request we tried to make contact
with the owners of the neighbouring land but it proved difficult to find both of them. We changed
therefore our proposal to include only the site of Domford, whose owner consent was secured and
forwarded to the Parish Council. It is worth-noting that removing part of our proposal would mean
that if the site is allocated for housing it would not be able to accommodate the initially proposed
30-40 park homes. We estimate that the revised area would accommodate about 15-20 homes after
consideration of ecology and tree constraints. The amended proposal can be seen in Figure 2.

Figure 1: Initial Proposal January 2019

Figure 2: Final Proposal September 2019

Elstead and Neighbourhood Plan 2013 – 2032 Regulation 14 Draft Plan
The Elstead and Neighbourhood Plan 2013 – 2032 Regulation 14 Draft Plan has now been published
and we are again surprised to see that Kingsmead Park and Domford have not been included in the
settlement boundary and remained within the Green Belt even though the boundary has been
altered to include neighbouring sites.
Upon reviewing the Draft Plan we would like therefore to object to Policies PP1 ‘Settlement Boundary’
and H1 ‘Housing Allocations’.
Policy PP1 defines the settlement boundary and states that development proposals outside of it will
only be permitted in exceptional circumstances. The subtext discusses how the settlement boundary
has been redefined to include the sites allocated for development within this Plan and that a
number of small additional changes have also been made. Details of these are set out within the Site
Selection and Settlement Boundary Changes supporting document.

avisonyoung.co.uk
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Site Selection and Settlement Boundary Changes
Reviewing section 2 ‘Site Selection Overview’ of the subject document we noticed that Kingsmead
Park was included in the list of the Potential Housing Sites but it was not included within the Preferred
Housing Sites without any justification as to why this decision was made. Paragraph 2.4 states that the
site selection decision-making has been informed by the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA),
the Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) and the site assessment process which comprised three
broad elements; Waverley Local Plan Part 1 and the emerging Local Plan Part 2, AECOM Site
Assessment and Supporting a Walkable Neighbourhood. Kingsmead Park was not assessed as a
potential site for housing in the HRA, Waverley Local Plan or AECOM Site Assessment as these took
place before our representation and were not amended to include our proposal. However, it should
be highlighted that our proposal complies with the principles of the Walkable Neighbourhood as it is
located within 720-970m of the majority of the existing local facilities and services.
Kingsmead Park was only considered as an option for housing in the SEA undertaken by AECOM
where it was ruled out. It was mentioned that the suggestion was the inclusion of the site within the
settlement boundary and that the site might be extended to the east (c.30-40 additional homes)
developing the gap between the site and the settlement boundary. Taking these matters in turn, it
was stated that the Parish Council did "not support the site for inclusion within the settlement
boundary, taking account of the context provided by draft LPP2” but no further justification was
given for this decision. Considering the second suggestion, whilst the Parish Council recognised that
there is a role for park home sites in respect of providing for the accommodation needs of the over
50s, it was considered that local needs can be effectively met through development of the
permitted 60 bed care home at Weyburn Works alongside delivery of smaller (2-3 bed) homes. It was
also added that the site falls outside of the settlement boundary, largely comprises woodland and is
adjacent to the woodland SINC.
Reviewing the above and looking at Appendix 3 of the SEA we understand that our proposal was
inaccurately assessed within the SEA. It appears that the area assessed as ‘Site 10’ included the area
to the north-east (largely woodland) that was excluded from our final submission (see Figures 1-2). It
seems therefore that part of the objection was based on the wrong assumption that a large part of
woodland was proposed to be redeveloped. In addition, in proposing that the need for housing for
elderly people could be covered by the permitted 60 bed care home and 2-3 bed homes the SEA
did not consider how these do not offer independent living in low cost single storey homes within a
friendly neighbourly retirement community.
Paragraph 59 of the NPPF states that to support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting
the supply of homes, it is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward
where it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed and
that land with permission is developed without unnecessary delay. Paragraph 60 states that to
determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local
housing need assessment. Paragraph 61 states that within this context, the size, type and tenure of
housing needed for different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning
policies (including affordable housing, older people and people with disabilities).
Our proposal will provide park homes which are an affordable form of low cost market single storey
housing that directly meet the needs of older people including those anticipating or having limited
mobility such that they find it difficult to cope with a full flight of stairs which are usually present to 2-3
bed traditionally built homes. In providing such ‘End of Life’ housing, these homes free up two-storey
family homes for newly forming families, which in turn frees up starter homes. In this way the provision
of park homes is a vital cog in the workings of the local housing market.
The NPPF Glossary defines older people as: ‘People over or approaching retirement age, including
the active, newly-retired through to the very frail elderly; and whose housing needs can encompass
accessible, adaptable general needs housing through to the full range of retirement and specialised
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housing for those with support or care needs’. It follows that it is not necessary for all housing for older
people to cater fully for the needs of the frail elderly in specialised housing with a high degree of
care. It is equally important to provide for the needs of the active elderly looking for somewhere
smaller and more affordable to retire to, such as park homes, next to numerous facilities to keep mind
and body active and healthy. Notwithstanding, park homes are also ideal as older people pass from
active, to less active, less mobile, frail and in need of care, as the homes are already single-storey
and can be easily adapted to install mobility aids.
The National Planning Practice Guidance stresses the critical importance of Planning for Older People
detailing that local planning authorities with strategic policies need to consider:
‘the size, location and quality of dwellings needed in the future for older people in order to
allow them to live independently and safely in their own home for as long as possible, or to
move to more suitable accommodation if they so wish. Supporting independent living can
help to reduce the costs to health and social services, and providing more options for older
people to move could also free up houses that are under occupied’.
The proposal is situated close enough to local amenities to support independent living for older
people.
More specifically, the guidance states; ‘Furthermore many older people may not want or need
specialist accommodation or care and may wish to stay or move to general housing that is already
suitable, such as bungalows, or homes which can be adopted to meet a change in their needs’. As
you will be aware, park homes are very similar to bungalows but are able to provide single floor living
at a more affordable price. They are therefore supported by this Government guidance.
Section 3 ‘Boundary Changes’ of the Site Selection and Boundary Changes document states that
the Working Group also undertook a further refined review of the boundary using the Council’s
settlement boundary assessment criteria. This resulted in an amended settlement boundary which is
now proposed to include a number of sites (nos. 7, 8, 9) that are in close proximity to Kingsmead Park
(Figure 3). The criteria for this decision was that although on the edge of the settlement the sites
relate well to adjacent properties which are within the settlement boundary. It would therefore seem
sensible to include the sites with the boundary. However, this criteria was not applied in the
assessment of Kingsmead Park and Domford which are not even included in Working Group’s list of
proposed amendments to the settlement boundary although they relate well to adjacent properties
which are within the settlement boundary.

Figure 3: Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan Proposed Settlement Boundary Changes

We believe therefore that our proposal was overlooked and inaccurately ruled out. For these reasons
we do not consider that Policy PP1 accords with the NPPF in relation to providing for older people
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who wish to continue to live independently in single storey accommodation and we are asking the
settlement boundary to be amended to include the proposed site within Policy H1: Housing
Allocations.
We would be grateful if you could consider our comments, include Kingsmead Park and Domford
within the settlement boundary and remove them from the Green Belt.
Yours sincerely

avisonyoung.co.uk

Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan
Regulation 14 Consultation Questionnaire
This questionnaire seeks to gather your views on the draft
Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan.
You can also complete the questionnaire online at:

https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/ElsteadandWeyburnNPReg14
The results will be published on the Elstead Village website: www.elsteadvillage.co.uk
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 Elstead and Weyburn 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 decisions. 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, Environment Sustainability &
Design Quality, Employment & Business Support,Transport and Getting Around, Recreation, Leisure and
Wellbeing, reflects the needs and opinions of those who live and work in the Neighbourhood Plan area. The
Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group have undertaken a number of consultation
exercises since 2015, including the Big Survey of 2015/16 and the follow-up mini survey of 2017, the
feedback from which has informed the draft Neighbourhood Plan (details of the previous consultation
exercises can be found on the Elstead Village website). A formal pre-submission consultation on the draft
plan must be taken 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 at www.elsteadvillage.co.uk and hard
copies can be viewed at the following locations: 172 Coffee, St James Church, St James Primary School,
Elstead Vets, Chandlers Garage, Elstead Dental Surgery, Springfield Surgery, Michelle Renee and Ultimate
Beauty.
Questionnaires must be returned by 4pm on the 22nd April 2020.

1. Vision and Key Planning Principles
The Vision
By 2032 Elstead & Weyburn will have preserved its rural character and retained its vibrant and thriving
community spirit. It will remain a highly desirable and attractive place to live, work and play, providing
improved facilities and enhanced infrastructure that meet the needs of all residents, businesses and
visitors.
Do you agree with the above Vision for the Neighbourhood Plan area?
YES



No



Don’t know

Do you agree with the following Key Planning Principles policies?
Policy

Yes

Policy PP1 – Settlement Boundary

YES

Policy PP2 – Core Planning Principles

YES

No




Don’t know




Do you have any comments on the above?
……………We support the extension of the settlement boundary to include land at Sunray Farm.
However, we ask that the farmhouse itself is also included within the revised settlement boundary. There
is no logic to excluding this building as it forms an integral part of the settlement. The exclusion appears
an anomaly. …………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

2. Housing
Do you agree with the following Housing policies?
Policy

Yes

Policy H1 – Housing Allocations

YES

Policy H2 – Sunray Farm

YES

Policy H3 – The Croft
Policy H4 – Four Trees




Policy H5 – Windfall Sites

YES

Policy H6 – Housing Choices

YES

Policy H7 – Affordable Housing Provision

YES

No









Don’t know




Don’t Know
Don’t Know





Do you have any comments on the above (please reference the Policy on which are you commenting)?

2

Whilst we are supportive of the allocation of Sunray Farm, which is supported by the evidence about the
Plan area and the NPG’s aim to ensure walkable neighbourhoods, our assessment is that the housing
number of 42 units should be seen as a minimum and that there should be some flexibility to respond to
the masterplanning of the site which may lead to a higher housing number being appropriate for the site.
We have set out more detailed comments about policy H2 in the enclosed letter.
……………………………………………………………………………………………………
In terms of the Croft and Four Trees, whilst we are not opposed to the allocation of these sites for the
quantum of development set out within the policies, the sites are not as sustainable as Sunray Farm. It
may therefore be more appropriate for Sunray Farm to be allocated for a higher number of dwellings and
for the other sites to be reserve sites, to come forward if monitoring shows that they are required.
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

3. Environment, Sustainability and Design Quality
Do you agree with the following Environment, Sustainability and Design Quality policies?
Policy

Yes

Policy ESDQ1 – Character and Design

Yes

Policy ESDQ2 – Conservation and
Subdivisions

Yes

Policy ESDQ3 – Design and Development
Briefs



Policy ESDQ4 – Local Green Spaces

Yes

Policy ESDQ5 – Landscape and Visual
Impact

Yes

Policy ESDQ6 – Bonfire Hill

Yes

Policy ESDQ7 – Tanshire and Weyburn
Green Gap

Yes

Policy ESDQ8 – Biodiversity and Trees

Yes

Policy ESDQ9 – Historic Environment

Yes

Policy ESDQ10 – Sustainable Design

Yes

No












Don’t know




Don’t Know









Do you have any comments on the above (please reference the Policy on which are you commenting)?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
In terms of ESDQ3 – whilst we are supportive of the principle of the policy in terms of effectively
masterplanning a site, the detail of the policy goes beyond what is required for an outline planning
application. We therefore suggest that this policy is rephrased to confirm that it applies only to the full
application stage.
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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4. Employment and Business Support
Do you agree with the following Employment and Business Support policies?
Policy
Policy EBS1 – Retention and Expansion of
Local Employment Space

Yes

Policy EBS2 – Working from Home

Yes

Policy EBS3 – Local Community CoWorking Space

Yes

Policy EBS4 – Equestrian Related
Development

Yes

Yes

No






Don’t know






Do you have any comments on the above (please reference the Policy on which are you commenting)?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

5. Transport and Getting Around
Do you agree with the following Transport and Getting Around policies?
Policy
Policy TGA1 – Pedestrian and Cycle
Movement

Yes

Policy TGA2 – Design Code: Rural
character of streets and public spaces

Yes

Policy TGA3 – Car and Cycle Parking

Yes

Policy TGA4 – Improved Bus Service

Yes

Yes

No






Don’t know






Do you have any comments on the above (please reference the Policy on which are you commenting)?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

6. Recreation, Leisure and Wellbeing
Do you agree with the following Recreation, Leisure and Wellbeing policies?
Policy
Policy RLW1 – Recreation and Leisure
Facilities

Yes

Policy RLW2 – Community Facilities

Yes

Policy RLW3 – Retention of Assets of
Community Value

Yes

Yes

No





Don’t know





Do you have any comments on the above (please reference the Policy on which are you commenting)?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

7. Infrastructure and Delivery
Do you agree with the following Infrastructure and Delivery policy?
Policy
Policy ID1 – Infrastructure Delivery

Yes



No



Don’t know

Don’t know

Do you have any comments on the above (please reference the Policy on which are you commenting)?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
Whilst we do not object to this policy, planning applications are not determined without infrastructure
requirements being assessed and confirmed via legal agreements and the community infrastructure levy.
This policy does not, therefore add anything additional to the situation which already exists.
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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9. Infrastructure Projects
Do you have any infrastructure project suggestions which CIL receipts from developments could
be used to fund?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………N/A……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

10. Do you have any further comments?
Please see attached letter which gives further information in support of the allocation of Sunray Farm.
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

What is your involvement in the Neighbourhood Plan area? PLEASE TICK ALL THAT APPLY
I live in the Neighbourhood Plan area
I work in the Neighbourhood Plan area
I own or manage a business in the Neighbourhood Plan area
I have business interest in the Neighbourhood Plan area’s new housing – as a developer,
land owner, land agent or other professional
I represent an official body that is consulted about new housing developments, re Green Belt,
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, etc.
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I work for, belong to or support an environmental cause or charity



Other PLEASE GIVE DETAILS . Planning Consultant on behalf of the owners of Sunray Farm who are
resident in the Neighbourhood Plan area.
Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Please send or deliver it to:
The Clerk & RFO, Woodview, Red House Lane, Elstead, Surrey. GU8 6DS
XXXXX
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Our ref: LA/9687
Clerk to Elstead and Weyburn Parish Council
Via email to XXXXX

07 May 2020
Dear Sir/Madam,

Response to the Regulation 14 Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan
We represent our clients Mr and Mrs Greenhill who are the owners of Sunray Farm in Elstead. We are
submitting this representation to the Regulation 14 version of the Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood
Plan with some additional information in support of the allocation of Sunray Farm which is suitable for
release from the Green Belt and allocation for mixed use development. For completeness we also
enclose a representation form which responds to the specific questions.
We firstly commend the Neighbourhood Planning Group (NPG) which consists of Elstead Parish Council
and Peper Harow Parish Council, for taking the decision to progress a Neighbourhood Plan. This is a
positive decision as it gives communities direct power to develop a shared vision for their
neighbourhood and shape the development and growth of their local area.
The Neighbourhood Plan, if successful at Examination and Referendum, will become part of the
statutory development plan once it has been ‘made’ (brought into legal force) by the planning authority.
Regulation 14 is a key regulatory stage and represents an important milestone in the progress of the
Plan. This is a second regulation 14 consultation to respond to the changes in national policy arising from
the updating of the National Planning Policy Framework in 2019.
We welcome the fact that the Neighbourhood Planning Group are being proactive in reviewing the detail
of the Green Belt boundaries in the Parish in accordance with the NPPF and following on from the

Waverley Local Plan confirming that a review of the Green Belt is necessary in order to meet housing
needs in the Borough.
We welcome and support the proposed allocation of Sunray Farm, and have some detailed comments
on the wording of the policy which we set out below.
Background Information about the Site
Sunray Farm lies to the east of and adjoining the existing settlement boundary of Elstead and has excellent
connections to Elstead, lying within walking distances to facilities and services. The current occupiers of
Sunray Farm routinely walk to the two cafes, the village hall, the green and the other facilities in Elstead.
Residents of the site would be able to walk their children to the local school via the proposed footpath to
West Hill Close; this would be quicker than driving and would not worsen the congestion issues outside
the school at drop-off and pick-up times.

The site was originally a poultry farm which is now in equestrian use and there are a number of buildings
on the site with additional areas of hardstanding as well as fields. Some of the buildings are redundant. A
substantial part of the site, containing several equestrian and former agricultural buildings together with
a large exercise area, was the subject of a planning consent granted in 2012 for change of use from sui
generis uses to equestrian. The remainder of the land has been used since 2012 for the keeping (feeding
and exercising) of horses accommodated in the associated buildings. The site is therefore correctly
defined, in full, as previously developed land which is a priority for redevelopment in terms of Government
and local development plan policy. The site is accessed off West Hill Road, at the north western corner of
the site. West Hill Road is wide enough to accommodate both the construction traffic and the additional
traffic resulting from the development of the site. During the development of the equestrian facilities,
large trucks were able to access the site from West Hill Road and had no issues with turning within the
existing site boundaries.

The site is currently on the edge of, but within the Green Belt. It is also within the Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (a national designation) and the Area of Great Landscape Value (a local level designation);
however, the Council’s landscape study (carried out by Amec) confirms that the site has potential for
development in landscape terms. The development of the site would result in an improvement to the
visual amenity.

The western part of the site is flat with the levels of the site only rising gradually to the east. This
topography, coupled with the residential properties to the west and dense mature vegetation to the north

and south screens the site from views in the wider Surrey Hills AONB and AGLV, minimising the impact of
the site on the landscape. There are some gaps within the vegetation to the east but further planting along
this boundary would aid in containing the development and minimising its impact on the AONB/AGLV.
This additional planting would enhance the existing mature hedgerows with the benefit of delivery net
biodiversity gain and other benefits to the natural environment. Additionally, in direct contrast to the
other sites there would be no significant loss of mature trees.

The site is in family ownership – the family are all supportive of the allocation of the site and will continue
to work together to deliver the site in conformity with the Neighbourhood Plan. The site is therefore
deliverable and can come forward at an early opportunity.

Emerging Waverley Borough Local Plan
In order to meet the basic conditions, the Neighbourhood Plan must be in general conformity with the
emerging Local Plan. This is being prepared in two parts. Part 1 of the Local Plan (Strategic Policies and
Sites) was adopted in 2018. The Part 2 Local Plan will allocate additional sites and set out more detailed
policies to manage development. Consultation on a preferred options version of the Part 2 Local Plan was
held in 2019 but the Part 2 Plan has not progressed since.

We welcome Waverley Borough Council’s confirmation that the Elstead Neighbourhood Plan can propose
Green Belt boundary amendments, and we are encouraged by the Surrey Hills AONB submission to
support the 3 allocated housing sites with the appropriate environmental safeguards.

Waverley’s Land Availability Assessment was also published in 2018. This assesses Sunray Farm positively,
concluding that the site is potentially suitable for development and available to come forward for
development immediately (1-5 years).

Sunray Farm is a proposed allocation in Local Plan Part 2 – largely on the basis of the extent of the
previously developed land on the site which means that there is not a conflict with Green Belt policy as
set out in the NPPF (para 145 g). Whilst this is for a lower number of dwellings than the site has capacity
for, it is useful in terms of a direction of travel in accepting the principle of development on the site.

Elstead Parish Council wrote to Waverley Borough Council as part of the consultation on the Local Plan
Part 2, The representations did not object to the principle of development on the three proposed sites in
the Parish, or the overall number of homes to be delivered within the Neighbourhood Plan area over the

period up to 2032. However, soundness concerns were submitted relating to the number of estimated
homes proposed on each site. The Parish Council’s principal concerns were: a) By locating the bulk of new
development at two remote and less sustainable sites, in preference to a more accessible site closer to
village services and facilities, they do not meet the test of sustainability; b) They do not give priority to
previously developed land; c) They do not reflect local policies and plans. The Parish Council were
therefore keen that development was focused on Sunray Farm as an alternative to Waverley’s proposed
distribution for the Parish. We support the Parish Council’s representation which fully accord with national
policy as set out within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which emphasises (para 7) that
the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development and
emphasises (para 11) the application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development through
both plan-making and decision-taking.

Comments about the content of the Neighbourhood Plan
We are supportive that the Neighbourhood Plan is taking a positive approach to development by allocating
sites. Three sites have been shortlisted for inclusion in the Plan, which have capacity for at least 63 units.
The background work on the Plan which is available from https://elsteadvillage.co.uk/neighbourhoodplan/ shows that a robust approach has been taken to site selection and that external consultants, Aecom
have independently assessed the sites that have been promoted through this process. Ten sites have been
fully assessed through this process and our client’s site at Sunray Farm has been proposed for release from
the Green Belt and allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan.

The NPG have sensibly chosen to seek to maximise the potential of Sunray Farm due to its sustainability
credential and strong links to the existing settlement of Elstead. This is appropriate and will enable a
sustainable development which does not artificially restrict the potential of the site for development. This
approach fully accords with national policy and is a justified and effective approach which accords with
the key principles of neighbourhood planning where decisions are made at the local level based on local
knowledge of the area.

Whilst we are fully supportive of the principles of the allocation, it is not clear what the proposed housing
number is based on – the capacity of the site should be informed by masterplanning to inform the final
numbers to be provided on the site. This would accord with para 2.23 of the Site Selection and Boundary
Changes document which sets out (para 2.23) that “To support the walkable neighbourhood concept and
maximise previously developed land, the preferred approach will be to maximise the development
potential of Site 5; Sunray Farm.”

We therefore suggest that the number to be allocated to the site is phrased in a more flexible manner.
We suggest that it should read as follows: ‘at least 42 dwellings within the 1.67 hectares defined as the
extent of residential development within Figure H2. Final numbers to be informed by masterplanning’.

We also suggest that the area suggested for the employment uses is very precise and it is not clear what
the justification for this precise figure is. There should be some relaxation of the wording – this could, for
example state that ‘approximately 0.17 hectares of commercial development (Class B1 Use) within the
area defined within Figure H2 (final quantum to be informed by masterplanning)’.

It is unclear why Sunray Farmhouse itself is excluded from the allocation and from the revised settlement
boundary. The property and its domestic curtilage need to be included within the site boundary to ensure
that it is properly considered in the masterplanning process. We therefore request a change to the plan
to enable the site to be planned holistically and the potential of the site maximised.

Conclusion
As set out above, we strongly support the Parish Council’s decision to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan for
Elstead and Weyburn. Neighbourhood Plans are powerful planning tools which have full weight in the
decision making process. We support the proposed allocation of Sunray Farm which is in conformity with
national and development plan policy. The site is highly sustainable previously developed land. We have
set out above that we are keen for the potential of the site to be maximised and consider that there is
scope for increasing the numbers if required. Our clients are keen to work proactively with the NPG as
the detailed work on the masterplanning progresses, and are keen to ensure that the site is delivered in
a way which meets the NPG’s expectations. We will be in further contact in this regard.
Yours faithfully,
BELL CORNWELL LLP
XXXXX
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Site Location Plan - Land Adjacent Water Meadow Place, Elstead

Ordnance Survey © Crown Copyright 2019. All Rights Reserved.
Licence number 100022432
Plotted Scale - 1:2500. Paper Size - A4

19299 Land west of Tanshire Park, Shackleford Road
Coloured PerspecƟve

19299 / C102A

Scale NTS @ A3 December 2019
© Copyright exists on the designs and informaƟon shown on this drawing. This drawing may be scaled to the scale bar for planning applicaƟon purposes only. Do not scale for any other purpose, use figured dimensions only. Subject to site survey and all necessary consents.
All dimensions to be checked by user and any discrepancies, errors or omissions to be reported to the Architect before work commences. This drawing is to be read in conjuncƟon with all other relevant materials. OS Licence no. 100007327.

