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INTRODUCTION

1.1. It was in 2014 that Ewhurst Parish Council decided that it would like to develop a neighbourhood
plan. The original intention was to prepare a plan that would cover approximately the northern two
thirds of the Parish, focussing on the main settlement areas of Ewhurst and Ewhurst Green. This
was because it was considered that this is where the majority of development would be focussed,
in light of the settlement boundaries here. Waverley Borough Council (WBC), however, as the local
planning authority, advised that the neighbourhood plan area should cover the whole Parish of
Ewhurst and Ellens Green, not withstanding that it was correct to assume that any new
development would have to be concentrated within the originally suggested area.
1.2. An application1 to do this was submitted by the Parish Council to WBC in July 2014. Following a six
week consultation, on 4 November 2014, WBC designated2 the Ewhurst and Ellens Green
Neighbourhood Area, which would share its boundary with the Parish.
1.3. It has taken many years to reach the point of developing a Submission Version Neighbourhood Plan
for Ewhurst and Ellens Green and the process has not been without its challenges. This Consultation
Statement seeks to set out the story of how the Neighbourhood Plan has been developed and, in
accordance with regulation 15(2) of Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012:
• details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed
neighbourhood development plan;
• how they were consulted;
• a summary of the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted;
and
• how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant,
addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood Plan.

1
2

Application_for_desgination_22_July_2014 Ewhurst.pdf (waverley.gov.uk)
Designation approval map
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SUMMARY OF ENGAGEMENT AND CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES, ISSUES
AND OUTCOMES

2.1.

A high-level summary of the timeline of activity for the neighbourhood plan is shown below.

Date
2014

2015

2016

2017

2018
2019

2020
2021

2022

Milestone
Parish Council decides
neighbourhood plan

Key activities
to undertake a • Neighbourhood Area designated
• Neighbourhood
Plan
Steering
Committee formed from across
Parish
• Public launch events
Community engagement recruits Working Groups • Working Groups established
• Parish Survey delivered to all
to research topics for evidence base
households
Steering Group organises surveys for evidence
• Targeted questionnaire undertaken
base
– businesses, young persons
Scoping potential development sites
• Site identification and availability
exercise/ landowner meetings
Working Groups continue work on the evidence
• Regular
community
updates
base
(website) and Parish newsletters
• Public meeting to explain approach
to site selection/allocation
Consultants employed to assess sites for potential • Community consultation on criteria
for site selection/allocation and
allocation in draft Plan
housing development
Site assessments completed and development of
1st draft Plan
Re-consideration of need for site allocations as • Parish Council decides draft Plan will
no longer include site allocations
sufficient housing numbers delivered
Draft Plan (site allocations removed) finalised for • Formal Pre-submission (Regulation
14) consultation from 8 July to 1
Pre-submission (Regulation 14) consultation (1)
September 2019
Health check of the Pre-Submission Version Plan • Recommendations on how to
proceed are provided
by consultants in light of consultation responses
Updating the Plan based on extensive comments • Pre-Submission (Regulation 14)
consultation (2) to run from 19 April
received
to 31 May 2021
Reviewing status of the SEA Screening based on
•
Submission Version Plan submitted,
amended Plan
with supporting document, to WBC –
Finalising Submission Version Plan for submission
Regulation 16 consultation
to WBC, Examination and Referendum
Final steps to making the Plan
• Examination
• Referendum
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2.2.

The sections below describe, in fuller detail, the process which took place during the course of the
Plan’s preparation. This is divided into five main stages:
Stage I: The work of the original Steering Group
Stage II: Consideration of whether to include sites within the Plan
Stage III: The first Pre-Submission (Regulation 14) Draft Neighbourhood Plan
Stage IV: A full review of the plan and a second Pre-Submission (Regulation 14) Consultation
Stage V: Finalising the Submission (Regulation 16) Neighbourhood Plan

2.3.

Information relating to housing and sites is covered within Stage II.

Stage I: The work of the original Steering Group
2.4.

Following the decision by the Parish Council to undertake a Neighbourhood Plan, the Parish as a
whole was formally designated as the Neighbourhood Area on 4 November 2014. There had
already been some local engagement by one of the Parish Councillors prior to the neighbourhood
plan project commencing and this work was considered useful in terms of both the information it
had captured and the gathering of potential volunteers to help on the neighbourhood plan.

2.5.

While the area designation was being formalised, a Steering Group was formed, with the WBC
Neighbourhood Planning Officer providing guidance on its composition; the group comprised two
parish councillors (one representing Ewhurst Village and the other Ellens Green) and five other
residents. Of the seven members, one lived in Ellens Green, one near Ewhurst Green, four in the
main part of Ewhurst and one to the north of the village. Together they represented a wide variety
of interests and skills – two being major local employers; one had a property and surveying
background, one a professional planning background, another was an environmentalist, ecologist
and educationalist, one had a background in economics and finance and another was from
business and administration. In addition two or three could claim to represent local community
facilities, community groups and clubs like the church, school and bowls club.

2.6.

The Steering Group began to draw up a detail of potential evidence that might be required and
also considered how the wider community might be engaged. This led to a new resident joining
the group, who had experience of publicity and media relations.

2.7.

A logo was agreed for the Plan as well as the need for a website.

The Neighbourhood Plan logo

Launching the neighbourhood plan - 2014
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2.8.

An initial flier advertising the neighbourhood plan was published in the Autumn of 2014 and
included dates for two community meetings and an appeal for volunteers to assist. The flyer was
distributed to every household in the Parish in the October edition of the Ewhurst and Ellens
Green News. The dates for the public meetings were Wednesday 26th November (evening) and
Saturday 6th December (morning).

2.9.

Described as ‘Village Forums’, everyone in the Parish was invited to attend. Alongside the flier, an
e-bulletin was issued, posters were displayed in prominent places around the Parish and the local
community organisations were contacted to spread the news to their members. The prime
objective of the events would be to launch the Neighbourhood Plan, to tell people what it was
about, and enlist volunteers to get involved. Furthermore, the events would provide an
opportunity to start gathering input from the community about matters of importance to them.
To this end, an initial survey was drawn up that would be handed to everyone on arrival. Large
scale maps of the Parish were printed, showing the various designations across the Parish, to help
inform discussions.

Establishing topic-based working groups - 2015
2.10. In total, 104 people attended the meetings, with many people setting out their desire to get more
actively involved (approximately 16 positive people were recruited at this point). The Steering
Group had been developing a project plan, and the feedback from the Village Forums helped them
in identifying three working groups, each comprising between seven and nine residents, covering
a variety of topics:
•

Working Group 1 - Housing; Business; Environment & heritage

•

Working Group 2 - Community facilities; Traffic & transport; Utilities Infrastructure

•

Working Group 3 - Central Support group

Later on, Working Groups 1 and 2 would break out into sub-groups, to explore the specific topic
areas.
2.11. The Steering Group met regularly with planning officers at WBC, who were in the process of
developing the draft Local Plan Part 1 (LPP1). This would help to ensure that the neighbourhood
plan, as it emerged, would have consideration for the strategic priorities. In addition, the Chair of
the Steering Group presented a report to the monthly Parish Council meeting, which was
published as part of its minutes.
2.12. The Working Groups set about investigating their topics in detail and would input their findings
to the Steering Group. The minutes during this part of the process were recorded and published
on the website3. Collectively, a draft vision was prepared to be tested with the community:

“Ewhurst and Ellens Green will accommodate change that retains and
improves its rich biodiversity and rural setting and sustains its community its people, its facilities and its heritage”

The neighbourhood plan website

3

The original website has been replaced. Minutes of the meetings (to 2017) can be found here: NP Meeting
Minutes - EWHURST AND ELLENS GREEN (ewhurstellensgreen-pc.gov.uk)
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2.13. It was in March 2015 that the neighbourhood plan website went live. It was publicised via the
village e-bulletin, and notified to all Parish Councillors with the suggestion that they pass it by
email to their contacts in Parish. In addition, a 2-sided information leaflet was produced to
distribute to all households. The website was very positively received locally and offered an
opportunity for local people to read updates on progress and also get in touch with the Steering
Group to raise specific issues or ideas.

Screenshot of the original neighbourhood plan website

Parish questionnaires
2.14. A series of targeted questionnaires were developed to inform the next stages of the work:
2.15. Community questionnaire: Each of the Working Groups was tasked with considering key questions
to include within a community questionnaire. External consultancy support was sought, funded
by Locality, which would include a workshop for the Working Group members. The external
consultant reviewed previous surveys undertaken by the Parish Council and concluded that this
new questionnaire should seek to collect information relevant to each of the Working Groups and
also to inform three main issues: housing need; comments on the proposed vision for the Parish;
and ideas for things that could be improved locally and how.
2.16. The questionnaire was issued in the summer of 2015 with a deadline of early September for
completion. Two copies of the document were
distributed to each of the 923 households in the
Parish and additional copies could be collected from
numerous public locations. It was also possible to fill
in the survey online. Promotions to advertise the
questionnaire included: e-bulletins, noticeboards,
articles/leaflet in local newsletters and magazines, a
reminder issued via the school to all children returning
to school to take home to parents, and ongoing
contact with village clubs and societies to ask them to
remind members.
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2.17. A total of 453 responses were received, and data was passed to the consultant for analysis. A
report of the findings was published in November 2015 4. The draft vision was very much
supported, with 93.7% of respondents agreeing with it, although it was considered that it should
be expanded (based on comments received) slightly and a set of objectives developed. A wealth
of information relating to the topic areas was also gained, and this was shared with the Working
Groups to be used to inform their investigations.
2.18. Employer questionnaire: A list was drawn up of all
employers in the Parish employing a minimum of five
people, and 38 surveys were sent out with questions
designed understand the challenges they were facing. Of
these, 11 were returned (29% response rate) and a report
was prepared setting out the findings5.
2.19. Youth survey: The leader of youth club was approached
to enlist their help in developing a survey aimed at young
people in the Parish, aged between 11 and 18. Over 100
surveys were issued (including via social media) across
the Parish and findings were used to inform the work of
the Working Groups.
2.20. Community facilities and groups: Contact was made with
42 clubs and societies, with approximately 2,100 members reached. Information about the
challenges they were facing and also potential projects was recorded.
2.21. It was important to share back with the community the findings of the questionnaires and this
was achieved via a range of mechanisms: posting the report on the website; putting hard copies
of the Parish Survey report in public locations around the Parish (for instance the Village Hall and
the Memorial Hall); issuing an e-bulletin and emailing directly all those volunteers and residents
who asked to be kept up to date on plan progress; placing an article in the local magazines; and a
short flier distributed to all residents. In fact, regular updates were made approximately six times
a year via the two local/Parish news sheets (the Villages Societies and the Churches), delivered to
all households.

4
5

FINAL Report of Parish Survey Results 2015 (ewhurstellensgreen-pc.gov.uk)
E & EG NP business survey 2015 draft report (ewhurstellensgreen-pc.gov.uk)
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Copy of the 2-page article about the questionnaire findings, in the News and Views ( church
newsletter), published Winter 2015

Constructing the evidence base for the neighbourhood plan
2.22. During this period, and in parallel with the public engagement, the Working Groups spent much
time gathering evidence in order to prepare a series of evidence reports for their topics. These
can be found on the Parish Council website: https://www.ewhurstellensgreen-pc.gov.uk/npreference.html. This includes a detailed report on housing numbers, mix and tenure, which drilled
down to the very local level.
2.23. By April 2016, as most of the reports from the Working Groups had been completed6 – bar the
work on site allocations 7 - it was considered possible to start drafting those sections of the plan.
An outline framework was drafted, so that the Groups could start filling in their proposed policies.
2.24. It was in August 2016, however, that the original Chair of the Steering Group stood down due to
his retirement and moving away from the area. Two other original members of the Steering Group
also stepped down at this time. A new Chair was elected in September 2016, who determined
that the main outstanding area of the neighbourhood plan was the consideration of sites. This will
be discussed further below.

Stage II: Consideration of whether to include sites within the Plan
2.25. Work on potential site allocations had started from the beginning of the plan process and ran in
parallel with the work described in the section above. It has been separated out within this
Consultation Statement, because whilst ultimately sites were not included in the Plan, it is
6
7

Ewhurst NP - SG meeting minutes April 2016 (ewhurstellensgreen-pc.gov.uk) (p.2)
Noting that the original intention was to allocate sites – this is covered further in Stage II
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nevertheless important to record the work that took place on this topic and why the decision was
taken not to include sites in the Submission Version neighbourhood plan. It should also be noted
that work on the sites led to an element of concern among some members of the original Steering
Group, in terms of how the work was being undertaken, to what purpose and the robustness of
the evidence being collated.
2.26. Very early in the process, and in the context of the emerging Local Plan Part 1, it was anticipated
that housing allocations would be included within the neighbourhood plan. At that time, WBC had
not allocated any level of housing to villages; whilst a broad target of approximately 150 dwellings
was to be delivered collectively by the Level 3 settlements (of which Ewhurst Village was one), it
was for neighbourhood planning groups to consider the level of housing their areas might require,
based on local housing needs and availability of suitable sites. In Ewhurst Parish, there was some
appetite among the local community to explore sites. For instance, a review of the comments
received at the original Village Forums found that although many people said there should be little
or no additional housing development in the area, an appreciable number of respondents thought
more small and more affordable houses were needed locally.
2.27. A subset of Working Group 1 would lead on this process, reporting back regularly to the Steering
Group.
2.28. In Spring 2015, a Local Call for Sites was issued, requesting sites that would accommodate at least
five dwellings. An article was placed in the local village newsletter and on the neighbourhood plan
website. Furthermore, the Working Group members leading on housing walked around the village
(Ewhurst village being the focus for development) to identify potential sites visually. WBC were
also asked to provide information about any sites that had been submitted to them within the
Parish. A long-list of sites was compiled and a meeting with WBC officers took place to provide
further guidance on how the sites might be assessed.

The first Strategic Environmental Assessment / Habitats Regulations Assessment
Screening
2.29. Meanwhile, the process of requesting a screening of the emerging neighbourhood plan, to
ascertain whether a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and/or Habitats Regulations
Assessment might be required, was initiated. Between August 2105 to March 2016, the Housing
Working Group gathered baseline data on the Parish, which was submitted to WBC on 9 March
2016 with a request to undertake the screening. A copy of this letter and the supporting baseline
material can be found in the evidence base 8.
2.30. WBC commissioned AECOM to prepare the screening on their behalf. Natural England, the
Environment Agency and Historic England were consulted on the findings of the screening report
from 2 September 2016. In December 2016, the determination statement from WBC (prepared
by AECOM) was published, setting out that an SEA would be required. A copy of the Screening
Determination can be found in the Evidence Base9. The advice provided to the Steering Group
from WBC was that they could prepare the SEA themselves and a weblink to further guidance on
this was provided.

8
9

Filename: Letter requesting Screening Opinion for the need for SEA_9 March 2016
Filename: Original SEA_HRA Screening Opinion_WBC_December 2016
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Assessing potential sites for the neighbourhood plan
2.31. Having assembled a long-list of potential sites, an initial high-level screening process took place,
based on WBC’s methodology, to understand which sites were still available. A high-level desktop
review of the remaining sites was undertaken to ascertain if there were, for instance, any
environmental issues that would render the sites unsuitable. Remaining sites would then be
subject to a more detailed assessment and a public consultation.
2.32. The criteria for this detailed assessment were prepared by the Housing Group and agreed in
principle with the Steering Group at their May 2016 meeting10. Each of the sites was assessed
using these criteria and a short-list proposed. Prior to publicising this short-list with the
community, however, the Steering Group considered that it would be prudent to check the
approach taken so far.
2.33. An external planning consultant was therefore appointed to review the work of the Housing
Group thus far. Whilst this review was happening, in December 2016, the Chair presented an
amended timetable for the remainder of the neighbourhood plan work: there would be a further
consultation on criteria for choosing areas for sustainable development and housing related
policies in January 2017 (based on the work of the consultants), with a Pre-Submission draft
Neighbourhood Plan to be available in March 2017, which would be subject to public consultation.
Depending on the feedback from the Regulation 14 Consultation it was hoped the final Plan could
be ready to pass to WBC for their Regulation 16 Consultation followed by Examination in early
summer 2017, with a view to holding a referendum late summer /early autumn 2017.
2.34. The external planning consultants reviewed the sites work to date and approved the work done
by the Housing Group so far. They helped the group to prepare two items to consult on with the
community; the first was the methodology for how sites had and should continue to be identified;
and the second was a draft set of criteria, which would be used to assess the short-listed sites.
2.35. The Chair of the Steering Group organised the two public meetings to take place at Ewhurst Village
Hall (at 10am on Saturday morning 14 January 2017 and 8pm on Wednesday evening 18 January
2017), with a view to setting out the findings of this review and consulting on the criteria against
which to assess the sites. In advance of this meeting, an article had been placed in the local News
and Views publication, to publicise the events11 and to invite residents to comment with criteria
they felt important for housing locations, using Surveymonkey. In total, 28 people attended the
first event and 30 attended the second. The online survey12 was completed by 437 people, the
vast majority supporting the site selection methodology and housing development assessment
criteria:

10

SG meeting May 2016 (ewhurstellensgreen-pc.gov.uk)
Information about the events and input sought
12
SurveyMonkey Analyze - Export (ewhurstellensgreen-pc.gov.uk)
11
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2.36. Many free-text comments were received and these were passed on to the external planning
consultants for review.
2.37. In March 2017, a further member of the original Steering Group resigned. A meeting took place
with WBC to discuss the findings of the sites work in January. On 5th April 2017, the Annual Village
Meeting took place and this was used to announce a further Call for Sites (to run from early April
to early May). In June 2017, new external consultants were appointed to undertake further work
on the sites, as the previous consultant was no longer available because the timetable (as set out
in para 2.30) had slipped.
2.38. The new consultants reviewed the work to date and, at a meeting between the Steering Group
and WBC officers in September 2017, suggested that the work was progressing well. All of the
sites collated, including those from the second call for sites, were visited by the consultants in
October 2017, which led to the sites being ranked. The notes of the Steering Group meetings are
somewhat vague from this point on, but it would appear that the ranking of the sites was led to a
some being selected for inclusion in a Pre-Submission Version Neighbourhood Plan. The intention
11
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was that the Regulation 14 consultation would run over a six-week period in late 2017/ early 2018,
with a view to finalising and submitting to WBC by February 2018. The draft Strategic
Environmental Assessment13 would also be consulted on during the Regulation 14 consultation.

Stage III: The first Pre-Submission (Regulation 14) Draft Neighbourhood Plan
2.39. Concerns were raised at this point as to the robustness of the site assessments and also the lack
of public engagement on the final shortlist. In addition, the fact that the required SEA would not
be complete in advance for the consultation, rather it would be consulted on in parallel, was
concerning.
2.40. Nevertheless, whilst the timetable slipped again, a draft Plan was published in October 2018. The
intention had been to consult on this at Regulation 14 immediately, however this stalled, due to
ongoing concerns about the inclusion of sites which, as noted above, had not been publicised until
this moment, and the validity of the work undertaken by the consultants.
2.41. In February 2019 an appeal decision allowing the go-ahead for a development on a large site in
Ewhurst village meant that the Parish had, in fact, more than met its housing numbers. This led
to the Parish Council reconsidering what to do about the draft Plan – which included sites - and
advice was sought from WBC, who undertook a light-touch review of the Plan.
2.42. The Plan was reviewed and the Pre-Submission (Regulation 14) consultation finally took place over
the summer of 2019, commencing on the Monday 8th July 2019. A copy of this Pre-Submission
Plan can be found in the evidence base14. A number of public meetings were organised, however
the first was not held until Monday 19th August, over half way through the consultation, drawing
criticism. The minimum six week period was extended to eight weeks to take account of the
summer holidays. The sites section of the Plan had been revised to state, somewhat confusingly,
that the plan was not seeking to allocate sites, although it also included a section directing future
development to those sites that had been identified in the October 2018 version of the plan, the
validity of which was still being challenged.

Stage IV: A full review of the plan and a second Pre-Submission Version
2.43. The Pre-submission (Regulation 14) consultation drew a great number of responses and a record
of these is included in the evidence base15. Whilst there was support for many of the aspirations
of the Plan, the majority of comments raised concerns about the about the sites – how these had
been established, the lack of robustness of the evidence underpinning their allocation and
concern about the need to allocate in any case, in light of the housing numbers already achieved
against the WBC allocation. Other comments received including:
•

Concern about the length and readability of the document

•

Concern about lack of engagement from 2017 onwards (when the sites were the focus
of the work)

13

A copy can be found in the Evidence Base called: The original Ewhurst Ellens Green NP Sustainability
Appraisal Assessment Report_prepared September 2018
14
Filename: Copy of the Neighbourhood Plan that went to Regulation 14 in 2019
15
Filename: Analysis of comments received at Reg 14 and proposed response to representations
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•

Concern about how information stemming from the evidence reports had manifested
themselves into policy

•

Support for many of the policy areas, and suggestions for improvements

•

Policies being outside the scope of planning

•

Repetition of strategic and national policy

2.44. The covering letter to WBC’s response16 alluded to a number of changes required, although
remained positive in its tone and support for the community in progressing their plan (see
covering letter overleaf).

