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1. Introduction & Background  
 
This Consultation Statement has been prepared with the aim of fulfilling the legal obligations of the Neighbourhood Planning 
Regulations 2012, in respect of the Send Neighbourhood Development Plan (Send NDP). The legal basis of this Consultation Statement is 
provided by Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the 2012 Neighbourhood Planning Regulations (as amended), which requires that a consultation 
statement should: 

• contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed neighbourhood development plan; 
• explain how they were consulted; 
• summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and 
• describe how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant addressed in the proposed neighbourhood 

development plan. 

The Parish Council and Send Neighbourhood Development Plan (SNDP) Working Group have undertaken a series of consultation 
activities with residents, statutory bodies and interested parties to enable an extensive engagement and involvement in the preparation 
of the Send NDP. 
 
Send Parish Council (the qualifying body) has received consultancy support from Action in rural Sussex and PlanforLocalism during the 
preparation of the Send NDP.  This consultation statement sets out details of all the events and activities carried out in the parish and 
with key bodies identified as stakeholders. All activities were carried out to ensure full inclusivity in the decision-making throughout the 
development of the plan.  

A successful Send NDP is dependent on the involvement of sufficient, representative, community-minded individuals, associations and 
groups to drive the project forward to completion. Appropriate community engagement is therefore key to the success of the Send 
NDP.  
 
The three main stages up to submission comprised the following: 

• Scoping Report & Evidence Reports– these report summarised the scope of the Send NDP and key factual data about the parish 
of Send. They are supported by Working Group Documents.   

• Pre-Submission Plan (this comprised the draft vision, objectives, policies and which was submitted for the statutory six week 
consultation period.   

• Submission Plan – this took into account the representations received on the Pre- submission plan and where appropriate, 
amendments were made.   
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2. Community Involvement  
 

Summary of 2015 -2018 Consultation Activities (Send NDP) 

As part of the plan making process, the Working Group and 
Focus Groups have undertaken a number of public events as 
part of their consultation activities. These open days were 
advertised to the residents through flyers, websites, notice 
boards and local publications.  
 
 
Launch 

 
In May 2015, Send Parish Council considered whether to prepare 
a Neighbourhood Plan and announced its intentions on its stand 
at the Annual May Fair. Once the decision to go ahead with the 
Neighbourhood Plan was taken, a launch event was organised 
in September 2015. The event comprised displays of the key 
aspects of the proposed Neighbourhood Plan and sought 
attendees’ views. 
 
 
In Autumn 2016, consultants (Tibbalds and Action in rural Sussex) 
were appointed to support the Parish Council and its working 
groups to prepare the plan and in late November 2016 there 
was a walkabout to familiarise Tibbalds with the Parish. 
 
The preparation of the Send NDP, the consultation process, and 
the timing and location of events was advertised via a number 
of varied methods in the hope of reaching as many different 
groups of residents and individual residents as possible. These 
methods include but are not limited to a Neighbourhood Plan 
website, regular newsletters, Parish noticeboards, updates at 
Parish Council meetings, use of local social websites, village 

Facebook Page, word of mouth and parish wide surveys.  
 
Consultations were designed to ask open questions of the 
community regarding their likes, dislikes regarding the Parish, 
identify areas where they thought the Parish could be improved 
and ask them what their vision of Send was in 15-20 years time. 
 
Presentations 

Three brief presentations (20 minutes each) on neighbourhood 
plans and appeal for volunteers using story boards as a 
backdrop were made to the Send Amateur Dramatic Society 
(SADS) and the audience most of whom are believed to be 
residents of Send. This achieved the desired objective of telling a 
large number of residents what Neighbourhood Plans were 
about. (the show was attended by more than 200 people over 
its three performances 
Presentations were also made to some local Clubs & Societies 
including the Ripley and District Horticultural Society, and the 
local Rotary Club many of whose members live in Send or use its 
facilities.   
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Village Clean-up Day Consultation 

There was a manned neighbourhood planning stand at the 
Clean-up Day organised by the Parish Council in early March. 
There were display boards briefly describing the NP process and 
visitors to the stand were asked to indicate where there lived 
and to comment on what they liked or disliked in the parish as 
well as what they would like to see improved in the parish. They 
were also given opportunities to comment on their vision of Send 
in 15/20 years time. The group spoke to around 40-45 individuals 
at either the stand or at the Nature Reserve of who 34 left 
comments. 
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Re-Launch – Annual Parish Meeting April 2017 

The Plan was re-launched at the Send Parish Council’s Annual 
Parish Meeting which took place in early April 2017. The event 
was publicised by Send Parish Council, who advertised the 
event on their website, displayed notices on their notice boards 
around the village, and put up a banner on the Recreation 
Ground. The presence of the Neighbourhood Plan Group was 
publicised via the SPC & NP Websites, as well as directly inviting 
those who had previously expressed an interest in the NP (by e-
mail). The event was also advertised in the Group’s Newsletter 
and in the Village Magazine (Send & Ripley Matters). 
 