OSP Architecture, Broadmede House, Farnham Business Park, Weydon Lane, Farnham, Surrey, GU9 8QT Tel: 01252 267878
www.osparchitecture.com

N

W

E
S

0

10m

20m

KEY
Site Boundary
Site Access

4B

ExisƟng
Trees
Retained

10

3B

ExisƟng
Trees
Retained

11

9

ExisƟng
Trees
Retained

8
7

3B

12
3B

TH

3B

6

3B

5

3B
3B

4B

4

4B

3B

13
3B

1

14

ExisƟng
Trees
Retained

3B

1BF

3B

3

3B

22
5B

2

19
15

20

21

3B

24

Play
Area

3B

16

3B

23

ExisƟng
Trees
Retained

2B
2B

3B

4B

32

2B

25

2B

33
3B

17

2B

3B

26

31

3B

34
4x 1BF

2B

TH

35
36

28

46

2B
2B

2B

47

3B

2B

4B

2B

48

3B

42
4B

AD

ExisƟng
Trees
Retained

43

TH

41

50

D

ExisƟng
Trees
Retained

3B

44

RO

49

OR

ExisƟng
Trees
Retained

2B

4B

51

EF

52

KL

18

45

2B

27

30

4B

36-40

2B

29

4B

SH

AC

4B

52

Coloured Sketch Layout
Land west of Tanshire Park,
Shackleford Road

19299 / C101A
Scale 1:500 @ A1 December 2019
© Copyright exists on the designs and informaƟon shown on this drawing. This drawing may be scaled to the scale bar for planning applicaƟon purposes only. Do not scale for any other purpose, use figured dimensions only. Subject to site survey and all necessary consents.
All dimensions to be checked by user and any discrepancies, errors or omissions to be reported to the Architect before work commences. This drawing is to be read in conjuncƟon with all other relevant materials. OS Licence no. 100007327.

OSP Architecture, Broadmede House, Farnham Business Park, Weydon Lane, Farnham, Surrey, GU9 8QT Tel: 01252 267878
www.osparchitecture.com

4

ELSTEAD

Aerial photograph of site and surrounding area with
boundaries and pedestrian and vehicular links

ůƐƚĞĂĚ

Conectivity

Dŝů
ĨŽƌĚ
ZŽĂ
Ě

dĂŶƐŚŝƌĞ
WĂƌŬ

Ǉ
ƌtĞ
ZŝǀĞ

ŬůĞ
ĨŽƌ
ĚZ
Ž

ĂĚ
^Ś
ĂĐ

<z

^

Public footpath

Care home allocaƟon

Thakeham ownership

Client ownership

ApplicaƟon site

Ϭ

t

E

ϭϬϬŵ



4

OCM ALBION TOPCO SARL

LAND ADJACENT TO
WATER MEADOW PLACE,
ELSTEAD

Ecological Appraisal

January 2020
8666.EcoApp.vf1

COPYRIGHT
The copyright of this document
remains with Ecology Solutions
The contents of this document
therefore, must not be copied or
reproduced in whole or in part
for any purpose without the
written consent of Ecology Solutions.

CONTENTS
1

INTRODUCTION

1

2

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

2

3

ECOLOGICAL FEATURES

4

4

WILDLIFE USE OF THE SITE

7

5

ECOLOGICAL EVALUATION

12

6

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

20

PLANS
PLAN ECO1

Site Location and Ecological Designations

PLAN ECO2

Ecological Features

PHOTOGRAPHS
PHOTOGRAPH 1

Species-Poor Semi-Improved Grassland

PHOTOGRAPH 2

Tree Line TL1

PHOTOGRAPH 3

Wet Ditch

PHOTOGRAPH 4

Scrub and Buildings B1 and B2

APPENDICES
APPENDIX 1

Information downloaded from Multi-Agency
Information for the Countryside (MAGIC)

Geographic

APPENDIX 2

Ancient Woodland Information downloaded from MAGIC

Land adjacent to Water Meadow Place, Elstead
Ecological Appraisal
January 2020

1.

Ecology Solutions
8666.EcoApp.vf1

INTRODUCTION
1.1.

Background & Proposals

1.1.1.

Ecology Solutions was commissioned in November 2019 by OCM Albion
Topco SARL to undertake an ecological appraisal of the land adjacent to
Water Meadow Place, Elstead (see Plan ECO1).

1.1.2.

The land adjoining the site to the north-east is in receipt of planning
consent (planning ref: WA/2016/1261), secured by way of appeal, and is
referred to as Former Weyburn Bartel Works, Shackleford Road, Elstead.
The development includes the provision of a Suitable Alternative Natural
Greenspace (SANG) to the north-west of the development. It is
understood that the existing SANG has available capacity to
accommodate further housing in the local area.

1.1.3.

The site is being promoted for residential development with associated
infrastructure.

1.2.

Site Characteristics

1.2.1.

The site is located to the east of Elstead, a large village situated in Surrey.
The surrounding landscape to the north, east and south is largely
agriculture land with pockets of woodland located throughout.

1.2.2.

Tanshire Park Business park borders the eastern boundary of the site, with
the current Weyburn Works development to the north-east. Immediately to
the south are allotments and horse paddocks, with further horse paddocks
to the north, and beyond a small woodland to the west.

1.2.3.

The site comprises two species-poor semi-improved grassland horse
paddocks that have been used for grazing for at least the past 20 years.
The two fields are divided by a line of mature Oak trees. The boundaries
largely consist of mature tree lines, and woodland edge with elements of
scrub also present along the boundaries of the site. Wet ditches are
present on the eastern and western boundaries, with a third ditch running
parallel to the tree line that intersects the site.

1.3.

Ecological Appraisal

1.3.1.

This document assesses the ecological interest of the site. The
importance of the habitats within the site is evaluated with due
consideration given to the guidance published by the Chartered Institute
of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM)1.

1.3.2.

Where necessary, mitigation measures are recommended so as to
safeguard any significant existing ecological interest within the site and,
where appropriate, potential enhancement measures are put forward and
reference made to both national and local biodiversity priorities.

CIEEM (2018). Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland: Terrestrial, Freshwater,
Coastal and Marine. Version 1.1 – Updated September 2019. Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental
Management, Winchester.
1
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SURVEY METHODOLOGY
2.1.

The methodology utilised for the survey work can be split into three areas,
namely desk study, habitat survey and faunal survey. These are discussed in
more detail below.

2.2.

Desk Study

2.2.1.

In order to compile background information on the site and the surrounding
area, Ecology Solutions contacted Surrey Biodiversity Information Centre
(SBIC), Surrey Bat Group, West Surrey Badger Group and Surrey
Amphibian and Reptile Group (SARG). At the time of writing the full results
of the desk study had not been received.

2.2.2.

Further information on designated sites from a wider search area was
obtained from the online Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the
Countryside (MAGIC)2 database, which uses information held by Natural
England and other organisations. This information is reproduced at
Appendix 2 and where appropriate on Plan ECO1.

2.3.

Habitat Survey

2.3.1.

Habitat surveys were carried out by Ecology Solutions in November 2019 in
order to ascertain the general ecological value of the land contained within
the boundaries of the site, and to identify the main habitats and associated
plant species.

2.3.2.

The site was surveyed based around Extended Phase 1 Survey
methodology3, as recommended by Natural England, whereby the habitat
types present are identified and mapped, together with an assessment of
the species composition of each habitat. This technique provides an
inventory of the basic habitat types present and allows identification of areas
of greater potential which require further survey. Any such areas identified
can then be examined in more detail.

2.3.3.

Using the above method, the site was classified into areas of similar
botanical community types, with a representative species list compiled for
each habitat identified.

2.3.4.

All the species that occur in each habitat would not necessarily be
detectable during survey work carried out at any given time of the year,
since different species are apparent in different seasons. While the survey
was undertaken outside of the optimal period, given the habitats present it
is considered an accurate and robust assessment has been made of the
botanical interest.

2.4.
2.4.1.

Faunal Survey
Obvious faunal activity, such as birds or mammals observed visually or by
call during the course of the surveys, was recorded. Specific attention was
paid to any potential use of the site by protected species, priority species
(formerly Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species), or other notable species.

http://www.magic.gov.uk
Joint Nature Conservation Committee (2010). Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey – a Technique for
Environmental Audit. England Field Unit, Nature Conservancy Council, reprinted JNCC, Peterborough.
2
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Experienced ecologists undertook the faunal surveys, following established
best practice and guidance issued by Natural England. Details of the
methodologies that have been employed are given below.
Badgers

2.4.3.

2.4.4.

The site was surveyed for Badger Meles meles in November 2019. The
surveys comprised two main elements: firstly, searching thoroughly for
evidence of Badger setts. For any setts encountered each sett entrance
would be noted and plotted, even if the entrance appeared disused. The
following information would be recorded:
i)

The number and location of well used or very active entrances;
these are clear of any debris or vegetation and are obviously in
regular use and may, or may not, have been excavated recently.

ii)

The number and location of inactive entrances; these are not in
regular use and have debris such as leaves and twigs in the
entrance or have plants growing in or around the edge of the
entrance.

iii)

The number of disused entrances; these have not been in use for
some time, are partly or completely blocked and cannot be used
without considerable clearance. If the entrance has been disused
for some time all that may be visible is a depression in the ground
where the hole used to be together with the remains of the spoil
heap.

Secondly, evidence of Badger activity such as well-worn paths, runthroughs, snagged hair, footprints, latrines and foraging signs was recorded
so as to build up a picture of the use of the site by Badgers.
Bats

2.4.5.

All trees within the site were assessed for their potential to support roosting
bats in November 2019. Features typically favoured by bats were searched
for, including:
•
•
•
•
•

Obvious holes, e.g. rot holes and old Woodpecker holes;
Dark staining on the tree, below the hole;
Tiny scratch marks around a hole from bat claws;
Cavities, splits and or loose bark from broken or fallen branches,
lightning strikes etc.; and
Very dense covering of mature Ivy over trunk.

2.4.6.

Field surveys were undertaken with regard to best practice guidelines
issued by Natural England (20044), the Joint Nature Conservation
Committee (20045) and the Bat Conservation Trust (20166).

2.4.7.

In addition, the site was apprised for its likely value to provide foraging and
counting resources for any locally present bat species and review how the
site connects to the local landscape.

Mitchell-Jones, A. J. (2004). Bat Mitigation Guidelines. English Nature, Peterborough.
Mitchell-Jones, A.J. & McLeish, A.P. (Eds.) (2004). Bat Workers’ Manual. 3rd edition. Joint Nature Conservation
Committee, Peterborough.
6 Collins, J. (2016). Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines. 3rd Edition. The Bat
Conservation Trust, London.
4
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ECOLOGICAL FEATURES
3.1.

A habitat survey was undertaken across the site by Ecology Solutions in
November 2019.

3.2.

The following main habitat / vegetation types were identified within the site during
the survey undertaken:
•
•
•
•
•

Species-Poor Semi-improved Grassland;
Tree Lines;
Ditches;
Scrub; and
Buildings.

3.3.

The locations of these habitats are shown on Plan ECO2.

3.4.

Species-Poor Semi-improved Grassland

3.4.1.

The majority of the site comprises species-poor semi-improved grassland
which appears to have been used as horse paddocks for at least the past
20 years (see Photograph 1). The grazing has resulted in the grassland
possessing a short sward height, with areas of longer grass only present
at the margins of the site. The grassland is of limited botanical interest
comprising common and widespread species.
The grassland is
dominated by Fescue Festuca sp., with abundant Yorkshire Fog Holcus
lanatus, Cocksfoot Dactylis glomerata and Crested Dog’s-tail Cynosurus
cristatus recorded. Forb species present include occasional Ribwort
Plantain Plantago lanceolata, Common Nettle Urtica dioica, Germander
Speedwell Veronica chamaedrys, Oak Quercus robur saplings, Broadleaved Dock Rumex obtusifolius, Selfheal Prunella vulgaris and Common
Fleabane Pulicaria dysenterica. A small damp area in the north-western
corner of field F1 also supports Soft Rush Juncus effusus, Apple-mint
Mentha spicata x suaveolens = M. x villosa, Creeping Cinquefoil Potentilla
reptans, Red Campion Silene dioica, Meadowsweet Filipendula ulmaria,
Creeping Buttercup Ranunculus repens, Yarrow Achillea millefolium,
Great Willowherb Epilobium hirsutum and Imperforate St. John’s-wort
Hypericum maculatum.

3.4.2.

The western boundary of field F2 is shaded by the neighbouring woodland
and species such as Wood Avens Geum urbanum, Common Figwort
Scrophularia nodosa, Black Medick Medicago lupulina and False Oatgrass Arrhenatherum elatius have been recorded at this location. An
isolated area of tall ruderal is also present in the north-eastern corner of
field F2. The area is nearly entirely dominated by Common Nettle with
Broad-leaved Dock occurring occasionally.

3.5.

Tree Lines

3.5.1.

There are five tree lines that are present largely on the site boundaries.
These are labelled TL1 to TL5 on Plan ECO2, and described individually
below.

3.5.2.

Tree line TL1 runs from north to south, dividing fields F1 and F2 (see
Photograph 2). The tree line is dominated by mature Oak, with Field Maple
Acer campestre, Ash Fraxinus excelsior and Hazel Corylus avellana
occurring occasionally. The understorey comprises Bramble Rubus
fruticosus, Dog Rose Rosa canina, Holly Ilex aquifolium, Ivy Hedera helix
4
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and Honeysuckle Lonicera periclymenum. The ground flora along this tree
line comprises the same species-poor semi-improved grassland species
as fields F1 and F2.
3.5.3.

Tree line TL2 forms the eastern boundary of the site and is dominated by
Alder, with Ash also occurring occasionally. The ground flora is dominated
by Common Nettle with Ivy and Bramble also present.

3.5.4.

Tree line TL3 sits only partly within the boundary of the site and comprises
mature Oak, with elements of Hazel and Hawthorn. The ground flora
comprises Bramble, Common Nettle and Wood Avens.

3.5.5.

Tree line TL4 also sits only partly within the boundary of the site and is
dominated by Oak. The understorey includes Ivy and Honeysuckle, with a
similar ground flora to what is present along TL1.

3.5.6.

Tree line TL5 again sits only partly within the western boundary of the site
and is dominated by Oak. Beyond the tree line lies an area of mixed
deciduous woodland.

3.6.
3.6.1.

3.7.
3.7.1.

3.8.

Ditches
Three wet ditches are present on site, on the eastern boundary of field F1,
western boundary of field F2, and running parallel to TL1. In all cases the
ditches were seen to contain water at the time of survey and a thick layer
of leaf litter. No aquatic or emergent floral species were present in any of
the ditches (see Photograph 3) to denote permanently wet conditions. As
such it is considered that the ditches are likely to be only wet during and
after periods of heavy precipitation.
Scrub
A small area of scrub is present to the north of field F1, beyond the stables.
Bramble, Elder Sambucus nigra, Hawthorn Crataegus monogyna,
Blackthorn Prunus spinosa, Oak and Bracken Pteridium aquilinum are all
present at this location (see Photograph 4).
Buildings

3.8.1.

Two open-fronted structures are present to the north of field F1 for use as
shelter for the resident horses. These are labelled B1 and B2 on Plan
ECO2 and described individually below.

3.8.2.

Building B1 is timber framed structure clad with corrugated metal panels
to the walls and roof. The interior is lined with plyboard.

3.8.3.

Building B2 has a metal frame structure with the walls and roof constructed
from plyboard (see Photograph 4).

3.9.
3.9.1.

Background Records
The SBIC returned six records for Bluebell Hyacinthoides non-scripta which is listed as a plant that is protected on Schedule 8 of the Wildlife &
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) - from within the search area. The
nearest record was located within a 1km grid square approximately 0.2km
north of the site in 2015. The most recent records date from 2016, with the
5
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nearest of these records located within a 1km grid square approximately
1.2km north of the site.
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WILDLIFE USE OF THE SITE
4.1.

General observations were made during the extended Phase 1 survey of any
faunal use of the site, with specific attention paid to the potential presence of
protected species.

4.2.

Badgers

4.2.1.

The poor semi-improved grassland offers some suitable foraging habitat
for Badgers. No evidence of Badgers was recorded, but it cannot be ruled
out that Badgers do not use the site to some degree.

4.2.2.

A total of five records of Badger were returned by the West Surrey badger
Group. The closest record was observed at a location approximately
0.7km west of the site.

4.3.

Bats

4.3.1.

The habitats within the site are of interest for foraging and dispersing bats,
with the on and off-site tree lines and woodland at the boundaries of the
site likely to provide the greatest interest. The grassland is likely to be of
some limited interest for foraging bats but on account of its structure and
composition is not considered likely to harbour any significant
opportunities.

4.3.2.

The site is connected to the wider landscape via a network of tree lines
that connect to parcels of woodland, which are likely to be of interest for
local bat populations.

4.3.3.

Two trees in the south of TL1 were noted for their low potential to support
roosting bats (see Plan ECO2 and Photograph 6). Both trees (a mature
Oak and a mature Ash) have splits and knot holes that may be utilised by
roosting bats. A further three trees within treeline TL3 were also noted for
their low potential to support roosting bats, due to the presence of splits
and knot holes. No evidence of roosting was noted during the course of
the initial surveys.
One hundred and fifty records of eight different species were returned by
Surrey Bat Group. The closest records relate to Common Pipistrelle
Pipistrellus pipistrellus and Noctule Bat Nyctalus noctula recorded
approximately 0.1km to the north-east of the site, on the adjacent Former
Weyburn Works development in 2014. These species were recorded most
recently in 2019, approximately 3.3km and 3.1km south-east respectively.

4.3.4.

Five records for Barbastelle Bat Barbastella barbastellus were returned by
the data search. The closest and most recent record dates from 2019 and
was recorded within a 1km grid square approximately 1.1km to the east of
the site.

4.3.5.

Four records were returned for Serotine Bat Eptesicus serotinus. The
most recent record dates from 2019 and was recorded approximately
3.1km to the south-east, whilst the closest record was observed
approximately 0.7km north of the site in 2015.

4.3.6.

The data search returned 47 records for Myotis sp.. The closest record
relates to a location approximately 0.8km west of the site and was
recorded in 2010. The most recent records date from 2019, with the
closest of these records located approximately 2.1km west of the site.
7
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4.3.7.

Two records for Nathusius’ Pipistrelle Pipistrellus nathusii were returned.
The closet and most recent record relates to a location approximately
0.7km to the north of the site in 2015.

4.3.8.

The data search returned 30 records for Soprano Pipistrelle Pipistrellus
pygmaeus. The most recent record dates from 2019 and was recorded
approximately 3.1km to the south-east. The closest record was located
approximately 1.2km west in 2014.

4.3.9.

The data search returned 24 records for Brown Long-eared Bat Plecotus
auratus, with the closest recorded approximately 0.2km south-west in
2012. The most recent records date from 2018 with the closest of these
records located approximately 0.4km north-east of the site.

4.4.

Dormice

4.4.1.

The on-site tree lines and boundary features contain some suitable habitat
for Dormice and the habitat suitability in the wider area is considered to be
good for this species. Dormouse nest tube surveys of the adjacent Former
Weyburn Works development were completed in 2014, with no evidence
of Dormice found.

4.4.2.

The SBIC returned two records for Dormice from the past 10 years. The
nearest record was recorded within the same 1km grid square as the site
in 2009. The most recent record dates from 2017 and was recorded within
a 1km grid square approximately 0.6km south-east of the site.

4.4.3.

According to the MAGIC map application, the closest granted EPS licence
relating to Dormice is located some 2.8km south-east of the site.

4.5.

Hedgehogs

4.5.1.

The boundary vegetation and associated scrub are likely to provide some
foraging, refuge and hibernation opportunities for Hedgehog Erinaceus
europaeus, with the grasslands offering potential foraging opportunities for
this species.

4.5.2.

The SBIC returned no records for Hedgehog from within the search area.

4.6.

Other Mammals

4.6.1.

Given the habitats present it is considered that small common mammal
species could be present utilising the boundary vegetation, but none of
these are likely to be notable species given the habitats present.

4.6.2.

The data search returned one record for Otter Lutra lutra recorded within
a 1km grid square approximately 1.1km east of the site in 2014.

4.6.3.

Two records for Weasel Mustela nivalis were returned. The nearest and
most recent record dates from 2012 and was recorded within a 1km grid
square approximately 0.6km south-east of the site.

4.6.4.

A single record for Water Shrew Neomys fodiens was returned. The record
dates from 2011 and was located within a 1km grid square approximately
0.6km south-east of the site.
8
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The data search returned five records for Roe Deer Capreolus capreolus.
The nearest record was recorded within a 1km grid square approximately
50 metres from the site in 2011. The most recent records date from 2012
with the nearest of these records located within a 1km grid square
approximately 0.6km south of the site.

Birds

4.7.1.

The habitats within the site that are considered to be of interest for foraging
and nesting birds are the trees and elements of scrub in the north. The
grassland that makes up much of the site is heavily grazed and is not
considered to offer suitable opportunities for ground nesting birds.
Additionally, the site does not provide any supportive habitat for Woodlark
Lullula arborea, Dartford Warbler Sylvia undata and Nightjar Caprimulgus
europaeus, for which the locally present Wealden Heaths Phases I and II
Special Protected Area (SPA) has been designated.

4.7.2.

Several species of bird were noted during the initial survey including Robin
Erithacus rubecula, Blackbird Turdus merula, Blue Tit Cyanistes
caeruleus, Great Tit Parus major, Wood Pigeon Columba palumbus,
Jackdaw Corvus monedula and Magpie Pica pica. Buzzard Buteo buteo
was also recorded flying over the site.

4.7.3.

A large number of bird records were returned by the SBIC. Several records
from the locality relate to species listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife &
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and / or under Annex I of the Birds
Directive. The most recent records date from 2013 with Hobby Falco
subbuteo and Woodlark, both recorded within a 1km grid square
approximately 0.6km south of the site.

4.7.4.

The nearest record relates to Hobby recorded within a 1km grid square
approximately 50 metres from the site in 2011.

4.7.5.

Kingfisher Alcedo atthis (2011), Nightjar (2012), Fieldfare Turdus pilaris
(2012), Redwing Turdus iliacus (2012) Brambling Fringilla montifringilla
and Crossbill Loxia curvirostra (2012) were all recorded within a 1km grid
square approximately 0.6km south of the site.

4.7.6.

Black-throated Diver Gavia arctica and Common Tern Sterna hirundo
were both recorded in 2011 within a 1km grid square approximately 1.2km
north, with Goshawk Accipiter gentilis recorded in 2009 within a 1km grid
square approximately 1.2km south-east of the site.

4.8.

Reptiles

4.8.1.

The site supports very little suitable habitat for reptiles, restricted to the
edges of the grazed horse paddocks, tree line and small areas of ruderal
and scrub. However, populations of Grass Snake Natrix helvetica,
Common Lizard Zootoca vivipara and Slow Worm Anguis fragilis were
recorded on the adjacent Former Weyburn Works development, so their
presence cannot be altogether dismissed despite the overall paucity of the
site for this partially protected group.

4.8.2.

The Surrey Amphibian and Reptile Group returned a large data set from
the past 10 years, with 7387 records relating to five species of reptile. The
closest records were for Grass Snake, Adder Vipera berus, Slow Worm
9
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and Common Lizard, all recorded at Royal Common approximately 0.7km
south-east of the site in 2019.
4.8.3.

4.9.