16

The WBC response can be found in the evidence base, filename: Ewhurst - WBC Regulation 14 Response
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2.45. Overall, however, the comments were such that the Parish Council decided to commission an
external health check of the Plan and this was published in January 2020 (Appendix A)17. At the
same time, the Parish Council sought the assistance of new consultants to help them review the
Plan and recast it into a document that took on board the comments received at the Regulation
14. These consultants prepared commentary as to how the Plan might positively evolve, based on
the health check, the comments received at Regulation 14 and a review of the evidence base. The
recommendations are included in the Evidence Base18. Notably, it would build on the community
views captured during the earlier years of the process, which were considered to be valid and
well-evidenced.
2.46. Notably, in discussion with WBC, the decision was taken to no longer include site allocations. This
was because the LPP1 had now been published and allocated to Ewhurst Parish a minimum of 100
homes to allocate. To date, there have been 140 units either delivered or committed, which is
40% in excess of the minimum requirement. It was agreed with WBC that the need for additional
sites could be considered at a future review of the Plan. The objective now, given the amount of
time and volunteer effort spent to date, was to prepare a robust Plan that could proceed to
Referendum.
2.47. Due to the change in direction on sites, WBC were approached to rescreen the Plan for the need
for an SEA/ HRA and it was concluded that this was no longer required. A copy of the Screening
Statement dated can be found in the Evidence Base19.
2.48. Between January and April 2021, therefore, a concerted effort to amend and improve the Plan
was undertaken. Led by the Parish Council, a small group, comprising local councillors and local
volunteers (at least one of whom had been involved in the original Steering Group), revisited the
policies to consider which should remain and which were now either superfluous, beyond the
scope of planning or simply repeating strategic policy. In particular, there were a number of areas
highlighted by the consultants where opportunities had perhaps been missed previously. A
notable example was the designation of Local Green Spaces, which had not been included in the
original 2019 version draft Plan. A further example was the ability of the Plan to identify nondesignated heritage assets and local character areas. It was important that such policies should
be based on evidence and local engagement, and therefore evidence was drawn from the work
of the original Steering Group and Working Group reports and, where necessary, added to
through local knowledge and desk research.
2.49. The Plan was slimmed down to eight planning policies, each underpinned by evidence. Notably,
these were all areas that were considered important during the original consultation phases. The
policies themselves were reviewed and wording carefully considered to ensure it would be
positively phrased, achievable and not overly onerous.
2.50. A section providing advice on how the Plan might be effectively monitored once ‘made’ has been
prepared. This includes advice that the community should be further engaged on the non-policy
actions identified in the Plan, to understand which should be prioritised for any developer
contributions. The structure of the Plan was overhauled to make it more readable, including
17

Also contained in the evidence base, filename: 2020 Health check on the original Reg14 2019 NDP published January 2020
18
Filename: 210121 Comments on the policies_CBAE
19
Filename: 28 May 2021 - Ewhurst and Ellens Green NP SEA and HRA Screening Opinion FINAL
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adding photographs to help illustrate the text. Accessibility was a factor, with plain English being
used, a glossary included and each image having a description attributed to it for those requiring
the document to be read to them electronically. The Plan was also divided into chapters, which
were posted on the website, to enable people to read in smaller, easier to digest, chunks.
2.51. The mapping in the original draft was fairly poor and, for the new version, this was prepared from
scratch, using an OS base, as required by the legislation.
2.52. Given the fact that the Plan had changed fairly dramatically – not necessarily in terms of content,
but certainly in terms of no longer including site allocations and the overall presentation – the
Parish Council was advised to re-run the Regulation 14 consultation. This ran over six weeks from
Monday 19th April to 31st May 2021. It was promoted via the Parish Council website, local
newsletters, posters and large banners around the Parish and emailing all those who had
responded to the previous consultation. An online survey was set up to enable people to
comment on the policies and people were also able to email in their thoughts.
2.53. Statutory consultees were also written to and a list is shown in Appendix B.

Stage V: Finalising the Submission (Regulation 16) Neighbourhood Plan
2.54. Comments were received from the following statutory consultees, with a chasing email sent to
those who had not responded:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Waverley Borough Council (WBC)
Natural England
Thames Water
Highways England
British Telecom
Rudgwick Parish Council
Southern Water – made no comments

16

2.55. In addition, 125 members of the community completed a questionnaire and a further three
residents emailed a response. Comments received to Pre-Submission Consultation were recorded
and made available for the Parish Council group members to read. A summary of the comments
and responses from the group are set out in Appendix C. The following paragraphs provide a
summary, by topic area, of the comments received during this process and how the Plan was
updated into the Submission Version.
2.56. General comments: The 125 surveys filled in by the local community revealed strong support for
all the policies:

Policy
Policy EEG1: Meeting Local Housing
Needs
Policy EEG2: Community Assets
Policy EEG3: Character Of
Development
Policy EEG4: Design Of Development
Policy EEG5: Conserving Heritage Assets
Policy EEG6: Local Green Spaces
Policy EEG7: Green Infrastructure
Network And Delivering Biodiversity Net
Gain
Policy EEG8: Encouraging
Sustainable Movement

Agree

Neither
agree
nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

42.4%

40.8%

11.2%

4.0%

1.6%

59.2%

32.0%

7.2%

0.8%

0.8%

53.6%

34.4%

9.6%

0.8%

0.8%

46.4%
67.2%
72.0%

39.2%
23.2%
19.2%

12%
5.6%
6.4%

0.8%
2.4%
1.6%

1.6%
0.8%
0%

53.6%

34.4%

6.4%

2.4%

3.2%

60%

27%

13%

0%

0%

Strongly
agree

Support for the policies taken from feedback from the local community consultation
2.57. Challenges, Vision and objectives: The challenge relating to housing mix was amended to make
additional reference to the findings of the Employers Survey, which raised the difficulties of
sourcing local workers, particularly for lower paid roles, as housing was too expensive to
accommodation such workers locally. The vision and objectives were overwhelmingly supported.
A number of comments suggested that the vision be reviewed very slightly to emphasise the fact
that the Plan was relevant to the entire Parish, as opposed to the village.
2.58. Policy EEG1: Meeting Local Housing Needs: This policy was supported by over 91% of the
community responding to the survey. The supporting justification was strengthened to include
additional detail about housing completions and commitments within the Parish (with data
supplied by WBC, collated for their 2021 Authority Monitoring Report). In addition, the
justification for a need for smaller (in terms of bedroom sizes) and more affordable homes was
added to following on from comments received. This, for instance, emphasised again the
comments received from local employers and from young people (via the Youth Survey). Subheadings were also included to make the section easier to read.
2.59. Policy EEG2: Community Assets: This policy was supported by over 91% of the community
responding to the survey. Some respondents questioned why additional assets had not been
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noted within the Policy, for instance, the Village Hall. It was considered that assets such as the
Village Hall, which were either publicly owned or run by a Trust, were unlikely to come under
threat. In addition, the two assets noted in the policy are either already Assets of Community
Value or are in the process of being nominated as such. This was felt to demonstrate their
particular importance. Finally, they are considered to be assets that contribute greatly to day-today life and, if lost, would impact the community greatly. This chimes with the NPPF, which
suggests such assets should be safeguarded against loss.
2.60. Policy EEG3: Character of Development: This policy was supported by over 88% of the community
responding to the survey. There was a query as to whether the three local character areas were
justified effectively and the descriptions were added to. Additional emphasis on the role of the
landscape was incorporated into the policy, on the advice of Natural England.
2.61. Policy EEG4: Design of Development: This policy was supported by over 85% of the community
responding to the survey. The policy originally referred to design criteria contained in an Appendix
of the Plan. WBC raised a query about this and it was agreed that the criteria set out in the
Appendix would be better placed within the policy itself. Furthermore, WBC recommended
including photographs in the supporting text to demonstrate good practice, so this was addressed.
2.62. Thames Water helpfully provided information about the area being water-stressed, with wording
to strengthen the policy. This has been included.
2.63. New Policy EEG5: Conserving heritage assets: When the new Pre-Submission Version draft plan
was being constructed, it included a chapter on heritage assets in the Parish. In particular it
included a policy to formally identify Sayers Croft as a non-designated heritage asset. A discussion
with the Heritage Officer at WBC resulted in the group removing the policy, as it was considered
that it might be quicker to pursue the same goal (to recognise and preserve this asset) using the
WBC Local Listing process. In fact, this has not proved the case and, at the Regulation 14
consultation, the lack of identification of this heritage asset raised many comments – including
from the Sayers Croft site manager. Therefore, on reflection, the policy was reinstated in order
that it be further consulted on at Regulation 16. The owners of the site (Corporation of London)
have been written to on a number of occasions, but have yet to respond. As mentioned previously,
the site manager would be supportive of the identification of the asset as a non-designated
heritage asset. The site has previously been noted by English Heritage as warranting protection.
2.64. Policy EEG6 (formerly EEG5): Local Green Spaces: This policy received support from over 91% of
the community via the survey. All of the Green Space owners were written to prior to the start of
the Regulation 14 consultation to alert them to the fact that their sites were being considered for
this designation and to explain what this would mean for them. None of the owners raised any
concerns. Some additional spaces were suggested at the Regulation 14 consultation. Some of
these, for instance the nature reserve, were considered to be adequately protected. One potential
green space owner was written to, to understand how the owner felt about the prospect of
designation. They were not keen and the Parish Council decided that it would not be appropriate
to pursue at this time, in particular as it had arisen so late in the process. Instead, it was agreed
with the owner to revisit inclusion at the time of any review of the neighbourhood plan. Some of
the justifications were slightly enhanced following information received from the community.
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2.65. Policy EEG7 (formerly EEG6) Green Infrastructure Network and delivering biodiversity net gain:
This policy was supported by over 88% of the community responding to the survey. WBC raised a
query about whether it was too onerous to expect small-scale development to deliver a net gain
in biodiversity. It was noted that the government has suggested that the process for calculating
net gain would not be negated for small developments, rather it would be simplified for minor
development (defined as: (i) for residential: where the number of dwellings to be provided is
between one and nine inclusive on a site having an area of less than one hectare, or where the
number of dwellings to be provided is not known, a site area of less than 0.5 hectares; (ii) For nonresidential: where the floor space to be created is less than 1,000 square metres OR where the
site area is less than one hectare). The policy was considered, therefore, to be effective.
2.66. Natural England raised the idea of including a clause on ancient woodland, which is particularly
prevalent in the Parish. Whilst this is protected at a national level, it was agreed that it would be
useful to include, not least because it had been advised by this national body.
2.67. The community feedback on this policy was very helpful and enabled additional detail to be
included in the justification text, for instance the inclusion of ponds as a significant feature of the
Parish. A couple of responses queried the source of the information (mapping) on biodiversity
opportunity areas, as these covered, in some instances, private land. This information had been
provided by the Surrey Biodiversity Information Centre, who confirmed that it was very usual for
such areas to be on private land. They provided some advice notes that were forwarded to the
residents.
2.68. Policy EEG8 (formerly EEG7): Encouraging Sustainable Movement: This policy received support
from 87% of the community via the survey. The routes were identified from a practical perspective
and a couple of the responses proposed additional ‘cut through paths’ that would be helpful to
include. One bus stop was removed from the map, on the advice of a respondent, who suggested
it was no longer there. Additional detail from the transport report (of the original Working Group)
was emphasised in the comments and this provided additional justification to the policy.
2.69. Section 10: Next steps for the neighbourhood plan: This section has been strengthened in order
to provide additional guidance to the Parish Council about how they might monitor the
effectiveness of the policies going forward and also keep a watching brief on strategic planning
issues. It is hoped that this will help to reinvigorate community involvement in the plan.
2.70. Section 11: Non-policy actions: The consultation revealed some additional projects to be added
to the list. As set out in Section 10, it will be important for the Parosh Council to engage the
community on these, in order to consider which might be prioritised and which might be funded,
for instance with any developer contributions coming to the Parish.
2.71. Glossary: A definition for the Area of Great Landscape Value was added, on the request of one
respondent.
2.72. Following the changes made to the Plan as a result of the Regulation 14 consultation, the
Submission Version was formally submitted to Waverley Borough Council in October 2021 who,
once satisfied with the documentation, will conduct the Regulation 16 consultation. Assuming a
favourable outcome, it will proceed to Examination and then to referendum.
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3

STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL
REGULATION ASSESSMENT

ASSESSMENT

AND

HABITATS

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
3.1.

The Plan, and the process under which it was made, conforms to the Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) Directive (EU 2001/42/EC) and the Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations 2004 (the Regulations).

3.2.

In accordance with Regulation 9 of the SEA Regulations 2004, Waverley Borogh Council, as the
responsible authority, determined on 28 May 2021 that a Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA) of the Ewhurst and Ellens Green Neighbourhood Plan is not required as it is unlikely to
have significant environmental effects.

3.3.

A copy of the Determination Letter is contained in the Evidence Base.

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
3.4.

Under Directive 92/43/EEC, also known as the Habitats Directive 20, it must be ascertained
whether the draft Plan is likely to breach the requirements of Chapter 8 of Part 6 of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Assessments under the regulations are
known as Habitats Regulation Assessments ("HRA"). An appropriate assessment ("AA") is
required only if the Plan is likely to have significant effects on a European protected species or
site. To ascertain whether or not it is necessary to undertake an assessment, a screening
process is followed.

3.5.

Waverley Borough Council, as the responsible authority, determined on 28 May 2021 that the
Neighbourhood Plan is unlikely to have significant impact on European sites and therefore the
does not require a full HRA to be undertaken.

3.6.

In addition to conforming to its EU obligations, the Plan does not breach and is not otherwise
incompatible with the European Convention on Human Rights.

3.7.

A copy of the Determination Letter is contained in the Evidence Base.

20

Directive 92/43/EEC ‘on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora’: http://eurlex.europa.eu/legal- content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:31992L0043
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4 CONCLUSION
4.1. It has taken many years for the Ewhurst and Ellens Green Neighbourhood Plan to be prepared. During
those years, local volunteers have given a great deal of time and energy to the process. The work of
the original Steering Group in particular is to be congratulated, as it is largely as a result their robust
evidence that has enabled this Submission Version Plan to be developed. Gratitude is also extended to
all those other volunteers who have engaged in the process as well as those who have taken the time
to input their views. Without this level of community commitment, the Plan would not have reached
this stage.
4.2. The Plan has set out a comprehensive vision and objectives, with robust policies to deliver these.
4.3. Feedback from the Regulation 14 consultation has enabled the Plan to be shaped into its final version,
to submit to Waverley Borough Council.
4.4. This report fulfils the requirements for the Consultation Statement, set out in Regulation 15(2) of the
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012.
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Appendix A – External health check on the 2019 Pre-Submission Version Plan

Review of Ewhurst and Ellen’s Green
Neighbourhood Plan 2019 - 2032
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1

This report presents the findings of the review of the Ewhurst and Ellen’s Green
Neighbourhood Development Plan (EEG NP) which was consulted on at Regulation 14
stage in the summer of 2019. It identifies where there are potential gaps in the policies;
where redrafting/restructuring of text and polices is required; and, where additional
information or clarification needs to be obtained from Waverley Borough Council
(WBC).

2. BRIEF OVERVIEW OF WHAT THE
NDP SEEKS TO ACHIEVE
2.1

Our understanding from reading the policies and objectives in the plan is that the EEG
NP is not proposing the allocation of land for any forms of development, given that
current housing commitments surpass the minimum dwelling requirement set by
Waverley Borough Council. The Plan is also seeking to ensure that the landscape and
heritage features that give the parish its rural character and appearance are conserved
with a particular emphasis on retaining the separation between Ewhurst and Cranleigh.
There are also a variety of issues and concerns raised in relation to the capacity of
infrastructure within the Parish.

3. GENERAL COMMENTS
3.1

We can see that the Parish Council has put in a lot of work and effort to get the plan to
this current stage. The NDP is an appropriate length and is, in general, clearly written.
In some cases it would benefit from greater use of plain English and more data or detail
specific to the Parish would add greater local flavour.

3.2

Policy Gaps: From the review work we have carried out, we do not think there are any
significant gaps in the evidence base or any large areas of new work that must be
carried out before it can be submitted to Waverley Borough Council. However, there
are a couple of policies that should be deleted and there are missed opportunities to
make the plan more locally specific. In many cases it re-iterates the policies within the
Waverley Local Plan which adds little and can result in confusion and contradiction.

3.3

Housing Allocations: It is clear that recent housing developments, both completed and
planned for, have led to concern and upset within the Parish. We can see limited
evidence to support development levels that go further beyond the levels planned for in
the Waverley Local Plan at this stage and therefore we would recommend that the
allocation of further sites for development does not take place through this EEG NDP.
The work done to assess sites and their potential can be archived for potential future
revisions of the plan or a review of the Waverley Local Plan. Any reference to the
work done to support the current NDP should be carefully scripted to ensure that your
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position (as supported by Waverley BC) is very clear and not open to interpretation. As
written, the inclusion of a Housing Site Policies section and pages 10 – 12 on the site
selection work is confusing. The removal of much of this text will reduce the
uncertainty and resolve many of the objections to the plan. There are many examples
of plans that do not allocate sites and their focus can be on design, heritage, protection
of community facilities, etc.
3.4

Plan Objectives: Having considered the evidence (which is summarised in Section 4
and the community feedback), the writers have not then managed to clearly drawn out
the key issues (other than in relation to housing). In addition to this, a series of
Objectives are set out in Section 3, but how do they relate to the evidence and more
importantly it is not clear how the plan is seeking to address them. There are no ties
between the policies and the objectives and at all stages we recommend that you should
be asking yourself ‘How does this policy help to meet Objective x, y, z ……. Etc’. A
simple example: Objective 3 relates to the built environment, the goal is to maintain
and enhance the character and built environment of the Parish, but there is only a very
brief design policy within the plan.

3.5

Locally Specific: In terms of more local matters that can be addressed through the EEG
NP, we draw to your attention your ability to identify non-designated heritage assets,
designate Local Green Spaces, allocate land for community facilities (if there is an
identified need), safeguard important views and set out more detailed local design
policies. Not all of these may be appropriate in your circumstances but we suggest
them as a way of making your plan more locally specific. However, the introduction of
new policies is likely to lead to a need for further consultation and you should discuss
this with Officers at WBC before progressing.

3.6

Layout: In terms of the layout and structure of the NDP, one respondent has suggested
ordering the policies in the same manner as the objectives, or visa versa. We would
concur with that. There are clearly also issues with the maps, many of which are not
clear or contain too much information, which must be resolved and would deal with
many of the objections you have received.

3.7

The detailed analysis of objectives and policies is provided below together with
suggested further possible actions. In all of our comments we have started from the
position that the plan will not be allocating sites for development. In addition, having
considered the representation from WBC in detail, we would agree with most the points
that they raise which must be addressed before you submit the plan. As a result, rather
than provide additional recommendations or comments, on these occasions we have
taken our recommendation directly from their response. Finally we have put in links to
the Hook Neighbourhood Plan, Thruxton Neighbourhood Plan and South Downs Local
Plan where we think there are examples within them you could draw from.