Boards were displayed at the rear of the Hall showing the scope 
and topics to be covered by the neighbourhood plan and 
appealing for volunteers for sign up to assist with the plan 

preparation. A presentation was delivered by Action in rural 
Sussex on neighbourhood planning followed by a 20-minute 
Q&A Session. Thereafter attendees were referred to the Focus 
Group Displays at the rear of the Hall each of which was 
manned by a member of the Steering Group. A total of 75 
people attended the APM.   
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Send May Fair 2017 

The Send NDP was also publicised at the Send May Fair held on 
Send Recreation Ground on 2017 May Day Bank Holiday. There 
were opportunities for children to enter a balloon painting 
completion whilst parents viewed the stands. At least 70 
members of the public visited the stand with 33 recording their 
likes and dislikes etc. A variety of organisations take stands at this 
event including some Local Clubs & Societies. It is aimed at local 
families, and attracts attendance from outside as well as within 
Send Parish. It was therefore an opportunity to publicise the 
activities of the Send NDP Group to a wider audience.   
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Send School Fair – June 2017 

The Send NDP also had a similar stand to the May Fair at the 
Send School Fair held at the School in June 2017. The event was 
publicised by the School who advertised it to all parents and 
displayed a banner outside the School. The stand was visited by 
approximately 30 adults. The Send NDP Group’s approach and 
stand was similar to that for the May Fair. On arrival, visitors to the 
stand were invited to view display boards advertising the various 

Focus Groups with representatives of the Send NDP available to 
answer questions. If they were accompanied, their children 
were invited to enter a balloon painting competition with a prize 
being offered for the best balloon.   
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‘Gone Country’ Music Festival June 2017 

 Members of the neighbourhood plan group attended the 
‘Gone Country’ Music Festival held at the Saddlers Arms in June 
2017 to raise awareness about the neighbourhood plan 
especially targeting attendees in the Send middle age range.  
The event was publicised by the Pub itself, in the local Press and 
on Eagle Radio. The aim was to reach and audience in the 
middle of Send’s age range. This was achieved to a certain 
extent with approximately 50% of those who recorded their 
views being in the twenties and thirties. Unfortunately many of 
the attendees were ‘band followers’ from outside Surrey who 
were only visiting Send because of the festival and were 
reluctant to express their opinion / said they didn’t really have 
one. 

Nevertheless a further 10 individuals opinions were recorded, 
bring the total of individuals reached to 155 of whom 88 
recorded their views of the village and its facilities. 
3.35 Although none of the individual consultation activities could 
be said to be statistically representative of the population of the 
whole village, the fact that similar themes, issues and comments 
emerged from all of the various consultation activities gives the 
results added significance. 
 

 
 
NDP Survey Overview (2018) 

A survey was developed and undertaken by Action in rural 
Sussex working in conjunction with the Send Neighbourhood 
Plan Working Group working and Send Parish Council to guide 
as part of the consultation exercise to inform the Send NDP. 
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The survey was conducted using a questionnaire consisting of 
both closed and open-ended questions. This mix allows 
questions to focus on obtaining specific pieces of information 
tailored at responding to certain issues or themes (closed 
questions), whilst allowing a degree of freedom in the responses 
which people provide (open questions). 
 
A total of 1665 paper survey forms were distributed by post on 
the 23rd April 2018 to each household in Send Parish including 
pre-paid envelopes for returns. There was also an option to 
complete the survey online via survey monkey. Residents were 
asked to complete and return their forms by the 23rd May 2018 
which was later extended to 31st May 2018 so that the results 
could be analysed. The same deadlines applied to those who 
aimed to complete the survey online. 
 
A total of 353 responses were received to the survey of which 
294 were returned by post and 59 completed online. This 
provides the survey with a response rate of 21.2%. 
 
 

Engaging with Young People (July 2018) 

In July 2018, the Send NDP Working Group in collaboration with 
Send CoE Primary school undertook a short and simple 
questionnaire with pupils from ages 6-11 years about what they 
liked about the parish, what they did not like and what they 
would like to see. 16 completed forms were returned of which; 6 
respondents lived in Send, 4 lived in Burnt Common, 2 lived in 
Send Marsh, 2 in Ripley and 2 in Effingham. 
 
The pupils in nursery also undertook a drawing competition on 
what they would like to see where they live. Twenty three (23) 
responses were received from children from the ages of 3 to 5 
years.  
 