Additionally, 640 records were returned for Smooth Snake Coronella
austriaca, the closest and most recent located 3km north-west at
Crooksbury Common in 2019; and 1095 records for Sand Lizard Lacerta
agilis, the nearest recorded approximately 2.2km south at Thursley
Common in 2018. The most recent records for this species date from 2019,
with the closest of these located approximately 2.7km to the south of the
site. However, the site does not support suitable habitat for these fully
protected reptile species.

Amphibians (Great Crested Newts)

4.9.1.

There are no waterbodies within the site to offer breeding opportunities for
Great Crested Newt Triturus cristatus or other amphibian species. The
tree line, field edges and areas of scrub offer some limited suitable
terrestrial habitat for Great Crested Newts and other amphibians, with the
on-site ditches providing further means of dispersal. A review of aerial
photography and online resources show that there are several
waterbodies within 500m of the site that could offer suitable breeding
opportunities for these species. However, based upon the data search
information (below) it is considered highly unlikely that Great Crested
Newts would be present within the site.

4.9.2.

A single Common Toad Bufo bufo was noted in the woodland adjacent to
the north-west of the site.

4.9.3.

SARG returned nine records for Great Crested Newt. The closest record
was located approximately 2.1km west in 2009. The most recent record
dates from 2013 at a location approximately 4.5km north of the site.

4.9.4.

Six records of Smooth Newt Lissotriton vulgaris were returned by the data
search. The closest of these was recorded at a location approximately
3.4km south-east of the site in 2009. The most recent record was recorded
in 2016 at a location approximately 3.5km south of the site.

4.9.5.

Twenty records for Palmate Newt Lissotriton helveticus were returned by
SARG. The nearest records were recorded approximately 1.6km southeast in 2010 whilst the most recent records date from 2019. The closest of
which was located approximately 3.1km to the north-west of the site.

4.9.6.

Nineteen records for Common Frog Rana temporaria were returned by the
data search. The closest and most recent was recorded at a location
approximately 1km south of the site in 2019.

4.9.7.

Forty-nine Common Toad Bufo bufo records were returned by the data
search. The most recent records date from 2019, with the closest of these
recorded at a location approximately 1km south-east of the site. The
nearest record dates from 2017 at a location approximately 0.5km southeast of the site.

4.9.8.

The data search also returned 21 records for Natterjack Toad Epidalea
calamita. All records relate to Crooksbury Common some 3km to the northwest of the site. The most recent records date from 2019.
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Invertebrates

4.10.1.

Given the habitats present it is likely an assemblage of common
invertebrate species would be present within the site although there is no
reason to suggest that any notable species would be reliant on the site.
The likely entomological interest is considered to be tied to the more
mature trees and woodland edge habitats within the site.

4.10.2.

The SBIC has returned four species of invertebrate listed under
Schedule 5 of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). The
nearest and most recent of these records date from 2011 with Wood
White Leptidea sinapsis, Small Blue Cupido minimus and Silver-studded
Blue Plebejus argus all recorded within a 1km grid square approximately
0.6km south of the site.

4.10.3.

Additionally, Purple Emperor Apatura iris was recorded within a 1km grid
square approximately 1.2km north of the site in 2010.
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ECOLOGICAL EVALUATION
5.1.

The Principles of Ecological Evaluation

5.1.1.

The guidelines for ecological evaluation produced by CIEEM propose an
approach that involves professional judgement, but makes use of available
guidance and information, such as the distribution and status of the
species or features within the locality of the project.

5.1.2.

The methods and standards for site evaluation within the British Isles have
remained those defined by Ratcliffe7. These are broadly used across the
United Kingdom to rank sites so priorities for nature conservation can be
attained. For example, current Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
designation maintains a system of data analysis that is roughly tested
against Ratcliffe’s criteria.

5.1.3.

In general terms, these criteria are size, diversity, naturalness, rarity and
fragility, while additional secondary criteria of typicalness, potential value,
intrinsic appeal, recorded history and the position within the ecological /
geographical units are also incorporated into the ranking procedure.

5.1.4.

Any assessment should not judge sites in isolation from others, since
several habitats may combine to make it worthy of importance to nature
conservation.

5.1.5.

Further, relying on the national criteria would undoubtedly distort the local
variation in assessment and therefore additional factors need to be taken
into account, e.g. a woodland type with a comparatively poor species
diversity, common in the south of England, may be of importance at its
northern limits, say in the border country.

5.1.6.

In addition, habitats of local importance are often highlighted within a local
Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP). The Surrey BAP has been considered as
part of this assessment and are referenced where relevant.

5.1.7.

Levels of importance can be determined within a defined geographical
context from the immediate site or locality through to the international level.

5.1.8.

The legislative and planning policy context are also important
considerations and have been given due regard throughout this
assessment.

5.2.

Habitat Evaluation
Designated Sites

5.2.1.

Statutory Sites. There are no statutory designations of nature
conservation value within or immediately adjacent to the site. The closest
statutory designated site is Thursley, Hankley and Frenshaw Commons
SPA (also known as Wealden Heaths Phase I) and Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI), and Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) which is located approximately 330m
to the south-east of the site (see Plan ECO1). This statutory heathland
site is of importance for its bird, reptile and invertebrate populations and

7Ratcliffe,

D A (1977). A Nature Conservation Review: The Selection of Biological Sites of National Importance to
Nature Conservation in Britain. Two Volumes. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
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has been designated as a SPA for its breeding populations of Nightjar,
Woodlark and Dartford Warbler.
5.2.2.

Thursley and Ockley Bogs Ramsar site and Thursley National Nature
Reserve (NNR) overlaps Thursley, Hankley and Frenshaw Commons SPA
and SSSI and Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC boundary to the
south.

5.2.3.

There are a number of additional statutory designated sites in the local
area (see Plan ECO1) including Chatterhouse to Easting SSSI,
approximately 1.9km east; Puttenham and Crooksbury Common SSSI,
approximately 1.6km north-west; and Rodborough Common Local Nature
Reserve (LNR) approximately 2.1km south-east of the site.

5.2.4.

SPAs are designated under the EC Birds Directive as areas of
international importance for bird populations. The Birds Directive is
transposed into UK legislation by the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2017, commonly known as the Habitats Regulations.
The closely related Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) are designated
under the Habitats Directive and receive an equivalent level of legislative
protection in the UK to SPAs.

5.2.5.

Ramsar Sites are designated under the Ramsar Convention (formally The
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, especially as
Waterfowl Habitat), which came into force in 1975. Ramsar Sites are
internationally protected nature conservation sites, and the UK
Government has directed that, in policy terms, they should receive an
equivalent level of policy protection to SPAs and SACs. In practice the
majority of UK Ramsar Sites are also designated as SPAs.

5.2.6.

In accordance with the Habitats Regulations any plan or project must be
assessed against potential effects that could arise upon the integrity of a
European designated site.

5.2.7.

The proposed development site falls into an Impact Risk Zone (IRZ)
associated with Thursley, Hankley and Frenshaw Commons and
Chatterhouse to Easting SSSIs such that Natural England consider that
development within this zone has the potential to impact the SSSIs in
some way. The planning proposals fall within the IRZ residential category
that states that in cases where any residential development results in a
total net gain in residential units, the local planning authority should consult
with Natural England in regard to potential impacts on the SSSIs.

5.2.8.

The site falls within the 5km of Wealden Heaths Phase I SPA.

5.2.9.

The proposed development of the site would need to ensure that the
appropriate mitigation and avoidance measures are secured and delivered
to avoid any likely significant effects identified. This is likely to follow a
Suitable Accessible Natural Greenspace (SANG) and Strategic Access
Management and Monitoring (SAMM) provision strategy. As part of the
allocation process it will be necessary for Waverley Borough Council to
review the increase in housing across the area, and hence population, and
assess the potential for increased recreational pressure to have a
detrimental effect on the conservation objectives of the local Natura 2000
sites. A Habitat Regulation Assessment would be required by the
competent authority to support the allocation and potentially the
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establishment of further planning policies secure strategic mitigation
measures.
5.2.10.

In respect of the site it is considered that options for SANG and SAMM
could be successfully advanced such that the potential for both alone and
in-combination effects could be adequately addressed. The location of the
site is not considered to be an insurmountable constraint to bringing
forward a sustainable development that would accord both with relevant
planning policy and legislation in respect of Natura 2000 sites.

5.2.11.

The SANG associated with the consented Former Weyburn Bartel Works
is considered to have sufficient remaining headroom / capacity to
accommodate the increase in likely population as a result of this site and
its successful promotion for residential development.

5.2.12.

Non-statutory Sites. Awaiting information on non-statutory sites from
SBIC. However, it is not considered likely that the proximity of any nonstatutory designations would present a constraint that could not been fully
addressed through the adoption of necessary safeguards and mitigation
measures.

5.2.13.

A number of additional designated sites are located in the wider area as
identified on Plan ECO1, but no significant adverse effects are anticipated
from the successful promotion and delivery of a sustainable development
at the site.
Habitats

5.2.14.

The habitats within the site consist of common and widespread species,
although the tree lines are of greater interest, largely due to the
opportunities they offer wildlife rather than any intrinsic value.

5.2.15.

It would be expected that the sensitive designed development would seek
to accommodate and retain the trees as part of the development. The
potential development of the site also provides the opportunities to create
new habitat of high nature conservation value.

5.2.16.

It is fully expected that a sensitively designed scheme could be secured
and delivered that would meet with current objectives for developments to
deliver net biodiversity gains.

5.3.

Faunal Evaluation
Badgers

5.3.1.

The Protection of Badgers Act 1992 consolidates the previous Badgers
Acts of 1973 and 1991. The legislation aims to protect the species from
persecution, rather than being a response to an unfavourable conservation
status.

5.3.2.

As well as protecting the animal itself, the 1992 Act also makes the
intentional or reckless destruction, damage or obstruction of a Badger sett
an offence. A sett is defined as “any structure or place, which displays
signs indicating current use, by a Badger”. ‘Current use’ is defined by
Natural England as any use within the preceding 12 months.
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5.3.3.

In addition, the intentional elimination of sufficient foraging area to support
a known social group of Badgers may, in certain circumstances, be
construed as an offence by constituting ‘cruel ill treatment’ of a Badger.

5.3.4.

Local Authorities are therefore obliged to consult Natural England over any
application that is likely to adversely affect Badgers.

5.3.5.

The habitats present within the site are likely to offer some foraging and
dispersal opportunities for Badgers, however no evidence of the presence
of Badgers was recorded during initial survey. As such whilst occasional
use cannot be fully dismissed the lack of field signs attributed to this
species would indicate any locally present social group does not have a
heavy reliance on the habitats within the site for foraging or dispersal.

5.3.6.

It would be necessary to complete further check surveys prior to any
development. However, it is considered that any required mitigation and
safeguards in line with current best practice methodologies and guidelines
could be delivered. Furthermore, through the sensitive design and
considered layout of any development it is expected that continued
foraging and dispersal opportunities would be provided for Badger.
Bats

5.3.7.

All bats are protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside
Act 1981 (as amended) and included on Schedule 2 of the Conservation
of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (“the Habitats Regulations”).
These include provisions making it an offence to:
•
•

•
•

Deliberately kill, injure or take (capture) bats;
Deliberately disturb bats in such a way as to significantly affect: (i)
be likely to impair their ability to survive, to breed or rear or
nurture their young; or to hibernate or migrate; or
(ii) to affect significantly the local distribution or abundance of the
species to which they belong;
Damage or destroy any breeding or resting place used by bats;
Intentionally or recklessly to obstruct access to any place used by
bats for shelter or protection (even if bats are not in residence).

5.3.8.

The words deliberately and intentionally include actions where a court can
infer that the defendant knew that the action taken would almost inevitably
result in an offence, even if that was not the primary purpose of the act.

5.3.9.

The offence of damaging (making it worse for the bat) or destroying a
breeding site or resting place is an absolute offence. Such actions do not
have to be deliberate for an offence to be committed.

5.3.10.

In accordance with the Habitats Regulations the licensing authority
(Natural England) must apply the three derogation tests as part of the
process of considering a licence application. These tests are that:
1. the activity to be licensed must be for imperative reasons of
overriding public interest or for public health and safety;
2. there must be no satisfactory alternative; and
3. the favourable conservation status of the species concerned must
be maintained.
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5.3.11.

Licences can usually only be granted if the development is in receipt of full
planning permission.

5.3.12.

The tree lines within, and along the boundaries of the site offer good
foraging and dispersal opportunities for bats, with these features offering
good connectivity from the site to other areas of interest for bats.
Additionally, there are five trees within the site that support potential for
roosting bats.

5.3.13.

Owing to the potential interest on site it is advised that further surveys
adhering to current guidelines would be required to inform the level of
interest and allow for any specific mitigation to be delivered. This may
include the need for licensing should the trees highlighted as having
roosting interest were confirmed as having roosting bats and were to be
affected by the development scheme.

5.3.14.

Any proposals for the site would be likely to be able to both retain and
enhance the site for bats. The existing boundary features should be
retained and complemented through new species-rich habitats.
Furthermore, it would be advised that the development adopt a sensitive
lighting scheme, particularly adjacent to the boundary vegetation, to
ensure that the proposals do not detract from the current foraging value
for bats whilst ensuring that dark corridors are maintained.

5.3.15.

Lighting across the site should be in accordance with the Bat Conservation
Trust’s Bats and artificial lighting in the UK Guidance Note 08/188 and
comprise low pressure sodium lights or similar, which produce less light
spillage than other types of lighting to reduce light spillage throughout the
site and use lightings ‘hoods’ to direct light below the horizontal plane,
preferably at an angle less than 70 degrees.

5.3.16.

Furthermore, new roosting opportunities could also be provided as part of
the proposals through the installation of a variety of bat boxes on retained
trees and / or incorporated into the new residential buildings ensuring there
is a net increase in roosting opportunities post-development.
Dormice

5.3.17.

Dormice are subject to the same level of legislative protection as bats (see
above).

5.3.18.

The site and boundary features contain some suitable habitat for Dormice
and the habitat suitability in the wider area is good. Dormouse nest tube
surveys of the adjacent Former Weyburn Works development were
completed in 2014 with no evidence of Dormice found.

5.3.19.

Prior to development it is recommended that nest tube and box surveys
are undertaken to establish whether Dormice are present on site. Natural
England guidance recommends that presence / absence surveys be
carried out between April and November. The guidelines rely on a survey
effort scoring system with different months given different weighting; an
overall score of 20 is usually the threshold for a robust assessment. May,
August and September are the optimal months for survey (scoring 4, 5 and

Bat Conservation Trust (2018). Bats and lighting in the UK - Bats and the Built Environment Series. Guidance
Note 08/18. The Bat Conservation Trust, London.
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7 points respectively) with other months less optimal (June, July, October
and November scoring 2 points each and April scoring just 1 point).
5.3.20.

In the event that the surveys confirmed the presence of Dormouse it is
advised that appropriate safeguards and mitigation measures could be
implemented and allow the site to come forward for development in
accordance with relevant legislations and planning policy. Opportunities
are present to allow for bolster planting and habitat provision to elevate the
on-site opportunities for this species.
Hedgehogs

5.3.21.

Hedgehog is a Species of Principal Importance for the Conservation of
Biodiversity under Section 41 (England) of the NERC Act 2006.

5.3.22.

No evidence of Hedgehogs was recorded during the survey work
undertaken. However, the tree line and scrub present on site offer suitable
opportunities for foraging and dispersing Hedgehogs.

5.3.23.

Any clearance of potential Hedgehog hibernation / shelter features will be
subject to inspection to ensure that Hedgehogs are absent. Appropriate
construction safeguards would also be advised to minimise any harm that
could otherwise occur to dispersing Hedgehogs.
Birds

5.3.24.

Section 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) is
concerned with the protection of wild birds, while Schedule 1 lists species
that are protected by special penalties. All species of birds receive general
protection while nesting.

5.3.25.

A good assemblage of bird species was recorded within or flying over the
site. However, the majority of the site is of sub-optimal interest for birds
comprising semi-improved grassland which is heavily grazed. The
greatest features of interest for bird species are the tree lines and scrub
located to the north of the site which would offer both nesting and foraging
opportunities.

5.3.26.

Any suitable bird nesting habitat would be cleared outside of the nesting
season (typically March to July inclusive) to avoid a potential offence under
the legislation. Where this cannot be achieved a check survey for nesting
birds should be undertaken by an ecologist immediately prior to removal,
with any confirmed nests left in situ until the young have fledged.

5.3.27.

The tree lines intersecting and bounding the site are of the most interest
to birds and it is recommended that the tree lines are retained in any
development. It is expected that any landscape proposals could comprise
species of benefit to wildlife, including berry-bearing species, which will
provide net gains in foraging habitat for this group.

5.3.28.

As an additional enhancement, any future proposals for the site could offer
a further increase in nesting opportunities for birds with the provision of a
variety of bird boxes on retained trees and / or incorporated into the new
dwellings on the site. Such measures could be designed to provide new
on-site opportunities for Swift Apus apus and House Sparrow Passer
domesticus together with other species of conservation concern.
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Reptiles
5.3.29.

Rare, endangered or declining species receive full protection under the
Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) as well as protection under
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Species that
are fully protected are Smooth Snake and Sand Lizard.

5.3.30.

Owing to their abundance in Britain, Common Lizard, Slow Worm, Grass
Snake and Adder are only ‘partially protected’ under the Wildlife &
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)

5.3.31.

The habitat of common reptiles is therefore not directly protected.
However, because of their partial protection, disturbing or destroying their
habitat while they are present may lead to an offence.

5.3.32.

All reptile species are listed as a Species of Principal Importance under
Section 41 of the NERC 2006. The NERC Act places responsibility upon
public bodies to have regard for the conservation of biodiversity in
England.

5.3.33.

The site offers some limited opportunities for common reptiles, restricted
to the tree line, scrub and field edges. Populations of Grass Snake, Slow
Worm and Common Lizard are known to be present to the north-east of
the site.

5.3.34.

Due to the small areas present, and the limited suitability to distribute
artificial refugia, because of the presence of grazing horses, it is
considered unnecessary to complete presence / absence surveys and that
a precautionary approach to the removal of suitable habitat is utilised
instead. It is considered that the site can be promoted to provide gains for
common reptiles as part of a development, with all locally present species
maintained at a favourable conservation status.
Amphibians

5.3.35.

All British amphibian species receive a degree of protection under the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). The level of protection
varies from protection from sale or trade only, as is the case with species
such as Smooth Newt Lissotriton vulgaris and Common Toad Bufo bufo,
to the more rigorous protection afforded to species such as the Great
Crested Newt, which is also protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended); included on Schedule 2 of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.

5.3.36.

Common Toads are also species of principal importance for the
conservation of biodiversity under Section 41 (England) of the NERC Act
2006.

5.3.37.

There are no waterbodies within the site to offer breeding opportunities for
Great Crested Newt or other amphibian species. The tree line, field edges
and areas of scrub offer some limited suitable terrestrial habitat for Great
Crested Newts and other amphibians, with the on site ditches providing
further means of dispersal.

5.3.38.

The same precautionary approach to the removal of suitable habitat as
reptiles should be used. It is considered that the site can be promoted to
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provide net gains for amphibians. It is feasible that a well-designed
attenuation system could offer new breeding sites for amphibians.
Invertebrates
5.3.39.

Given the habitats present it is likely a good assemblage of common
invertebrate species would be present within the site. Although the
majority of the interest is expected to be tied to the tree line and boundary
features.

5.3.40.

No mitigation is considered necessary as part of any future proposals
although there is scope to enhance the existing site in terms of it’s
entomological interest.

5.3.41.

It would be recommended that any new planting comprise native species
rather than non-native species, as native species are known to support a
greater assemblage of invertebrates.

19

Land adjacent to Water Meadow Place, Elstead
Ecological Appraisal
January 2020

6.

Ecology Solutions
8666.EcoApp.vf1

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
6.1.

Ecology Solutions was commissioned in November 2019 by OCM Albion Topco
SARL to undertake an ecological appraisal of the land adjacent to Water
Meadow Place, Elstead.

6.2.

The land adjoining the site to the north-east is in receipt of planning consent, and
is referred to as Former Weyburn Bartel Works, Shackleford Road, Elstead. The
development includes the provision of a SANG to the north-west of the
development. It is understood that the provided SANG has available capacity to
accommodate further housing in the local area.

6.3.

The site is being promoted for its suitability to be adopted as a site for sustainable
residential development.

6.4.

An extended Phase 1 habitat survey was carried out by Ecology Solutions in
November 2019 to ascertain the general ecological value of the land contained
within the boundaries of the site and highlight any potential opportunities for
protected species.

6.5.

The site comprises two poor semi-improved grassland horse paddocks that have
been used for grazing for at least the past 20 years. The two fields are divided
by a line of mature Oak. The boundaries largely consist of mature tree lines and
woodland with elements of scrub also present along the boundaries of the site.
Wet ditches are present to the eastern and western boundaries and running
parallel to the tree line that intersects the site.

6.6.

Statutory Sites. There are no statutory designations of nature conservation
value within or immediately adjacent to the site. The closest statutory designated
site is Thursley, Hankley and Frenshaw Commons SPA (also known as Wealden
Heaths Phase I) and SSSI and Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC
which is located approximately 330m to the south-east of the site. Thursley and
Ockley Bogs Ramsar site and Thursley NNR overlaps Thursley, Hankley and
Frenshaw Commons SPA and SSSI and Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham
SAC boundary to the south.

6.7.

On account of the proximity of the site from the locally present Natura 2000 site
appropriate mitigation and avoidance measures would need to be delivered to
avoid any likely direct or indirect effect (both alone and in combination with other
plans or projects). It is considered that the site is well placed to be able to take
forward any required SANG and SAMM strategy to avoid any likely effects and
hence comply with current legislation, namely the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2017.

6.8.

There are a number of additional statutory designated sites in the local area
including Chatterhouse to Easting SSSI, Puttenham and Crooksbury Common
SSSI and Rodborough Common LNR. However, none of these are considered
likely to be affected by the proposed development at the site given their spatial
separation from the site.

6.9.

Non-statutory Sites. Awaiting information on non-statutory sites from SBIC.
However, it is entirely expected that any locally present non-statutory sites could
be fully protected from potential direct and indirect effects through the adopted
of appropriate safeguards and mitigation measures.

6.10.

Habitats. The habitats within the site consist of common and widespread
species, although the tree lines are of greater interest, largely due to the
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opportunities they offer wildlife rather than any intrinsic value. It is recommended
that the tree lines are retained as part of the proposals.
6.11.

The footprint of the proposed development is expected to fall largely within the
poor semi-improved grassland, the loss of which will not require any mitigation.

6.12.

It is also recommended that the landscape strategy for the proposed
development incorporate native species of local provenance, which would have
greater benefit for local wildlife.

6.13.

Badgers. Surveys for Badger were undertaken in November 2019. No evidence
of Badgers was noted, although best practice should nonetheless be
implemented. New native landscaping, including fruit bearing species, would
offer new foraging opportunities.

6.14.

Bats. The tree lines within and along the boundaries of the site offer good
foraging and dispersal opportunities for bats with these features offering good
connectivity from the site to other areas of interest for bats. Additionally, there
are five trees within the site that support potential for roosting bats.

6.15.

Owing to the potential interest on site it is recommended that further bat surveys
be undertaken in due course to ascertain which species may be using the site
and which features are of particular interest to bats.

6.16.

The potential development of the site provides the opportunity to provide new
native landscaping which would diversify the habitats when compared to the
current site conditions and increase the potential foraging resource for bats. Any
scheme would need to be cognisant of the impact from lighting on retained
habitats of perceived importance. A future scheme could raise the available
roosting opportunities within the site through the inclusion of bat boxes and bat
bricks within the design.

6.17.

Other Mammals. The site is likely to support a variety of common mammal
species owing to the varied habitat present on site. The likely presence of
Hedgehog warrants a precautionary approach when removing ground vegetation
that may present hibernation opportunities for this species. As such, ground
vegetation, such as scrub, should be removed outside of the hibernation period
for this species.