4. DETAILED ANALYSIS
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Section

Comments
Action / questions

General
Paragraph numbers should be included throughout the plan. It enables people to comment
more easily and makes the Examination simpler.
Within the policies, sentences such as ‘Subject to compliance with other policies,…..’ should
be removed. It is a given that the plan must be read as a whole and in conjunction with other
plans. There is a risk that this kind of wording is included in some policies and not others,
giving the wrong impression that some are more important than others.
Update all references to NPPF to refer to 2019 version (check paragraphs are still correct, if
referred to).
This will need to be re-drafted to reflect the next stage in the plan
making process, but is it actually necessary at all? Consider whether
Foreword
it is adding anything to the plan or could these matters be put in a
covering letter to residents?
We would recommend that this section is removed and the relevant
text merged into the ‘Introduction & Background Section’. It is very
difficult to write a summary of a policy document and inevitably
Executive
themes are not covered fully or when summarised give a slightly
Summary
different message which can lead to confusion or misinterpretation.
The summary serves no real purpose and will not be used in the
determination of planning applications.
Suggest moving this to after the Introduction and Background (which,
Next Steps
if you deleted the Foreword and Executive Summary would be the first
section of your plan). Update it to reflect the current stage.
Section 1:
You could consider including a paragraph at the beginning here
Introduction and
describing the Parish and its character. This text could be taken from
Background
the Foreword or similar.
Detailed information on the preparation of the plan, including all the
stages of consultation and how this has informed the plan should be
included in a Consultation Statement which needs to accompanys the
Submission version of your Plan. This section can therefore be
shortened (flow charts removed) to set out just the key stages. The
Community Engagement section feels appropriate, subject to the
minor changes as set out in the representations and the inclusion of
links to where the surveys referred to etc can be found.
Section 2:
There is some disquiet about the consultation that has taken place, this
Neighbourhood
can be common place where plans take a long time to produce. Some
Plan Preparation of the early information is now 6 years old. The preparation of the
Process
Consultation Statement will give you the chance to log everything. In
particular the representations from this Regulation 14 consultation
should be summarised into key topics / themes and most importantly
you should set out in broad terms how they have influenced the plan.
Evidence base – This summary focuses on housing site identification
and assessment. As the plan is not allocating sites, this emphasis is
skewed. Any reference to the development sites evidence should be
considerably shortened to just the basics to avoid confusion and
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placing emphasis on something that has only limited relevance now.
You could consider merging this with Section 4: Ewhurst Today.
As noted by some of the respondents, some of the aims and
objectives do not read as such. This needs to be amended and many
of the respondents make sensible suggestions which could be
incorporated. In addition the first ones relating to housing must to be
Section 3: Vision
reconsidered as the plan is not allocating land for development. For
and Objectives
example Goal 1a could be amended to read ‘To accommodate
planned levels of new housing’ – the aims would then link to
ensuring development is well designed, integrates with the
community and it supported by sufficient infrastructure etc
We suggest this should be titled ‘Ewhurst & Ellen’s Green Today’ or
‘The Parish Today’ etc. It should conclude with a short summary of
what the key issues are within the Parish. These key issues should
tie in with the objectives of the plan (set out in the previous section).
Clearer / larger maps are needed and, with the exception of the
settlement boundary one, must cover the entire Parish. Alternatively,
replace all the small maps with a much larger consolidated map
showing all the designations together. Combining the community
assets map with the flood zones is an awkward combination and the
identified community assets need to be linked to a planning policy in
the NDP setting out what policies apply to such locations.
Justification also needs to be provided as to how and why they were
identified.
Amending the settlement boundary – You need to be clear as to
whether you are proposing to amend the settlement boundary or not.
Section 4:
If you are, then as suggested by Waverley Borough Council a before
Ewhurst Today
(2002 boundary) and after map would help people to see where
changes are being made. It is also important to be clear about the
criteria you have used when making those changes – we would
suggest you make changes only where there is planned development
(i.e. it has planning permission but has not commenced), it is under
construction or is completed and relates well to the current settlement
boundary. We would recommend that you prepare a supporting
document (a reference to which is included in the plan) which sets
out the purpose of the boundary review (i.e. to rectify current
anomalies where new development is to, or has, taken place), the
criteria and the reasoning behind each proposed change. All of this
should be clearly labelled and shown on maps.
You may therefore also wish to state that the settlement boundary
may be further refined by Waverley Borough Council through their
work on the emerging Local Plan Part 2, to ensure that your village
boundary remains consistent with others within the District.
Each section would be enhanced by the inclusion as part of the
All Policy Sections
introduction to the relevant objectives for this topic area.
Section
Community

6:

General Comments: You state that the Community facilities and
Assets report identifies a need for new provision, but this plan offers
no solutions. Is the evidence correct? Do certain facilities need to
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Facilities, Assets have increased capacity? Is there a need for bigger play areas /
and services
recreation grounds etc? Is there a need for a whole new facility or is
it about making more efficient use of what you already have? Having
said this in the plan it would be good to have an idea about what the
solutions may be. This will help you in responding so some of the
representations.
The policy does not cover assets of Community Value, it covers all
community facilities. This matter is also covered in EEG C2
Either:
EEG C1: Assets of 1)
Community Value 2)

Merge the two policies; or,
Put a policy in specifically relating to the ACV – something along
the lines of ‘Planning permission for proposals that support and safeguard
the community benefits afforded a Registered ACV will be permitted.
Proposals that have an adverse impact on them will not be supported.’

EEG C3:
Community
Facilities

6.3 Education

Section 7:
Countryside and
Environment
Policies

What is this policy adding to that which is already in the Waverley
Local Plan? To avoid confusion it may be better to delete it and refer
people to what already exists unless you can justify a different
approach.
The plan identifies a range of issues or concerns but does not make
any suggestions as to how they can be overcome. Have you spoken
to Surrey County Council or the school about what their plans are to
accommodate the extra children generated from the permissions
given? Can the Pre-School expand? Should you prioritise the use of
any CIL funds you get or S106 monies to resolve the parking issues
and if so, can more detail be put in Section 13: Financial
Contributions?
7.1 - The plan would be enhanced by the addition of a summary of
the key characteristics of each landscape character areas within the
Parish rather than just a reference to it.
Three terms are used in respect to this policy; ‘Area of Separation’,
‘Local Gap’, and ‘Coalescence’. We would suggest you call it a Local
Gap.
We concur with WBC comments which in summary are that further
evidence is necessary to provide evidence/justification for the need for
a Local Gap. This could be provided in the form of a background paper
and as suggested should include:

EEG E1:
Coalescence

•

•
•
•

What evidence is there to suggest there is the threat coalescence?
A large amount of the gap is covered by Upper and Lower Canfold
Wood, much of which is identified as ancient woodland and
therefore already highly protected.
Have there been applications for development in this area?
What criteria have been used to define the land actually
designated as the ‘Local Gap’, i.e. why these specific fields?
Is there any visual connectivity between the two communities?
Can you stand in one point and see both for example?
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7.2 Conservation
Areas and
Historic
Environment

EEG L1:
Economy and
Employment

EEG U1:
Communications
infrastructure
EEG U2:
Broadband
Provision by
Developers
9.2 Water Supply
and Wastewater
Treatment

EEG T2: Quiet
Lanes

The policy states that applications will not be permitted unless it is
ancillary to its use for public recreational purposes – however I
cannot identify any such uses within this area with the exception of
footpath.
If you can provide sufficient justification, then there are a number of
Local Gap policies in Neighbourhood Plans, one recent example is in
the Hook Neighbourhood Plan paragraph 8.10 (page 26 onwards)
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_a
nd_published_documents/Planning_policy/Neighbourhood_planning
/Hook%20NP%20referendum%20270819.pdf
The EEG NP could identify the Sayers Croft site as a non-designated
heritage asset, this should be accompanied by a policy and a map
showing exactly what is covered. A successful example of this is
within the Hook Neighbourhood Plan, Section 10.17 onwards. A
supporting document may be necessary in order to record the
justification for the selections made.
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_a
nd_published_documents/Planning_policy/Neighbourhood_planning
/Hook%20NP%20referendum%20270819.pdf
The justification refers to the re-use of redundant agricultural
buildings. In the first instance we would query how many of these
there are in the Parish? If there are a number and you wish to
encourage their re-use for employment purposes, then it is suggested
that the policy includes criteria in relation to this matter. To assist
you, the South Downs Local Plan policy SD41 covers this matter and
may provide you with some ideas as to what to cover. It is more
detailed than you would need
https://www.southdowns.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2019/07/SD_LocalPlan_2019_17Wb.pdf
This policy adds nothing to existing policies on landscape character /
historic environment protect etc, but it does no harm. However, we
query whether it is necessary.
We would suggest deleting this policy as it is a matter covered by the
Waverley Local Plan and it is unlikely that you can provide
sufficient evidence to justify taking a different approach in your
particular community.
The policy is missing from this section
The designation of a quiet lane is not a power that falls under the
planning regime. It therefore cannot be implemented through the
EEG NP. However you could cover the matter in the text and
identify it as something you will continue to work with Surrey
County Council to see introduced. If money is needed to implement
the project you could list it in Section 13: financial Contributions.
As an alternative you could introduce a policy seeking to protect the
character of some of the rural lanes within the Parish. To assist you,
the South Downs Local Plan policy SD21 covers the character of
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EEG T3:
Residential Car
Spaces

EEG T4: Traffic
Calming

EEG T5: Heavy
Goods Traffic

Section 11:
Housing Policies
EEG H2:
Affordable
Housing

Historic Rural roads and may provide you with some ideas as to
what you could cover.
https://www.southdowns.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2019/07/SD_LocalPlan_2019_17Wb.pdf
It is common for Neighbourhood Plans to have differing parking
standards to those set often at a County level, but you will need to
explain the differences and how they are justified in order to have a
better chance at retaining it.
A number of sources describe Home Zones as follows - Home Zones
are residential streets in which the road space is shared between
drivers of motor vehicles and other road users, with the wider needs
of residents (including people who walk and cycle, and children) in
mind. The aim is to change the way that streets are used and to
improve quality of life, by making them places for people, not just for
traffic.
Before you require them, you should consider whether this is typical
of the characteristics of the village and you should set out some
guidance as to what a home zone is in your context. As suggested by
Waverley Borough Council you also need to ensure that Surrey
County Council are content with the approach. It may be they have
other criteria you could be adopting in the Parish. An alternative
may be a policy similar to that in the South Downs Local Plan policy
SD21, part 3 which would remove the need for a reference to Home
Zones.
https://www.southdowns.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2019/07/SD_LocalPlan_2019_17Wb.pdf
Restricting the movement of HGVs is difficult through the planning
regime and the comments from WBC need to be addressed. How
much of this traffic is generated from within the Parish or are many
of the issues relating to developments outside and vehicles travelling
through? Wording along the lines of the following suggestion may
be more acceptable to WBC and Surrey County Council as it is more
flexible and can be adapted to different scales of development i.e. it
allows for the matter to be considered by an officer at the smallest
scale and through a specific assessment if much larger:
Development will not be permitted which, once completed, would
generate Heavy Goods Vehicle Traffic which will harm the
character, amenity value, and safety for pedestrians, cyclists and
equestrian users of the roads within the Parish.
The supporting text could include details of the particularly difficult
areas such as The Street and Ockley Road and some photographs
may help to paint the picture better.
Given that the plan is no longer allocating land for residential
development, this section could be shortened and made more
focused.
We would strongly advise that unless you have current and up to
date evidence, including viability assessments, to justify a deviation
from the WBC affordable housing thresholds (which are in
themselves set at a national level), then any attempt to do something
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EEG H3: Size of
Homes

EEG H4: Infill
Housing and
Windfall Sites

11.5 Design and
Density

EEG H5: Design
and Density

different will not be found sound at Examination. Given that most
development already has permission and no new sites are being
proposed, it is also questionable as to whether this will make any
identifiable difference.
If you wish to enable more affordable housing to be provided within
the Parish your best route would be through working with a
landowner to bring forward a Rural Exceptions site in accordance
with the Local Plan.
We would recommend that you delete this section
The split of housing mix does not add up to 100%. If you are
comfortable with the split set out in the representation from WBC,
we would recommend you amend the policy accordingly. However,
you could attempt to push the boundaries a bit and tweak it slightly
using the existing mix of housing in the Parish as evidence as well as
consultation feedback. Such data should be included in the plan to
provide further justification. Your policy as written also only applies
to sites of 10 or more of which there will now not be many. You
might want to consider testing whether your policy could apply to all
sites, not just those over 10 homes in size.
Policy RD1: Rural Settlements within the WBC 2002 Local Plan
covers this matter. We would recommend you delete policy H4 as it
is adding a layer of complexity and potential confusion as can be
seen in the responses to the consultation.
We would concur with WBC comments on the density of
development proposals; in addition, because the figures are in the
supporting text and not in a policy they will not carry as much
weight. We would always recommend that density of development
is based on the character of the surrounding area rather than
attempting to apply mathematical calculations. In addition, given the
low density nature of much of the village this is likely to conflict
with the ambition to provide smaller homes. We would recommend
that this is removed and instead more emphasis is places on the
Design Statement which should contain an assessment of the existing
character of the built up areas.
The production of a Design Statement is an excellent way of
ensuring design within the Parish is in character. However, if it has
not been consulted on and if WBC have not seen or approved /
endorsed it, it will carry no weight. This is an area where the work
of a Neighbourhood Plan can really add value, particularly in your
case where you are not proposing to allocate land and will be dealing
reactively to predominantly infill applications. There are lots of
examples of Neighbourhood Plans then including the key
considerations from the Design Statement into a policy which will
then have significant weight – an example of one is in the Thruxton
Neighbourhood Plan, Policy H4: Design on page 56 –
http://www.thruxtonvillage.com/shared/attachments.asp?f=1b8f11ee
%2Dbb15%2D437a%2D93c7%2Df0834c55d168%2Epdf&o=00%2
DThruxton%2DNeighbourhood%2DDevelopment%2DPlan%2DPre
%2DSubmission%2DDraft%2Epdf
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Housing Sites
Policies

3.8

This section should be merged with the information on the housing
position at the beginning of the document. Its purpose as laid out is
unclear and the use of the word ‘Policies’ in the heading implies
there are policies, when there are not.

Finally, before progressing to the next stage you should discuss with WBC the status of
any Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic Environment Assessment.
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A local planning authority, county
council or parish council any part
of whose area is in or adjoins the
area of the local planning authority

The Coal Authority
The Homes and Communities
Agency
Natural England
The Environment Agency
The Historic Buildings and
Monuments Commission for
England (known as Historic
England)
Network Rail Infrastructure
Limited
The Highways Agency

County Council
Surrey County Council.
Borough Council
Waverley Borough Council
planningpolicy@waverley.gov.uk
Mole Valley Borough Council
Horsham Borough Council
Guildford Borough Council
Parish Council
Cranleigh Parish Council
Wonersh Parish Council
Dunsfold Parish Council
Bramley Parish Council
Alfold Parish Council
Ockley Parish Council
Abinger Parish Council
Rudgewick
Shere
planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk
Now Homes England
http://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/homesand-communities-agency
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk
planning_THM@environment-agency.gov.uk
southeast@historicengland.org.uk

townplanningse@networkrail.co.uk
Now Highways England
planningse@highwaysengland.co.uk
Vodafone
(The Courtyard, 2-4 London Road, Newbury
RG14 1JX)
EE - public.affairs@ee.co.uk
Orange - executive.office@orange.co.uk
Box Broadband
BT

Any person to whom the electronic
communications code applies by
virtue of a direction given under
section 106(3)(a) of the
Communications Act 2003
Any person who owns or controls
electronic communications
apparatus situated in any part of the
area of the local planning authority
A Primary Care Trust established
Local NHS
under section 18 of the National
Health Service Act 2006(a) or
continued in existence by virtue of
that section
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A person to whom a licence has
been granted under section 6(1)(b)
and (c) of the Electricity Act 1989

UK Power Network asknetworks@ukpowernetworks.co.uk
Scottish and Southern Energy system.planning.south@sse.com

A person to whom a licence has
been granted under section 7(2) of
the Gas Act 1986
A sewerage undertaker
A water undertaker

Southern Gas Network strategicplanning@sgn.co.uk

Voluntary bodies some or all of
whose activities benefit all or any
part of the neighbourhood area

Bodies which represent the
interests of different racial, ethnic
or national groups in the
neighbourhood area
Bodies which represent the
interests of different religious
groups in the neighbourhood area
Bodies which represent the
interests of persons carrying on
business in the neighbourhood area
Bodies which represent the
interests of disabled persons in the
neighbourhood area

South East Water - wre@southeastwater.co.uk
Thames Water
ThamesWaterPlanningPolicy@savills.com
Southern Water planning.policy@southernwater.co.uk
Age UK Waverley enquiries@ageukwaverley.org.uk
Alzheimers Society (Haslemere and Waverley) hdh.alzheimers@btconnect.com
Surrey Minority Ethnic Forum - admin@smef.org.uk

St Peter and St Paul
Baptist Church
Jesus Christ Redeemer of Mankind Catholic Church
Enterprise M3 - info@enterprisem3.org.uk
Local Chamber of Commerce
Hoppa
Ewcare
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APPENDIX C – Summary of Regulation 14 representatives and response from Steering Group
Ewhurst Neighbourhood Plan - Comments received at Pre-Submission (Regulation 14) Consultation (2021) and proposed responses from
the Steering Group

Comments from statutory consultees
Responses were received from the following Statutory Consultees:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Waverley Borough Council (WBC)
Natural England
Thames Water
Highways England
British Telecom
Rudgwick Parish Council
Southern Water – made no comments.

Comments are listed by paragraph number / policy, with general comments at the end
Ref. Page/ Para
Respondent Summary of comment
Response
Highways
1. General
No comments.
Noted.
2.

2.10

England
WBC

Surrey Waste Plan was adopted by Surrey County
Council in May 2008 - This document has now
been superseded by the Surrey Waste Local Plan
2019-2033, which was adopted in December
2020. It is recommended that paragraph 2.10 of
the draft Neighbourhood Plan is updated to
reflect the latest version of the Surrey Waste
Plan.

Update to reference these.
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Ref. Page/ Para

3.

2.11

4.

2.12

5.

Vision

6.

Policy EEG1
(Meeting

Respondent Summary of comment
The Aggregates Recycling Joint DPD (adopted
February 2013) also forms part of the
development Plan for the Parish and it is
recommended the document is added to the list
at paragraph 2.10 of the Neighbourhood Plan.
WBC
LPP2: The Pre-Submission consultation ran from
November 2020 to January 2021 and Officers are
currently reviewing the comments received
during the consultation.
WBC
Paragraph 2.12 refers to the Neighbourhood Plan
not allocating sites as they are being addressed
by Waverley Borough Council through their
strategic allocations and that 134 houses have
been committed/delivered. To clarify, neither
LPP1 nor LPP2 will be allocating sites in the Parish
of Ewhurst and Ellen’s Green. We suggest the
wording of this paragraph is amended to clarify
that the housing allocation of 100 dwellings has
been met through completions and outstanding
planning permissions.
WBC
The Vision refers to “accommodating necessary
change” but does not include reference to
development. Whilst Ewhurst is a rural parish,
development is not solely about new buildings
but about meeting the parish’s needs through
other means, for example, through conversion of
existing buildings.
WBC
We recommend that Neighbourhood Plans
reflect the housing mix (for both affordable and

Response

Amend text to reflect latest position.

Agree and amend text.

Noted. Amend to “accommodating necessary
change development and infrastructure”.

The evidence gathered by the Neighbourhood
Plan group points to a shortage of smaller, more
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Ref. Page/ Para
Local Housing
Needs)

Respondent Summary of comment
market dwellings) established in the SHMA
unless there is more up-to-date local evidence
that would justify an alternative approach. The
Housing Mix and Tenures report was written in
2016 and therefore, predates the adoption of
Local Plan Part 1.
If the Parish Council wants to use a different
dwelling mix to that set out in the West Surrey
SHMA it is recommended that the
Neighbourhood Plan clearly specifies the
dwelling mix required, for clarity.

Response
affordable properties, in particular 1, 2 and 3
bedroom houses in the parish. This is in the
context of development being constrained by
designations include Area of Landscape Value and
the AONB.
Policy EEG1 responds to this by adding additional
local detail to Policy AHN3 of the LPP1, which
itself indicates a need for housing suited to older
people (aged 65 and over); and families with
children; and people with disabilities. The West
Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) covers the whole region, whereas the
Ewhurst evidence has been compiled at the very
local level. The findings of the Ewhurst studies
were reiterated at both Regulation 14
consultations and are considered to be valid. A
regular update of the studies will be undertaken.
For clarity, amend the end of sentence one of the
policy to say:
“…assist in meeting needs identified in the most
recently available West Surrey Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (SHMA) and Ewhurst Parish
Survey and Housing Numbers, Mix and Tenure
Report.”
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Ref. Page/ Para
Respondent Summary of comment
7. EEG3
WBC
Re: “Innovation in design will be supported
(Character of
where this demonstrably enhances the quality of
Development)
the built form in a Conservation or Local
Character Area, as shown on the Policies Map.”
The current wording suggests innovation will not
be supported outside of these areas. We
recommend this part of the policy is reworded so
that innovation outside the Conservation and
Local Character Areas is supported.
What is meant by the term ‘demonstrably’ within
this part of the policy? Further clarification is
recommended.

8.

EEG3
Natural
(Character of England
Development)

9.

EEG4 (Design WBC
of
Development)

Protected Landscape:
We would like to see protected landscapes
included in your Plan policies specifically. Your
policies will strengthen the protection of the
Surrey Hills AONB from any future major
developments, in line with the National Planning
Policy Framework.
Building for Healthy Life Standard. The policy
refers to new developments being guided by this
standard. The Council is concerned about who
will be responsible for assessing whether or not a
proposal meets the Building for a Healthy Life
Standard.

Response
Noted. Suggest amend to: “Innovation in design
will be supported; this should demonstrably
enhance the quality of the built form in a
Conservation or Local Character Area as shown on
the Policies Map.”

In this context, the proposal should clearly
demonstrate how it will enhance the quality of
the built form in these areas.
Agree and insert clause to the start of EEG stating
that development proposals should conserve and
enhance the valued Surrey Hills AONB landscape
and Area of Great Landscape Value.

This will form part of the assessment of
development proposals received to the council.
We could add in the supporting text that
applicants will be expected to set out in a
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Ref. Page/ Para

10.

Respondent Summary of comment

EEG4 (Design Thames
of
Water
Development)

Water stress:
The Environment Agency has designated the
Thames Water region to be “seriously water
stressed”.

Response
supporting statement how these have been
addressed.
This is a helpful point and could be added into the
Design Policy as a separate clause.

“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.”
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems:
Suggestion to include in the document:
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.”

Agree and include in supporting text of the Design
Policy.
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Ref. Page/ Para
11.
EEG7 (Green
infrastructure
and delivering
biodiversity
net gain)

Respondent Summary of comment
WBC
Refers to the need for a biodiversity appraisal for
all new development and as part of this
demonstrate how net gain will be achieved.
The Council is concerned about how this policy
would work in practice, particularly for small
scale developments such as householder
applications.
Such an approach could be considered onerous,
particularly as biodiversity appraisals would need
to be prepared by an ecologist and this is turn
could impact upon the viability of a development
proposal.