 
Send NDP Character Assessment Workshop 

A parishwide neighbourhood plan survey was undertaken 
between April and May 2018. The concept of a character 
assessment was explained across two pages listing all possible 
ten criteria of what constitutes or contributes to a character of 
an area. Residents were asked to identify areas within the parish 
with prominent features of any or more of the criteria. Residents 
were also asked to get involved in a half day character 
assessment workshop to be held on Monday 18th June 2018 at 
the Lancaster Hall on Send Road. Over 25 people expressed an 
interest in attending the workshop with 16 people attending on 
the day. The first part of the session was used to define the 
purpose and scope of the assessment.  
 
Once common character areas were identified, The group was 
split into 4 area groups (depending on attendees interest and 
where the live) to go out with their notepads, templates and 
cameras to the identified common character areas and record 
all observations including taking pictures – During the field survey 
the identified key characteristics and features of each 
character area were recorded on a standardised 
template/form to be used as part data to inform the Send Local 
Character Assessment document.   
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Engaging with Guildford Borough Council (GBC) 

In the early stages of Send NDP process, a meeting was held by 

the Chairman of the Working Group, our consultants from AirS 

and some working group representatives with the planning 

officers at Guildford Borough Council to discuss the scope of the 

Send NDP, the project plan and to seek clarification from GBC 

regarding key contacts, support available and information or 

key documents the Working group needs to be aware of.  

 

Following this meeting, there has been informal telephone and 

email correspondence with GBC as well as further meetings at 

key stages of the Send NDP. The Working Group developed a 

healthy relationship with the planning officers at GBC who have 

been extremely helpful and supportive throughout the process.  

 

 

Ongoing engagement with residents  

Central to the development of the SNDP was to ensure the local 

community was informed and had opportunities to contribute to 

the process. This was achieved primarily through regular updates 

on the neighbourhood plan website, facebook, press releases, 

posters and flyers also by word of mouth.  
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Engaging with Local Businesses 

As part of the Send Neighbourhood Development Plan (SNDP), 

the Parish Council and the Working Group would like to engage 

with all businesses operating from and within Send Parish as well 

as those working from home. This will help the Neighbourhood 

Plan team to draw up policies about local business in the parish. 

The SNDP is all about the community and ensuring that you have 

a say in shaping the future of our parish. All responses will be 

treated on a confidential basis. Please click on the link below to 

complete the 13 question survey, which will only take a few 

minutes time to complete. The link will be available until 

midnight 24 August 2018. 
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Regulation 14 Consultation 
(April – May 2019) 
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Regulation 14 

 
The Pre-submission Send NDP and associated documentation was published for Regulation 14 consultation from Wednesday 27th March 2019 to Wednesday 

15th May 2019 for a period of 7 weeks. It was also made available on the Send Parish Council website with hard copies available for inspection in different 
location across the parish (see below). There was a word version of a response form that could be filled in online and emailed as an attachment. It could 
also be downloaded and completed by hand and returned to Send Parish Office, 28 Send Road, Send, Woking, Surrey GU23 7ET. There was also the option 
to submit representations directly online via survey monkey. 
 

Availability of documents. Hard copies were available at the following locations:  
• Lancaster Hall (foyer) Send Road GU23 7EN 
• Astalet Café 155, Send Road GU23 7EZ 
• Send C of E Primary School (for parents) Send Barns Lane GU23 7BS 
• Church Room Send Road GU23 7EU 

• Send Village Club Tannery Lane GU23 7EF 
• The Saddlers Arms Send Marsh Road GU23 6JQ 
• The New Inn Send Road GU23 6JQ 

 
 

Public consultation events 
Drop in events on the pre-submission Send NDP were held at the Lancaster Hall (28 Send Rd, Send, Woking GU23 7ET) on  
Monday 8th April from 5pm – 7pm and 
Saturday 27th April from 10am – 1pm  
Residents were encouraged (through publicity before consultation start date) to attend any of the above sessions to learn more about the Send NDP as well 

as seek clarifications on the proposed policies etc.  
 
The following statutory bodies were consulted. 

• Guildford Borough Council 

• Surrey County Council 

• Natural England 

• Historic England 

• Environment Agency 

• Marine Management Organisation 

• Highways England 

• Surrey Hills AONB 
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Summary of responses. 
• 38 representations were received in total comprising.  
• 6 from statutory bodies  
• 32 from non-statutory bodies and local residents 

 
 
The 6 Statutory Consultees that made Representations were:  

• Guildford Borough Council 
• Surrey County Council 
• Surrey County Council Waste and Minerals 
• Natural England 
• Historic England 

• Highways England 
 
No representation was received from the Environment Agency even after follow up emails 

 

Other Representations received from  
• Future Planning and Development (on behalf of Send Surrey Limited) 