6.18.

New native planting would offer new opportunities for this species and the
provision of hedgehog gateways within garden fencing on site would facilitate
movement and ensure continued permeability for Hedgehog and other small
mammals.

6.19.

Birds. A good assemblage of bird species was recorded within or flying over the
site. However, the majority of the site is of sub-optimal interest for birds
comprising species-poor semi-improved grassland which is subject to heavy
grazing. The greatest features of interest for bird species are the tree lines that
intersect and bound the site which would offer both nesting and foraging
opportunities.

6.20.

It would be recommended that the tree lines are retained, and new landscape
proposals comprise species of benefit to wildlife, including berry-bearing species,
which will provide net gains in foraging habitat for this group.
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6.21.

As an additional enhancement, future proposals for the site could offer a further
increase in nesting opportunities for birds with the provision of a variety of bird
boxes on retained trees and / or incorporated into the new dwellings on the site.

6.22.

Reptiles. The site offers some limited opportunities for reptiles, restricted to the
tree lines, scrub and field edges. Populations of Grass Snake, Slow Worm and
Common Lizard are known to be present to the north-east of the site.

6.23.

It is considered that the site can be promoted to provide gains for common
reptiles as part of a sensitively deigned scheme and all species would be
maintained at a favourable conservation status.

6.24.

Amphibians (Great Crested Newts). There are no waterbodies within the site
to offer breeding opportunities for amphibians. The tree lines, field edges and
areas of scrub offer some limited suitable terrestrial habitat for Great Crested
Newts and other amphibians, with the on-site ditches providing further means of
dispersal. Appropriate mitigation and enhancements could be successfully
delivered in respect of amphibians.

6.25.

Invertebrates. Given the habitats present it is likely a good assemblage of
common invertebrate species would be present within the site. The
establishment of new habitats and native planting is likely to increase the
opportunities for invertebrates and would represent a net gain in opportunities
when set against the current conditions on site.

6.26.

In summary, the initial survey work has identified the potential for protected
species to by utilising the site, although the habitats recorded within the site are
of overall limited ecological value. Further surveys at the detail stage have been
recommended to fully inform the intrinsic value of the site and enable any
required mitigation strategies to be developed. Nonetheless, the site is
considered likely to be able to accommodate any required mitigation and
avoidance measures such that the area is considered suitable to be successfully
promoted for a sustainable residential development. It is likely that through the
sensitive design a future development could successfully net gains in
biodiversity. It is therefore considered that the site could be brought forward to
meet with current planning policy and legislative requirements. Overall there are
no identified insurmountable constraints to being able to successfully bring
forward a well-designed residential development within the site.
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8666: LAND ADJACENT TO WATER MEADOW PLACE, ELSTEAD
BRIEFING NOTE: A HABITATS REGULATIONS REVIEW

___________________________________________________________________
Executive Summary
1.

The site is being promoted through the ‘Call for Site’ as part of Waverley’s Local
Plan process for a suitable site to deliver future sustainable residential
development.

2.

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, which aims to
protect a network of sites in the UK that have rare or important habitats and
species in order to safeguard biodiversity. Under the Habitats Regulations,
competent authorities have a duty to ensure that all the activities they regulate
have no adverse effect on the integrity of any of the Natura 2000 sites.

3.

Thursley, Hankley and Frenshaw Commons SPA / SSSI and Thursley, Ash,
Pirbright and Chobham SAC lies 330m south-east to the site. Thursley and
Ockley Bogs Ramsar site is located within the SPA and SAC and lies
approximately 1.6km south of the site at its nearest point.

4.

It is considered that in the absence of mitigation there is a potential for adverse
effects on the qualifying features of the SPA / SAC / Ramsar from potential
recreational pressure, although it is not deemed that these would be significant
when considered alone.

5.

The SANG associated with the Former Weyburn Bartel Works development has
been developed with the objective of providing alternative and easily accessible
recreational opportunities such that people moving into new housing have no or
limited need to use the nearby SPA / SAC / Ramsar for recreation and leisure
such as exercise and dog walking.

6.

The SANG has sufficient headroom to fully mitigate for the potential increase in
recreational pressure on the SPA / SAC / Ramsar site associated with the
promoted site and development. As such it is considered that the site could be
allocated and delivered whilst according to current planning policy and
legislation, namely The Conservation of Habitat and Species Regulations 2017.
Introduction

7.

Ecology Solutions was commissioned by OCM Albion Topco SARL to review
the potential implications of the promoted residential development adjacent to
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Water Meadow Place, Elstead on local Natura 2000 sites, namely Thursley,
Hankley and Frenshaw Commons Special Protection Area (SPA) (also known
as Wealden Heath Phase 1 SPA), Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham
Special Area of Conservation (SAC), and Thursley and Ockley Bogs Ramsar
site.
8.

The site is being promoted through the ‘Call for Site’ as part of Waverley’s Local
Plan process for a suitable site to deliver future sustainable residential
development.

9.

Ecology Solutions has drafted and submitted an Ecological Appraisal1 to outline
the general ecological value of the site and identified measures that could be
secured to ensure all relevant planning policy and legislation could be
addressed through the future development of the site.

10.

The relationship between the site and the aforementioned designated sites is
detailed on Plan ECO1. The site lies approximately 330 metres from Thursley,
Hankley and Frenshaw Commons SPA, and Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and
Chobham SAC at its closest (straight line) point.

11.

This review has been completed to support the site’s allocation and clearly
demonstrate that in line with current planning policy and requirements, the site
could come forward for development with appropriate mitigation ensuing no
likely significant effect would materialise on the conservation objectives of
Thursley, Hankley and Frenshaw Commons SPA) Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and
Chobham SAC, and Thursley and Ockley Bogs Ramsar site.
Existing Site Characteristics

12.

The site comprises two species-poor semi-improved grassland. The two fields
are divided by a line of mature Oak trees. The boundaries largely consist of
mature tree lines, and woodland edge with elements of scrub also present along
the boundaries of the site. Wet ditches are present on the eastern and western
boundaries, with a third ditch running parallel to the tree line that intersects the
site.

13.

The land adjoining the site to the north-east is in receipt of planning consent
(planning ref: WA/2016/1261), secured by way of appeal, and is referred to as
Former Weyburn Bartel Works, Shackleford Road, Elstead. The development
includes the provision of a large-scale over-provision of Suitable Alternative
Natural Greenspace (SANG) to the north-west of the development.
The Promotion

14.

The site is being promoted to be able to deliver a sustainable residential
development for 52 dwellings with associated access and landscaping.
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017

15.

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, commonly
referred to as the Habitats Regulations, transpose the requirements of the
Habitats Directive and Birds Directive (2009/147/EEC, previously 79/409EEC)

Ecology Solutions (2020) Land adjacent to Water Meadow Road, Elstead – Ecological Appraisal.
8666.EcoApp.vf1
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into UK legislation. The Habitats Regulations aim to protect a network of sites
in the UK that have rare or important habitats and species in order to safeguard
biodiversity.
16.

Under the Habitats Regulations, competent authorities have a duty to ensure
that all the activities they regulate have no adverse effect on the integrity of any
of the Natura 2000 sites (e.g. SACs and SPAs). Regulation 63 of the Habitats
Regulations requires that:
63(1) A competent authority, before deciding to undertake, or give any consent,
permission or other authorisation for a plan or project, which:(a) is likely to have a significant effect on a European site or a European offshore
marine site in Great Britain (either alone or in combination with other plans or
projects) and
(b) is not directly connected with or necessary for the management of the site,
shall make an appropriate assessment of the implications for the site in view of
that site’s conservation objectives.
63(3) The competent authority must for the purposes of the assessment consult
the appropriate nature conservation body and have regard to any representations
made by that body within such reasonable time as the authority may specify.
63(5) In the light of the conclusions of the assessment, and subject to regulation
62, the authority shall agree to a plan or project only after having ascertained that
it will not adversely affect the integrity of the European site.
63(6) In considering whether a plan or project will adversely affect the integrity of
the site, the authority shall have regard to the manner in which it is proposed to
be carried out or to any conditions or restrictions subject to which they propose
that the consent, permission or other authorisation should be given.

17.

Regulation 63 of the Habitats Regulations therefore sets out a two-stage
process. The first test is to determine whether the plan / project is likely to have
a significant effect on the European site; the second test (if applicable) is to
determine whether the plan / project will affect the integrity of the European site.

18.

The UK is a signatory to the Convention on Wetlands of International
Importance Especially as Wildfowl Habitat 1971, commonly known as the
Ramsar Convention after the town in which it was signed. Parties to the Ramsar
Convention are obliged to designate particular sites as Wetlands of International
Importance. The obligations imposed by the Convention are in themselves not
particularly strong, in that they require the promotion and encouragement of the
stated aims, rather than any specific action.

19.

However, as a matter of policy, Ramsar Sites receive the same protection as
designated SPAs and SACs. The procedures applicable to European sites are
therefore to be applied to Ramsar Sites, even though these are not European
sites as a matter of law.

20.

Some key concepts of the Habitats Directive and Habitats Regulations have
been clarified through case law. The most pertinent cases in relation to
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development are the Waddenzee Judgment2, the Sweetman case3, the ‘People
over Wind’ case4, and the Holohan Judgement5. These are discussed below.
Waddenzee Judgment
21.

In the ‘Waddenzee’ case (C-323/17) the European Court of Justice decided that
an appropriate assessment is required for a plan or project where there is a
probability or a risk that it will have a significant effect on the SPA. The Judgment
states [at paragraph 3(a)] that:
“…any plan or project not directly connected with or necessary to the
management of the site is to be subject to an appropriate assessment of its
implications for the site in view of the site’s conservation objectives if it cannot
be excluded, on the basis of objective information, that it will have a significant
effect on that site, either individually or in combination with other plans or
projects.”

22.

Hence the need for an appropriate assessment should be determined on a
precautionary basis.

23.

The Judgment gives clarity that the test of ‘likely significant effect’ should also
be undertaken in view of the European sites conservation objectives. It is stated
[at paragraph 3(b)] that:
“where a plan or project not directly connected with or necessary to the
management of a site is likely to undermine the site’s conservation objectives, it
must be considered likely to have a significant effect on that site.”

24.

Paragraph 4 of the Judgment emphasises the requirement for the appropriate
assessment to rely on objective scientific information:
“…an appropriate assessment…implies that, prior to its approval, all the aspects
of the plan or project which can, by themselves or in combination with other plans
or projects, affect the site's conservation objectives must be identified in the light
of the best scientific knowledge in the field. The competent national authorities,
taking account of the appropriate assessment of the implications…for the site
concerned in the light of the site's conservation objectives, are to authorise such
an activity only if they have made certain that it will not adversely affect the
integrity of that site. That is the case where no reasonable scientific doubt
remains as to the absence of such effects.”

Sweetman Case
25.

Further guidance in relation to the consideration of impacts in the light of the
Habitats Regulations is provided in the Sweetman case (C-258/11). The case
as set out by the Advocate General considered in detail the test for likely
significant effect in paragraphs 50 and 51 of the Opinion:

Judgment of the Court (Grand Chamber) of 7 September 2004. Landelijke Vereniging tot Behoud van
de Waddenzee and Nederlandse Vereniging tot Bescherming van Vogels v Staatssecretaris van
Landbouw, Natuurbeheer en Visserij. Case C-127/02.
3 Judgment of the Court (Third Chamber) of 11 April 2013. Peter Sweetman and Others v An Bord
Pleanála. Case C-258/11.
4 Judgment of the Court (Seventh Chamber) of 12 April 2018. People Over Wind, Peter Sweetman v
Coillte Teoranta. Case C-323/17.
5 Judgement of the Court (Second Chamber) of 7 November 2018. Holohan v. An Bord Pleanála. Case
C-461/17
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The test which that expert assessment must determine is whether the plan or
project in question has ‘an adverse effect on the integrity of the site’, since that
is the basis on which the competent national authorities must reach their
decision. The threshold at this (the second) stage is noticeably higher than that
laid down at the first stage. That is because the question (to use more simple
terminology) is not ‘should we bother to check’ (the question at the first stage)
but rather ‘what will happen to the site if this plan or project goes ahead; and is
that consistent with “maintaining or restoring the favourable conservation
status” of the habitat or species concerned’…
It is plain, however, that the threshold laid down at this stage of Article 6(3) may
not be set too high, since the assessment must be undertaken having rigorous
regard to the precautionary principle. That principle applies where there is
uncertainty as to the existence or extent of risks. The competent national
authorities may grant authorisation to a plan or project only if they are convinced
that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the site concerned. If doubt remains
as to the absence of adverse effects, they must refuse authorisation.

26.

The Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) agreed with the Advocate
General’s conclusions, and held (at paragraph 40):
Authorisation for a plan or project, as referred to in Article 6(3) of the Habitats
Directive, may therefore be given only on condition that the competent authorities
– once all aspects of the plan or project have been identified which can, by
themselves or in combination with other plans or projects, affect the conservation
objectives of the site concerned, and in the light of the best scientific knowledge
in the field – are certain that the plan or project will not have lasting adverse
effects on the integrity of that site. That is so where no reasonable scientific doubt
remains as to the absence of such effects.

27.

Hence a plan or project may be authorised only if no reasonable scientific doubt
remains as to the absence of effects. Reasonable scientific doubt will exist if the
evidence is not sufficiently conclusive, or if there are gaps in the information.
People over Wind Case

28.

A new approach with regard to the process of assessment at Regulation 63 and
the view of the ECJ is provided in the ‘People over Wind’ judgment (case C323/17), released on 12 April 2018. The ECJ ruled that when considering the
test at Regulation 63(1):
“Article 6(3) of Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation
of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora must be interpreted as meaning
that, in order to determine whether it is necessary to carry out, subsequently, an
appropriate assessment of the implications, for a site concerned, of a plan or
project, it is not appropriate, at the screening stage, to take account of the
measures intended to avoid or reduce the harmful effects of the plan or project
on that site.”

29.

In accordance with this ruling, avoidance or mitigation measures cannot be
considered at the first stage of the test (the ‘Likely Significant Effect’ stage), and
can only be considered at the appropriate assessment stage.

30.

This ruling conflicts with and overrules a long line of domestic case law (notably
the Dilly Lane Decision (oao) Hart District Council v. Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government and Others [2008] EWHC 1204 (Admin)),
which previously held that it is appropriate to consider such measures at the
‘Likely Significant Effect’ stage.
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31.

The approach adopted in People over Wind was also confirmed by the ECJ in
ESB Wind Developments Ltd (Case C-164/17), which was delivered on 25 July
2018.
Holohan Judgment

32.

In November 2018 the CJEU delivered a judgment with regard to Article 6(3) of
the Habitats Directive and set out that an appropriate assessment must:
Catalogue the entirety of the habitat types and species for which a site is
protected, and, on the other, identify and examine both the implications of the
proposed project for the species present on that site, and for which that site has
been listed, and the implications for habitat types and species to be found outside
the boundaries of that site, provided that those implications are liable to affect
the conservation objectives of the site.

33.

The judgement considered whether the competent authority may grant consent
for a plan or project that leaves for later decision the determination of certain
parameters relating to the construction phase, and, if so, whether those
parameters may, at that later stage, be determined unilaterally by the developer
and merely notified to that authority. Paragraph 47 ruled:
...the competent authority is permitted to grant to a plan or project development
consent which leaves the developer free to determine later certain parameters
relating to the construction phase, such as the location of the construction
compound and haul routes, only if that authority is certain that the development
consent granted establishes conditions that are strict enough to guarantee that
those parameters will not adversely affect the integrity of the site.

Reasons for Classification / Designation
Thursley, Hankley and Fenshaw Commons SPA
34.

The Thursley, Hankley and Fenshaw Commons SPA qualifies under Article 4.1
of the Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) for regularly supporting in summer the
following populations of birds listed under Annexe 1:
•

Approximately 20 pairs of Nightjar Caprimulgus europaeus (1% of the
British breeding population);

•

Up to 27 pairs of Woodlark Lullula arborea (12% of the British breeding
population);

•

In excess of 20 pairs of Dartford Warbler Sylvia undata (4% of the British
breeding population in 1984).

Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC
35.

Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC was designated in April 2005 and
covers an area of 5138ha. The designation as an SAC is underpinned by that
in respect of the following SSSIs:
•
•

Thursley, Hankley and Frensham Commons SSSI;
Colony Bog and Bagshot Heath SSSI;
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•
•
36.

Ash to Brookwood Heaths SSSI; and
Chobham Common SSSI.

Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC is a heathland site comprising three
Annex I habitats of European importance which are listed as primary reasons
for its designation; ‘European dry heaths’, ‘Northern Atlantic wet heaths with
Erica tetralix and ‘Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion’.
Thursley and Ockley Bogs Ramsar site

37.

Thursley and Ockley Bogs Ramsar site was designated on the 14 February
1994 and covers an area of 265.24ha. It qualifies under Ramsar criteria 2 and
3 and is underpinned by the Thursley, Hankley and Frensham Commons SSSI.

38.

The site qualifies under criterion 2 on account of it supporting “rare wetland
invertebrate species including notable numbers of breeding dragonflies”.

39.

The site qualifies under criterion 3 on account of it supporting all six native reptile
species. There is also reference to the populations of Nightjar and Woodlark
that the site supports.
Thursley, Hankley and Frensham Commons SSSI

40.

Thursley, Hankley and Frensham Commons SSSI has been designated for its
heathland and valley mire and is of nationally importance for its birds, reptiles
and invertebrate populations.
Conservation Objectives
Thursley, Hankley and Fenshaw Commons SPA

41.

Natural England has produced a document that sets out the Conservation
Objectives for the Thursley, Hankley and Fenshaw Commons (Wealden Heaths
Phase 1) SPA (dated 21 February 2019 [version 3]). This document sets out
that the Conservation Objectives for the SPA are to ‘ensure that the integrity of
the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or
restoring:
•
•
•
•
•

42.

The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features;
The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features;
The supporting processes on which the habitats of the qualifying
features rely;
The population of each of the qualifying features; and
The distribution of the qualifying features within the site.

The qualifying features of this SPA are set out within this document as being:
•
•
•

Nightjar (Breeding);
Woodlark (Breeding); and
Dartford Warbler (Breeding).
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Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC
43.

The Conservation Objectives for the SAC are defined by Natural England as
being ‘ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as
appropriate, and ensure that the site contributes to achieving the Favourable
Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or restoring:
•
•
•

44.

The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats;
The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying
natural habitats; and
The supporting processes on which qualifying habitats rely.

The Qualifying Features of this SAC are as follows:
•
•
•

H4010 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix; Wet heathland
with cross-leaved heath;
H4030 European dry heaths; and
H7150 Depressions on peat substrates of the Ryhnchosporion.

Location of Site Relative to Designations
45.

The location of the site relative to sites designated for their nature conservation
interest is illustrated on the accompanying Plan ECO1.

46.

As the crow flies, the closest point of the Thursley, Hankley and Frenshaw
Commons SPA / SSSI and Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC lies
330m south-east to the site. Thursley and Ockley Bogs Ramsar site is located
within the SPA and SAC and lies approximately 1.6km south of the site at its
nearest point.

47.

The closest point of access to the SPA and SAC is via Milford Road to the east
of the site, where a small car park is present and a track leading into the SPA /
SAC and the Ramsar site beyond.

48.

The minimum journey distance between the site and the SPA / SAC is
approximately 500 metres. However, it is noted that there are no footpaths or
pavements along either Milford Road or Shackleford Road to the east of the site
making it an unattractive access route.
Potential Effects of the Allocation Proposals

49.

The promoted site is advertised as being able to deliver a sustainable
development of 52 dwellings.

50.

It is considered that in the absence of mitigation there is a potential for adverse
effects on the qualifying features of the SPA / SAC / Ramsar from potential
recreational pressure, although it is not deemed that these would be significant
when considered alone.
SANG Provision

51.

A recognised means of mitigating potential detrimental effects on an SPA from
increased visitor pressure is through the provision of additional informal
greenspace in close proximity to a new residential development and is the
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approach advocated by Natural England in relation to the Thames Basin Heaths
SPA and numerous other Natura 2000 sites.
52.

This approach has been adopted by the adjacent and consented development,
Former Weyburn Bartel Works, to avoid potential adverse impacts on Thursley,
Hankley and Frensham Commons SPA / SAC / Ramsar from an increase in
recreational pressure.

53.

The SANG has been developed with the objective of providing recreational
opportunities such that people moving into new housing have no need to use
the nearby SPA / SAC / Ramsar for recreation and leisure such as exercise and
dog walking. The design of the SANG includes provision of a small car park
(with six car parking spaces) and is linked to the existing public right of way
leading to Elstead village.

54.

The amount of SANG required to address new residential development is
calculated based upon the number of predicted new residents. Using the
established and accepted guidance derived from the Thames Basin Heaths
SPA model in relation to SANG, a provision of 8 hectares per 1000 new
residents has been taken to represent a good and appropriate measure.

55.

The SANG associated with the consented Former Weyburn Bartel Works
development measures approximately 6.83 hectares in size. The increase in
new residents associated with that consented development is calculated to
require 1.25 hectares of SANG to mitigate for potential adverse effects as
agreed.

56.

On this basis, there is an area of approximately c5.5 hectares remaining
headroom for SANG provision at this location.

57.

The promoted and potential development of 52 dwellings, equates to 125 new
residents (although it is likely that some new residents will be from the local area
and hence may not actually represent additional people to the area).
Nonetheless, it is thus calculated that allocated site based against the current
layout would require an area of 1 hectare of SANG to mitigate for potential
adverse recreational effects.

58.

As such it is considered that the SANG being delivered as part of the consented
Former Weyburn Bartel Works development will be able to fully mitigate for a
potential increase in recreational pressure on the SPA / SAC / Ramsar site
associated with the promoted site.

59.

It is expected that some of the new residents associated with the site will still
use the SPA / SAC / Ramsar to an extent. However, given the location of the
SANG, immediately north of the application site, and that it comprises a range
of features such as a circular walk and a variety of natural habitats, it is
considered that the vast majority of new residents would likely use the SANG in
preference to accessing the SPA / SAC / Ramsar site.
Conclusions

60.