12.

EEG7 (Green
infrastructure
and delivering
biodiversity
net gain)

21

Natural
England

Biodiversity Net Gain
The wording of this policy could be strengthened
slightly to ensure that all developments result in
a biodiversity net gain for the parish.

Response
The government response to the consultation on
this21 suggested that the process would be
simplified for minor development (defined as: (i)
for residential: where the number of dwellings to
be provided is between one and nine inclusive on
a site having an area of less than one hectare, or
where the number of dwellings to be provided is
not known, a site area of less than 0.5 hectares;
(ii) For non-residential: where the floor space to
be created is less than 1,000 square metres OR
where the site area is less than one hectare)
Government will not, therefore, introduce broad
exemptions from delivering biodiversity net gain,
beyond those exemptions already proposed for
permitted development and householder
applications such as extensions, and will instead
introduce narrow exemptions for the most
constrained types of development.
Elude to this in the supporting text.
See above – there may be some exemptions,
particularly relating to smaller developments, and
therefore we would not wish to pre-empt the
Environment Act wording.

Net gain: summary of responses and government response (publishing.service.gov.uk)
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Ref. Page/ Para

Respondent Summary of comment
Policy should ensure that biodiversity net gain is
not applied to irreplaceable habitats.
Policy should make clear that any mitigation
and/or compensation requirements for European
sites should be dealt with separately from
biodiversity net gain provision.
Ancient Woodland:
Ancient woodland and veteran trees are an
irreplaceable habitat which has heritage and
cultural value and provides ecosystem services,
such as shade, reduction of flood risk, carbon
capture, improved air quality and purification of
water. It is preferable to link up fragmented
areas by connecting up woodland which would
be divided by development with green bridges or
tunnels, buffering it by leaving an appropriate
zone of semi natural habitat between the
development and the woodland, providing
wildlife corridors and balancing new
developments and residential areas with green
infrastructure and allowing space for trees. We
would advise inclusion of ancient woodlands in
an environmental policy within this Plan as it
includes areas of these particularly important
and sensitive ancient woodland habitats.

Response
Agreed and amend to include.

Agreed and amend to include.

It could be reasonable argued that the NPPF does
the job by establishing the importance assigned
to ancient woodlands and AONB.
Nevertheless, agree to make reference to ancient
woodlands and AONB explicitly in the supporting
text and then include a clause at the start of EEG7
stating that ancient woodland and AONB, as a
fundamental part of the green infrastructure of
Ewhurst, should be protected in line with the
NPPF (or equivalent wording).
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Ref. Page/ Para
13.
Appendix A 0
Design Guide

Respondent Summary of comment
WBC
The Council remains concerned about the Village
Design Guide and the status of this Design Guide
once the Neighbourhood Plan is adopted.

Response
Agreed that the best approach here would be to
remove the reference to the Design Guide (and in
EEG) and instead include any items of relevance
from the Guide directly into the Design Policy
(EEG4). There are currently ten bullet points in
the Design Guide which, together with the
existing policy wording, can be narrowed down
into three sub-headings: Site context; Residential
amenity; Landscaping, biodiversity and open
space; and Sustainable design.
Retain the appendix but with just the first
sections on background information, and refer to
that in supporting text - it is helpful in setting the
scene in terms of local character and sense of
place.

14.

General

Thames
Water

Suggest inclusion of additional policy:
“Where appropriate, planning permission for
developments which result in the need for offsite upgrades, will be subject to conditions to
ensure the occupation is aligned with the
delivery of necessary infrastructure upgrades.”

Include additional supporting text as additional
bullet points to para 7.13 (amenity, context, dark
skies).
This is effectively repeating LPP2 Policy DM3:
“Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure
Where it is identified that a proposed
development will result in the need for upgrade
to off-site water and wastewater infrastructure
the Council will, where appropriate, apply phasing
conditions to any approval of planning permission

43

Ewhurst Neighbourhood Plan – Proposed responses to Reg. 14 reps

Ref. Page/ Para

15.

General

Respondent Summary of comment
“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.”
Rudgwick
The Parish Council made reference to your NP at
Parish
our meeting on the 5th May and noted that your
Council
housing allocation has been met and therefore
hopes to work with you, resisting any
development in the countryside at the borders of
the two parishes.

Response
to ensure the occupation is aligned with the
delivery of necessary infrastructure upgrades.”
Therefore not essential to include.

Noted.
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Comments from the community
Comments were also received from the local community. A questionnaire was used to collect relative support for policies and associated
comments. In addition, members of the public were able to write/email in with their feedback.
The comments received are arranged by policy, with more general comments following this.
EEG 1: MEETING LOCAL HOUSING NEEDS
Strongly Agree: 53
(42.40%)
Support: 83.20%
Agree: 51
(40.80%)
Neutral: 11.20%
Neither: 14
(11.20%)
Against: 5.60%
Disagree: 5
(4.00%)
Strongly Disagree: 2 (1.60%)
125
(100%)
Analysis
Ref. Comment
16.
134 houses committed/delivered substantially exceeds the Waverley
requirement for a minimum of 100 new houses in the period 2013 to 2032.
As Section 5.4 demonstrates, these will provide a good mix of housing for
the future.
17.
There is no mention of halting any further new builds, as the agreed limit
has already been well exceeded.
18.
There should be a presumption against expanding development outside the
settlement boundary. There should be an emphasis on housing
development which is genuinely affordable for purchase or rent.
19.
Does figure 5.1 include any planning consent not yet built.

Response
Noted.

This would be contrary to national policy, to ‘halt’ any
future development.
Noted.

An up-to-date set of figures is included in the Submission
Version, provided by WBC, which sets out how the
housing need for the parish has been met. Fig. 5.1
contains both built and with consent
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Ref.
20.

Comment
"in so far as is reasonably practicable and subject to viability
considerations," this weakens the policy. Developers will always argue that,
if they include lower priced houses, it will reduce viability!

21.

para 5.3, feels poorly concluded as you cannot reasonably base the average
house price in the area simply on what happened to be sold in the last year.
That is open to distortion by a few high price houses selling.

22.

fully support the final summary/aims. Slightly surprised that further
development opportunities have not been identified; the Waverley '100
houses' seems to be a minimum, not a target. To meet the agreed
development needs (as per summary) perhaps we should work on places
where this need could be met.
The provision of providing "Affordable Homes" is not strong enough. There
should be No caveats and all developers should be forced to provide 1 and 2
Bedroom Starter homes as a percentage of any development of more that 2
Homes. That percentage should be set in law and developers subject to
punitive fines for non compliance. 30% Should be the bare minimum.
"Affordable" is a description that is meaningless the plan should be more
specific. 1 and 2 Bedroom Starter homes and community housing should be
the priority.
Meeting Local Housing Needs. I am very pleased to see that the
requirement from Waverley for Ewhurst and Ellens Green to provide 100
houses has already been met with a substantial margin and that the Parish
Council is not planning to allocate any further areas for development at this
time.

23.

24.

Response
Noted, although % of affordable housing to be delivered
on a given site is set out by WBC, although on sites of 10+,
First Homes policy will start to take effect, which is good
news.
Noted, although it compares like for like in nearby
settlements. The key is the lack of more affordable homes
and potentially the low turnover in sales. The policy seeks
to address this by supporting homes to meet local needs.
Agreed. This is something that could be revisited in a
future review of the plan – evidence to date has found
lack of widespread support for delivering more than is
required (albeit a minimum, although that has been
exceeded by approximately 40 homes).
Noted – this is set at the WBC local plan level.

Noted.
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Ref.
25.

26.

27.

28.

Comment
I believe policy EEG1 has adequately provided for local people over the last
few years and too many further addition would be to the detriment of the
village. The only exception is for low cost housing as few young people can
afford to live here. I am hoping the village plan can protect what seems to
currently be a free for all on planning.
Attention and efforts need urgently to focus on reducing the volume of
development work on new sites, since the effort to impose the limit on new
building sites was made.
I believe the housing need of 100 in Ewhurst is woefully restrictive. I would
like to see many families, particularly younger, enjoying our beautiful village
and being able to acquire property here, as long as it is sensitively designed
and located, particularly if priced lower than the median cost. My only
caveat is that local amenity is always a high consideration in any such
development.
[William Lacey Group - Windacres Developers]:
We have submitted representations to the emerging Waverley Borough
LPT2 Development Plan to the effect that the Council is failing to
adequately address their lack of a 5 Year housing land supply. As such, in
any future plan review of LPT1 they will need to allocate further housing
numbers to the Parishes.

Response
Noted.

Noted but beyond scope of NP.

Noted and perhaps to be revisited in a future review.

Noted. The parish has discussed this with WBC and can
demonstrate that the (minimum) 100 homes currently
required in Ewhurst Parish has been exceeded. The NP is
not required to allocate housing and does not, although
this could be revisited in a future review of the plan.

The Neighbourhood Plan still does not allocate sites and therefore in our
view remains vulnerable to challenge. The chances of this happening have
increased in with the pending sale of the Dunsfold Park site, which has set
back the Council delivery of housing by at least 12 months according to
Councillor Ward.
We have submitted previous representation to earlier stages of this
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Ref.

Comment
Neighbourhood Plan, stating that it should allocate housing sites and
promoting the Land at Windacres Farm Site on the edge of Rudgewick as
being a suitable location for allocation (Site Ref 12 – Windacres Farm,
Church Street, Rudgwick - EEG NP Housing Land Availability Assessment
Review).

Response

We can confirm that the site is available and development is achievable on
it. We also consider it to be suitable for 35-40 dwellings, taking account of
the Inspector’s comments on the appeal and the sustainability of the
Rudgwick location.
Recommended Action: we recommend allocating this site and others to
ensure the NP is robust to the period 2032.
29.

I strongly support the statement that, since the Waverley target of 100 new Noted.
dwellings has not only been met but exceeded by over 30%, no sites for new
housing will be allocated at this time. I also strongly believe that any future
development can only be approved if it has no significant harmful impact on
surrounding residents and the local environment. This requirement is
particularly important if planning permission is sought for an infill site and I
strongly agree "that care should be taken to provide separation which is in
character with the locality and reflects the previous condition".
Needs much stronger language is needed to ensure that many more smaller
houses are built.
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Ref.
30.

Comment
Response
I have disagreed with Policy EEG1 as the wording should be amended - "In Noted and text strengthened.
particular, proposals for housing that deliver one, two and three bedroom
dwellings at lower to median financial cost will be particularly supported in
the neighbourhood area." This statement should be qualified with "provided that all other policy objectives are met."

31.

Still not providing sufficient truly affordable new homes EEG1. Developers The policy seeks to address this.
over indulging in larger homes.

32.

Resident 1b:
1.Re. Para 5.4 – The first sentence speaks of how “A review of houses built
since 2011 Census is also helpful in understanding ......” However no further
details or figures are given to demonstrate this is the case. It would be help
prove the case, if the number and sizes of all houses permitted and built in
the area is given including single dwellings and houses on sites less than 10.
The figures are available from the local planning authority which is required
to record and report annually, housing commitments and completions. It
would then be even more noticeable that the housing market locally is
heavily skewed towards the most expensive end of the local market.
2. Re. Paragraph 5.5 and Section 5 as a whole. This paragraph and the
Section are too brief to make the points which ought to be made. The 30%
requirement for affordable houses in the Local Plan relates to “housing for
sale or rent, for those whose needs are not met by the market
(including housing that provides a subsidised route to home ownership
and/or is for essential local workers). This normally only applies to sites
bigger than 10 units. That is 30% affordable of larger sites; the remaining
70% can, and will normally be larger, more expensive houses beyond the

The table within that paragraph sets out the main
developments that have taken place, providing
information about bedroom sizes.
A table showing all developments since 2011, with a note
of their sizes an tenure, is included in Appendix A.

Text amended to provide additional clarity.

49

Ewhurst Neighbourhood Plan – Proposed responses to Reg. 14 reps

Ref.

Comment
means of a large proportion of the population particularly younger age
groups.
When local residents say more, smaller, lower cost housing rather than big,
expensive housing is needed, they are not necessarily speaking about
affordable housing in NPPF terms. Residents are saying that the size and
therefore the cost of the majority of houses being built now, is not what’s
needed locally. Moreover they are not just speaking of those built on large
housing sites. They were speaking of all sites, including sites for a few
houses. In simple terms a significant portion of local needs (i.e. well in
excess of 30%) are not being met by the market. It is predominantly
meeting the needs of those who currently live elsewhere but wish to move
into the area and probably commute out of the area for work.
One of the findings of the local Business and Employment Survey was that
some lower paid employees could not access local housing and have to
commute in from lower housing cost areas. The Young Persons Survey
suggested that many thought they would never be able to enter the local
housing market because of the high cost of local housing and the poor
availability locally of small houses for sale or rent – the sort of houses they
could first afford. The Housing, Mix and Tenure Study showed that the mix
of housing locally and its affordability was nowhere meeting local needs.
Given that Ewhurst village:
- is the main location for many of the local community facilities and assets
needed and used by families with young children and the elderly and the
main location for local employment; and
- has a good network of footpaths etc. to local facilities and assets; and
- there is a need to reduce use of the car including its use for longer
distance commuting;
there is a strong case for saying that in future, only small and lower cost
housing is needed in and immediately around Ewhurst village.

Response

Text amended to provide additional clarity.

Text amended to provide additional clarity.
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Ref.

Comment
It may not be permissible now for the neighbourhood plan to alter the Local
Plan’s housing mix or increase the proportion of affordable housing on sites
larger than 10. However the neighbourhood plan could say something to
the following effect: Notwithstanding that the neighbourhood plan area
has more than met in figurative terms the total current Local Plan
requirements for housing, it is nowhere near meeting local needs on any size
of site. The Parish Council would, as an exception, support the development
of a small number of small and lower cost housing on suitable, small sites in
and around the main built up area.
There is no practical reason why house builders cannot build more, smaller
and lower cost housing for sale and rent and still make a reasonable profit if
land costs did not reflect their expectation that big, expensive and more
profitable houses can be built. Until the new housing requirements for
Waverley and therefore the Parish have been determined through the next
revision of the Local Plan, any permitted new housing development should
be only small houses with a maximum of 3 bedrooms and being lower to
median cost or rent meeting a special local need should be exceptionally
permitted.

Response

Text amended to provide additional clarity.

Noted.
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EEG 2: COMMUNITY ASSETS
Strongly Agree: 74
(59.20%)
Support: 91.20%
Agree: 40
(32.00%)
Neutral: 7.20%
Neither: 9
(7.20%)
Against: 1.60%
Disagree: 1
(0.80%)
Strongly Disagree: 1 (0.80%)
125
(100%)
Analysis
Ref. Comment
33.
No mention of preserving Sayers Croft

Response
This is now included within the Heritage Section.

34.

How on earth did planning get approved for building in the Bull's Head
garden?

35.

should the Village Hall not be included here as an asset of community value? The Village Hill is owned by the PC and not considered to
Or is it already? We need to protect it as far as possible from any future threat be under threat of loss.
of development.

36.

Re. Para. 6.2 – It needs to be emphasised that virtually all of the local
community assets and facilities needed by young families and the elderly
are at the northern end of the Plan area, in and around Ewhurst village.
Moreover most of the assets and facilities in this area are generally
connected to the pedestrian and footpath network, although in some
instances this requires crossing increasingly busy roads.
23, Re. Para. 6.3 Does this mean the village, the community or the parish
assets? This is but a small example of not being precise in what the plan
means.

The NP cannot impose policy retrospectively.

Noted.

The paragraph presents a general description of assets
within the parish.
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Ref.

Comment
24. Re. Para. 6.3 While Policy EEG2 relates to two specific community
assets, there is no harm in saying in the text of the plan that the Parish
Council will endeavour to protected and retain all other community and
facilities which are still needed and well used by the community whoever
owns and controls them.
25, Re. Section 6 generally and Section 3 (Paragraph 3.5). These Sections
have failed to mention many community assets which make a contribution
to Ewhurst being a vibrant and lively community. The Baptist Church is used
by several societies for meetings and for children and elderly person clubs.
St. Peter and Pauls Church has the Wilson Room which is also used by some
societies and a toddler group. The Old Rectory Nursing Home hosts charity
events. It may also be worth mentioning that the School has its own afterschool club building (and a small swimming pool) which the local
community helped to fund. In fact, it is also worth mentioning that the
recreation ground has a big playground partly funded by the community,
some public tennis courts and is home to active adult and boys football
teams while a local Stoolball team uses the cricket field. The significance of
all of the above to the neighbourhood plan and most of the others already
mentioned in the plan, is that all these community assets and facilities are
in and around Ewhurst village and serve local young people and the elderly.
This makes it the most sustainable location for any new development
primarily aimed at meeting the needs of families with children and the
elderly. This is also one of the places Sayers Croft Activity Centre merits a
mention as an asset valued by many in the valued community.

Response
Noted, although this would appear to be a very inspecific
addition to a policy.

Noted.
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EEG 3: CHARACTER OF DEVELOPMENT
Strongly Agree: 67
(53.60%)
Support:
88.00%
Agree: 43
(34.40%)
Neutral:
9.60%
Neither: 12
(9.60%)
Against:
1.60%
Disagree: 1
(0.80%)
No answer: 0.80%
Strongly Disagree: 1 (0.80%)
Unanswered:1
(0.80%)
124
(100%)
Analysis
Ref. Comment
37.
In my view Sayers Croft should be elevated in it's significance as a heritage asset in
some way. We know from the Ewhurst Village Design Statement (included as part of
the draft Neighbourhood Plan) that Sayers Croft is 'the Country's most important
surviving example of a camp established for evacuated urban children, as part of the
Government's 1938 National Camps Programme'. It does contain a listed building
(assembly hall) which is an indicator as to the site's significance. That said, opinions
have been expressed that the site is worthy of Conservation Area status by an Appeal
Inspector and the Twentieth Century Society. Waverley have always resisted this
which I find odd.
It is remarkable that we have this unique piece of national history with our Parish and
it should be celebrated.
Looking at the options available, Conservation Area status is in the hands of Waverley
and, being realistic, it will not happen for whatever reason. The designation of the
other buildings on the site as Buildings of Local Merit is possible but as Sophie says, it
will arguably afford the site no greater protection than that given by the listed status
and associated description of the assembly hall. That said, the site's significance lies
in the fact that all the buildings remain in their original form, in their original
grouping, in their original setting and in a very similar use. This is unique amongst the

Response
Noted. Many comments along these lines
were received. There was an original
intention to include the area as nondesignated heritage asset and this was
discussed with the Heritage Team at WBC.
The advice was that they could go through
the process of adding it to the Local List,
however, there is now concern about when
this might take place. The NDP provides an
opportunity to identify the area as an NDHA,
and this has the support of the site manager.
A follow up action will be to formally include
the site on the Local List.
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dozens of sites around the country that were originally built. I believe that
designating the entire group of original buildings as Non Designated Heritage Assets
(NDHAs) under the Buildings of Local Merit framework would be appropriate.
However, Navigus recommended (in their report to the Parish Council of Jan 2021)
that The PC could consider the inclusion of a policy on local character within the NP,
perhaps identifying Sayers Croft as a 'Local Character' area and defining what that
means through a description and photographs. Having created this mechanism within
the Draft NP and creating local character areas in the case of Gadbridge Lane and
Ellens Green, it would be a fairly straightforward process to follow the
recommendation and add Sayers Croft as a third. I have a raft of information and
history on file that I would be happy to share for this purpose. This would, I think,
achieve the inclusion of Sayers Croft within the NP as a subject of Policy, avoid an
argument with Waverley over the status having a conflict with their policies and
follow the recommendation to the PC whilst elevating the status and profile of the
site's history at a very local level.
We must bear in mind that Sayers Croft is a very valuable heritage, community and
employment asset. It also includes the highest concentration of subsidised housing in
the Parish. It has been though some precarious times financially over the years and
the recent National Lockdown must have been difficult to manage. It is owned by
Westminster Council and I can imagine that their budgets are struggling right now. If,
heaven forbid, the site were to fail in it's current use the eventual planning fallback
would be redevelopment as a housing site. Our community would look back at the NP
and wonder why we did not treasure this asset more enthusiastically, given the
opportunity before us now.
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EEG 4: DESIGN OF DEVELOPMENT
Strongly Agree: 58
(46.40%)
Support: 85.60%
Agree: 49
(39.20%)
Neutral: 12.00%
Neither: 15
(12.00%)
Against: 2.40%
Disagree: 1
(0.80%)
Strongly Disagree: 2 (1.60%)
125
(100%)
Analysis
Ref. Comment
38.
The new build at the site of Greenside, Ewhurst Green, is well out of
keeping with the local area

39.

Views of the Surrey Hills from the village should not be obstructed and,
where possible, extended. Developments should not be of such a scale that
they impact on the view of the village from the hills.

40.

41.

Retaining and replanting trees: not just for environmental reasons, but
because stands of large trees and small woods give character to the village
by forming a visual backdrop to the housing.
I hope the points f i, ii, and iii, basically mean no gated developments.