As set out above, the provision of the over-provision of SANG associated with
the consented Former Weyburn Bartel Works has the necessary headroom to
fully mitigate for the potential increase in recreational pressure on the local
designations from the promoted site and development, offering a circular walk
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and links to the public footpath running to Elstead village. As such, it is not
considered that there will be a significant increase in recreational pressure on
the SPA / SAC / Ramsar (or SSSI) as a result of the site’s allocation and
development. It is trusted that the above detail will enable officers to positively
view the allocation of the site for future sustainable residential development
knowing that the required mitigation measures can be duly delivered.
Plans
Plan ECO1

Site Location & Ecological Designations
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Julian Smith
Motion
84 North Street
Guildford
Surrey
GU1 4AU

Dear Julian,

020 8541 7635
020 8541 9335

s
Transport Development
Planning
Room 365
County Hall
Penryhn Road
Kingston upon Thames
Surrey
KT1 2DY

8 April 2020

PRE-PLANNING ADVICE: PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF CIRCA 52
DWELLINGS, SHACKLEFORD ROAD, ELSTEAD
Further to your request for pre-app advice for a proposed development in Elstead, the Highway
Authority have now reviewed the details of the proposed site access and modification of the
Shackleford Road junction with Milford Road.
At this stage, you have not provided any further scoping information, such as trip generation analysis
or impact assessment, however I would be happy to review this information in due course.
The proposed access arrangement comprises a new site access onto the northern side of the
Shackleford Road ‘triangle’ (the triangle is known as Marcus’ Triangle locally). The Highway
Authority considers the design, geometry and associated visibility splays of this proposed site
access, as shown on the submitted drawings, would be suitable to safely accommodate the
vehicular traffic associated with a development of circa 52 dwellings.
The proposed site access arrangement also includes the realignment of the existing Shackleford
Road junction with Milford Road. This proposal has been subject to a Road Safety Audit (Stage 1),
and the Highway Authority note that the auditors have accepted your response to the two
recommendations raised. In principle, the Highway Authority consider this scheme would provide a
highway safety improvement at this junction, particularly having a speed reducing effect on
eastbound left turns into Shackleford Road, and allowing all turning movements (including for larger
vehicles) to be safely accommodated. However, it is noted that the auditors have not been able to
undertake a site visit at this stage due to current circumstances, therefore any further design
recommendations made following this site visit, will need to be discussed further with the Highway
Authority.
With regard to pedestrian access to the site, the Highway Authority are satisfied with the proposal to
utilise public footpath No. 61 (the surface of which is being upgraded as part of the Weyburn Works
Development) to provide access into the centre of Elstead village via Lower Ham Lane.

www.surreycc.gov.uk

In terms of cycling, the opportunity to provide a cycle link between the site (which could also be
utilised by the adjacent Weyburn works development) and the recreation ground/Lower Ham Lane,
should be explored in more detail with Elstead Parish Council (who have the title over the Allotments
and Recreation Ground). The Parish Council have previously advised SCC, that a cycle link between
Tanshire Business Park and Elstead village should be pursued should any further development
come forward that would help facilitate this.
I also recommend that a pedestrian/cycle link is provided between the site and Tanshire Business
Park.
In addition to the above advice, I also refer you to guidance which is contained on our website, and
the following link will direct you to a lot of the basic information needed to assist in the highway and
transport consideration of many proposals.
http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/planning/transport-developmentplanning
There are also references on that web site to other documentation and advice which may assist you
in formulating a viable proposal.
If you need to discuss any of the above over the telephone, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely,

XXXXX
Principal Transport Development Planner
Surrey County Council
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Appendix D
Focused Consultation all responses submitted by individuals