42.

Section 4 should include Sayers Croft Trust as a Community Asset

Response
Noted – the purpose of the character areas is to
encourage development proposals to be in keeping with
the local context – and the design policy adds further
support by setting out specific criteria to follow.
Noted. Protecting specific views was not within the scope
of the plan, based upon community feedback during the
process. This does not mean that it could not be included
within a future review of the Plan, should it be felt
important.
Noted.

Noted.

Noted – this is now identified as a non-designated
heritage asset.
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Ref.
43.

44.

Comment
I particularly support the summary aims of this section - well articulated.

Response
Noted.

There is unfortunately no mention of the considerable benefits of allowing
on only zero carbon new homes. The benefits are enormous, including for
the occupiers health (and pocket), as well as the community as a whole. If
this cannot be dictated then zero carbon housing must be very strongly
encouraged.

This would be beyond the national requirements set out in
national policy/building regs. Additional clauses on
sustainable design have been added to the policy (where
the appendix on design has now been integrated).
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EEG 5: CONSERVING HERITAGE ASSETS
Strongly Agree: 84
(67.20%)
Support:
90.40%
Agree: 29
(23.20%)
Neutral:
5.60%
Neither: 7
(5.60%)
Against:
3.20%
Disagree: 3
(2.40%)
No answer:
0.80%
Strongly Disagree: 1 (0.80%)
Unanswered: 1
(0.80%)
124
(100%)
Analysis
Ref. Comment
45.
Sayers Croft Activity Centre may not merit designation as a Conservation
Area and may not even merit description and designation as a Local
Character Area. However, Sayers Croft does have some significant local,
regional and even national heritage value as the last remaining, largely
intact example of a pre-war school evacuation camp. Moreover the value of
Sayers Croft as “something special and almost unique” was reflected in an
appeal decision to uphold refusal of planning consent for development
close by one of its boundaries. Sayers Croft is also a valuable community
asset for it often invites the local community, particular children to use its
facilities and it has occasionally opened up some of its areas for casual
recreation and walking. There is a well signposted and well maintained
footpath through the site and public access is allowed to the Local Nature
Reserve at the northern end of its site. Indeed Sayers Croft regularly
contributes its news, developments, events and opportunities for
community use in the local community newssheet.
Sayers Croft Activity Centre deserves some special recognition in both the
Neighbourhood Plan, and possibly in a future revision of the Local Plan,
which reflects both its special, almost unique heritage value and its value as
an unusual community asset. It may not be appropriate now to give Sayers

Response
Noted and identified as a non-designated heritage asset.
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Ref.

Comment
Croft Activity Centre some special status in a policy, but it does merit a
mention in both the heritage and community assets sections of plan. This
will at least remind developers and planners that proposals and changes
both within and nearby Sayers Croft will need to be sensitive of its heritage
and community asset value.

Response

46.

William Lacey Group [Wildacres Developers]

Amend to ‘conserve and, where possible, enhance’.

Whilst we support the proper consideration of heritage assets, this should
be in accordance with the advice in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF). The NPPF allows for an assessment of harm versus benefits when
considering development in relation impact on heritage (paragraphs 193198). It states in Policy EEG5 that, “Development proposals affecting
heritage assets – including non-designated heritage assets - either directly
or indirectly, should enhance the significance and setting of the asset.” By
requiring an affected heritage asset to be enhanced by any development
affecting it the policy does not allow for this assessment.
It conflicts with the NPPF and would be seen out of date.
Recommended Action - reword policy to align with the NPPF or delete it

60

Ewhurst Neighbourhood Plan – Proposed responses to Reg. 14 reps

EEG 6: LOCAL GREEN SPACES
Strongly Agree: 90
Agree: 24
Neither: 8
Disagree: 2
Strongly Disagree:
Unanswered: 1
124

(72.00%)
(19.20%)
(6.40%)
(1.60%)
(0%)
(0.80%)
(100%)

Support:
91.20%
Neutral:
6.40%
Against:
1.60%
No answer: 0.80%

Analysis
Ref. Comment
47.
If land is already protected by designation we should still designate it as a
local green space since some “protected” areas such as the AONB have
been built on….!!!
48.

It would be good to include Sayers Croft Nature Reserve in here.

Response
The LGS designation should only be applied where it
would offer additional benefit to the community. The
AONB is already protected through national policy.
This is considered to be adequately protected.
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EEG 7: GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NETWORK AND DELIVERING BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN
Strongly Agree: 67
(53.60%)
Support: 88.00%
Agree: 43
(34.40%)
Neutral: 6.40%
Neither: 8
(6.40%)
Against: 5.60%
Disagree: 3
(2.40%)
Strongly Disagree: 4 (3.20%)
125
(100%)
Analysis
Ref. Comment
49.
Cobblers Brook has long been designated a zone of Nature Conservation
and it should remain so. Is the designated Biodiversity Opportunity Area on
Figures 8.3 and 8.4 correct?
50.
The eastern boundary of the BOA, north of Ockley Road- is this correct?
51.

Response
Noted – the mapping is correct and the resident has been
contacted with further information.
See above.

52.

I would suggest "Proposals MUST improve ............. and
"Conversely..........MUST BE REJECTED". We have met our quota so I can see
no justification for not adhering to the biodiversity net gain objective, let
alone actually harming biodiversity.
Excellent!

Noted.

Noted.

53.

Section 7 should include Sayers Croft Trust as a Heritage Asset

See previous responses on this.

54.

Biodiversity Net Gain

The policy adds local detail by mapping out the local green
infrastructure network at the local level.

This policy is an unnecessary duplication of National Statute.
Recommended Action - delete policy
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Ref.

Comment

Response

55.

I strongly support Policy EEG7 points 3,4 and 5.

Noted.

63

Ewhurst Neighbourhood Plan – Proposed responses to Reg. 14 reps

EEG 8: ENCOURAGING SUSTAINABLE MOVEMENT
Strongly Agree: 58
Agree: 51
Neither: 12
Disagree: 2
Strongly Disagree: 2
125

(46.40%)
(40.80%)
(9.60%)
(1.60%)
(1.60%)
(100%)

Support: 87.20%
Neutral: 9.60%
Against: 3.20%

Analysis
Ref. Comment
56.
Users of the land for agriculture and forestry should be encouraged to use
practices that are sustainable and support biodiversity [there is no point in
encouraging biodiversity if the rural land is covered in pesticides
57.
Ockley Road must be included in the list of traffic hotspots in paragraph 9.3.
It is included as such in the referenced Transport report.
58.
Speeding traffic is a constant problem on the stretch of Ockley Road from
the Bull's Head to the village boundary. Drivers seem to believe that once
they have turned off The Street into Ockley Road, there is no speed
restriction in place. As the reference report notes, with the presence of
parked vehicles, traffic seems to accelerate through the narrowed road
space. If there are no parked vehicles, traffic is always travelling in excess of
the speed limit.
59.
Light vehicles often use Downhurst Road as a short cut from The Street to
Ockley Road, rather than take the route past The Bull's Head, particularly to
get around slower moving traffic. Downhurst Road is residential and should
be protected from such through traffic.
B2127 from Ewhurst through to Ockley is narrow and winding and should
be subject to a 40mph speed limit throughout. It is unsuitable for HGV

Response
Noted – the Plan cannot stipulate how farming practices
are undertaken.
This is included.
Noted.

Noted.
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Ref.

Comment
traffic, which should be prohibited from using it unless for local access and
not as a short cut from A24 to A281.

Response

60.

The aims here seem to be a pragmatic approach to ensuring sustainable
movement and I support them . Slightly confused that there is only a
passing reference to the important topic of public transport - and that just
cross references to actions in section 11 -if it is section 11 in this plan I can't
spot further references to public transport (but tickled that horse riding
appears in EEG8 as if it were a mode of transport - a hobby more than a way
of getting from A to B.?)
Cyclists seem to not use the cycle path between Cranleigh and Ewhurst still
preferring to use the main roadway. Why waste public money to build
them? Better to repair the roads surely?

Noted. Public transport – in so far as promoting its
delivery, punctuality, routes etc. is not something that
planning policy can address.

61.

62.

future planning applications should take more into consideration increased
traffic implications on the community.

63.

My concerns about Policy EEG8 is that firstly the road surfaces are in a
terrible state and there does not seem to be any pressure to resolve this.
Secondly, the cyclist traffic is increasing year on year. The majority seem to
come from out of the area by car which is hardly an encouragement of
sustainable movement. Not sure that these benefit our area at all.
Efforts to curb traffic volume, noise, and excess speed are needed most
urgently. Enforcing the laws in a determined fashion to do with speeding
and excess vehicle engine noise would be of help to residents to co-exist
more peaceably with the high volume of motor vehicles.

64.

Road repairs is a maintenance issue and within the remit
of the Highways Authority. The NDP is seeking to influence
the numbers using more sustainable modes of transport,
by supporting cycling and walking – agree a holistic
approach is needed though.
This is already undertaken and falls within the remit of the
Highways Authority.
Noted.

Noted although these issues fall outside the NP scope.
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Ref.
65.

Comment
William Lacey Group [Wildacres Developers] - EEG8: Encouraging
Sustainable Movement:-

Response
Retain – the policy says ‘where possible’.

The suggestion that all physically separated cycle and pedestrian routes
from vehicular traffic should be permeable where possible is considered
unacceptable. Permeable materials are designed for a specific reason
related to surface water control and are used where deemed necessary, not
as a first choice material.
Proposed Action - delete section 2. of the policy.
66.

67.

68.

We need secure cycle storage at other sites around the main village too: by
the Rec, the Shop and the Pub to name a few.
EEG8: We also need to improve the very welcome cycle link from Ewhurst
village to Cranleigh. It comes to an abrupt stop when it enters the village,
and is difficult to join or leave, especially as it is at the bottom of the hill: it
should be extended into the village. If we really want to get more people
cycling some consideration should also be given to the messy bits of cycle
route entering Cranleigh too. A safer cycle route to our nearest station
(Ockley) would also help; it is only a few miles away. The stretch of main
road between Cox Green, Ellens Green, Cranleigh (and Ewhurst) could be
improved for cyclists too.
The corner junction of Cranleigh Road with Horsham Road to Ewhurst
Green is already a traffic hazard and any further access on to the road in this
vicinity ( as envisaged in the Firethorn development ) would seem an
irresponsible plan.
Under Section 9 - P37, Key Movement Routes should show the entirety of
the route to Cranleigh, up to the NP boundary. P38, public footpath missing
to south of Cranleigh Road.

Noted – the policy states ‘not limited to’, which would
therefore not preclude this. Noted on the cycle route
point.

Noted.

Noted and corrected.
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Ref.

Comment

Response

General comments
The following general comments were received from the local community and are set out below. Comments on individual policies are
recorded below this. Where the comment is by a local developer, with an interest in land in the parish, this is noted.
Ref. Comment received
Response from the Steering Committee
69.
A very impressive document, which seems to have covered all points thoroughly and Noted.
sensitively. This whole process has taken so many years (with goal posts changed
along the way, it seems) so let's hope we shall soon have a plan finalised as an
important protection for future development/changes to our lovely village.
70.
A very well balanced plan both for now and the future
Noted.
71.
Although we do not live in the parish, our home is on the parish boundary, hence our Noted.
interest.
72.
An unfortunate start to the plan - ref to being proud of our village. Rather gives the
Amend Foreword to reference ‘Parish’.
impression the NP is for Ewhusrt Village, not the whole parish. You could change just
into parish nor add words such as " and the remainder of our lovely parish".
73.
As the person who started up WeCare please can I ask that you use the phrase 'We
Amended (para 3.6).
support and care for all Dementia sufferers'. Alzheimer's is the most common type of
Dementia there are many others.
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Ref. Comment received
74.
Clearly a lot of thought and hard work has gone into writing this survey but who is it
written for? Obviously for those in local government but to those outside that world
it is a long and rather tedious document --- there must be a way of presenting its
main points to the ordinary public in a less long winded way, otherwise I think you
should not be surprised if people are put off replying to it.

75.

76.

Ewhurst has had several new build projects inflicted upon it and pretty much zero
infratsruture improvement. Any further development must be prevented, in
particular where housing density does not align with the specific area, and approriate
infrastructure must be upgraded to accommadte the highre demand (water, sewage
etc). How Charossa got planning permission on a Conservation Area is a travesty (was
this actually above board?) Another example of a poorly conceived development is
the land behind Gadridge Villas. This backland cannot support 4 new houses and will
have a huge ipmact on neighbouring house amentities.
Generally excellent..if we come even close to achieving this it will be good for the
village. Traffic calming must be a priority in the short term to prevent death on the
junction of the Street and The Green.. the entrance/exit to the proposed Firethorn
development must not make this problem worse.
Please reconsider the status of Sayers Croft... not a safe place development wise in
view of recent events at Dunsfold airfield. The current owners could easily decide to
realise their asset and ensure ribbon development towards Cranleigh at a stroke.

Response from the Steering Committee
The plan will be used to inform land-use and
development in the parish. It will be used by
those wishing to submit planning applications
in Ewhurst as well as those determining the
outcome. The Committee appreciates that
the document is fairly lengthy, but it is
important that each policy is robustly worded
and positively justified. A segmented version
of the document is available on the website,
for those wishing to dip into a particular
chapter.
The purpose of the plan is to add additional
local detail to designate land in particular
ways (e.g. as Local Green Spaces) and to help
determine the outcome of any future
planning applications. Ultimately decisions
are taken by the planning committee.

Traffic calming is not within the remit of this
planning document, as it falls within the
Highways authority remit. Nevertheless, the
NDP supports and promotes walking and
cycling opportunities within the parish.
Sayers Croft (in its entirety) has been
reinstated as a proposed non-designated
heritage asset within the Plan.
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Ref. Comment received
77.
Having said that all these proposed NP Policies are sensible and extremely well
grounded, it is clear that Waverley Planning / Planning Inspectorate have NOT
supported their intent, nor applied strong controls in relation to existing, alreadyapproved planning applications, which show not only how important an adopted
Neighbourhood Plan actually is, but how potentially weak and flaky such a document
can be if not respected and adhered to by the local planning authorities. The
approvals for The Bulls Head and Chanrossa developments are both in highly
protected areas - or are supposed to have been - yet the Planners let both through,
which in my view is an outrageous dereliction of duty for which the individuals
responsible should be taken to task . That Firethorn Farm will destroy green spaces
and be outside the Settlement Boundary is also against policy, yet was similarly
approved. If the community are to have faith in the NPPF and local planning
processes overall, Planners need to be held far more accountable for their decisions,
or we risk this NP being just another paper exercise that offers little benefit to anyone
other than the Developers.

Response from the Steering Committee
It will be important for the Parish Council to
monitor the effectiveness of the policies in
the Plan, to ensure that they are being
interpreted in the way intended. The
intention would be to offer a workshop
session with planning case officers and the
planning committee, to introduce them to the
plan and familiarise them with our intentions.

78.

Noted.

How Chanrossa got permission to build 18 houses on a Conservation Area is a
mystery!
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Ref. Comment received
79.
I am giving feedback as the community education manager for the Sayers Croft Trust.
Whilst Sayers Croft is briefly mentioned, I feel it could have stronger representation,
particularly in the heritage assets and community assets sections.
The heritage aspect is so important and has been instrumental in the rejection of
various planning bids for Penlan Fields to our south. We are strongly committed to
opposing any such development of this area as it would dramatically alter the rural
atmosphere of our site. The rural nature of the setting is directly referenced in our
grade 2 listing of the dinner hall (which is an original and contains paintings
completed by the evacuees that once lived here). We now welcome over 20,000
visiting children each year, many of whom have never visited the countryside before.
I also believe we are a community asset. The Sayers Croft Trust is a charity set up to
open up the resources of Sayers Croft to the local community. We welcome over
10,000 visitors each year including school trips, youth groups, community events,
birthday parties, volunteering and more.

Response from the Steering Committee
This feedback is very much welcomed. There
was an initial intention to identify Sayers
Croft, in its entirety, as a non-designated
heritage asset (NDHA) – it is not within the
remit of the Neighbourhood Plan to ‘list’
assets. Discussions with the Heritage Team at
Waverley led the Steering Committee to not
include this in the draft plan, rather to follow
the WBC process of listing as a Locally Listed
Asset.
The feedback from the Regulation 14
consultation has strongly supported the need
to address this issue more proactively. The
Submission version Plan therefore includes
this historic asset as a NDHA and the owners
have been contacted for further discussion.

Lastly, we have also opened up our nature reserve to the public since the first
national lockdown. We will continue this indefinitely moving forward and many local
residents have been enjoying the woodpecker trail footpath that we have installed.

80.

If you would like to chat about Sayers Croft further, or would like to visit I'd be happy
to give interested parties a tour. Please get in touch.
I am pleased to say that to me this is a very much improved version compared to the
earlier one that went to Reg 14. The bias, poor conclusions and seeming self interest
shown by the then steering group, and as was contained within the very poor
Shrimplin Brown report, have been rightfully removed. Just a pity so much time and
money has been wasted getting to this stage.

Noted.
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Ref. Comment received
81.
I congratulate the various members of the community who have contributed to the
preparation of this Plan in all stages of its development.
82.
I consider this to be a much improved plan. More concise and readable.
I agree that geographically it has an aging population and feel that more emphasis
should be made for the elderly community. As much as we want to have housing for
our young population (which i am totally supportive of). it is a fine balance, We have
to protect our rural environment, but also meet the demands of our increasing
population.
83.
I do not feel that there have been enough small houses being built, especially for
downsizing. There are already lots of large houses in the village.
84.

85.
86.

I do not live in the parish but have an interest in the Neighbourhood Plan as I live in
Cox Green and the land directly behind us was turned down for development in 2019.
I think the Plan is an excellent piece of work and it is clear that a lot of effort has gone
into it. Although my interest primarily concerns development I am in full agreement
with the whole Plan
I may not now live or work in the parish, but I own property there, live nearby, and
was involved in the earlier stages of the plan.
I note that this document declares that we have already met our quota for
development until 2032 and do hope for a speedy adoption of this NP to protect us
from any further building and that WBC will reject ALL and any further (significant
sized) development approaches for the lifespan of the NP. I am extremely unhappy
that the Firethorn and Bulls Head developments were granted by the planning
authorities despite them being in more than one of the “protected” categories.
Saying one thing and doing exactly the opposite will result in those who engaged in
this process to lose faith. Additional NP requests could be met with “voter apathy”
meaning that developers are free to run rough shod over our precious greenbelt and
its beauty is lost for future generations.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted.
Noted. The needs of an aging population – a
much valued and growing cohort of the parish
- are considered at numerous points in the
plan.

Noted. Policy EEG1 (Meeting Local Housing
Needs) seeks to address this locally identified
need.
Noted.

Noted.
Noted.
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87.
I question whether 'Employment' should be excluded as a topic area. I note that this
has been done because it is covered in the Waverley Local Plan. It may be that an
opportunity has been missed here as Local detail is missing in the WBC document.
Local employers contribute significantly to the local economy, increase sustainability
by reducing the need to travel to work and have particular affordable housing needs.
The Neighbourhood Plan team should be congratulated for their determined
endeavours to get the Plan to this stage. I know, from personal experience, the sheer
volume of time and effort involved and this is often overlooked by critics. I hope that
my comments are seen as constructive.

88.

Well done!
I think the most important thing to consider is to preserve Ewhurst as a separate
identity to Cranleigh. Most of the woods between Ewhurst and Cranleigh are in
Cranleigh parish, not Ewhurst , which makes us vulnerable to Cranleigh expanding in
an easterly direction.
I was pleased to see that Pitch Hill, Gadbridge Lane and Ellens Green are being given
additional status as Local Character Areas. However I was disappointed that the
original camp buildings at Sayers Croft were not included. The Dining Hall is listed
Grade II, but the other buildings have no statuary protection despite being designed
by Thomas Smith Tait, a noted modernist architect. The outdoor experience that
Sayers Croft gives to both London and local schoolchildren has never been more
important.
I would also like to see recognition of four privately owned green spaces, that are
much used and loved by local people for leisure and recreation - Old House drive and
field, Bramblehurst drive, the Sayers Croft nature reserve in Wykehurst Lane, and the
woods and stream to the east of Mapledrakes.
I would like to see more public access to new developments. Developers often put in
a 'ecological feature', such as the pond at Cherry Tree Lane, but they are not intended

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted. There may be merit, beyond the plan
itself, in considering ways to attract
businesses to the local area. The plan policies
– in supporting smaller (in terms of number of
bedrooms) homes, suited to families, will help
to provide the sort of accommodation that
may appeal to those wishing to work locally.
Noted.

In relation to Sayers Croft, see comment ref.
25.
The list of Local Green Spaces has stemmed
from local consultation. There will be scope to
review these in the future.
Policy EEG4 addresses public access and
density issues.
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for all. New estates tend to to have one way in and out, which makes them exclusive.
This may be a selling point to new residents but does nothing to make them part of
the community and inclusive.
I would also like to see fewer houses crammed in on new developments, in keeping
with their rural setting.

Response from the Steering Committee

89.
90.