Do you have any comments on Policy H1?
I think it is important that these sites are the closest to the village and maintain good access to services. Also
it helps that it keeps development in the village and doesn't spread out development to the edges. It is
important to keep the settlement defined and not spread out and fill in any green gaps. While Springfield as
a development might use some empty green space currently it is frequently used for parking cars and vans
and having a higher density development closer in the village centre next to the Doctors surgery and the
shops makes a lot of sense
I do not agree with the Four Trees development. Given the location, this is just the tip of the iceberg. If this is
green lighted then more will follow in that locale. Redevelopment of existing developments is one thing, but
eating into rural spaces is entirely different and goes against the ethos of wanting to preserve the essence of
Elstead village.
There is an exceptional amount of wildlife around the 4 trees area that would be disrupted and it would
destroy the wet meadow next to it
I strongly object to houses being built on Sunray Farm. This will increase traffic to West Hill and cause
congestion due to narrow road. The junction with Thursley Road is already dangerous enough plus it is
already busy at school pick up and drop off times. The school is not big enough to support 40 houses.
There appears to be no provision for windfall sites and therefore we seem to be offering more housing than
we need to.
I agree entirely with the decisions reached.
Far too high for a village that is already struggling with busy and dangerous roads, services under pressure
etc. I think given the changes in the way people are going to live after Covid all housing plannign should
be reviewed. It needs to take account of changes in where people will work and therefore choose to live..
People are looking to move elsewhere in the country and considering that the South, South W is not the
only option simply because they know that they can work from home anywhere. Additionally with more
people working from home or in an office part-time, office space will potentially be left vacant. Let's use this
office space and convert it rather than leaving it empty. This would also help re-vitalise local towns, shops ,
restaurants etc and be great for younger age groups. Once houses are built and open space built on it
can't be undone.
The traffic entrance to 4 trees up Hookley Lane is already busy. Rather than 5 houses above the required
allocation, reduce the four trees site to 6 instead of 11.
Please refer to separate representations
There seems to be no thought given to the pressure this will bring to the local infrastructure - notable the
doctors surgery which appears to be at or near capacity now given the challenges booking appointments
and the local schools. There are additional social impacts such as there increase of traffic at the junction of
Springfield & Hookley Lane with the Milford Road,
40 houses in this location seems excessive , as only 11 are intended for the Four Trees site of a similar size.
No
9, Orchard Close, Elstead. GU8 6EF Dear I received the leaflet in the last month and I am now replying to
the neighbourhood plan for Elstead and Weyburn 2013 -2032. I was glad to see that the Bonfire Hill site is
not on your plans for development. It seems to me that this was a totally unsuitable site as well as being an
important and historical landmark for the village of Elstead. I do hope that the sites up for consultation will
allow for affordable housing as I didn’t see on the consultation Housing policy document which sort of
houses were being proposed. Reasonably priced housing for private and rent are clearly needed. My
objection to the Four Trees site it the increase in traffic, for the 11 houses proposed would mean at least 22
cars and the entrance and exit is on a bend in Hookley Lane and I do worry about the site- line coming out
onto a quiet lane. I also believe that the site at four trees is a field which is in the green belt. The Sunray
Farm site has problem with site lines coming out from Westhill onto a major road through Elstead on a bend
onto the Farnham road which is busy especially during term time as the school s situated just around the
said bend. The extra traffic would be a hazard for children and parents walking to and from school. The sites
at Springfield at the moment is a lovely quiet area and I do wonder if this will be spoilt with the amount of
houses being proposed and it looks as if residence who rent property will be turned out to make way for
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demolition, many of which have been in the premises for some time. I do hope that Kingsmead park will
not be developed. At present it is a peaceful area,residence here are mostly older people. If we do have to
have more houses, due to existing government policies, I would think that the field site behind Waterplace
Meadows would be the most suitable, as it would take the pressure off the centre of the village. Yours
sincerely
We have reservations about the car parking arrangements on the Springfield site in particular. It is already
very difficult to park at or near Springfield surgery, so feel extra parking arrangements, specially for the
surgery, should feature in the plan. However, also think the parking situation on Springfield, with extra
dwellings, should be re-assessed. On this proposal there is not adequate parking
Waverley need to look elsewhere, there are insufficient school places as it is now. Traffic in the village is
already heave, air quality is being affected.
I agree that these sites are the most appropriate for development due to their location and the constraints.
A general comment to all of the developments is that the infrastructure such as roads is probably
inadequate for more housing. Something needs to be done to address this. Infrastructure would include:
roads and highways, school provision, local parking, shopping facilities etc. Each development seems to
focus on the houses and exclude the infrastructure issues. Given the trend towards home working in recent
times, the proposals should also look at providing business drop in hubs with high speed internet.
Generally we need more houses, so better than fewer houses. Number for Sunray Farm is rather large for the
location.
I oppose the high number of homes being suggested for the Sunray Farm development. The traffic will join
the Thursley Road from West Hill on a tricky bend where frequently speeding traffic joins from the Thursley
direction. West Hill/West Hill Close already sees a lot of traffic from parents dropping off school children.
The traffic survey conducted was during lockdown so is not a fair representation of the traffic normally seen
down these roads. Most of the traffic leaving the development will continue North to the Milford road by
the Spar which is heavily congested. At rush hour there is a large queue to turn right towards Milford. Cars
parked around the Green by the dentist mean there is only room for one car to pass through causing
bottlenecks on this junction. The road is very busy at rush hour and it is very difficult turning right. The
Four Trees development has a better access with clear visability in both directions joining the Milford road.
While West Hill residents have longer gardens, West Hill Close residents do not and therefore will be more
greatly affected by the development. West Hill Close residents currently look out onto undeveloped green
belt land and wildlife such as deer are frequently seen in these fields. The field gently rises so the new
development will have a significant negative impact on the West Hill Close residents. The last model
produced by AECOM consultants acknowledged these facts and they were recommending larger properties
with more green space at the West Hill Close end of the development to lessen the impact on these
residents.
The nearer village services the better to help the community rather than being on the outskirts.
Four Trees development will create long term noise pollution for residents in Hookley Lane and Silver
Birches Way. It will create a large volume of traffic on small roads frequently used by dog walkers, horse
riders, cyclists, and residents. Of particular concern is rush hour traffic onto Milford Road.
Housing allocation it is unclear what assessments have been done with respect to flood risk, infrastrcture
demands, utility demand / availability and impact on traffic. These assessments need to be conducted and
concluded before growth in dwellings continues. Separately, where information available on the identity of
the parties involved in providing the land, providing the various assessments, procurement etc. it is
important the conflicts are avoided, either actual or perceived. Transparency over all deliberations needs to
be paramount.
What extent of traffic impact assessment as well as Flood assessment has been conducted and what were
results (cannot locate these on the website if there). Without significant improvement in local infrastructure
the village will not be able to cope - traffic is already a problem as is flooding. Other infrastructure such a
school, health etc are also inadequate to support such a massive increase in number of dwellings - this is
stated in the Neighbourhood Plan but there is no comprehensive solution proposed other than ‘cycle and
footpaths’ being a requirement of development. To preserve the beauty and value of the village these
items need to be addressed ahead of growth in dwellings.
How many more consultations and reports are required? This plan is never ending and painful. It’s must be
the sixth consultation. The consultants making these reports and surveys are the beneficiaries. I think the
council should know the country is already bankrupt. The magic money tree does not exist!! Just because the
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council can spend our government money commissioning more reports does not mean it should. Please
stop this waste of our money, and children’s children’s money! and get on with it. Thank you!!!
no
The small infrastructure of Elstead will not cope with the extra traffic, the doctors and dentists are already
heaving at the seams Also with particular attention to Sunray Farm, the small road in called West Hill will
become a busy through road causing continuous traffic The wildlife will suffer, there are bats present here
all will be lost
As one of the most affected residents on West Hill, the access to the site would be outside my property. The
study mentions vehicle access not being appropriate for other sites. However West Hill does not lend itself
to access for up to another 80 vehicles. Further more exiting West hill is already incredibly dangerous with
minimal visibility. The new flow of traffic around the elstead green would also be detrimental to the village. I
cannot see how the Sunray plot is deemed acceptable given the above and given the proposed access.
Finally this would significantly alter the views around this area of the village and would destroy the habitat of
the wildlife in the area, in Particular the Red Kites that are prominent in this area. I’m sure you will be aware
that these are a protected species. I am 100% opposed to this plot.
I am not clear if the policy has changed in terms of the mix of housing in terms of affordability so it would
be good to have that clarified- and also parking spaces and how the disruption to displaced families in
Springfield will be dealt with
Response to “Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan 2013-2030 Regulation 14 Focused Consultation:
Housing Policies H1 to H4
Page 5: Refers to the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) carried out by
AECOM. The Environmental Report Update March 2021 produced by AECOM states on page 11 that that, of
the shortlist of nine sites, five sites including Site 12 (land at Water Meadow Place) “are judged to perform
relatively poorly, such that they need not reasonably be taken forward to the growth scenarios”. The reason
given for this judgement with regard to the Water Meadow Place site is “that it falls outside of the
settlement area, whilst this could have been previously connected through the anticipated development at
the adjacent site. However, the report also notes that Site 2 (Land at four Trees) also falls outside of the
current settlement boundary. Despite having the same disadvantage as land at Water Meadow Place, the
land at four Trees has not been “judged to perform relatively poorly, such that [it] need not reasonably be
taken forward”. Instead it has been treated as a preferred option. The further point that the land at Water
Meadow Place “could have been previously connected through the anticipated development at the adjacent
site” appears to have been resolved as a ‘spur’ of road at the westernmost point of Tiger Moth Lane has
been constructed to provide access to this land, whether developed for housing or other purpose. Page 7:
“Four Trees (11 dwellings) should be retained as a site in order to provide a number of dwellings slightly
above the minimum required”. It is arguable whether an excess of 8% constitutes a ‘slight’ amount and also
whether such an excess should be provided for at all, given that the planning process will give no advantage
in providing for houses. Page 7: The Steering Group now recommends that Croft 2 should be omitted from
the Neighbourhood Plan … This Location is the furthest of the three sites from the main village services” This
appears to be incorrect as Four Trees is further from the main village services than Croft 2 and is therefore
an argument for rejecting Four Trees. Page 7 (referring to land at the Rear of Water Meadow Place: “… not
contiguous with the settlement area”. However, this site is contiguous with the settlement area of Water
Meadow Place and with Tanshire Park and this clear contiguity is shown by the provision of a ‘spur’ from the
westernmost point of Tiger Moth Lane to the site of proposed development. On the criteria set in the draft
Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan, the land at Four Trees should not be included as potential
housing development options as:- • It falls outside the settlement area • It is further from the main village
amenities than other options which have been rejected • It has poorer access both village amenities and to
the main roads through Elstead, leading to greater traffic flows • comprises mainly open farmland (with a
smaller area of ‘garden’ space) which would then be brought into development
Have you taken into consideration windfall development to help meet housing needs. I also think that the
density of three proposed sites is higher than can be achieved and therefore you may not meet your targets
from these three sites.
It is a lot of houses for a small pretty village. They would be better in a larger town, for example Milford or
Godalming.
There is clearly a requirement for housing and provided these are sensible with a marginal impact of
infrastructure and no detriment to wildlife then some limited development should be allowed
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Merely the simple comments that my husband and I would not like our lovely village to be even more busy
than it already is. Our tick-box of "Don't know" takes into account our question marks as to whether this
housing is really NEEDED in this particular area and, should it go ahead, how stretched our current resources
might be (in particular in regard to Doctor's surgery and the already extremely busy pharmacy who seem to
do SO WELL in keeping 'on top' of current seemingly high demand. We have similar question marks in
regard to the school and additional traffic, in particular in the vicinity of the school which is already a
potentially dangerous area in regard to visibility due to parking of cars.
General allocation seems reasonable. Wish there was more being done for employment opportunities, e.g.
home working hub.
Good to see that the number on Sunray Farm has been slightly reduced. I hope this will mean an enhanced
buffer zone between the development and the Green Belt.
In general I think the national housing need should be addressed via urban brownfield sites not rural
settlements
Excellent choices and balance
This seems to be the bare minimum that can be made available, it doesn't allow for speculative
(suitable):development that may come forward outside of a call for sites. I would like to see flexibility to go
over and above what is required if it is in keeping with similar approved schemes
Not the infrastructure to support all these new builds. Also threat to wildlife and habitation Transport links
and roads already busy in and out of Elstead without these additional construction traffic and new residents.
Too much additional burden on an already busy Hookley Lane with the development of the Four Tree site.
Four Trees development will impact negatively on traffic in Hookley Lane. Morning rush hour is already a
bottleneck from Hookley Lane/Springfield onto Milford road. The Springfield development will also impact
of traffic at this already busy junction.
I am concerned about the effect on the elderly and vulnerable current residents of Springfield. Will any of
them have to be relocated? What sort of noise and disturbance will they experience?
I am not happy with the 4 Trees development as it is not within the Village settlement area, is green belt
land and not suitable land to build on as it is a natural way for the water to flow from higher ground and
once built on will cause problems with flooding to neighbouring properties
40 units at Sunray Farm is far too much. The roads in the vicinity are already in poor condition and will
deteriorate further. Do not agree whatsoever.
There are far too many houses / residents proposed / intended for the size of Elstead Village and the road
access points in / out of the village.
I think that this is a fair and reasonabale spread of the building requirements. Hookley lane was never able
to take the onus of two sites that were previously proposed and I welcome the rejection of the 34 proposed
houses (or even 10) that the former proposal envisaged, coupled with the additional proposed evelopment
at Four Trees. Therefore I consider the one Hookley Lane site of Four Tress to be appropriate in this regard.
The 3 sites proposed would spread out the development across 3 areas and help keep the intrinsic feel of a
country village and prevent a feeling of urban sprawl, congestion etc.
Important to retain ‘green gap’ between Elstead and Peper Harow
In the above information the justification for choosing 4 trees over The Croft 2 is that The Croft 2 is further
from the village centre than 4 trees. This is not the case.
While understanding of the requirement to develop Sunray Farm, the amount of dwellings would put
significant increased pressure on access roads to and from the site. It must be assessed whether there is a
possibility for multiple entries to the site, or to reduce the amount of dwellings to a level that the existing
infrastructure can cope with.
I do not approve of the housing proposals for Springfield. There is already inadequate parking and access
for the terraced properties on the three sides of the green space. Also more on road parking is required for
the GP surgery to make this area safe . The green space makes this a pleasant area within the whole
Springfield estate which the proposition for dwellings would totally destroy this pleasant space
In its determination to force through the Sunray and Four Trees developments, the E&WNHPSG has made
no attempt to demonstrate how the previously built on options of Kingsmead Park and Watermeadow Place
are inappropriate. On the face of it, the latter two options are on land which has been previously developed
as opposed to genuinely green field. Again, Kingsmead and Watermeadow access quiet roads which use
normal junctions to access the B3001. This also applies to Sunray. Access from Four Trees or Croft is via a
multijunction where Springfield and Broomfield enter the B3001 located proximal to a zebra crossing, a bus
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stop, a regular school bus stop, belisha beacon and phone box with nearby access onto the road from layby
parking. The possibility of obstructions and road accidents from increased traffic on the narrow and over
busy Hookley Lane is considerable. Therefore Kingsmead and Watermeadow are reasonably near facilities
and would be better for infrastructure, safety and green field protection.
Springfield is a logical location, whilst it will cause disruption to existing tenants hopefully it will upgrade and
improve the quality of available social housing.
There is no mention of the increased risk of flooding to properties in Hookley Lane, Silver Birches way and
the Milford Road.
There is no mention of the increased risk of flooding to properties in Hookley Lane, Silver Birches way and
the Milford Road.
I have concerns about the number of houses allocated to Sunray Farm. Access on to the Thursley road from
West Hill can be difficult anyway with cars coming fast round the corner and there is also the risk that
people will start using Stacey's Farm Road as a cut through. It will also affect traffic round the triangle which
is awful anyway. It seems a large number of houses to allocate to one site.
In general I agree. However, in my experience developers will naturally try and maximise the development
value of each site. This is backed up by some of the wording in the draft Waverley local plan part 2 wording
that firstly encourages residential over commercial development and also seeks to fully utilise development
sites. There is a chance under these proposals that Elstead will end up with significantly more housing than
planned. Would it be more appropriate to only allocate Sunday Farm and Springfield, let them maximise
their development potential and keep Four Trees in reserve for the next plan period?
Spare Springfield to keep open green spaces in the middle of the village, better to build at the edge. Also
building at Sunray and Springfield will impact on Bonfire. Therefore if Springfield is built on then Sunray
must be kept open and free of so many houses
I strongly disagree with the inclusion of the Springfield site. I think it is totally unethical to suggest a site for
which it will be necessary to destroy people’s current homes and relocate families. This should not be
considered unless those homes are in some way unsafe. I have never heard of such a thing other than the
ghastly Compulsory Purchase Orders for motorway or railroad building. I have seen no reason offered to
justify this other than the ‘other choices are on the green belt’ reason, i.e., what you are effectively saying is
that abstract natural rights for the Surrey green belt trump human rights to not have ones home demolished
in a village which is — or at least was until recently if I understand correctly — within the Green Belt (how
outrageous to remove the village itself from the belt, but that is another matter). The national policy point
seems to be used here in a disingenuous way to give a way to remove an alternative site from the list (I am
led to wonder if any steering group members have a conflict of interest here?). I am staggered that the
steering group have reached this awfully mean conclusion on what sound to me to be very flimsy grounds.
Quite apart from the moral questions, there are practical ones. Redevelopment of this area will totally
change the character of this part of the village, for the building of 26 houses in a small piece of land is not
some kind of neutral or beneficial adjustment to this small area with its attractive open views up to Bonfire
Hill. We have already seen how the ugly building that replaced Honeypot antiques on Milford Road has a
roofline completely out of line with the rest of the row and much too high for a village setting. Who
approved that monstrosity? It shows how these things can go wrong. I expect squeezing 26 homes in the
Springfield space will mean raising roof heights and cramped backyards. It’s not going to look right at all to
put a whole bunch of new builds into the existing wide space and road structure. Finally, for what it’s worth,
the claim about full consultation by WBC does not seem to fit with a comment by one of the residents
(posted on Facebook today) that she did not know about the plans in the letter she received. In my view 26
houses is a medium size development and would be better at the edge of the village than within it. Despite
this seeming to have been ruled out completely, I actually don’t object to a few more houses being added
near Watermeadow, since the land nearer the road (behind Tanshire) seems to be unused and this would be
more logical to use than anything that goes further towards the nature reserve area (nearer the river). Far
better to build new on these edge sites where they don’t clash with heritage development. But at the same
time, I also think Elstead should have been resisting the set quotas of over hundred new houses. It is simply
not the case that green belt villages should have to ‘take their share’ of Waverley’s development. Villages are
villages. Towns are towns. Better to add the new houses to the towns with the amenities, Elstead is full
already and the green spaces within it should be protected, not concreted over.
40 houses on Sunray farm will generate far too much traffic on West Hill - the road is not wide enough, and
the junction with Thursday road can be dangerous because of the bend as the road heads towards St James
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School, and if the lay by is heavily utilised, it can be difficult to see traffic coming from the direction of the
Milford road. All the additional traffic 40 houses will generate, is likely to result in an accident.
Very much against the proposal to build at Sunray Farm
Please do not release any Green Belt land unless really necessary
Do you have any comments on Policy H2?
Care should be taken to ensure the dwellings are not built too high
I think asking people where they want houses in a small village as Elstead risks it becoming a NIMBY charter
for the best socially connected. Better to let the independent experts decide.
I do not agree with the development. Given the location, this is just the tip of the iceberg. If this is green
lighted then more will follow in that locale. Redevelopment of existing developments is one thing, but
erroding into rural spaces is entirely different and goes against the ethos of wanting to preserve the essence
of Elstead village.
We are in strong agreement with the Elstead Neighbourhood Plan. We would like to commend the EPC for
the excellent work they have achieved in producing the plan and look forward to working together to
maximise the potential of Sunray Farm. — Re H2 Self Build/Custom plots. It is our understanding that
self build/custom build homes are able to claim exemption from CIL payment. On that basis we would
recommend consideration is given to reducing or removing the ratio in order to maximise the CIL potential
and benefit the wider Elstead community.
Re H2 Commercial Space. Whilst we support the principle of
provision of co-working or light commercial facilities we also recognise that the Covid pandemic has
changed societies approach to workplaces with a significant shift towards home working. We would
recommend that consideration is given to provision for increased home working space in favour of
commercial. The would further benefit the wider community by increasing the potential CIL payment.
West hill is not wide enough to provide adequate access and would become busy and congested especially
at school drop off and pick up times. The junction with Thursley Road is already dangerous enough. The
school could not support 40 houses.
I see that there is no mention in the policy of affordable homes on this site. Will all the homes be for sale? I
believe that this site is big enough to accommodate a number of bungalows. Building bungalows in the
village would result in downsizing by some elderly residents, releasing larger houses for people needing to
upsize. The loss of bungalows in Elstead has been one of the reasons for the inability of local people to
remain in the village.
The allocation of 40 at Sunray Farm is far too high and unbalanced with the rest of the village. That number
will put a lot of pressure on the small roads around West Hill which will all lead on to Thursley Road.
Thursley Road is already incredibly busy most of the day with cars now parking along the road opposite the
village hall, in the layby by Church View and up to and beyond the school. It is already difficult and at times
dangerous to drive along the road and this number of houses ( and on average 2 x cars per house) will only
add to this problem. That number of houses backing on to fields will also affect the wildlife corridor that
runs along Red House Lane and to the common SSSI site. Deer, foxes, hedgehogs, frogs, toads and newts all
use that area as their habitat
Too many houses to be built in this area. It will be too crowded.
Please refer to separate representations.
I would kindly like object to this development. It sets a poor precedent - developing with open countryside
to 3 sides, plus on the lower part of a hill (which the plan ironically seeks to protect!!!) and it removes a
source of employment. I am anxious this will all have a negative local economic and cultural impacts. I see
there are plans to have offices and workspaces. How realistic is this!? Is it a ploy to get more houses? How
will this be prevented?!? Always this ruse of promising work places and employment happens. 100% it fails
to deliver. Look at the Tracy development and the Weyburn works. From these we lack promised services
and a large care home with all the associated employment. Development at Sunray farm will mean a
business goes out of service. Is all this factored into the calculations about the value to the community of
development here? Evidence appears selective and structured to meet the goal of houses at Sunray, with as
many as possible. Why not??
My only concern is about the cycle path. Overall the increase in traffic in the immediate area if all of these
plans are agreed will create a greater hazard for horse riders, many of whom ride out from Ham Lane via
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Broomfield (and other stables) and Hookley Lane to access there bridleways on the common. I feel strongly
that the proposed cycle path from West Hill to West Hill close should be a bridleway not a cycle path
Measures to promote wildlife should be included.
And careful consideration of the design / look to be
sustainable whilst being consistent with the character of the area
In principal I agree extra housing is required in the village, as long as it is affordable for those younger family
members who wish to stay in the area. I am concerned about the AONB boundaries being reduced for that
purpose. I hope that not only the light pollution but the noise pollution is taken into account for not only
the existing residents but the surrounding wildlife. That is the badgers, birds and bats that use the
hedgerows of this field. The increased volume of traffic through West Hill [ now a cul de sac] to the main
road from Sunray Farm is a concern, as children going to the back entrance of the school at West Hill Close
cross from Stacey's Farm road to West Hill as it is known to be less congested than the main road entrance.
9, Orchard Close, Elstead. GU8 6EF Dear I received the leaflet in the last month and I am now replying to
the neighbourhood plan for Elstead and Weyburn 2013 -2032. I was glad to see that the Bonfire Hill site is
not on your plans for development. It seems to me that this was a totally unsuitable site as well as being an
important and historical landmark for the village of Elstead. I do hope that the sites up for consultation will
allow for affordable housing as I didn’t see on the consultation Housing policy document which sort of
houses were being proposed. Reasonably priced housing for private and rent are clearly needed. My
objection to the Four Trees site it the increase in traffic, for the 11 houses proposed would mean at least 22
cars and the entrance and exit is on a bend in Hookley Lane and I do worry about the site- line coming out
onto a quiet lane. I also believe that the site at four trees is a field which is in the green belt. The Sunray
Farm site has problem with site lines coming out from Westhill onto a major road through Elstead on a bend
onto the Farnham road which is busy especially during term time as the school s situated just around the
said bend. The extra traffic would be a hazard for children and parents walking to and from school. The sites
at Springfield at the moment is a lovely quiet area and I do wonder if this will be spoilt with the amount of
houses being proposed and it looks as if residence who rent property will be turned out to make way for
demolition, many of which have been in the premises for some time. I do hope that Kingsmead park will
not be developed. At present it is a peaceful area,residence here are mostly older people. If we do have to
have more houses, due to existing government policies, I would think that the field site behind Waterplace
Meadows would be the most suitable, as it would take the pressure off the centre of the village. Yours
sincerely
Access to Thursley Road from Sunray Farm should be thought through and better explained. Thursley Road
is already very busy, especially around school times, so needs consideration.
Pleased to see self-build homes included
The position of Sunray Farm, close to the school and shops makes it a sensible choice for development.
Roads and increased traffic will be a problem with this site, causing more congestion in the area.
Yes, but fewer as per last answer.
See previous comments
No commercial allocation. Too many cans, delivery lorries going through the village and near an existing and
newly built residential area. Doesn’t make sense!
More access onto main roads
Why is the existing Sunray Farm dwelling not part of the development site? Would it be possible to
designate some of the plots just self build and not 'custom build' as this defeats the object surely with the
developer still making a sizeable profit on each new home.
too many houses proposed - strain on local roads, schools, healthcare facilities etc.
Too many dwellings for size of plot.What extent of traffic impact assessment as well as Flood assessment has
been conducted and what were results (cannot locate these on the website if there). Without significant
improvement in local infrastructure the village will not be able to cope - traffic is already a problem as is
flooding. Other infrastructure such a school, health etc are also inadequate to support such a massive
increase in number of dwellings - this is stated in the Neighbourhood Plan but there is no comprehensive
solution proposed other than ‘cycle and footpaths’ being a requirement of development. To preserve the
beauty and value of the village these items need to be addressed ahead of growth in dwellings.
As local walkers we are not in favour. It would urbanise the open countryside, detracting from walks around
Elstead and in the area of national beauty. Views from bonfire hill will be spoilt.
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Piggy back parking is very frustrating; In my case my neighbours are parking a dormobile which blocks out
the light of my main sitting room, It also makes for a very unpleasant view out of the window. My other
concern regards car noise and emissions from a vehicle parked underneath ones own main bedroom and
inconsiderate parking when the other house has more cars than their own available parking places.
As mentioned in the previous section. This site is absolutely not suitable for development. In the previous
section i mentioned about the traffic, wildlife, access, all of which will be significantly affected. Furthermore
the light pollution mentioned above would be significant. Currently this is a quiet area which at night is dark
and peaceful. This would be destroyed if 40 dwellings are erected there. What will happen the the protected
species that live in this area (Red Kites for example)? The traffic study that was recently performed was a
misrepresentation of traffic flow as it was completed in the middle of a pandemic with many people working
from home. Incredibly inaccurate data. What considerations have been made for access during the building
stage? I suspect none, but I can assure you that I do not want 1-2 years of noise and disruption past the very
end of my property. Also, given that you can’t sell all the houses in watermeadow place, where is this
demand coming from, other than to line pockets with no consideration to settled residents?
Response to “Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan 2013-2030 Regulation 14 Focused Consultation:
Housing Policies H1 to H4
Page 5: Refers to the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) carried out by
AECOM. The Environmental Report Update March 2021 produced by AECOM states on page 11 that that, of
the shortlist of nine sites, five sites including Site 12 (land at Water Meadow Place) “are judged to perform
relatively poorly, such that they need not reasonably be taken forward to the growth scenarios”. The reason
given for this judgement with regard to the Water Meadow Place site is “that it falls outside of the
settlement area, whilst this could have been previously connected through the anticipated development at
the adjacent site. However, the report also notes that Site 2 (Land at four Trees) also falls outside of the
current settlement boundary. Despite having the same disadvantage as land at Water Meadow Place, the
land at four Trees has not been “judged to perform relatively poorly, such that [it] need not reasonably be
taken forward”. Instead it has been treated as a preferred option. The further point that the land at Water
Meadow Place “could have been previously connected through the anticipated development at the adjacent
site” appears to have been resolved as a ‘spur’ of road at the westernmost point of Tiger Moth Lane has
been constructed to provide access to this land, whether developed for housing or other purpose. Page 7:
“Four Trees (11 dwellings) should be retained as a site in order to provide a number of dwellings slightly
above the minimum required”. It is arguable whether an excess of 8% constitutes a ‘slight’ amount and also
whether such an excess should be provided for at all, given that the planning process will give no advantage
in providing for houses. Page 7: The Steering Group now recommends that Croft 2 should be omitted from
the Neighbourhood Plan … This Location is the furthest of the three sites from the main village services” This
appears to be incorrect as Four Trees is further from the main village services than Croft 2 and is therefore
an argument for rejecting Four Trees. Page 7 (referring to land at the Rear of Water Meadow Place: “… not
contiguous with the settlement area”. However, this site is contiguous with the settlement area of Water
Meadow Place and with Tanshire Park and this clear contiguity is shown by the provision of a ‘spur’ from the
westernmost point of Tiger Moth Lane to the site of proposed development. On the criteria set in the draft
Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan, the land at Four Trees should not be included as potential
housing development options as:- • It falls outside the settlement area • It is further from the main village
amenities than other options which have been rejected • It has poorer access both village amenities and to
the main roads through Elstead, leading to greater traffic flows • comprises mainly open farmland (with a
smaller area of ‘garden’ space) which would then be brought into development
The site is located very close to the SPA and any increased development will lead to additional pressure on
it.
I think the scale of development in this location will spoil walks and views around the area. It is a very
prominent and visible location that goes out into open countryside. The existing barn there looks
agricultural and belongs in the countryside. The same is not true of houses. I do not understand the planners
thinking about this.
The scheme must include adequate parking for the business hub and a transport solution for the additional
volume of vehicles (80 plus) which will be merging with traffic at the Thursley Road junction (possibly need
a mini-roundabout solution?). Given the proximity to St James school the opportunity to implement a
20mph speed restriction should also be encouraged.
It will ruin views from Bonfire hill, spoils walks around the area and harm wildlife such as badgers which live
on the hill. Lesser development on lower part of hill will be more appropriate and would be supported.
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any cycle access path should also be equestrian, with enough space for horses, runners and cyclists to pass
safely.
Don't know what piggy back style parking means . 40 dwellings/40+ cars sounds too many
Sunray is the obvious candidate in terms of proximity to infrastructure.
I am disappointed to see that the existing house on this site has not been included within the blue shaded
area as thus extra space would give a developer increased flexibility and might mean that the development
might not look the the usual 'overdeveloped' modern housing estate. I am disappointed that there is no
specific demand for Self build homes. Land for self build is regularly sought and a small area set aside for
this purpose must surely be possible. Can 'piggy back' parking be disallowed as it's a recipe for clogged up
roads.
There is a lot of conditionality on this policy that could begin to affect the viability
Not the infrastructure to support all these new builds. Also threat to wildlife and habitation Transport links
and roads already busy in and out of Elstead without these additional construction traffic and new residents.
Closer to amenities and to the local school where children can easily walk therefore less traffic from this side
of the village
Will this large development provide any extra finance to the school, GP surgery etc?
Some single storey dwellings should be included for the elderly and disabled.
D) Make the path a bridleway - access for horse riders west hill/west hill close
The footpath must be upgraded to a bridle way and not just a cycle path
Making the path from Springfield to west hill a bridle way instead of a cycle path
Create a bridleway between Springfield and west hill
Cycle path between Springfield and west hill should be upgraded to bridleway. This would allow horse riders
an alternative route through the village avoiding riding on thursley road around the green which is very busy
and dangerous before any proposed development.
I have repeatedly requested that the suggested 'cycle path', ie, upgrade of the footpath between Springfield
and West Hill, be made a public bridleway. Horses trying to access Hankley Common via Westbrook
currently have to go through the village on the B3001, and then past the village green where parking
(including 40 foot articulated lorries) causes them considerable difficulty and danger. Horse riders are, if
anything, more vulnerable road users than cyclists, and use of this planned upgraded right of way is really
important for the safety of them and their horses. Also, please be aware that if the footpath is upgraded to
a cycle path rather than a bridleway, it will be REMOVED from the definitive map of rights of way, as a cycle
path is not a right of way. This is established fact, not rural myth, and can be confirmed by SCC Rights of
Way department.
The village does not have enough amenities and the roads are in very poor condition already.
Sunray farm is by far the best site to develop
It is appropriate forthe higher number of dwellings
Schools, doctor surgery and shops won’t cope with the influx of more people. The parking and roads are
already busier with the new Weyburn development. I live in Westhill and the traffic especially at school
times causes parking issues now so it will be even bigger issue when this development goes ahead, slam
parking and traffic issues on the main road are bad enough now. people still park over my drive even
though I have a dropped curb into my property. This village is getting too big now we don’t need more
developments going on.
Traffic down West Hill is already bad enough. Residence park along the road and usually only 1 car can get
down at a time. When it is school time parents also park along that road so no traffic can get through at
times. Adding more traffic down an already busy road will just cause more traffic to pile up. The school is
already full to capacity so to add 40 more houses in that area. Where do you propose the kids from those
houses attended school. The traffic around The Green in the village is already a rat race at school times. cues
form there constantly and you can never find parking around there.
As stated previously, there is a concern that the existing road infrastructure cannot manage the extra traffic.
The site must have more than one access road, reduce the number of dwellings on the site.
A suitable location for the proposed development
I have no idea what “piggy back style off street parking” means, but the development should reflect the fact
that in a rural environment, many households will have 2 cars
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Whilst I support this site, I am worried about increased traffic on roads and junctions around the village.
I agree that Sunday Farm should be the primary site given its location close to the village amenities. I
question whether the commercial space is commercially viable or whether that would end up similar to the
non-existent care home at Water Meadow Place. If the coworking space is truly desired, could the concept
be sold more to the developers. For example, that allocated land could be permitted to be residential, but
only if the coworking space is provided alongside it. Regarding the self-build/ custom-build, I would prefer
the developer to deliver a design led site-wide development rather than what could be a mish mash of
designs.
Not this AND Springfield, or if Springfield then fewer at Sunray
As said, fundamentally I don’t agree with Elstead being required to take large housing developments of this
magnitude. I agreed with Watermeadow because it was a brownfield redevelopment. I don’t think the village
has the amenities to take another 160 dwellings. But given that your committee has already accepted the
numbers and simply wishes to decide where they should go, this is probably the least worst option of the
choices. Sadly it will impinge on habitats and this I feel very uncomfortable with. We will pay a heavy price in
future for this abuse of our precious countryside and I despair about the planning policies of this appalling
Conservative government, one of the worst and most environmentally destructive I n living memory.
Too many houses, and the volume of traffic an additional 40 houses will create for West Hill is too much for
the size/width of the road. If any development ever happens on Sunray farm, it must have more vehicle
parking per house than the government guidelines - at least 3 spaces per house.
West Hill is a quiet no through road which CANNOT accommodate another 80 cars (potentially)
Do you have any comments on Policy H3?
This seems to be a sensible place to redevelop to get higher density housing close to services
Parking is already a significant issue on Springfield. The development should provide adequate parking (not
piggy-back) not just for the new dwellings but the existing properties whereby the current occupants
currently have no option but to park their cars on the grass verges. It needs modernising so there is parking
for everyone otherwise it will continue to look a mess and be unsafe as cars drive across green spaces where
families walk and children play. The mud also gets churned up in the Winter and looks terrible. I like the
idea of the play area. However, please DO NOT put an 'outside gym' there. In reality, people do not use
them and they are just a bit naff and look terrible too. I would argue that the play area in the design should
just be a nice green space, with trees and bushes and maybe some wooden obstacles for children to play
and people to sit on. This is in line with the new green spaces agenda and green social prescribing
initiatives. Great for wellbeing, wildlife and would boost the area. I would argue that actual play equipment
should be added to Quillets play area as currently it is strange how little is there and there is a lot of unused
space. Re Springfield please just make it a nice green space. Also, very importantly, any green spaces need
to be protected so no vehicles can be parked on them. There must be raised grass verges or solid wooden
fence posts to stop anyone driving onto to the green spaces. Overall I am sympathetic to any resident who
is affected by the changes. However, I think the development will be a great improvement to the road, if
parking is developed for all and the green spaces are protected from vehicles.
It is vital that adequate & non piggy back parking is provided for all properties (including pre-existing
properties nearby which currently are without parking). Springfield has a long standing culture of cars &
trucks being parked on the green spaces (including by people who do not live in the vicinity). This is anti
social, dangerous for pedestrians especially children and an eye sore. Any green area left once the new
houses are built needs to be protected (for example by bollards or established trees planted v.closely
together) to ensure we break the cycle of this problem.
Adequate and good parking is a must.
At present the homes nearest to Bonfire Hill are bungalows. Building houses or a block of flats where
indicated on the outline plans would obstruct the view of the hill and would be visible from the hill above. If
a block of flats is to be built it would be better for it to be in the corner nearest to Bankside, where it would
be less visible from the village. Steps should be taken to preserve the three Jubilee birch trees, planted to
celebrate the Queen's Silver Jubilee. These are mature trees that should be part of the landscaping of the
site.
I think it is a good idea to make better use of the space and area in Springfield. BUT honestly have you seen
the parking and access challenges around that area and then access on to Milford Road
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Too many houses in a small area. It will be overcrowded and traffic congested
I have reservations of how this will relate to Bonfire Hill
All residents in existing homes likely to be impacted by this plan must be kept fully informed and consulted
on the proposed developments. It seems this has not happened to date and this is extremely alarming for
those living in the area.
Measures to promote wildlife should be included.
And careful consideration of the design / look to be
sustainable whilst being consistent with the character of the area
Policy has Major failure factors that will impact on local residents,including Doctors surgery and the local
environment around the boundary of the proposed area and with in. Options haven't been included for
environmental features for example Pond area . All very premature , as Bonfire hill site has not been
confirmed yet as a Central village Park. And would impact further development on highlighted play area ,
and movement of play area, to release current building numbers at Springfield and provide a more greener,
desirable and pleasing village plan like re development of Springfield , which clearly shows current proposals
don't . More thought to environment and better development plans inline with village life
9, Orchard Close, Elstead. GU8 6EF Dear I received the leaflet in the last month and I am now replying to
the neighbourhood plan for Elstead and Weyburn 2013 -2032. I was glad to see that the Bonfire Hill site is
not on your plans for development. It seems to me that this was a totally unsuitable site as well as being an
important and historical landmark for the village of Elstead. I do hope that the sites up for consultation will
allow for affordable housing as I didn’t see on the consultation Housing policy document which sort of
houses were being proposed. Reasonably priced housing for private and rent are clearly needed. My
objection to the Four Trees site it the increase in traffic, for the 11 houses proposed would mean at least 22
cars and the entrance and exit is on a bend in Hookley Lane and I do worry about the site- line coming out
onto a quiet lane. I also believe that the site at four trees is a field which is in the green belt. The Sunray
Farm site has problem with site lines coming out from Westhill onto a major road through Elstead on a bend
onto the Farnham road which is busy especially during term time as the school s situated just around the
said bend. The extra traffic would be a hazard for children and parents walking to and from school. The sites
at Springfield at the moment is a lovely quiet area and I do wonder if this will be spoilt with the amount of
houses being proposed and it looks as if residence who rent property will be turned out to make way for
demolition, many of which have been in the premises for some time. I do hope that Kingsmead park will
not be developed. At present it is a peaceful area,residence here are mostly older people. If we do have to
have more houses, due to existing government policies, I would think that the field site behind Waterplace
Meadows would be the most suitable, as it would take the pressure off the centre of the village. Yours
sincerely
there appears to be inadequate provision for parking, especially around / for the doctors surgery, and taking
into consideration all the extra buildings.. Springfield is already a narrow congested road. Parking
provision needs to be a priority.
As this site is within the settlement, it is sensible to redevelop the site to provide more social housing. As
this area suffers from car parking and drainage issues already, these need to be assessed and factored in to
any plans. It may be necessary to reduce the number of homes by 1 or 2 to accommodate sufficient
parking, and to make the development complementary to the adjoining area in terms of density.
Whilst it is stated that the residents have been consulted, there needs to be transparency as to how they
would be impacted and any issues regarding re-housing addressed.
1) It will spoil this part of the village due to over development. 2) It will also spoil views from Bonfire Hill. 3)
Much loved homes will be lost as a result.
Two access points for traffic onto Milford road. Housing already built in that area, it is already developed
land
Springfield is known to be a flood risk area in the village as there are a number of "springs" in the area what infrastructure improvements will be imposed prior to any further growth in dwelling numbers. It is not
clear from documentation on the website. too many houses proposed - strain on local roads, schools,
healthcare facilities etc.
Springfield is known to have flooding issues ( hint is in the name ‘spring’ of which there are springs at this
site. What extent of traffic impact assessment as well as Flood assessment has been conducted and what
were results (cannot locate these on the website if there). Without significant improvement in local
infrastructure the village will not be able to cope - traffic is already a problem as is flooding. Other
infrastructure such a school, health etc are also inadequate to support such a massive increase in number of
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dwellings - this is stated in the Neighbourhood Plan but there is no comprehensive solution proposed other
than ‘cycle and footpaths’ being a requirement of development. To preserve the beauty and value of the
village these items need to be addressed ahead of growth in dwellings.
It would be a pity :(
please see my earlier remarks reference piggy back parking issues
Better access. Already built up. Minimal effect on wildlife. Larger plot so more houses can be fitted in if
considered in the correct manner.
Concern about parking and traffic - already a problem there due to the doctor’s surgery and also need clear
plans for management of displaced people
Response to “Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan 2013-2030 Regulation 14 Focused Consultation:
Housing Policies H1 to H4
Page 5: Refers to the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) carried out by
AECOM. The Environmental Report Update March 2021 produced by AECOM states on page 11 that that, of
the shortlist of nine sites, five sites including Site 12 (land at Water Meadow Place) “are judged to perform
relatively poorly, such that they need not reasonably be taken forward to the growth scenarios”. The reason
given for this judgement with regard to the Water Meadow Place site is “that it falls outside of the
settlement area, whilst this could have been previously connected through the anticipated development at
the adjacent site. However, the report also notes that Site 2 (Land at four Trees) also falls outside of the
current settlement boundary. Despite having the same disadvantage as land at Water Meadow Place, the
land at four Trees has not been “judged to perform relatively poorly, such that [it] need not reasonably be
taken forward”. Instead it has been treated as a preferred option. The further point that the land at Water
Meadow Place “could have been previously connected through the anticipated development at the adjacent
site” appears to have been resolved as a ‘spur’ of road at the westernmost point of Tiger Moth Lane has
been constructed to provide access to this land, whether developed for housing or other purpose. Page 7:
“Four Trees (11 dwellings) should be retained as a site in order to provide a number of dwellings slightly
above the minimum required”. It is arguable whether an excess of 8% constitutes a ‘slight’ amount and also
whether such an excess should be provided for at all, given that the planning process will give no advantage
in providing for houses. Page 7: The Steering Group now recommends that Croft 2 should be omitted from
the Neighbourhood Plan … This Location is the furthest of the three sites from the main village services” This
appears to be incorrect as Four Trees is further from the main village services than Croft 2 and is therefore
an argument for rejecting Four Trees. Page 7 (referring to land at the Rear of Water Meadow Place: “… not
contiguous with the settlement area”. However, this site is contiguous with the settlement area of Water
Meadow Place and with Tanshire Park and this clear contiguity is shown by the provision of a ‘spur’ from the
westernmost point of Tiger Moth Lane to the site of proposed development. On the criteria set in the draft
Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan, the land at Four Trees should not be included as potential
housing development options as:- • It falls outside the settlement area • It is further from the main village
amenities than other options which have been rejected • It has poorer access both village amenities and to
the main roads through Elstead, leading to greater traffic flows • comprises mainly open farmland (with a
smaller area of ‘garden’ space) which would then be brought into development
The density of development looks higher than appropriate
I do not support evicting people from their homes!!! If this can be done on a voluntary basis then it is ok.
The site needs to be designed to prohibit unsociable parking of vehicles on any green landscaping (which
currently happens). Quillets play area is clearly underfunded & not maintained (broken fences, long grass
etc) and unsuitable surface access. The redevelopment plans should be an opportunity to address these
issues especially as the site already exists and is large enough to accommodate the identified need. Finally
there will be a potential increase of 20 plus vehicles merging with Milford Road traffic this needs to be
resolved as part of the proposals with guarantees of implementation and road maintenance from SCC.
We object to this. It will spoil green space and the area around what is a pleasant rural part of the village. It
is overdevelopment. This should be strongly opposed. Removing good housing to make more housing
should not be a priority in this location. It is strange when an objection to the Bonfire hill development was
that is no need for more affordable housing in Elstead. Why has the council suggested this in this area? It
feels wrong. Please publish who is involved with these decisions and with this neighbour plan. There needs
to be accountability.
Concern for poor residents, perhaps many of whom are long-standing, and the resultant necessity for them
to be rehoused in an unfamiliar area away from a village almost certainly many of them have loved.
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The proposed density is much too high covering almost all the site with housing, parking ,roads. The nature
of Springfield/Upper Springfield is open, many single story buildings with gardens, and green with grass
verges. The proposed development would cover almost the entire grassed area with dwellings and cars.
Thus changing the local character. Traffic is becoming an issue - the village Surgery is almost opposite the
proposed development site and has no carpark provision for those who need it, who have to use the roads
verge.. Already there is daily parking on the present grassed areas proposed for houses. The plot contains
walking access to a footpath at Hill Crest which links Springfield to West Hill and also to Guinea Common.
This link is also an important wildlife corridor, and badgers use the grassed areas for seeking food. Drainage
in the area can be a problem, in wet weather the water run-off fills the road gutters. Springfield, as its name
implies, has a high water table and covering the ground with houses will worsen the situation.
Generally yes, but Springfield is prone to flooding and its unlikely the council know what the drainage and
water diversion systems are; there is therefore an increased risk of flooding to existing properties in this area.
Piggy back parking should be disallowed as it always leads to on-street parking and in this area that's a
massive problem. It would be sensible to ask for The Quillets area to be massively enhanced thus allowing a
good deal of extra space to sort out the parking mess in this area. The whole Springfield area should be
looked at to try and solve parking and flooding issues in this part of the village. Is the Neighbourhood Plan
able to ask for some 'joined up thinking' to happen here?
If all we dwellings are affordable then a large part of the village will become a scruffy shithole. We all know
that and let’s nit pretend otherwise
As with H2 I'm not sure piggyback parking solutions work. People are generally lazy and will park outside of
designated areas if it means they don't have to move cars if someone else wants to go out, that could lead
to anti social parking
Not the infrastructure to support all these new builds. Also threat to wildlife and habitation Transport links
and roads already busy in and out of Elstead without these additional construction traffic and new residents.
Traffic can use one of two exits onto Milford road therefore minimising the bottleneck at the end of Hookley
Lane
Some trees should be planted
Cycle way between Springfield and west hill should be upgraded to bridleway to allow horse riders a safer
route through the village
Agree this will suit development
A redevelopment of a brownfield site is appropriate and I welcome this proposal
Must improve availability of parking
Must improve parking provision
There is already an issue with both traffic congestion at the Milford road junction and parking around the
Doctor's surgery. There is also inadequate parking for the current houses so it is not feasible to add a
further 16 houses into the area without addressing the parking problem.
Important to provide additional parking capacity in view of loss of informal parking provision due to
redevelopment.
A small area surrounded by houses. Would be a very noisy and disturbing development for the local
residents for some time. Impossible for those on night duty to sleep during the day. Parking is a major
issue. The Doctors surgery has no specific parking for patients. Already the parking causes a problem where
Springfield joins the Milton Road. At the moment the surgery is not encouraging patients to attend due to
Covid, prefering to have on -line appointments but once restrictions are lifted the problem will only become
more acute. If the new homes are each to have gardens and parking for two cars, the space will be extremely
congested. At present the open feel to the area is a pleasure, which will be lost.
Same as above traffic overload and surgery and schools not big enough, residents in the village struggle to
get their children into the school now especially if they have a sibling for their child to get a place often the
second-third child has to go to a different school through overload, and too much traffic again, what about
the people who live in the properties that are going to be demolished what happens to them??
I have a document outlining a number of comments regarding H3, as well as the immediate surrounding
areas. I am sending these separately to Juliet Williams and other relevant parties.
The existing housing on three sides of the green space already have inadequate parking and access. There
may be a case for replacing the existing houses as they are not entirely suitable for people with disability.
There is already a need for more appropriate parking space to prevent piggy back parking. The suggested
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development would give rise to possibly 50 extra cars needing to access the Milford Road via the junctions
with Springfield and Springhill, both junctions being adjacent to Bus Stops and the Pedestrian crossing.
I am glad to see investment by the council in upgrading and improving available low cost housing within the
existing settlement. Whilst some tenants will be sadly disrupted, hopefully they can be offered better
accommodation .
Whilst it's not ideal, the site is within the boundary and hence needs to be prioritised. Has the NP steering
committee considered that the housing provision on this site could allow the other sites to deliver less
affordable housing? (I.e. The village as a whole would still provide the same number of affordable homes). I
would actually prefer this so that Sunday/ Four Trees could provide more of the 2-3 bedroom houses that
Elstead actually needs.
This site should be used to provide state funded council housing for rent to younger Elstead residents.
Light pollution, increased traffic, increased pressure on GP services, aesthetically change the feel of this area,
overcrowded, more suitable sites, unfair on residents whose homes would be demolished,
Not this and Sunray, Bonfire Hill will have views spoilt and open area at heart will be spoilt
I think I’ve got confused with question numbers. Please see my comments in response to H1 above, which I
thought was also about Springfield.
Do you have any comments on Policy H4?
I do not agree with the Four Trees development. Given the location, this is just the tip of the iceberg. If this is
green lighted then more will follow in that locale, eroding into the rural landscape and going against the
ethos of wanting to preserve the essence of Elstead village. What's more, Hookley Lane is already a busy
road and does not need additional traffic. As well as traffic from existing residents there is increased traffic
to/from the farm as they are operating the farm shop, plus all the cars from walkers/dog walkers accessing
the common. The residents of Hookley Lane are already petitioning the council with about the increased
parking on this road.....no more traffic is needed. Lastly, you have exceeded the minimum requirement for
houses by 5. Scrap Four Trees (11) and build 6 more houses (to meet your minimum) on Springfield which is
an existing development. Don't meet your quota by eating into the countryside.
Dreadful idea. The area is a rich source of wildlife including deer, heron, ducks, frogs etc etc It would be
totally destroyed for ever - huge loss for all the areas residents
While I accept that new housing is required in the village, I do not think the 1.82ha should be included in
this policy. Although the whole site was put forward, only the 0.48ha element has been deemed suitable for
development and therefore the remainder of the site should be left as it is. In the last 20+ years, this area
has been a field - mown perhaps twice a year, and the wildlife has thrived. The idea that it should be turned
into public open space seems a backward step in terms of conservation. There is ample public space a few
hundred metres walk up the road. The properties in this area outside the settlement and in green belt
(Timberline, Llantilio and Canbury) already provide a soft edge between the village and the countryside. The
land should be protected by local and national planning policy by the fact it is within Green Belt, AONB and
AGLV.
The type of homes built there should be in keeping with their neighbours in Hookley Lane and Silver Birches
Way.
This is a better number of housing. But with all the other proposals it's too much of an impact on the current
village road infrastructure on already busy roads.
Reduce 11 houses to 6 rather than exceed the required total allocation. If proceed with 11, need to mitigate
the traffic issues where Hookley Lane meets the main road and horse riders, walkers and cyclists want to
access Hookley Lane. In all cases construction traffic will need to be managed to protect vulnerable road
users and prevent congestion.
This site offers the best development potential. It would not be overcrowded
As stated earlier I am concerned about the increase in traffic in and from Hookley Lane I am also concerned
that taken into account the Croft development site the lane, which is a cut de sac is bearing too much of the
additional burden
Measures to promote wildlife should be included.
And careful consideration of the design / look to be
sustainable whilst being consistent with the character of the area
There should be an assurance that the 1.82 hectares retained as a public space will not be built on in any
future housing development plan (post 2032). Secondly, any planning application for the development of
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Four Trees must be accompanied by a quantitative assessment of the hydrological impact of the
development both at the site and between the site and the River Wey and should propose appropriate
mitigation and compensation measures.
9, Orchard Close, Elstead. GU8 6EF Dear I received the leaflet in the last month and I am now replying to
the neighbourhood plan for Elstead and Weyburn 2013 -2032. I was glad to see that the Bonfire Hill site is
not on your plans for development. It seems to me that this was a totally unsuitable site as well as being an
important and historical landmark for the village of Elstead. I do hope that the sites up for consultation will
allow for affordable housing as I didn’t see on the consultation Housing policy document which sort of
houses were being proposed. Reasonably priced housing for private and rent are clearly needed. My
objection to the Four Trees site it the increase in traffic, for the 11 houses proposed would mean at least 22
cars and the entrance and exit is on a bend in Hookley Lane and I do worry about the site- line coming out
onto a quiet lane. I also believe that the site at four trees is a field which is in the green belt. The Sunray
Farm site has problem with site lines coming out from Westhill onto a major road through Elstead on a bend
onto the Farnham road which is busy especially during term time as the school s situated just around the
said bend. The extra traffic would be a hazard for children and parents walking to and from school. The sites
at Springfield at the moment is a lovely quiet area and I do wonder if this will be spoilt with the amount of
houses being proposed and it looks as if residence who rent property will be turned out to make way for
demolition, many of which have been in the premises for some time. I do hope that Kingsmead park will
not be developed. At present it is a peaceful area,residence here are mostly older people. If we do have to
have more houses, due to existing government policies, I would think that the field site behind Waterplace
Meadows would be the most suitable, as it would take the pressure off the centre of the village. Yours
sincerely
I fail to see why Croft 2 at the original reduced number of houses is not preferred to Four Trees. It is
disingenuous to state that Four Trees is nearer the village than the Croft, it's not. Plus the vehicular access to
the Croft was confirmed by SCC and the concern on this seems judgmental vs fact based. Land is being
taken out of the green belt for Four Trees. If it does go ahead, it is imperative for the village that the field
behind the proposed development is protected - this is green belt and under the NPPF should stay so. The
proposed public open space appears to be a consultant's suggestion vs a resident consulted decisions after
a well thought through set of options have been considered (why not ensure it's self maintained through
sensible planting etc?)
The road junction between Hookley Lane / Springfield / Milford Road will be something of a pinch point,
and some consideration on managing traffic flow needs to be in the proposal.
what is the advantage of insisting on a percentage of custom build properties ?
Pleased to see self build included
Is a SANG required for this site, or can it use the existing SANG adjacent to Water Meadow Place? The field
at the back should be kept natural and rural - perhaps as a wildflower meadow.
More development in the Hookley lane area is sure to cause traffic issues on an already busy road. Milford
road access would be a nightmare.
Not to include self build allocation as it will look odd!
Noise pollution for residents in Hookley Lane and Silver Birches away. Residents paid premium prices to live
in quiet area of the village. This peaceful area will become noise polluted and over crowded with 11 new
dwellings. Traffic from Hookley Lane onto Milford road will become even more of a bottle neck in rush hour
traffic. Hookley Lane is used by dog walkers, horse riders, cyclists and families. Increased traffic will be
hazardous for locals along this road. I strongly oppose this development.
1.82 hectares in point ii above would be perfect for a new wood and might attract a Woodland creating and
maintenance grant. Could the land be donated to The Woodland Trust perhaps, or the Parish council? I
have visions of this piece of land being neglected and becoming an eyesore unless a sensible scheme is in
place.
This policy will increase traffic down a congested narrow road with business vehicles and private vehicles
already congesting the road with vehicles parked on the road also. The route has horses and riders already
at risk.There are vehicles often parked where Hookley Lane meets Springhill and difficulty of exiting
Springhill at rush hour times with buses and school buses stopping there. Also a lot happens at this exit
which more traffic will cause trouble. Silver Birches and the Croft have more than doubled traffic already.
Effectively making Silver Birches development bigger when the road access is the same seems wrong. The
Milford Road area at the end of Hookley Lane has a lit zebra crossing. Everybody says there are lots of risks
at the junction. These should be reduced before increasing traffic. Why the other areas in the village with
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greater access to the centre of the village by foot are not being considered for housing first confuses us
particularly because this has been decided before. Also the recent plan was looking at sites for houses where
the main road is nearer and where there is room.
Proposed access and traffic movement in the vicinity seems inadequately planned.
too many houses
proposed - strain on local roads, schools, healthcare facilities etc.
Unsustainable increase in traffic through narrow rural village roads. What extent of traffic impact
assessment as well as Flood assessment has been conducted and what were results (cannot locate these on
the website if there). Without significant improvement in local infrastructure the village will not be able to
cope - traffic is already a problem as is flooding. Other infrastructure such a school, health etc are also
inadequate to support such a massive increase in number of dwellings - this is stated in the Neighbourhood
Plan but there is no comprehensive solution proposed other than ‘cycle and footpaths’ being a requirement
of development. To preserve the beauty and value of the village these items need to be addressed ahead
of growth in dwellings.
Please see my earlier remarks about piggy back parking. 11 houses could mean another 4 cars per house.
Hookley lane only has a narrow pavement on one side of the road. It is also only as safe as any other
country road being on a more rural side of Elstead than the other sites. I request that more road safety
measures are put in place before the building of these house.
The junction between Hookley Lane, Springhill & Milford Road should be redeveloped to make it safer as it
is already a very busy junction with very little room for vehicles to turn into Hookley Lane from Milford Road
(via Springhill). I believe there has already been a very serious accident in the last year or so involving
pedestrians; issues are poor lighting, no pedestrian crossing, paving only on one side of Hookley Lane at this
junction and lack of space to allow 2-way traffic into Hookley Lane from Milford Road (via Springhill).
Better access to the main road, does ant have to pass through the village past the green.
Traffic management and parking
Response to “Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan 2013-2030 Regulation 14 Focused Consultation:
Housing Policies H1 to H4
Page 5: Refers to the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) carried out by
AECOM. The Environmental Report Update March 2021 produced by AECOM states on page 11 that that, of
the shortlist of nine sites, five sites including Site 12 (land at Water Meadow Place) “are judged to perform
relatively poorly, such that they need not reasonably be taken forward to the growth scenarios”. The reason
given for this judgement with regard to the Water Meadow Place site is “that it falls outside of the
settlement area, whilst this could have been previously connected through the anticipated development at
the adjacent site. However, the report also notes that Site 2 (Land at four Trees) also falls outside of the
current settlement boundary. Despite having the same disadvantage as land at Water Meadow Place, the
land at four Trees has not been “judged to perform relatively poorly, such that [it] need not reasonably be
taken forward”. Instead it has been treated as a preferred option. The further point that the land at Water
Meadow Place “could have been previously connected through the anticipated development at the adjacent
site” appears to have been resolved as a ‘spur’ of road at the westernmost point of Tiger Moth Lane has
been constructed to provide access to this land, whether developed for housing or other purpose. Page 7:
“Four Trees (11 dwellings) should be retained as a site in order to provide a number of dwellings slightly
above the minimum required”. It is arguable whether an excess of 8% constitutes a ‘slight’ amount and also
whether such an excess should be provided for at all, given that the planning process will give no advantage
in providing for houses. Page 7: The Steering Group now recommends that Croft 2 should be omitted from
the Neighbourhood Plan … This Location is the furthest of the three sites from the main village services” This
appears to be incorrect as Four Trees is further from the main village services than Croft 2 and is therefore
an argument for rejecting Four Trees. Page 7 (referring to land at the Rear of Water Meadow Place: “… not
contiguous with the settlement area”. However, this site is contiguous with the settlement area of Water
Meadow Place and with Tanshire Park and this clear contiguity is shown by the provision of a ‘spur’ from the
westernmost point of Tiger Moth Lane to the site of proposed development. On the criteria set in the draft
Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan, the land at Four Trees should not be included as potential
housing development options as:- • It falls outside the settlement area • It is further from the main village
amenities than other options which have been rejected • It has poorer access both village amenities and to
the main roads through Elstead, leading to greater traffic flows • comprises mainly open farmland (with a
smaller area of ‘garden’ space) which would then be brought into development
The rear of the site is subject to significant surface water flooding and only approximately 600m from the
SPA. The addition of housing here will lead to increased pressure on the SPA. Ideally all development should
have really been sited to the north of Milford Road to protect the SPA though appreciate it may be too late
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in the process for this. The land allocated for green space at the rear needs to be appropriately protected
from development. It should be allowed to revert back to nature with no pedestrian access
A robust traffic management plan must be agreed and implemented by SCC. With the possible additional 20
plus vehicles from the Springfield redevelopment and the possible additional 22 plus vehicles from Four
Trees the backlog of traffic converging at the Milford Road junction cannot be ignored.
Hard to judge. We can not see the site. Location seems good. The road used to be lined with unassuming
bungalows and now has overpriced houses on it.
My husband and I confess to having no idea as to where FOUR TREES is and are both pretty hopeless at
understanding maps - especially when we don't recognise some of the surrounding 'roads' shown on the
map.
Poor access onto roadway. Hookley Rd is narrow and the access to the main road poor.
The field at the rear of 4 Trees is frequently waterlogged. The drainage ditch between this field and Silver
Birches Way has flooded in the past, with flood water reaching at least one of the properties. If 4 Trees is
extensively developed, which is likely to happen once initial permission has been given, then there will be an
increased flooding risk to existing properties as the field is tarmacced over. Accept that some development
of Four Trees is likely to happen but think that the developer must be made to pay careful attention to water
management and that some form of liability should be placed on them in the event that they fail to do this.
Some of the residents of Silver Birches Way have previously advised Waverley that they would target officers
of the council and councillors as individuals for legal action if a decision were made which were to render
their properties uninsurable or subject to substantially increased premiums.
Once again, please try to prevent the piggy back parking situation which always leads to more on-dtreet
parking.
Not the infrastructure to support all these new builds. Also threat to wildlife and habitation Transport links
and roads already busy in and out of Elstead without these additional construction traffic and new residents.
1. Additional noise pollution to residents in Hookley Lane and Silver Birches Way. 2. Additional traffic in
Hookley Lane which is used by many dog walkers already coming from outside the village and creating road
pollution for residents. Hookley Lane is used daily by horse riders, creating additional safety concerns with
the increased traffic a new development would bring. 3. Rush hour at the Milford road junction from
Springfield/Hookley Lane is already a bottleneck with traffic. 11 new dwellings at Four Trees would
substantially increase the pressure of access to Milford road, as would a new development in Springfield.
Hookley Lane is used on a daily basis for horse riders and children on bikes. This needs to be considered and
taken into account in the plans and related use of Hookley Lane for access purposes.
I am not happy with the 4 Trees development as it is not within the Village settlement area, is green belt
land and not suitable land to build on as it is a natural way for the water to flow from higher ground and
once built on will cause problems with flooding to neighbouring properties
No mature trees should be removed or cut back
Yes however access via Hookley lane will mean far more congestion. Access needs to be via the main road
into Elstead as well as / instead of Hookley Lane
I support the figure of 11 dwellings. I do not support any more than this
There needs to be confirmation that it is only the part of the site from Hookley Lane up to and including the
tennis court that is currently being proposed for development. Further more we need confirmation that
the existing mature trees will be retained. Hookley Lane cannot support the additional traffic that will be
created by building houses on 4 Trees land. The road is narrow with a pavement on one side only and is
heavily used by non-vehicular traffic. The junction with Spring Hill / Milford road is also already an issue at
peak times.
4 Trees is a site preferable to Croft 2 owing to its much better access arrangements
Traffic and schools and amenities won’t cope with more people coming into the village.
The traffic down Hookley Lane is always busy at any time of the day. adding more cars on that road will just
cause cues. The Milford Road alone is busy enough at all hours of the day and cars have to cue to get out
from Hookley Lane on to it. school kids have trouble enough getting across it sometimes
Providing it is sensitive for the area and takes into account the high water table and doesn’t lead to ground
water building up and causing problems for neighbouring properties
Ho reasonokley Lane is narrow overcrowdedin with fill developed an has dangerous access for above
reasons stated.The field is not previously developed and is green field. To develop this should need new
road access to B3001 near Lex Farm.
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I have no idea what piggy back style off street parking means, but the development should reflect the rural
nature of the village, meaning that most households will have two cars. This site would also benefit from
direct access from the Milford Road to the rear of the site.
Concerned about congestion and traffic at the junction with Milford Road.
There is no mention of the increased risk of flooding to properties in Hookley Lane, Silver Birches way and
the Milford Road.
There is no mention of the increased risk of flooding to properties in Hookley Lane, Silver Birches way and
the Milford Road.
I don't feel the Four Trees site is needed to make up the allocation in Elstead. I would prefer the Sunday
Farm site to be brought to its full potential. Both because it is the best site of the two, and because the
developers will push for that to happen anyway. Save Four Trees for when it is next needed.
Traffic lights at the junction of Hookley Lane,Springhill and the Milford Road should be installed to operate
only at peak times on weekdays.
It is more out of sight than other options and will therefore have less negative impact on village. It is near to
all shops and attractions as anywhere else
I think the plot size should be reduced by around half so that the edge of the settlement is a straight line not
a triangle sticking into the fields. The large plot size that you have here seems to go into the countryside,
and thus clearly will have an effect on natural habitats. As said above, it’s unnecessary to extend Elstead, this
is a village.
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Appendix E
Focused Consultation responses from statutory consultees