Noted.
Noted. Unfortunately, it is beyond the remit
of the Plan to require the reversion of a
change of use.

I thoroughly agree with all you have in the pipe line
I want the pub, the Bulls Head in Ewhurst, Surrey to be returned for use as a pub.
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91.
I wish to compliment all who contributed towards the Ewhurst & Ellens Green draft
Neighbourhood Plan. The Plan document successfully identifies the rural nature of
the area in proximity to the Surrey Hills area of outstanding natural beauty which
includes many heritage assets, and shows a considered vision and objective for the
future to maintain Ewhurst Parish as a ‘very nice place to live’.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted.

I note in particular the sections concerning development and future housing needs
and that upon adoption, the Village Design Statement will become a material
planning consideration when the Borough Council considers any future planning
applications in the area. I also note that since the beginning of the Neighbourhood
Plan process for Ewhurst and Ellens Green, the housing allocation laid down by
Waverley BC of 100 dwellings in the parish, has not only been met, but is exceeded by
over 30%, and as a result the decision has been taken by the Parish not to allocate
any further housing at this time.
I fully support the draft Neighbourhood Plan
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92.
I would like to comment on STREET LIGHTING, particularly as it applies to Ewhurst.
Apologies if I have missed it, but I can find no mention of it in the plan.
The Commission For Dark Skies has stated that "The starry sky is, unofficially but
indubitably, a site of special scientific interest and an area of outstanding natural
beauty: if it can be seen." (CfDS Website 2015-17)

Response from the Steering Committee
Streetlighting falls within the remit of the
highways authority (Surrey County Council).
That said, Policy EEG4 includes a clause about
the need to restrict light pollution and the
importance of dark skies, particularly in the
context of the parish’s contribution to the
AONB and its setting.

We are fortunate that, in parts of Ewhurst at least, the night sky can be seen, in all its
glory. This is because in these parts the sky is dark at night and there are very few
street lights. I am concerned that lighting used in any future development is in danger
of robbing us of this extraordinary public amenity.
The Campaign for the Protection of Rural England (CPRE) states that "Darkness at
night is one of the key characteristics of rural areas and it represents a major
difference between what is rural and what is urban." (CPRE: Shedding Light - A survey
of local authority approaches in England, April 2014)
CPRE recommends, amongst other things that:
• Local authorities should consider preparing a Street Lighting Policy, which could
include Environmental Lighting Zones to ensure that the appropriate lighting levels
are used in each zone, with very strict requirements applying in identified dark areas;
• Local authorities should have a strong presumption against new lighting in existing
dark areas, unless essential as part of a new development or for public safety reasons
that have been clearly demonstrated;
Government guidance (ref: Department for Communities and Local Government;
Planning Practice Guidance, 6th March 2014) states that "artificial lighting can be a
source of annoyance to people, harmful to wildlife, undermine the enjoyment of the
countryside, and detract from the enjoyment of the night sky."
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Response from the Steering Committee
The Guidance suggests that lighting must be carefully considered where "A new
development proposal, or a major change to an existing one, could materially alter
light levels outside the development and/or have the potential to adversely affect the
use or enjoyment of nearby buildings or open spaces?"
It also makes the point that "Light intrusion occurs when the light ‘spills’ beyond the
boundary of the area being lit. Light spill can impair sleeping, cause annoyance to
people, compromise an existing dark landscape and/or affect natural systems (eg
plants, animals, insects, aquatic life). It can usually be completely avoided with careful
lamp design selection and positioning."
Lighting schemes can be costly and difficult to change so getting the design right at
the planning stage of any development is of critical importance.
There are almost no street lights on the south side of Ewhurst and as a result we have
comparatively low levels of light pollution, probably Class 3 to 4 on the Bortle scale.
This scale measures light pollution and goes from 1 - least pollution - to 9 - most
pollution. This low level of light pollution can be maintained only if any new
development either excludes street lights altogether, or selects them with great care.
If people want to buy houses and to live in villages like this then they should accept
absence of street lights as part of the character of the area.
If any new development is to be lit up like a fairground, with bright, tall street lamps,
it will urbanise and utterly destroy the rural quality of the village that the existing
residents have enjoyed up until now. (My wife and I, for example, have lived here for
almost 30 years). If there has to be any lighting at all on the development, then this
should be low in both height and in light level, and hooded so that light is deflected
downwards.
We have lived without street lighting since Ewhurst came into being. The introduction
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of ill-considered lighting would be an irresponsible and unforgivable intrusion into
our rural environment.

Response from the Steering Committee

I hope you will give these matters careful consideration.
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93.
I would like to thank those involved in these well thought out policies. A great deal of
time and energy has been expended.
94.
I’d like to understand who is accountable should policies not be adhered to
We have seen the. Loss of the pub garden despite so many objections and parish
council support the objections other housing seems to just be over ruled
I’m concerned that other areas of protected green will be lost despite policy
Speeding is an issue and parking It’s nice to see these are mentioned
I’d also like to see that any business that operates in Ewhurst are respectful to the
villagers and have a social responsibility and remember they operate in a rural quiet
village
95.
If these policies are adopted, some clarity as to the governance would be welcomed.
It sometimes appears that planning decisions are made contrary to the policies
described here- it would be helpful to know how to raise this in a meaningful way.
96.
In the light of developments concerning Dunsfold it is important that the rural villages
are protected from over-development as much as possible. While this is included in
statute law it is very much the responsibility of the Waverley Council to uphold the
principle of sustained and relevant development and not just play the numbers
game. Ewhurst has been described by a Planning Inspector as a 'low-grade' village, on
the basis of its services. However, increases in housing in the village has meant that it
is now at the limit if it is to continue as a rural community.
The nature of housing development is also important and this should guide planners
in deciding on what type of housing is needed for a local community......not for a new
town.
97.
It is clear that a lot of work has gone into the preparation of the document and its
content seems to be reasonable bearing in mind the restrictions imposed by
Waverley BC and the NPPF. I would prefer to see no further building developments
but this would probably be over ruled by Waverley BC or the Inspectorate in Bristol.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted.
See response to Ref. 23.

Section 10 of the Plan sets out information
about how the Plan will be monitored going
forward.
Noted.

Noted.
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98.
It seems to me that Ewhurst would have greater protection from over development,
if the village was included in the Surrey Hills(ANOB) area. As the northern tip of the
village is officially in the Surrey Hills area, it should technically be possible to say that
the village of Ewhurst is in fact included in this ANOB area.
99.
It's a great improvement on the previous draft!
Page 55: I thought the trees lining Ewhurst Green were limes? The maples and
Canadian troops story comes from the green in Cranleigh, but might be true of
Ewhurst too.
100. KISS
101. My husband and I commend all past and present members of the Steering Groups
and Parish Council who have dedicated the significant personal time and effort
necessary to produce this excellent draft Neighbourhood Plan. It very effectively
addresses all our concerns about the long term future of our beautiful Parish and we
thank you all for your hard work and diligence on behalf of our community.
102. My wife and I commend all past and present members of the Steering Groups and
Parish Council who have dedicated the significant personal time and effort necessary
to produce this excellent draft Neighbourhood Plan. It very effectively addresses all
our concerns about the long term future of our beautiful Parish and we thank you all
for your hard work and diligence on behalf of our community.
103. N/A
104. No additional comments
105. On page 58 referring to Ewhurst Green (Cricket Green and Meadow)
Cricket Training and matches are mentioned but we would like to draw attention to
the fact that Ladies Stoolball Training and matches also take place on The Cricket
Green.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted – it is not within the remit of the
Neighbourhood Plan to amend the
boundaries of the AONB.
Amend to refer to both species.

Noted.
Noted.

Noted.

Noted.
Noted.
Noted and added into the document.
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106. Overall this is a very good document. So good I have printed it pout as it contains
many useful maps and diagrams. Thank You for such clarity. Important points are
easy to pick out thanks to useful highlighting.
I am in agreement the contents, direction and prescription. It is very disappointing
that whilst writing this excellent document houses are being proposed on almost
every flat space in Ewhurst! I sincerely hope that all of this work will eventually bring
some sense to the situation.
107. p.55 I believe most of the trees bordering the road through Ewhurst Green are limes,
not maples. The maples given by the Canadians line the common in Cranleigh.
108. Clarification sought on the source on the Biodiversity Opportunity Areas.

109.
110.
111.
112.
113.

114.

Please note our property directly adjoins and is surrounded by the parish of Ewhurst
and Ellen’s Green
Please note that our property adjoins and is surrounded by the parish of Ewhurst and
Ellens Green
Please note that our property directly adjoins and is surrounded by the parish of
Ewhurst and Ellens Green
Please use all speed to implement this Neighbourhood Plan to protect our village
environment.
Poor drainage possibly as a result of too many new houses having been built needs
urgent improvement and overhauling due to repeated water leaks and continuous
repairs. Pollution occurrences in the Downhurst Road, Mapledrakes Road and Glebe
and pollution of the stream still linger.
Priority should be given to safeguarding our green infrastructure especially green
field sites which define our local area and in reality are our heritage assets.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted.

See comment Ref. 45.
Contact was made with the person making
this representation, to respond to the specific
query. No further follow up.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted.
Drainage issues are included within strategic
policy.

Noted and addressed in Policy EEG7.
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115. Quiet lanes should have been explored already. Lower Breache Road, where I live,
has changed enormously during the last 10 years. Since Lyefield Lane was re surfaced
many vehicles use Lower Breache as a cut through and we have no speed limit!
Motorbikes and farm vehicles in particular now roar down the lane. Horses, cyclists,
dog walkers, ramblers all use the lane, many on a daily basis and a disaster is waiting
to happen The same goes for North Breache Road and Lyefield Lane.
I understand that Waverley did not accept some of the policies in the previous draft
either because there was not enough evidence or they were not land related. In
order to provide solid evidence against any more housing in Ewhurst, should we not
provide reports/records etc of power failures, flooding, sewage problems, school at
full capacity etc

116.

Residents in village settings choose such locations for their remote and quiet location
and lifestyle . I strongly believe villages should be largely excluded from this sort of
forced development in favour of towns where residents have settled because they
want facilities and wider community access. This poorly thought out and spurious
planning is fundamentally changing the area for the worse. Villages should not have
pavements and wider roadways for cycles, nor cul de sac houses squashed in in

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted.

Noted. These issues fall fundamentally within
the remit of other, external organisations. For
instance the Education Authority (Surrey
County Council) undertake forward planning
on schools and capacity issues, and are a
statutory consultee on planning applications.
Flooding and sewerage is considered by the
water board (Thames Water), the
Environment Agency and Surrey County
Council. Again all are statutory consultees on
planning applications. It is considered,
therefore, that these issues are dealt with
more appropriately at the strategic level. That
said, there could be merit in the Parish
Council keeping track of issues arising locally,
which could inform any future review of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Noted.
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inappropriate spaces...it’s just disappointing to see the erosion of the essence of
Surrey villages.

Response from the Steering Committee

117.

Road system is overloaded. Roundabout at Bulls in needs replacing as dangerous.

118.

Sayers Croft preservation plan
Traffic calming/enhancement plans
Disappointed that the “new homes” are not embracing the basic climate change
conditions/eco measures. Providing electric car charging points and bicycle sheds
doesn’t scratch the surface.
Insufficient emphasis on smaller homes. The not so little boxes do very much look
like the sane.
Danger of losing our identity as a Rural Village and morfing in to something else.
Too much emphasis on development

Noted. These issues, however, fall within the
remit of the highways authority (Surrey
County Council).
Noted – see response Ref. 25.
Traffic calming is not within the remit of the
neighbourhood plan, which is planning and
land-use related.
Additional detail on sustainable design has
been added to Policy EEG4, however it should
be noted that whilst the policy strongly
supports measures that help to mitigate
climate change, it cannot stipulate actions
that go beyond the minimum requirements as
set out in national policy and building
regulations.
Noted.

119.

Speed is of the essence to implement this policy, Ewhurst needs this element of
protection.
120. Taking the plan as a whole, I am fully supportive as I think its recommendations
demonstrate the application of much common sense.
In particular I note that the allocation of new housing has already been exceeded by
30% by Waverley since the planning process was started. I support the Parish
Council's approach not to plan further housing until deemed appropriate in the light
of facts at the time.

Noted.
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121. Thank for the hard work you have put in to produce the plan. I hope that it will
ensure the preservation of the ambience of the beautiful area we live in and love for
future generations.
122. Thank you to all those who have given up what must have been a lot of time to put
this together.
123. Thank you to everyone for their work on this
We live in Gadbridge Lane and were attracted to the village 3 years ago because of
the Character , green spaces and local facilities all of which should be preserved.
124. Thank you very much for all the work that has gone on over the past seven years hopefully the end is in site! In my opinion the plan does a good job in identifying the
character of Ewhurst/Green and setting out how residents would like to preserve
and enhance the character. Well done.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted.

Noted.
Noted.

Noted.
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125. Thank you, to all involved with this monumental process, it must have been a
Sisyphean task.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted.

Unfortunately given recent developments, namely:
HMG proposed changes to the Planning System and the likely loss of housing
numbers at Dunsfold Park, I fear that Neighbourhood Plans will suffer.
Also, I am not entirely clear that the objectives outlined below have been met.
“What is a Neighbourhood Plan?
In very simple terms, a neighbourhood plan is:
A document that sets out planning policies for the neighbourhood area – planning
policies are used to decide whether to approve planning applications.
A powerful tool to ensure the community gets the right types of development, in the
right place.”
Added to that, I have found the questionnaire a rather blunt instrument.
None the less, I once again thank the PC for their Herculean effort.
126. The authors are to be thanked and congratulated on their work, but which has taken
Noted.
a long time coming and has failed to prevent the excessive housing development that
been allowed contrary to local wishes. Maybe it will now be brought under control,
and developers can be told to go away.
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127. The most important part of this plan in my opinion is to keep the character of
Ewhurst and not to allow the general spread of the village to join up with Cranleigh.
The plots between Ewhurst and Cranleigh are already being sold off and the plan
needs to protect from development of these sites. Before anymore housing is built
perhaps the country council should be looking to support the local school which
appears to be under considerable financial pressure. There is also no doctors surgery
for the existing nearly 2k people and with a proposed increase of 100 extra houses
this number could increase significantly. The amount of traffic has also increased
massively which makes it very difficult to turn onto the road network at peak times. I
honestly do not believe the current network can take much more traffic. Please
protect our rural village to maintain its character.
128. This is a rural area and any further development should not be supported. There has
been more than enough new housing in the recent years.
129. This Neighbourhood development plan is excellent.
130. This revised Neighbourhood Plan is much improved. Well Done!
131. To keep our developments within our allotted numbers and keep our village a village.
No squeezed in houses but sensible use of design and developments.
132. Very happy with this Plan and looking forward to the parish being able to progress
through the next stages and, with luck, adopt our Neighbourhood Plan by end of
2021
133. We live just over the boundary from your neighbourhood in Rudgwick. It would be
great if our plans were complimentary, at least as far as development around Cox
Green/Maybanks/Furzen Lane is concerned, and your neighbourhood plan is
therefore an essential tool to allow us on both sides of the border to control
development in the interests of our respective residents. Please proceed at full
speed, and would urge support for it.
134. We would like to see some form of traffic calming or speed restrictions in Somersbury
Lane.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted.

Noted.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted.

Noted and the Parish Council is in
correspondence with Ridgwick Parish Council.

Noted – this is included in Section 11 as an
action, but as a highways issues, falls beyond
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135.

We would refer to our previous comments on the earlier survey which still apply.we
would also wish to see more parking available and greater protection for trees on
private land
136. Well done those who have spent a lot of time on the Plan. It should be very useful in
the years to come. I have just two comments :
1. There was no explanation in Section 3 for the suprisingly large reduction in
population from 2480 in 2011 to 1866 in 2021.
2. Sayers Croft should be listed as a Community Aasset in Section 6 and it may also be
considered a Heritage Asset in Section 7 (but it is listed as a Local Nature Reserve in
Section 8 and is given a short description in Appendix A)
137. I would like to put my thanks on record for all the hard work put into the NP by this
Steering Group and those before.
138. I am surprised that there is no ref to extending the Ewhurst Village Settlement
Boundary to take in newly consented development land [as far as I can see]. Has this
been recommened by WBC or consultants, as if not, I feel it may be a mistake? Surely
we want a boundary to defend. If new developments are outside the boundary does
that not set a bad precedent.

Response from the Steering Committee
the scope of what can be included in a
planning policy.
Noted.

Amend.
See previous responses about Sayers Croft.

Noted.
This is considered to be addressed at the
strategic (WBC) level.

139.

The Bulls Head Pub is referred to in this document. There is nothing about it's change
of use from a Pub to residential development. The nearest Pub would now be the one
up Pitch Hill, generally inaccessible to Ewhurst residents who cannot access it with
out the use of a car.

Noted – the pub is to reopen as a public
house in the near future.

140.

Para 11 - Transport and movement. There must be a physical deterrent to speeding
on the Horsham, road by the Cricket green, before someone gets killed

Noted, although beyond the remit of the
plan.
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141. Glossary. There is no description of AGLV.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted and added.

142.

The allocation of 100 homes to such a small and rural area is arbitrary, top-down and
only makes sense from a spreadsheet and not from the 'facts on the ground.' The
area that has been so well preserved, so peaceful and so beautiful will be irreparably
marred by these additional homes for no gain at all by the existing residents.

Noted, however this is strategic policy and
the NDP cannot be used as a vehicle to stop
development set out at the strategic level.

143.

All these policies are well worded, well intended and sensible statements of intent.
There is nothing contained in those policy wordings that in my view require change.
This NP Draft seems to be only mildly updated from that previously submitted, so
let’s hope the initiative to re-run Reg14 doesn’t back-fire with increased community
apathy and further issues of a lack of proactive engagement.

Noted.

144.

Spaces between existing houses should not be used for infill - especially if there is no
current vehicular access. These act as natural corridors for wild life and also help
maintain the rural aspect of the village.
Extra vehicular accesses also cause more traffic congestion in the village

This sort of development would be classified
as ‘windfall’ and is acceptable (and required –
to contribute to the LPP1 188 target across
small and medium villages).

145.

I disagreed the first time, and still disagree the areas you have identified as potential These are not identified by the NDP, but are
development sites for the future. The very same reasons are as already stated .
applications to the borough; the parish has a
My objection in particular is to Thornhurst Brook Site and West View Wykehurst Lane housing target of minimum 100 homes.
site, These are conservation areas with surrounding beautiful fields and woodland
that have public footpaths through and used by many of the community and ramblers
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outside of the community area. To put 34 houses in this area would change the whole
ambience of the area. The surrounding houses around the fields are detached houses
with large gardens visited by the surrounding wildlife, and has an air of "quiet
stillness”, something to be appreciated by all those that explore the footpaths.
Access to these sites are questionable. A heavier flow of traffic to Wykehurst Lane
would cause concern. There is no public pavement down this lane and nor should
there be at present. The lane is commonly used by Ramblers, dog walkers, horse
riders and mums walking their children, as it is considered to be a quiet safe lane ,
but would be unsafe with heavier amount of traffic. The excess use of Thornhurst
lane would also be of serious concern to me.
Why identify sites now when this could stifle further more appropriate sites coming
forward in the future, which are not available now?
I feel this part of the plan should be removed
146. Local Housing Needs should mean that the younger people who live in the village, or
can be of benefit to the wider area, have housing that is available to them within a
realistic margin.
147. The central issue is that this plan is a Parish wish list which, judging form previous
events, will have little bearing on policy an the ground which will be determined by
Waverley, or more likely, central government.
I applaud the work of the volunteers who contributed to this but fear their efforts
will, like dandelion seeds, be blown away.

Response from the Steering Committee

148.

Noted.

‘Ewhurst Village hall at capacity’. Really? Other than when Rainbows is in session it
usually is closed and therefore hasfree capacity. By ‘expansion’ do you mean
expansion of use, that would make sense whereas expansion in size would seem
impossible given its setting.

Noted.

The test will be in how the policies are used
once the plan is made. It will be important,
therefore, to monitor its effectiveness.
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149. Speed limit through village should be better controlled

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted but beyond the scope of the NP to
enforce speed limits.

150.

9.5: should read ".. (particularly along the B2127 and the junction with Horsham
Road)"
9.5: add - prevent obstruction of pavements and other walking routes

Noted and amended.

151.

Appendix B - 4 Ewhurst Allotments. Should read "The other half of the allotment field Noted and amended.
was LEASED to the infant school on a long lease . . ." [I dealt with the release of the
restrictive covenant on behalf of the diocese]

152.

Consequent from the Covid situation and more visitors to the Ewhurst environs plus
the welcome rebirth of the Bulls Head, does there need to be consideration for some
provision for car parking at the Bulls Head end of the village?

Noted although the plan is seeking to
encourage sustainable modes of transport
primarily.

153.

8.10 It is slightly misleading to infer that the loss of trees and hedges could
contribute to the decline in Great Crested newts (not known for inhabiting trees),
Lapwings (open fields and Marshland) and Swallows (tend to nest in barns) It might
be better to be less specific and comment generally on the wildlife that needs trees
to exist (e.g. Oak trees have a huge diversity of wildlife living in them - which will
support other species). A bit picky, I grant you, but at least you can see that I've read
through it!

Noted – wording has been revisited.
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154. 9.4 I'm looking forward, with eager anticipation, of being able to rush out of my
house to scoop up the manure that the horse riding shoppers are going to be leaving
for my rhubarb! Will the P.C. also erect hitching posts? Sounds a tad unlikely that
people will resort to horses for a trip to the shop.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted.

155.

In its haste to comply with government requirements on new housing, the Council
must not forget that EEG is a rural community. The new developments, completed,
being built and scheduled to be built should be more than a sufficient contribution to
the Council's building target for a village of this size.

Noted.

156.

With an enormous number of houses granted planning permission in Ewhurst in the
Noted.
last few years I have seen a huge change to the village and it’s character. It is very sad
to see this change and I hope the village plan will try to protect the rural nature of our
village.

157.

1.7 By eliminating any sites for development will this be challenged by individual
planners. It has not deterred further housing being allowed under appeal. The Local
Plan recommendations were ignored.
4.3 Should 'special housing needs' be more definitively defined?
5.2 Provision for appropriate housing is rather vague and I feel needs the
reassurance that affordable housing in approved plans will actually be built in the
final development. At present it seems the developers can claim they cannot make
adequate profit if they build the affordable housing (always after they have built the
more profitable housing)
Should the Downhurst Road Playground be amended in light of Waverley Council's
development plans?

Noted – the Plan does not seek to allocate
sites and this approach has been discussed
and agreed with WBC.
‘Specialist housing’ added to glossary.
Noted and text revisited.

There are plans to develop part of the this
area, but it is not anticipated to impact the
site in question.
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158. In reference to section 9 on Transport and Movement, I beleive Gadbridge Lane
should be included in paragraph 9.2 as a hot spot, as the road has become very
dangerous due to the significant increase of traffic and lack of separation between
vehicles, pedestrians, cyclists an horseriders. The addition on the new development
on Chanrossa will make this yet again worse.
Overall the hot spots in Ewhusrt need traffic calming measures and segration. Parking
outside village store and increased road users (of all types) has made the main street
liable to a serioud accident.
Relocation of the village shop to the car showroom (Crickfords) would be an excellent
solution, in terms of more spacious village store and safer parking.....can parking at
least be rented from Crickfords?

Response from the Steering Committee
Added.

Traffic calming is beyond the scope of an
NDP.

Noted, but owners cannot be compelled to
move.
159. It has been noted that in the absence of any housing having currently been delivered, Noted.
paragraph 5.4 of the draft Neighbourhood Plan(NP) incorrectly, we feel, treats the
Firethorn Farm development as a matter of fact. However, if the Council wish to view
it as such, it therefore follows on that the planning approval granted for the
development of housing at Firethorn Farm also sanctions the creation of a Public Open
Space under a Management Company. This space will border the eastern boundary of
Larkfield and we therefore have an interest in its design, management, control and
especially the impact on the security of the Larkfield estate. Through our letter dated
1 May 2019 (attached) we have placed that interest on record with Waverley Borough
Council.
By virtue of access from the southern boundary of the Firethorn estate, it will become
land publicly available to all. That it will be privately owned does not alter this fact. We
consider it satisfies the NPPF criteria set out in Paragraph 8.2 of the NP and,
accordingly, we believe it should be designated a Local Green Space and so recorded.
The argument for this is attached, together with an appropriate entry in Appendix B of
the Plan, an amended Local Green Spaces plan and the Firethorn Development Plan.
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Response from the Steering Committee

The NP records the need to seek out additional Green Spaces. We therefore formally
request that the Parish Council adopt this particular, additional site into its list of Local Noted- the LGS designation can only be
Green Spaces, within the NP document.
applied to existing sites. This could be
included in a review of the plan (and or as
part of any decision relating to that
application)
160. Section 11. Another Issue: We need to improve the bus services to and from Ewhurst
Noted and included as an example.
to include more and regular services to the local train stations: Ockley and Gomshall.

161.

I would like to see more specific protections for the Sayers Croft buildings and the
associated land around it. I'm aware this is already protected by other means but I
believe the historical and cultural significance of those buildings, along with the value
of the land to nature and the local community should be recognised more formally.

Noted and now identified as an Non
Designated Heritage Asset.

162.

Under Section 9 - P37, Key Movement Routes should show the entirety of the route
to Cranleigh, up to the NP boundary. P38, public footpath missing to south of
Cranleigh Road

Noted and amended.

163.

Any housing development should be contained within the curtilage of the village and
not go beyond.

Noted.

164.

Section 5 Housing, Figure 5.1 - the new properties adjacent to The Bull could be
included.
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165. I am particularly keen for the quiet road policy to be introduced on roads used by
horses, dog walkers and families walking.
166.

I wholeheartedly support the EEGNP

167.

Keen to see sites included as ‘least damaging’ if more are required.

168.

Comments on Appendix A – see below for copy of comments

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted – this would fall within the remit of the
Highways Authority, and is an action to
pursue in the NP.
Noted.
The overwhelming public response has been
to not include site allocations at this time, in
the context that the allocation as set out in
the WBC plan has been delivered. This could
be revisited in a future review of the Plan.
This Appendix has been reduced as many of
the elements have now been drawn into
Policy EEG5 directly.

Resident 1 comments
169.

(1)Parish Councillors Riley and Clowes, the SDNPNP Consultancy Service, Navigas and
Alison Eardley are commended for producing a neighbourhood plan (NP) for Ewhurst
and Ellens Green which, subject to some minor corrections and changes, is fit to be
part of the development plan.
(2) All the Policies in the 2021 draft NP are generally supported and there are no
objections or seriously adverse comments about any of the policies. There are a few,
generally minor comments and observations about some policies elsewhere in this
response.
(3) The majority of comments are about errors, omissions and inaccuracies in the
non-policy text (the supporting evidence and reasoned justification). Most of these
would not have arisen if a little time had been taken to check and cross-check all the
draft, its appendices and reference documents before publication.

Noted.
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170. (7) Clarity on the geographic coverage of the Plan and the way areas of the parish are
described:

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted – this will be revisited and re-clarified
early in the document.

The (civil) Parish Council of Ewhurst and Ellens Green encompasses:
-

a mainly undeveloped and afforested area north of Ewhurst village – just over a ¼ of
the Parish area;
the substantially built-up area of Ewhurst village together with the generally less
built-up Ewhurst Green;
an elongated area of largely undeveloped area of countryside to the south (and
partly to the west and east of Ewhurst and Ewhurst Green) extending to the small,
dispersed hamlets of Ellens Green and Cox’s Green.

(8) The neighbourhood plan needs to be more consistent in the way it names or
describes each place and area. What constitutes Ewhurst, Ewhurst village and the
settlement of Ewhurst? Does it mean just the built-up area? Does it include
developed areas outside and attached to the built-up area boundary as defined in the
Local Plan? Does it include Ewhurst Green? Is it a separate hamlet or just a once
detached part of Ewhurst village? Is Ellens Green a hamlet and what is Cox’s Green?

Noted and reflected in Submission Version.

(9) The AONB covers most of the northern 1/3rd of the Parish north of Wykehurst
Lane and Ockley Road and includes some houses up Shere Road which many view as
part of the village. In the Parish and therefore the NP area, the Green Belt is
coincident with the AONB. The AONB and Green Belt does not wash over much of
Ewhurst village.

Noted and reflected in Submission Version.

(10) Although the Area of Great Landscape Value does cover most of the rest of the
rural or countryside area of the Parish, it does not include any of the built-up area of
Ewhurst and Ewhurst Green or some areas east and west and to the south of the
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village. It only abuts the AONB on the western and eastern edges of the Parish and
Plan area. Given the shape of the Parish and the position of the built up area, it is an
exaggeration to say that in the Plan area, the AGLV alone provides the setting for the
AONB

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted, although it is considered that the
parish – and the development within in - does
contribute to the setting of the AONB.

171.

History of the NP process: 10
It is not completely accurate to imply that in 2014 the Parish Council applied in the
first instance to prepare a NP for the Parish. The original approach to Waverley
Borough Council (the LPA) was to prepare a neighbourhood plan for approximately
the northern 2/3rds of the Parish focused on the main settlement area of Ewhurst
and Ewhurst Green. It was already clear that in accordance with both the existing and
developing Local Plan and Government guidance about the location of sustainable
development, the focus for new development especially needed housing should be
within and immediately around the Parish’s main settlement. It was the Local
Planning Authority which advised that the neighbourhood plan area should cover all
the Parish of Ewhurst and Ellens Green, not withstanding that it was correct to
assume that any new development would have to be concentrated within the
originally suggested area.

The history of the Plan process is contained in
the Consultation Statement..

172.

Consultation
(4,5,6): Comments about the process.
(11) Regulations and guidance for preparing neighbourhood plans stress that every
effort should be taken to offer all sections in the community an opportunity to

Noted. The history of the Plan’s development
is set out in the consultation statement. The
Submission Version is largely based on the
material gained from the original steering
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contribute to a plan. In particular both identify the need to involve the local business
community and to have regard to employment and business problems and needs.
The original Steering Group (2014 to mid 2016) included representatives of two of the
biggest local employers and one of its Working Groups was tasked with undertaking a
survey of the local business and employment community to see whether there are
any problems might be addressed in the neighbourhood plan. However, following
reformation of the Steering Group in 2016/17, the business community’s involvement
in, and opportunity to contribute was ended and the Working Group’s work forgotten
about.
The neighbourhood plan should at least acknowledge the presence in the area of The
Old Rectory Nursing Home, the two schools on the northern hill slopes, the new
Brickworks, Sayers Croft Activity Centre and others like CCM (Complete Car
Maintenance), the Polo Club and its stables. They all make a contribution in one way
or other to the local community and some have the issues and concerns which should
have been taken into account in the neighbourhood plan.
(12) Business and Employment Survey identified several issues: for some businesses
which provide relative low salary employment, the supply of suitable local labour was
constrained by the poor, local supply of small, low cost housing. One employer
identified that some of its employees had to commute, by car, from some distance
away and another employer had taken the unusual step of acquiring some houses
locally to provide accommodation for workers from outside the area and from
abroad. This evidence would have strengthened the case in the draft NP for the
provision of more small and low cost housing in the area as against more large and
expensive houses which overwhelmingly accommodate persons which commute,
normally by car, to London and other centres in the region.

Response from the Steering Committee
group, with additional work undertaken in the
more recent years, most recently, for
instance, reflecting the involvement of parish
councillors (as representatives of the
community). There has clearly been a period
of time during the plan’s preparation where
little progress was made. This is not
considered unusual, however, given the
reliance on volunteers.

Noted and included in the Plan.

This is identified in the housing section and
contributes to the justification for more
affordable (i.e. lower cost) housing to be
available in the Parish.
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173. (13) There is no objection to the Gadbridge Lane LCA, however its description could
be augmented. Additional detail provided in response.

174.

(14) Comment on the need to identify Sayers Croft as a locally significant heritage
asset.

175.

(15) Para. 1.3 - It is not the fault of developers and upheld appeals that the
neighbourhood plan and the community had its wishes constrained.

176.

(16) Re. Para. 1.5 The Parish Council should admit that the basis for much of what is
in the NP including most of the housing need information and the Heritage and
Environment Section has its origin in work done by the original Steering Group (2014
– mid 2016) and the Working Groups of that period.
177. (17) Re. Table 2018. This table is a glossed over interpretation of some events which
disguises how and why a “not fit for purpose” version of the NP was published for
Reg. 14 consultation in 2019.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted. These have been identified in the
report:
locally_significant_heritage_assets_list.docx
(live.com) Description has been added to, to
reflect comments.
Noted and included as an NHDA.
Noted, whilst one of the key motivating
factors for communities to develop a
neighbourhood plan is the ability to have a
greater say in how their area is developed,
clearly there has been a delay in the EEG Plan,
to the extent that the main opportunity to
guide development has been lost. This is set
out further in the Consultation Statement.
Noted. The work of all those involved in the
Plan process throughout is gratefully
acknowledged.
The table is intended as a high level summary,
which is expanded upon in the Consultation
Statement.

1. The Site Assessments (for new housing sites) were not complete, accurate or without
misinterpretation. Moreover they were designed to limit the community’s say in the
choice of where housing might be acceptable.
2. There is no reference to the first SEA which itself was inaccurate and misleading
because it used the inadequate Site Assessments.
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Response from the Steering Committee

3. There is no reference to the fact that most of the things which are now in the NP
have their origin in work done between 2015 and late 2016.

The PC should be honest about how the Neighbourhood Plan progressed including
how and when the community has been involved, for it will have to be properly
accounted for everything in it’s Consultation Statement.
178.

(18) Re. Para. 3.5 –It is important that the largest local employers are identified for
many of their employees have low and modest incomes and find it difficult to access
housing due to the local shortage of smaller and lower cost housing.
(19) Re. Para. 3.6 – What does “Parish Meeting” add to this sentence?

(20) Re. Para. 3.7 – What are the impacts and benefits and are any relevant to the
neighbourhood plan (or the Parish Council’s Actions and Priorities listed in Section
11)?
(21) Re. Para. 3.8 – The points made in this paragraph could be given more weight by
something like as follows. The Parish and Neighbourhood Plan area are in the middle
of a “box” of busy main roads between several large towns and the M25 around the
south of London. Within the” box” there are no A Class roads and only a few B Class
roads – one of which passes through the middle of Ewhurst village. Increasingly in the
last few decades, the lanes within the “box” have been used, particularly by HGVs and
commuters, as through routes to avoid known points of congestion on the M25 and
surrounding main roads, and in the larger settlements. This situation is being
exacerbated by the scale of new development around places like Cranleigh, Horsham
and Broadbridge Heath and other towns.

The businesses have been added and
reference to the challenges they face is
included in the Challenges Section and the
Housing Section.
This is one of the key Parish Council events of
the calendar and an opportunity for local
people to hear about what their elected
members have been doing. Notably, in the
future, it will also provide a forum to report
back on progress on the Neighbourhood Plan
policies and projects, as set out in Section 10.

This chapter provides a portrait of the parish
and feeds into Section 4.1 (challenges and
opportunities).
Noted.
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179. Section 5 (Housing)
Supported and additional commentary provided to enhance the justification (see
response for full detail)
180. Section 6:
(22) Para 6.2: Emphasise that virtually all of the local community assets and facilities
for the young and the old are at the northern end of the plan area, and these are on
the whole connected to the footpath network.
(23) Para. 6.3 Does this mean the village, the community or the parish assets? This is
but a small example of not being precise in what the plan means.
(24) Para. 6.3 While Policy EEG2 relates to two specific community assets, there is no
harm in saying in the text of the plan that the Parish Council will endeavour to
protected and retain all other community and facilities which are still needed and
well used by the community whoever owns and controls them.
(25) Provides details of other community assets in the parish.

181.

(26) Para. 7.2 – The first sentence is rather poorly constructed. For instance the
landscape is the product of local geology, the climate and man’s activities over
thousands of years and the development which is visible in the landscape is not only
happening now but has been taking place continuously for close on a thousand
years.
(27) Para. 7.2 –The AONB covers only about a 1/3rd of the Parish and not all of the
rest is AGLV. The Green Belt does not wash over (all of) the Parish. Nor does the
AONB do anything to separate the village from neighbouring settlements to the east,
west or south. If anything it is the AGLV which does the separation and then only at a
little distance from the existing built-up area of Ewhurst.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted and the section has been enhanced,
including with additional data from WBC.

Noted.

Assets within the parish considered to be
important for the community.

As noted in the supporting text, this is already
included in LPP1 – this has been emphasised
in the Plan.

Noted – and the text has been expanded.
Noted.

Noted and clarified.
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(28) Re. Para 7.3 – What does the second (last) sentence mean? Is it corrected? At
best it needs explaining for its significance to the NP.

(29) Para. 7.4 – Mention of the Victorian and Edwardian Artist Community and the
notable Victorian and Edwardian Industrialists and Philanthropists who lived in the
area would strengthen the case for this area.
(30) Paras 7.4 and 7.5 and the Design Statement. The southward growth and
extension of the village towards Ewhurst Green has almost entirely been omitted. It is
an important part of the Village’s history and heritage. It reflects the Village’s
emergence from a relatively isolated and almost entirely agricultural community.
Many of the late Victorian and Edwardian Terraces and Semis and other individual
houses on the lower half of The Street were built on former farmland and on Church
“glebeland” and predate the plotland development around Ewhurst Green and along
Gadbridge Lane, Plough Lane and Cranleigh Road. Most of the buildings in the lower
half of The Street including the existing shop and those houses which were once the
local telephone exchange and later post office were built using local bricks and tiles.
All in all this section of the village is as old and as reminiscent of local character and
heritage as Gadbridge Lane and Cranleigh Road which are now mostly mid to late 20th
Century development.
(31) Para. 7.5 – This is the first reference to hamlet? Is it misleading? Is the Cricket
Pavilion not a “public building” in so far as it is not a private house? Is it as much a
public building and community asset as the Bowls Club and The Ewhurst Club?
(32) Para. 7.8 – Not all of the Parish/Plan Area has a “rural character”. There is no
mention at all of the mid to late 20th Century development most on the east on the
east side of The Street (e.g. Downshurst Road, Mapledrakes Road, Larkfield) which
has widened the width of the built-up area of the village and given some areas an
almost suburban feel and character. This is not a criticism of these developments, but
emphasises that not all the Parish has a rural character.

Response from the Steering Committee
The landscape areas identified within the
Surrey Landscape Character Assessment –
including recommendations on how to
manage them – is considered significant.

Noted and added.
Noted and expanded on in the text.

Noted.

Noted.
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(33) Para. 7.13. Misrepresentation of the area covered by the AGLV.
(34) Para 7.13 – Most of the built-up area is not in the AONB or AGLV and in the
Parish the AGLV only provides a setting for the AONB at its edges.

Response from the Steering Committee

Noted.
(35) Para. 7.13 – Point one (green landscaping) There is no objection to this
statement but it is akin to “shutting the barn door after the horse bolted decades
ago”. Many houses including a majority of the larger and older ones on The Street,
Cranleigh Road and Gadbridge Lane either have closed boarded fences or very high
and impenetrable hedges. In fact more close boarded fences have been erected
recently as householders attempt to shut out traffic noise and pollution and increase
their privacy.
(36) Policy EEG4 (2) Although the first two sections of the Guide (The Settlement
Character and History and The Local Vernacular, Local Distinctiveness and the Built
Environment Today together with the sub-section called Conservation Areas) identify those
aspects reasonably well, the third section - Design Guidance for New Development
provides little or no guidance which is relevant or related to Ewhurst and which can
reasonably used as a material consideration in planning. It is probably better to say
something like as follows:
2. As appropriate to their scale, nature and location, development proposals should
address the guidance contained within the Ewhurst and Ewhurst Green Conservation Area
Appraisals, the Surrey Hills Management Plan and Building Design Guide12, the Surrey
Hills Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) Review and have full regard to the settlement
character, local vernacular and local distinctiveness identified in the Ewhurst Design
Statement .

Please see additional response about Appendix A.
37. Re. Para 7.17 – Is this Hurtwood Mill or Ewhurst Mill or does it have both names?
38. Re, Para 7.17 – Is there actually a structure or is it mainly ground relics and ruins?

Noted, however the built up area is
surrounded on all sides by one or other
AONB/AGLV designations and it is considered
that development within the village should
contribute to delivering the aspirations as set
out in the guidance – it will therefore
complement and enhance the landscape
settings that border it.

Noted. The policy seeks to restrict this
further, in favour or green boundaries. Such
boundaries can be used to effectively
mitigate noise and pollution, depending on
the species planted.

Aspects of the original Design Guide, which
had been separated into an Appendix, has
been integrated into the Policy, on the advice
of WBC.

39. Section 7 - This is one place Sayers Croft deserves a mention.
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40. Section 7, para. 7.18 and Table 8 – There is a need to mention the “historic
ponds” along The Street. There are four at least visible from public areas and there
may be more “hidden” on private land. Several ponds have received recent work to
restore them. They are a reflection of the area’s agricultural heritage including the
linear development of the village as well as being increasingly important as wildlife
habitats. Nationally there have been campaigns to save village ponds. It may not be
appropriate to attempt to protect them in the NP by having a designation or policy,
but it is worth mentioning as a local feature and part of the area’s heritage. The main
Pond adjacent to the car park by the burial ground should be the description of the
Church and Burial Ground LGS.
41. Local Green Space and Policy EEG5 – Were (i) the Nature Reserve off Wykehurst
Lane and (ii) the Ancient Woodland between Ewhurst and Westlands Farm and
accessed from the footpath from Ockley Road and Williams Place, considered for
inclusion as LGS? There is no requirement that LGS should be open land or largely
grass land. Woodland is also “green”. Both seem to meet the criteria for LGS. Both
are well defined and contained and neither are extensive open areas. Both have
public footpaths through them and a network of permissive paths. In fact for the
former, there are notices mapping out the path network and encouraging public use.
Both are easily accessible from some of the housing in the village being between a
1/3rd and a ½ kilometre from housing and have become increasingly well used by
walkers including families with children and the elderly during lockdown!
42. Re. Para. 8.9 – Again a misleading description for both the AGLV and AONB.
43. Re. Paras 8.9 and 8.10. This is incorrect. Not all LGS are wild or habitat rich. In
fact, several of those suggested in the NP are regularly mown areas and
comparatively habitat poor. The two suggested additional LGS – the Nature Reserve
and the area of Ancient Woodland are much more “wild” and habitat rich than most
of the LGS indicated in the NP.