Summary of responses received and Steering Group response:
No
1

Author
CPRE

2

Natural England

3

Waverley Borough
Council

Details
Support Springfield as it minimises
encroachment into the Green Belt.

Steering Group Response
Noted

The settlement boundary needs to be
redrawn to reflect the removal of the
Croft allocation
Waverley BC will need to undertaken
Appropriate Assessment for any
proposals that come forward within
either Policy H2 and H3.
Base date clarity

Noted. Key diagram has
been undated accordingly.

Clarity over Springfield constraints and
delivery potential impact
Question the different delivery
requirements between the three sites.

Noted. Comments have
been reflected within the
HRA and SEA.
Noted, clarity provided
within the supporting text
and policy H1.
The Springfield site has
been subject to pre
application discussions with
WBC planning officers
which have identified
potential site constraints
and informed the emerging
concept plan for the site.
There are no known
constraints that would
prevent the site from
delivering c. 16 net new
dwellings in the plan
period.
Site specific delivery
requirements reflect
individual site
circumstances and
characteristics.

57

Detailed Responses:
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From: "XXXXXXX"
Subject: Natural England Response - 348133 - Elstead & Weyburn NDP- REG 16
Date: 20 May 2021 at 17:54:46 BST
To: "XXXXXXX>

FAO: E&W NDP,
Dear NDP Steering Group,
Many thanks for submitting the above regulation 16 consultation on the amendments to the
Neighbourhood Plan housing policies and the associated SEA and HRA.
Having looked at the submitted documentation we would have the following comments to
make.
With regard to Policies H2 and H3 for the larger of the three sites (the ones over 20 but
under 49 dwellings) we would suggest that along with mentioning that the developer would
require SANG that there should also be mention made of the need for an Appropriate
Assessment from Waverley for any such proposals that come forward within either of these
two site allocations. It would also be helpful, for clarity, to follow the guidance within the
HRA by AECOM which states that “it is strongly recommended that a policy in the plan
makes it explicit that housing development within 400m of the Wealden Heaths Phase 1
SPA will not be supported and that any other development proposed within the 400m zone
will require HRA”. This would help to ensure that it is clear that anything which comes up
within the 400m zone would definitely require assessment under the Habitats Regulations in
order to determine what impact there might be and what could be done to avoid this.
Given the latest guidance from us to Waverley about the different levels of mitigation
required, as per that mentioned in the HRA there will need to be a consultation with Natural
England in due course when these sites which are for over 20 but under 49 net new
dwellings come in so as we can assess them on their own merits at that time. At this stage
the plan can allocate these sites within the plan area providing the wording is clear in the
policies that further assessment would be required for any future planning applications
along with mitigation and the aforementioned consultation with NE.
Beyond the above, given this consultation is purely with relation to the Housing policies, we
would have no further comments to make at this point in time above and beyond any
comments we may have made at previous consultations.
Regards,
XXXXXXXX
Planning and UAS
Thames Solent Team
0208 XXXXXX
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From: XXXXXXX>
Subject: RE: Elstead & Weyburn NHP Mini Consultation
Date: 7 May 2021 at 13:17:13 BST
To: XXXXXX>

Dear XXXXX
Thank you for your letter giving Waverley Borough Council the opportunity to comment on the
above.
Firstly, Waverley notes that the housing requirement set out on page 6 of your consultation
document has no base date and therefore it is unclear how the small change to the number of
homes that the NP is required to allocate has been arrived at since the NHP Regualtion 14
Consultation in March 2020.
In terms of the change to proposed allocations, Waverley notes that in the supporting Elstead
and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan Site Options and Assessment Addendum, March 2021, the
allocation at Springfield is subject to significant constraints. However, not all of these have been
reflected in the planning requirements set out in Policy H3 and whether this will affect the
delivery of 16 net new dwellings in the neighbourhood plan period.
Secondly, it is not clear why the planning requirements for each of the allocated sites is
different. For example, a LEAP is required for Springfield and Sunray Farm but not for Four Trees.
A planting and landscaping Strategy is required on Sunray Farm and Four Trees but not on
Springfield where the Site Assessment Addendum mentioned above notes that the site is within
the Surrey Hills AONB and AGLV but any adverse impact could be mitigated through
reinforcement of vegetation along the southern boundary of the site. SANG is required for
Sunray Farm and Four Trees but not for Springfield. It is appreciated that there is likely to be
justification for a slightly different approach to each site based on their individual planning
constraints and needs. However, it is suggested that it is made clear why the specific planning
requirements for each site have or have not been applied.
This is an officer response prepared in liaison with the Council's Portfolio Holder for Planning
Policy and Services.
Kind regards

XXXXXXX
Team Leader (Local Plans and Planning Policy)
Waverley Borough Council
Tel: 01483 XXXXX
www.waverley.gov.uk
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Appendix F
First Plan responses from Other Interested Parties

Summary of responses received and Steering Group response:

No
1

Author
Antler Homes

Details
The Croft site should be allocated for
housing development.