Response from the Steering Committee

Confirmed that this is Ewhurst Mill.
Clarified.

Noted – see previous responses relating to
Sayers Croft.
Noted and text expanded both in this section
and within the heritage section.
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44. Re. Trees and tree planting. The NP is correct in highlighting that trees are very
much part of the character and heritage of both Ewhurst village and surrounding
areas. It could also be mentioned that trees can play a part in dealing with the effects
of climate change and managing pollution. The NP could say more about preserving
important trees and promoting tree planting including giving it better mention in the
list of actions and priorities. (In the last two years there have been repeated tree
campaigns nationally and tree planting is the theme of the 2022 Jubilee of the
Queen’s Ascension to the Throne.)
Recently LEAP participated in a survey of the condition of the most important trees in
the village. Many of the best trees in the village are nearing maturity and some are
displaying symptoms of die-back. In fact, in the last 10 years four of the best trees
along The Street have been lost. In addition to the Parish Council supporting,
promoting and even undertaking more tree planting, the NP could emphasise the
importance of local trees by stating that whenever a mature or dominant tree is lost
or threaten either by being dead or dying or as a consequence of development, the
Parish Council will seek their replacement by two semi-mature trees either on-site or
on an alternative suitable site. The “two for one” policy has been successfully
followed in other LPAs because due to climate change and the demands of regular
maintenance, a high percentage of new trees do not survive.
45. The NP identifies that a feature of some areas and part of local character is the
presence of heritage verges which are normally habitat rich. Habitat rich verges can
occur naturally if light mowing is limited to no more than once a year and they are
protected from being overridden by vehicles. (The meadow field in Ewhurst Green is
mown only once a year and it has been identified as rich in wildflowers and is
protected from the intrusion of vehicles by ditches on both road sides.) It may not
now be possible for the NP to require the creation of more habitat rich verges, but
the promotion of more nature conservation and habitat rich verges particularly with
the highway authority, could be stated in the NP and could be listed be part of the
Parish Council’s actions.

Response from the Steering Committee

The nature reserve is owned by the Sayer's
Croft Environmental Education Trust and
managed by Surrey County Council. It is not
considered to be at risk.
Ancient woodland is considered an
irreplaceable habitat by NPPF paragraph 180
and is already considered to be protected.
Nevertheless, in response to Natural
England’s comment, an additional clause
about ancient woodland generally has been
added to Policy EEG7.

Noted.
Noted and clarified.

A new clause on ancient woodland and
veteran trees has been added to the policy, as
a consequence of Natural England.
Supporting text added to and agree with the
additional planting of trees.
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Response from the Steering Committee
Section 9:
46. Re. Para 9.3 – Although the main point which is being made is quite correct, it is
somewhat an exaggeration to say that all the Parish is “very rural”.
47. Have you checked that all footpaths and well used off road routes are shown? For
instance the path from the village car park through the Church cemetery to The Glebe
is used by many as a safer and more pleasant route than taking the road. Also
Broomers Lane, which is probably a “shared surface” and also has what is probably a
permissive path alongside it, should be shown for it is a vital link to the playing field
and playground. In fact, a route from the Cranleigh Road access of the Bowls Club
through to Broomers Lane is well used by many walkers to get to facilities in the
middle of The Street.
48. Re. Section 10 - Points 2 and 3 do not need to be said. The Parish Council already
has the opportunity and right to comment on any planning application in the context
of the development plan. When the NP is adopted as part of the development plan,
applications will automatically be considered against what the NP says. The Parish
Council cannot delegate responsibility for commenting on applications to another
body.
Noted and included in the actions.
49. Re. 10.3 – There can be no objection to preparing a new neighbourhood plan as
soon as necessary and feasible. However this plan should effectively start from
scratch in terms of its evidence gathering, site assessment and selection and may be
even policy development. In particular there is no point at all in attempting to use the
now discredited work for housing site undertaken by and for the Steering Group
between 2017 and 2019. The Parish Council should also make a commitment to
taking heed of the requirements and guidance about properly involving all of the
community – all sections and interests in preparing the plan and taking decisions
about it. The Parish Council must not allow the NP to fall into the hands of one small
unrepresentative section of the community.
50. Para. 10.5 – Section 278 can also be used to cover improvements to pedestrian
and cycle networks and not just road/highway improvements.
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Ref. Comment received
51. Para. 10.6 – While it may correct, the meaning of the middle part of the sentence
is unclear.
52. Village Hall at Capacity - The main capacity constraints of Village Hall relate to the
main hall and the toilets. It is difficult to see how the former at least can be expanded
on the very constrained site. It is wrong to give the community the hope that the
existing Village Hall can be expanded much. Would it not be better to say something
like “improvements to the existing hall or alternatively, if the opportunity arises, for a
new larger and better Village Hall on an equally convenient site.”
53. Various suggestions for other or better actions and projects have been made in
comments on previous responses.
54. Policy Maps – It would be helpful for there to be Policy Number “references” in
the Keys of the Policy Maps e.g. EEG6 against Local Green Spaces.

Response from the Steering Committee
Amended.

Noted – the footpaths on the map are the
official rights of way, and key movement
routes identified with the assistance of local
cyclists/ walkers. Broomers Lane has been
added, which then links to a Key movement
route connecting to Cranleigh Road.
The Glebe link has also been added.

Noted.
Design guidance comments.

Noted.
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Ref. Comment received

Response from the Steering Committee
Amended.

Noted.

Noted and this has been expanded on in the
text here (and in the Community Section of
the Plan).

Noted.

Noted and amended.

The Design guidance has been incorporated
into the Design Policy.
Resident 2 comments
182.

Background section – comments received relating to the work of the original steering
group

This section will not be included in the final
version of the Plan. It was included as a
summary to provide a reasoning as to why a
second Regulation 14 was being undertaken.
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Ref. Comment received
183. Foreword – Reference should be to ‘parish’ as opposed to village.

Response from the Steering Committee
Noted and amended.

184.

Para 2.15 – Remove ‘extensive’ and include text relating to evidence documents.
Amendments to wording with the engagement summary table.

Amended.

185.

Additional text to Section 3 proposed.

Included.

186.

Housing section:
5.1: Suggest expand reference to first time buyers in final sentence by adding: ‘and
young person households’.
5.3: additional statistics suggested, drawing from the census.
5.4: include reference to younger person households.
Figure 5.1: add in detail on numbers for Firethorn and further note on
disproportionate number of 4+ market homes.
5.6: Reinforce references to the findings of the 2016 Housing Numbers, Mix, and
Tenure Report.
EEG1: Remove "in so far as is reasonably practicable and subject to viability
considerations", which gives developers a get-out-of-jail free card which will
discourage them from putting in the work to pay the appropriate price for suitable
land to meet plan policies and objectives. We suggest this caveat is removed from the
policy. The NP does not need to include this specific reference because viability is
addressed in wider planning law.
It is important that putative developers do not misinterpret this policy to mean that
development in Ewhurst parish will be supported so long as it satisfies the housing
mix criteria. Development needs to satisfy and be consistent with other policies too.
We therefore suggest that in the first sentence of this policy, after the first clause,
insert "and where development is justified, ..."

Agree and amend.
These have been included.
Included.
Included.

Included.
Noted and amended.

Noted – the policies of the plan should all be
delivered in respect of one another, but this
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Ref. Comment received
Second part of policy – support but is there local evidence of community support for
this?

187.

Community Facilities section
6.5: Why is neither the village hall or Ellens Green Memorial Hall or the Parish Church
noted here?

188.

Local Character Areas:
Para 7.6 Query about what led to the identification of the proposed LCAs. Potential to
add further justification.
Policy EEG3 - Agree with this policy, but see above on our queries over justification
for some LCAs.

Response from the Steering Committee
had been added to strengthen this for
readers.

There is a national commitment to enabling
self-build. The consultation at Regulation 14
revealed support for the policy.
The facilities noted in this policy are those
that have either already been identified as
Assets of Community Value, or which will be –
with a priority on those considered most at
threat of loss. The Village Hall is owned by the
Parish Council and is not considered to be
under threat of loss. The Ellens Green
Memorial Trust and run by Trustees and also
not considered to be at threat of loss. The
Parish Church is not considered to be at
threat of loss.
The information for underpinning this policy –
and the identification of the LCAs – stemmed
from work undertake by the heritage working
grouplocally_significant_heritage_assets_list.docx
(live.com). This document identifies potential
areas considered to be areas of group value in
the parish, as they display – as areas –
particular characteristics and features. This
was discussed by the current Steering Group,
and ha formed the basis for this policy. 88%
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Ref. Comment received

189.

Policy EEG 4 -Design of development - Agree - no comment Appears to be supported
by the evidence.

190.

Section 7 conserving heritage assets:
Policy EEG5 Conserving heritage assets policy. Agree .No comment.

191.

Section 8 Countryside and Natural Environment
Minor queries regarding the text.
Policy EEG6 - Agree. No comment.
Policy EEG 7 Green infrastructure network, biodiversity net gain. Agree no comment.
Table 8.1: Is there a reason why priority habitat deciduous woodland is not included
in this table of designations? According to Defra it is specified as a habitat of principle
importance in the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006) section 41.
Source: Defra MagicMap.

192.

Section 9 Transport and movement.
General Comments:
There is nothing in this section about improving public transport in the parish to
encourage more sustainable modes of travel. This was identified as important by a
significant number of responses to the Parish Survey, and followed through with
analysis in the Traffic and transport evidence document. More frequent and
extensive bus services could help reduce the volume of traffic throughout the parish
that the community is so concerned about.

Response from the Steering Committee
of those responding at Regulation 14
supported this policy. Comments received
focussed on the exclusion of Sayers Croft as a
local character area, but this has been
identified as a non-designated heritage asset.
Noted.
Noted. This section has been amended to
include Sayers Croft as a non-designated
heritage asset – in response to the many
comments received at the Regulation 14
consultation.
Noted and supporting text amended.

This and other priority woodland habitats
added to the table – this also supports
Natural England’s response in drawing
particular attention to ancient woodland with
policy EEG7.

This is noted in para 9.6 of the plan – text
added to.
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Ref. Comment received
Figs 9.1 and 9.2 map the bus stops in the parish, but there is no reference to the
patchy services they are served by ( See Traffic and transport report). This can give a
misleading impression that services are better than they actually are. Suggest include
more information about bus services in this section, and add action point to Section
11 on exploring options for improving public transport.
This section emphasises rights of way such as footpaths, bridle ways and cycle paths,
but says nothing about pavements which is the main way most people easily get
around Ewhurst village on foot to access local facilities. This is surely an omission in
any consideration of transport and movement. Moreover, improving pavements as
well as footpaths etc should be included in Section 11's priorities.
Para 9.5:
This para refers to the junction of the B2127 with the Cranleigh Road. The Cranleigh
Road is part of the B2127. Are you referring to the junction of the Green with the
sharp bend in the B2127 where the Street becomes the Cranleigh Road? If so, it
needs to be made clear. But see our next comment regarding the junction and
pollution and congestion.
We don't understand why that particular road junction gets a special reference, on
B2127 traffic issues and congestion.
Reference air pollution. We can find no documentation of air pollution measurement
in the village or anywhere else in the parish.

Para 9.5 ref to fig 9.1 Key movement routes You say these are as identified by the
community. We cannot find any documentation on these. Same query re potential
cycle path.

Response from the Steering Committee

Noted and added to Section 11.

Noted – text added here and in section 11.

Amended to clarify that this is the junction
being referenced. It is being referenced as an
example, the B road being the most
significant road cutting through the parish.
Air pollution is not mentioned in respect of a
particular comment from the community –
rather as a general fat that an aim to reduce
traffic will contribute to improving air quality.
This was undertaken by the Steering Group,
in consultation with after the last Regulation
14 consultation.

Fig 9.1 and 9.2
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Ref. Comment received
Both maps show a bus stop outside the school. It is no longer there. It was removed a
few years ago.
Legend on both maps - red spot for school - it should read Infant school - not primary
school.
Policy EEG8 Encouraging sustainable movement - Cannot agree as stated. See
comments above.
193. Section 10 – various comments.

Response from the Steering Committee
Bus stop has been removed from the map.
Noted and amended.

Noted – see responses above.

This section has been reviewed and additional
information included, for instance on the role
of the parish council going forward.
194. Section 11:
The projects listed in the table are records of
the actions that have stemmed from the
It would be helpful if in this table you could flag up which actions involve spending
community consultations. An action of the
and are a spending priority. 2. How is any reference to spending priorities here, in
parish council is to consider, in more detail,
section 11, consistent with the statement in Section 10.7 that you will be setting out a the costs to deliver each one and how this
spending priority schedule.
might occur. Also to prioritise these. This will
need to be undertaken with additional
• Village Hall - at capacity. Firstly, there is no justification in this Plan that the Village
community consultation.

•

Hall is at capacity. Secondly, how can village hall be expanded within its already
constrained site? And surely, in the column on lead agents and partners, any project
to refurbish/ expand village hall will involve as partners the users of the hall playgroup, Ewhurst Players and wider community. See also our comments on policy
EEG2 re Village Hall as possible ACV.
Transport and Movement - Firstly, there is no justification in this plan for quiet lanes.
It was mentioned in the earlier 2019 draft plan, also with no justification. Agree that
measures to control and limit volume and speed of traffic should be considered, but
in the column on lead agencies and partners, surely consultation with community
must happen to ensure such measures are acceptable/ workable?

Noted. These are issues collated from the
community and from the parish council.
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Ref. Comment received
•

195.

Response from the Steering Committee

Lack of public car parking - There is no evidence in the plan that there is a lack of
public car parking. Problems arise only rarely with major events and when two village
events coincide. Hope there are no plans to increase public car parking space, which
will encourage people to use their cars for short distances.

Resident 3: (comments relate to the original Reg. 14 Plan, and may no longer be
relevant to this refreshed Plan):
The draft Neighbourhood Plan appears to concentrate on the issues relating to
settlements of Ewhurst and Ewhurst Green whilst those relating to southern part of
the parish, specifically Ellen’s Green and Cox Green are hardly considered. In fact, Cox
Green hardly gets a mention, even though it continues to be the subject of two major
planning applications.

Unless specified, the policies in the Plan
relate to the whole parish.

In addition, we found the report to be ambiguous, in that it is unclear in certain
sections as to whether the whole parish or just the village are referred to. We suggest
that the report is looked at critically to remove all ambiguity.
Consistency is required e.g is it Ellen’s or Ellens Green?

This has been reviewed in this refreshed
version of the Plan.

Section 3 Vision Statement
This states:
In 2032, the Parish will still be predominantly rural and undeveloped providing an
attractive countryside setting for the village of Ewhurst (including g Ewhurst Green),
the hamlet of Ellens Green and the scattering of mainly historic rural development
In this context it would help to quantify the proportion of the parish which is
currently woodland, agricultural or developed, otherwise this is just a vague wish
which has little meaning.
Section 4 Ewhurst Today
This whole section is confusing. Does it refer to ‘Ewhurst only’ today or ‘Ewhurst and
Ellen’s Green’ today? For example, the maps on Pages 19-21 cover only the Ewhurst

‘Ellens Green’

Noted. The Parish Council will need to draw
up a set of monitoring indicators, against
which to assess the effectiveness of the
policies and the extent to which they are
delivering against the vision.
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Ref. Comment received
Village settlement area and the implication is the figures etc in the narrative refer
only to Ewhurst Village. All areas of the parish should be included, and the various
statistics broken down by settlement.
In addition Figure 3 of the whole parish should be enhanced to show the Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty and Areas of Great Landscape Beauty and also highlight
the areas of settlement Ewhurst, Ewhurst Green Ellen’s Green and Cox Green.
The online version of the OS map is very blurred indistinct and requires enhancement
given that this will be how the majority of views will be made.

Response from the Steering Committee
This has been reviewed in this refreshed
version of the Plan. The Plan covers the entire
parish – development is directed to the most
sustainable locations within the Parish, i.e.
within the settlement envelope of Ewhurst
itself.
This is now shown on the Policies Map, which
had not been include in the 2019 draft Plan.

Section 4.5 Connections
Again, is this just for Ewhurst Village or does it include the hourly bus services from
Ellen’s Green, Cox Green to Horsham and Cox Green Ellen’s Green to Guildford via
Cranleigh?
Section 8 Economy and Employment
Does this section include the contribution and importance of the agricultural sector?
If so, it is not apparent. From the OS map and personal observation, particularly in
the southern part of the parish, much land is devoted to livestock and crops. It is
important to emphasise that the parish is not just commuter settlements and pretty,
‘rural’ countryside, but that it generates agricultural revenue and jobs. We suggest
that you emphasise the number of acres of agricultural land, the revenue it generates
and the jobs both direct and indirect which it provides. In addition, the pictures on
the frontispiece, which are mainly of buildings, could include field of crops and
livestock to emphasize the agricultural contribution to the parish economy.
Otherwise the message coming over from this draft plan is of a pretty Surrey parish
with lots of land awaiting development, which may, in part, be true of Ewhurst Village
but not of the rest of the Parish.

Noted and this has been reviewed in this
refreshed version of the Plan.

This section is no longer included in this
refreshed version of the Plan – the policies of
the 2019 version were considered to repeat
national and strategic policy, as opposed to
adding any additional local detail. The
importance of agriculture is set out in the
introduction and also in the Character section
of the plan.

10 Traffic and Transport
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Ref. Comment received
Furzen Lane, Ellen’s Green should be included in the Quiet Lane Proposal and benefit
from traffic Calming measures. The draft plan includes the B2128 in Ellen’s Green
(which hopefully extends through Cox Green), but Furzen Lane been omitted. Furzen
Lane is one of the few lanes in the parish which is designated a Surrey Cycleway route
and is therefore often used for cycling events, both formal and informal. The
(unenforced) speed limit of the part of Furzen Lane in the parish is already 40mph,
(compared with 30mph in the village) which the majority of traffic ignores anyway,
and, in addition to domestic vehicles there has been a very large increase over the
last couple of years in waste vehicles from construction sites and other large lorries.
These factors represent a serious safety threat which the neighbourhood plan should
address.
11 and 12 Housing policies and sites
If we have understood correctly, the Parish Council has been through the required
procedure of calling for and analysing potential sites for housing development, from
which some 16 sites are for The Waverley Borough Council (WBC) to assess. However,
the Councils position is that as WBC plan to 2032 requires only 100 additional units
for the parish and 110 units have already been approved, there is no more action is
required on this point. This seems somewhat complacent.
In the recent Planning Appeal on the site adjacent Sayers Croft the appellant raised
the point that Waverley may not in fact complete its quota or its quota may be
increased (e.g. recent press comments re Woking’s overspill or a change in Dunsfold
New Town) which the planning inspector dismissed. However, this raises the question
as to how legally robust the Parish Council’s position is when the quota has been
completed at the very start of the planning period, when so many additional sites
have been identified. What legal advice has been taken on this conclusion?
WBC has designated Ewhurst a ‘small village’ whereas Ellen’s Green and Cox Green
are undesignated where only ‘windfall sites’ will be permitted. Is your definition of a
‘windfall site’ as regards Ellen’s Green the legal accepted one or can it be challenged?

Response from the Steering Committee

This is now noted as an Action as it falls
beyond the scope of planning policy. The
Parish Council – in partnership with others –
will need to consider how to take this
forward, in consultation with the local
community.

The approach to housing has been discussed
and agreed with WBC. 140 dwellings have
been delivered/ are committed in the parish.
There may be an opportunity to explore this
again, for instance through a future review of
the plan.
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Ref. Comment received
Response from the Steering Committee
Take for example the Neighbourhood Plan’s approach in the context of Planning
Application WA/2018/1109 2 July 2018, for 53 dwellings in Cox Green and possibly
another 90 in phase 2? This is neither a windfall site nor infill as covered in the
The Plan does not seek to allocate sites.
permitted development for Ellen’s Green. The weak response from Ewhurst PC
(compared with the robust opposition from neighbouring Rudgwick Parish Council)
was that it would not favour the application until the neighbourhood plan had been
passed. Fortunately, Waverley refused the application, the size and location of which
would have been out of keeping with Cox Green. An appeal however has now been
launched.
This site is included in the sustainability assessment report attached to the
Neighbourhood Plan, whose fate is decided by Waverley. So when we are asked to
vote on this neighbourhood plan we would be giving approval to this and all the other
sites on that list? If this is the case these sites should be given prominence in the
main body of the report not hidden away in an appendix of 87 pages.
We raise this point as it is very important for those of us resident in the outlying parts
of the parish, that our Neighbourhood Plan gives equal robust protection as intended
under the Localism Act to all residents, not just those in Ewhurst village and that we
will not be left vulnerable to speculative development. We do not feel confident that
this Neighbourhood Plan as it stands can do this.
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