2

Planning Potential

Additional housing growth should be
delivered within the Neighbourhood
Plan area over the plan period.
The Land adjacent to Water Meadow
Place should be allocated in preference
to Sunray Farm and Four Trees.

Steering Group Response
Guidance reviewed - no
amendments made to the
plan
LPP1 continues to provide
the correct basis for
determining the housing
requirement for the
Neighbourhood Plan area.
For the reasons set out
within this consultation
report, and the
Neighbourhood Plan
evidence base, the Steering
Group remain firmly of the
view that the proposed
housing allocations remain
the most appropriate
housing allocations.

Detailed responses from Other Interested Parties:
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FAO: Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
By Email Only: XXXXX
6th May 2021
Dear Sirs,

RE: FOCUSED CONSULTATION: HOUSING POLICIES H1 TO H4 OF
THE DRAFT ELSTEAD AND WEYBURN
1.

Introduction

1.1.

This is a representation made on behalf of Antler Homes PLC with respect to the housing site allocations within the draft
Neighbourhood Plan and the further targeted consultation on housing policies H1 to H4. As the Parish are aware, Antler
Homes are promoting the development of the land at The Croft, Elstead as a suitable site for early delivery within the
remainder of the Development Plan Period. This letter will set out our response to the consultation and justification for
including this site within the Neighbourhood Plan. The letter is accompanied by the following documents:

2.

•

Location Plan for The Croft, Elstead

•

Site Plan demonstrating the ability of the site to provide 34 dwellings and public open space.

•

Site Plan demonstrating the ability of the site to provide 25 dwellings and public open space.

•

Site Plan demonstrating the ability of the site to provide 10 dwellings and public open space.

Land at the Croft
Context for allocation of land at The Croft

2.1.

The Croft is a section of land that was formally a commercial use, with phase 1 constructed a number of years ago. The
remaining land is hoarded off from use, but benefits from an established highway access provided as part of the phase 1
development. The site is enclosed and does not contribute visually or spatially to the village, Green Belt or AONB. The
Regulation 14 Draft Neighbourhood Plan for Elstead (NP) sets the context for site allocations:

2.2.

“2.48 Under the National Planning Policy Framework in force prior to January 2019, modifications to Green Belt boundaries to
accommodate new dwellings could be made only by local planning [sic] authorities. As there is clearly insufficient space within the
current Settlement Area to accommodate the required number of additional dwellings allocated to the Neighbourhood Plan area,
this meant that land allocations would in effect need to be made by Waverley Borough Council in the context of the WLPP2 process.
The preliminary WLPP2 ‘emerging options’ paper, published for consultation in April 2018, proposed the removal of land associated
with the Croft site and the Four Trees site from the Green Belt, together with a small part of a third site at Sunray Farm, immediately
to the east of West Hill, and to allocate the land for residential led development.

2.3.

The extract clearly shows that The Croft was considered to be a suitable location by the Local Planning Authority and
intended for allocation within the Local Plan. The order is significant, putting The Croft first and only allocating ‘a small
part of a third site, Sunray Farm’. The Coft should therefore sequentially be a priority site within the allocation.

2.4.

Waverley Borough Council have further identified the same site as a preferred location and suitable for 30 dwellings
within the Land Availability Assessment, published in November 2020 (Site ID 308), after the refusal of the application (ref
WA/2020/0587). It therefore stands to reason that this site should be removed from the Green Belt and allocated as a
proposed development site in line with the professional view of Planning Policy Officers.
Allocation of The Croft

2.5.

The Croft was allocated for 10 dwellings within the regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan, for the section of land within the
settlement boundary. We were disappointed to see that the targeted consultation has now decided to remove the site
as an allocation and consider that the methodology to do so is not clear and has not correctly assessed the sites. We
have completed a ‘RAG’ review of the 3 sites now proposed, along with The Croft:
Site

The Croft

Highway safety

This

Sunray Farm

Four Trees

Springfield

site

is

This site would result

This site is un tested

This site is untested

demonstrably

safe,

in the residents from

in highway capability.

in highway capability.

with SCC confirming

40 dwellings driving

the access is suitable

though

for 34 dwellings

centre, causing danger

the

village

to school children.
Distance to village

0.5mile 10min walks

0.3mile 6min walk

0.5mile 10min walk

0.2mile 4min walk

Within AONB and

Within AONB and

Within AONB and

Within

Green Belt, part of

Green Belt, whole site

Green Belt, part of

boundary

site within settlement

outside of settlement

site

AONB. Not within

boundary

boundary

settlement boundary

Green Belt.

No,

No,

Existing properties to

agricultural/equestrian

garden use.

be re-developed.

Green
Planning Policy

Previously

Yes,

previous

Developed Land

commercial use.

within
residential

settlement
and

use
Loss of tree cover

Loss of self seeded

Trees surrounding the

Loss of ornamental

Yes,

trees,

site only.

trees

prominent

confirmed

acceptable by LPA
Tree

Officer

within

loss of two
trees

residential garden.

within street scene

in

previous application.
Unit capacity

34

40

11

16

Delivery timescales

Within 0-2 years

0-5 years

0-5 years

Unconfirmed

as

agreement required
with
residents.

existing

2.6.

As the above table demonstrates the criteria used to exclude The Croft is not justified, the rationale for removing The
Croft is flawed as it is the most developable site of the 3 within the Green Belt that will have the least impact. Our views
as to why The Croft should be re-allocated are set out in the below sections:
1. Lack of clarity over development at the Springfield site
2. Previous planning application for 34 dwellings Waverley Borough Council ref: WA/2020/0587
3. Location of the site in proximity to the village services
4. Highways access and safety
5. Development Options for The Croft
6. Public open space designations within Housing Allocations
7. Development within the AONB
8. Self-Build and Custom Housing
1. Lack of clarity over development at the Springfield site

2.7.

The only comment within the consultation regarding the Springfield site is ‘WBC have confirmed that all affected Springfield
residents have been appropriately consulted on the proposed plan’. There is no commitment from WBC with regards to:
•
•
•
•
•

2.8.

The delivery of housing.
Timescale for the development to be completed.
How existing residents will be managed during this process.
Housing mix proposed (unit size and mix etc).
Layout of the development, demonstrating that additional units can be achieved (note that initially they confirmed
they would achieve 18 addition, but it is now down to 16 on the latest indicative plan).

As such, the allocation of this site for an intensified development is inappropriate; as the development cannot be secured
and therefore the housing provision within the village, within the Neighbourhood Plan period, cannot be guaranteed.
Without clarifications on the above points, the site should not be included. The assumption that the site will come forward
for development is not quantifiably backed up within the consultation submission. On this ground the site should not be
included within the Neighbourhood Plan submission. Furthermore, the site should come forward as a windfall site, not
part of the allocated housing numbers.

2.9.

Should the site be developed, we have the following comments to make on the proposed Springfield site layout as shown
in the consultation:
•
•
•
•

There are a lot of plots with prominent side elevations that do not respect the street scene and will result in 2m high
closeboard fences dominating views (8,12,14,16).
Plots 15 and 16 turn their back on the exiting units retained, creating an enclave of older bungalows behind.
The site removes a public open space from within the village, with an increased density and urbanisation feel through
the proposal.
The removal of two high quality trees.

2. Previous planning application for 34 dwellings Waverley Borough Council ref: WA/2020/0587
2.10. The Croft has recently been the subject of a planning application for 34 new dwellings, which was refused by the planning
authority. The application was refused for 6 reasons, summarised as: 1) setting within the Green Belt, 2) pressure to
prune trees, 3) reptile translocation, 4) biodiversity net gain 5 & 6) no legal agreement secured.
2.11. Reasons 3-7 would have been addressed via conditions on a planning consent for additional technical information or
securing a legal agreement that would have been completed, should reasons 1 and 2 have been overcome. The only
reasons for refusal to consider further around the principle of development are 1 and 2.
2.12. Reason 1 – Green Belt impact. With the exception of the Springfield site, all allocations are within the Green Belt and
therefore this site is no different to the two other draft allocated sites (Sunray Farm and Four Trees) in this respect. It is
therefore not a reason to remove this site from the proposals above the others. Furthermore, due to its location,
surrounded by development on 3 sides, existing landscaping and flat topography, the site would not be visually intrusive
within the Green Belt and therefore not impact the openness of the Green Belt by either its spatial or visual elements.
The site would have a demonstrably lower impact on the openness of the Green Belt than Sunray Farm that protrudes
into an open cluster of fields.
2.13. Reason 2 – This neighbourhood plan consultation states that this site would result in the loss of more tree cover than
the other sites. The established trees around the boundaries were proposed to be retained and the proposed
development does not result in the loss of substantial or good quality trees. The Tree Officer did not object to the tree
removals required. Whilst a desk top map view of the site shows vegetation across parts of the site, a walk around the
site on the ground shows that the majority of the trees within the site are self-seeded poor-quality specimens that are
remanets of the previous commercial usage. The refusal reason was based around pressure to prune retained trees only,
which could be suitably addressed by minor alterations to the layout relating to a couple of plots only and retaining the
trees within the management company for the site. This could therefore be fully addressed whilst still delivering significant
housing on the site.
2.14. As such, the previous application demonstrated that technically the land at The Croft is capable of taking a policy compliant
mix od 34 dwellings. The allocation of the site, the provision of additional technical details and a S106 agreement could
address the refusal reasons in full. The site could be developed within the next 24 months.
3. Location of the site in proximity to the village services
2.15. The consultation response states that The Croft is further from village services than the other sites. This is factually
incorrect. The site is 0.5mile (10min walk) from the village Green (measured from the development site, not the entrance
to The Croft). This is the same distance as to the entrance to the Four Trees site, therefore not a reason to discount
The Croft over Four Trees. Notwithstanding this, all sites are within a 10min walk to the village green, and therefore the
use of this metric to discount sites is inappropriate.

4. Highways access and safety
2.16. As agreed by The Steering Group, Surrey County Council Highway Department have confirmed through the planning
application process that a satisfactory vehicular access can be achieved for the site. This is a professional technical
assessment backed up by both our highway consultants detailed documentation Surrey County Council’s Highway
engineers. The detail submitted as part of the application demonstrates that the site is acceptable from a highways
perspective of taking 34 additional dwellings, without requiring any land outside of the adopted highway verge. No private
gardens are impacted by the proposed highway modifications. It is therefore not acceptable for the Neighbourhood Plan
to use a lack of suitable access as a reason to remove the site allocation when demonstrable technical information has
been provided to you to the contrary which you have not found flaws in.
2.17. Sunray Farm is now allocated for 40 dwellings. This is a significant development in the heart of the village that will result
in additional traffic flows into the centre of the village. Whist the Neighbourhood Plan group consider that children will
walk to school from the development, they have not considered that the adult residents will all drive through the village
to and from work and taking children to secondary schools. The Milford Road heading east is the dominant road to access
employment areas of Godalming, Guildford and beyond as well as the A3 south. All traffic leaving Sunray Farm will logically
travel through the village to the Milford Road. Traffic from The Croft, leading onto Hookley Lane, would pick up the
Milford Road 450m away from the village green, away from the majority of village residents if walking into the school. We
therefore urge the Parish Council to review their rationale for traffic generation and pedestrian safety if allocating Sunray
Farm over The Croft. The Croft should be allocated for 34 dwellings and Sunray Farm, a smaller development to meet
the additional needs of the village only, as initially considered appropriate by Waverley Borough Council in their Local
Plan assessment.
5. Development Options for The Croft
2.18. With this representation we have included 3 plans to demonstrate the ability for the site to be developed for an
appropriate market and affordable mix of 34, 25 or 10 units. This site can come forward in its entirety within the 0-5 year
period and is controlled by Antler Homes, a residential developer that intends to develop the site not promote it.
2.19. The 3 plans submitted demonstrate how the site could be developed, in summary:
2.20. 10 unit scheme - The 10 unit scheme demonstrates how a site could be achieved to create a scheme of 10 dwellings
within the area previously identified in the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, with the site access re-located to follow the line
of the existing access that was constructed in anticipation of this scheme coming forwards.
2.21. 25 unit scheme – This demonstrates a mid-ground for Councillors to consider between the refused scheme and the 10
units. It retains the buffer around the trees, removing the pressure to prune (reason for refusal 2). It would provide more
local benefits than the 10 unit scheme including affordable housing and additional CIL receipt providing funding for the
parish and local infrastructure. This still retains 0.8ha of public open space for the development as well as retaining the
existing play area that was proposed to be removed by the initial Neighbourhood Plan allocation, which showed the play
area as the access route.

2.22. 34 unit scheme – This is as per the refused scheme that was considered acceptable in material respects and will be fully
addressed through the allocation of the site and the supply of additional technical detail.
2.23. The 10 unit and 25 unit plans show the scheme with the draft Neighbourhood Plan allocation overlayed. The 34 unit plan
is the refused layout. It is our view, that allocating the site for anything less than 30 units would not meet the needs of
the NPPF Chapter 11, as it would clearly not make the most efficient use of the available land. The site itself currently has
no contribution to the village, is obscured from public views and is inaccessible. It does not open out to a wider area of
publicly assessable land beyond. As such, it would be better served to maximise the development within this site and
significantly contributing to the localised housing need, removing the need for other sites, as opposed to provide a modest
number of units and sterilise the remainder of the site from a useful use.
6. Public open space designations within Housing Allocations
2.24. At present, the allocations are proposing public open space on each site that would have very limited amenity value to
most of the village residents and would result in a significant management burden for a few villagers. Whist we understand
the logic of allocating open space to defend the fringes of development, however more consideration needs to be taken
about the rational and impact of doing this, including:
•

•

•
•

•

The site would be unlikely to be used as recreation space by the majority of Elstead’s residents, as other larger
public areas (including Burford Lodge Recreation Ground) are just as easily accessible, but offer better recreation
facilities.
The open space would be retained within the management company for each of the sites. This will put a
significant financial burden on the new residents of the village. In the case of The Croft, 10 units with 1ha of
open space could result in 10 residents paying for the upkeep of a park for the village. The likely net result is
that the open spaces would become privatized from most villagers.
In the case of each allocated site, the open space is secluded and would not result in a safe and open area for
recreation.
In the case of The Croft, allowing development to span further to the western part of the land parcel so that
the existing playground could be increased in size would be a better use of open space in design and security
perspectives.
Significant quasi-public open space is not the best planning solution to the site and the Steering Group should
therefore allocate the whole site for development and provide more clear direction for its use.

7. Development within the AONB
2.25. As stated within the Reg 14 Neighbourhood Plan, the whole of the Neighbourhood Plan area is within the AONB (para.
2.24), and therefore if the Neighbourhood Plan is to meet the housing requirement set in the LPP1, any development will
be in the AONB (although some could potentially be on previously developed land). Of note, historical evidence
demonstrates that the site The Croft is previously developed land, which was partially re-developed for housing in the
late 2000s, with the current allocation section left undeveloped.
2.26. Aecom were employed by the Neighbourhood Plan to assess site allocations within Elstead. At Section 5.1 of their report,
it is noted that all of the sites considered suitable were subject to constraints by virtue of being in AONB and AGLV.
However, Aecom stated that “[the presence of these designations is not considered to rule development out that these site as it

is considered through sensitive design and the use of appropriate mitigation measures development can be acceptable when
considered in the context of meeting Elstead’s housing need.”
2.27. Paragraph 172 of the NPPF states that “…planning permission should be refused for major development…”. Footnote 55 of
the NPPF 2019 indicates that whether development is major development is a matter for the decision-maker, “taking into
account its nature, scale and setting, and whether it could have a significant adverse impact on the purposes for which the area has
been designated or defined”. Guidance in relation to this is provided by the ‘Maurici Opinions’.
2.28. The Maurici Opinions were considered by the High Court in R (Green) v South Downs National Park Authority [2018] EWHC
604 (Admin). The principles of the Maurici Opinions were largely approved, subject to two matters:
i) Stuart-Smith J made clear that whether the development was major development for the purposes of the DMPO might
be relevant to the assessment under NPPF 172, but would not always be so;
ii) It was not the case that the existence of any possibility at all of serious harm would make the development major
development.
2.29. The very recent book A Practical Guide to Planning Law and Rights of Way in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs – James
Maurici QC and James Neill et al (Law Brief Publishing, September 2020) sets out an Annex on pp133-4 of examples of
decisions as to whether residential development constitutes major development. From this, it is noted that there are a
significant number of schemes of over 30 units that have been approved and were not considered to be ‘major
development’ for the purposes of Para 172 of the NPPF.
2.30. The Officer Report for application WA/2020/0587 records the AONB Officer as saying that case law has indicated that
development such at The Croft for 34 units cannot constitute sustainable development in the AONB. We can find no
case to substantiate this claim: Each application would have to be determined according to its merits under the NPPF as
to whether it constitutes sustainable development. Elsewhere in the Officer Report the site was considered sustainable.
2.31. Taking this legal background into account, we disagree with the conclusions reached by the AONB officer on planning
application WA/2020/0587 that the development of The Croft Elstead for 34 units would be a major development and it
will be inappropriate to develop the site to accommodate that quantum of units sustainably. The wider factors of landscape
views, public viewpoints, detailed design, scale etc. need to be taken into account. It is the case that these can be suitably
mitigated to allow for a substantial portion of Elstead’s unmet need to be delivered on the site.
8. Self-Build and Custom Housing
2.32. The draft Local Plan Policy DM36 seeks to increase custom and self-build housing. We support the ability for self-build
and custom build plots to be provided as indicated on our previously submitted application.

Conclusion
2.33. This representation seeks to support the inclusion of land at The Croft back into the Neighbourhood Plan.
2.34. The site has been considered to be acceptable with respect to material considerations for 34 dwellings, including suitable
highways access. It is considered suitable for 30 dwellings by Planning Officers as part of their strategic housing land
availability assessment (SHLAA) and was previously considered suitable for 10 dwellings by the Neighbourhood Plan
steering group. The site has no other useful use and therefore should be allocated to make the most efficient use of land,
complying with chapter 11 of the NPPF 2019.
2.35. The Land Availability Assessment and previous iteration of the Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan both identified the
same sites as most appropriate to take growth, and we consider that these sites should be included within the submission
Neighbourhood Plan.
2.36. The representation has completed a RAG assessment of the choses sites and The Croft, showing no logical rationale for
removing The Croft, which remains the most logical development site within the village. The reasons for excluding it
within the targeted consultation are both unclear and incorrect.
2.37. The development of the Springfield site is not supported by substantial evidence to confirm that it will come forward for
development in the short term, including the need to re-house existing residents and design of the proposed scheme.
2.38. The Previous planning application for 34 dwellings at The Croft demonstrates the technical ability for the site to come
forward for development in the short term.
2.39. The site is within a suitable and sustainable proximity to the village services.
2.40. The development is demonstrably safe on highways grounds. Sunray Farm will result in substantial increases in traffic
through the village centre and should not be developed ahead of The Croft on these grounds.
2.41. A number of alternative development Options for The Croft have been included for the Neighbourhood Plan Group to
consider.
2.42. The use of public open space designations within Housing Allocations needs further consideration, at present it is not
clear how these areas will be used or managed and they could become a burden on the village and not have the desired
affect.
2.43. A scheme of 34 units in the village will not constitute major development within the AONB context.
2.44. Antler Homes support the concept of Self-Build and Custom Housing within our application; having previously submitted
a scheme with custom housing proposals.
2.45. We trust these comments will be taken fully into account when considering the submission version of the Neighbourhood
Plan. Should you wish to seek further clarifications with regards to land at The Croft, please do not hesitate to contact
me and I will be happy to arrange a meeting to discuss the site.
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Elstead Parish Council
Submitted via email to XXXX
7 May 2021
Our Ref: 19/4994

Dear Sir/Madam
Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan 2013-2032 Regulation 14 Housing Policies
Response - Site Promotion Representations for Land Adjacent to Water Meadow Place, Elstead

On behalf of our client, OCM Albion Topco SARL, we write in respect of the current Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood
Plan 2013-2032 Regulation 14 Consultation (additional consultation), running from Friday 26th March until Friday 7th May 2021,
through which the Parish Council is inviting comments on.
The current Consultation is a focussed Consultation on Housing Policies H1 to H4 only, following the first Regulation 14
Consultation on the Draft Plan which took place between Wednesday 11th March and Friday 8th May 2020.
We appreciate the additional analysis that AECOM have undertaken on behalf of Elstead and Weyburn Parish, notably the
Options and Assessment Addendum (March 2021) forming the evidence base for the draft site allocations, but are concerned
to learn that Land Adjacent to Water Meadow Place (our clients interest) has not been identified as an allocation.
This representation sets out why we consider Land adjacent to Water Meadow Place (hereinafter referred to as "The Site")
should be included within the Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan, in addition to the three sites currently identified.
Please note that we have previously submitted representations in early 2020 covering the wider document, and indeed these
should be read in addition to the content of the representations subject of this submission.
Before we have regard to the specifics of the Consultation document, it is wholly expressed that the Parish Council should be
using this opportunity to ensure more homes are allocated than is presently done so. The rationale for this is addressed below
and we urge the Parish Council to have full regard to this.
Housing Requirement
Waverley Borough Council's adopted Local Plan Part 1 (LPP1) identifies that the Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan
area should allocate sufficient sites to accommodate a minimum of 160 dwellings over the lifetime of the LPP1 (2013-2032).
Since 2013, it is understood that 98 of these dwellings have already been accounted for in the form of housing completions
or granted planning permission commitments. This leaves a minimum of 62 dwellings to be allocated to additional sites in the
Neighbourhood Plan area.
The Elstead and Weyburn Neighbourhood Plan currently proposes a total of 67 additional net dwellings across three sites,
namely Sunray Farm, Springfield and Four Trees. Indeed, it is recognised that these housing forecasts only marginally exceed
the absolute minimum of 62 dwellings. In other words, the figure is positioned at the very lowest end of what the
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