• Iceni Projects Limited (‘Iceni’) on behalf of Garlick’s Arch Ltd 
• DMH Stallard on behalf of Ewbank's 
• Send Business Centre 

• Wey Estates Limited and Tannery Studios Limited  

• Ripley Parish Council 
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Send Regulation 14 NDP Schedule of Representations from Statutory Organisations and Changes Made 

 
Representor Representation in black Response 

Guildford BC 3. General comments on the SNP 
3.1 The content of the plan is very clear and is well written. The introductory sections set out a 
concise description of the plan, the process through which it has been produced, and the 
evidence underpinning it. 
3.2 The plan was written prior to the adoption of the LPSS. It will need to be amended to refer to 
LPSS policies rather than superseded Local Plan 2003 policies. In some cases, the contents of 

policies have been changed in the final version of the LPSS (e.g. the thresholds for provision of 
affordable housing in H2, paragraph numbers) and the SNP should reflect those changes. 

Updated references in NDP to LPSS 
and adopted policies 

 4. Section 4.0 The Parish of Send 
The final paragraph states “There are two Sites of Special Scientific Interest in Send, some areas 
identified by Natural England as Priority Habitats and 21 Grade II and two Grade II* listed 

buildings.” This somewhat underplays the importance of the Thames Basin Heaths Special 
Protection Area (SPA), which is an internationally, nationally and regionally protected habitat. 
We suggest that the plan refers to this designation with some commentary about what it means 
for planning. A description is provided in the SPA Avoidance Strategy 2017 SPD available here: 
https://www.guildford.gov.uk/article/16927/Special-Protection-Area-SPA- 

Added description of Thames Basin 
Heath SPA to Section 4 of NDP 
 

 5. Section 6.0 Design 
5.1 Paragraph 6.4 refers to Policy D4: Character and design of new development. As a result of 
the examination, this policy was incorporated into D1: Place Shaping. 

Amended reference to Design Policy 

 6. Policy Send 1 – Design 
6.1 The policy protects a large number of views and therefore applies proscriptive planning 

policy over a significant portion of the neighbourhood area. Consideration should be given as 
to whether this is realistic and necessary; can the list be reduced? A shorter list is less likely to be 
considered overly proscriptive and more likely to be deemed positively prepared at 
examination. 

Carried out additional work and 
mapped/ photograph key views 

referred to in Policy Send 1 and 
policy amended. 

 6.2 It is suggested that if the images of views in the Character Assessment are from public 
footpaths it would be a very good idea to provide the national reference numbers for the 
footpath in order to add weight; views that are from public spaces are likely to be considered 
more worthy of protection. 

Added reference numbers of 
footpath viewpoints to Character 
Assessment. 

 6.3 The photos of views in the Character Assessment or plan should tie up with the text to put the 
importance of the views into local and national context/ significance and help to establish that 
they are worthy of protection. 

Aligned photos with text in the 
Character Assessment 
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 6.4 There are some photos of views that show private houses with high boundary hedges (e.g. 

page 22); seemingly restricted views that are very local in character. However, boundary 
hedges are largely outside planning control (though this level of detail might be included in 
design for boundary treatments where controlled through condition). In terms of views, it would 
be best to concentrate on the wider context that can more easily be controlled, i.e. wider views 
of landscape, historic built form and later positive development, with narrative explaining how 
these are perceived or not within the wider landscape and identifying important characteristics 

like mature planting, trees, historic hedges, the canal, streams , meadows, etc.. For Policy Send 
1, it would be helpful to include some annotated photos that show this information for the areas 
A – L. 

These are not views to be protected 

but images in relation to Character 
Area I. pictures have been titled to 
avoid confusion. High boundary 
hedges are still part of the character 
and should inform the landscaping 
proposals for new development.   

 6.5 This policy appears to have been drafted before the adoption of the LPSS but will need to 
be redrafted (along with much of the plan) to take account of changes to the plan as a result 

of the examination. 

Updated references in NDP to LPSS 
and adopted policies. 

 

 6.6 Criterion (J) requires development proposals to retain views over the open fields of Garlick’s 
Arch towards the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Garlick’s Arch has 
been allocated in the Local Plan for 550 homes and 6 travelling showpeople plots (see Policy 
A41) and the land to the south of this site is allocated for new A3 slip roads (see Policy A42). The 

allocated development on these sites will inevitably have an impact upon the views of open 
fields across the site. 

Character Assessment and policy 
amended so does not prevent 
allocated development. 

 6.7 Criterion (J) also seeks to retain the views over open fields to the west of the A247. This land 
forms part of the Local Plan allocation at Burnt Common warehouse for 14,800 sqm of industrial 

floorspace (see Policy A45). Over the longer term, and if a future Economic Land Needs 
Assessment (ELNA) demonstrates a greater need for industrial land, the site is capable of 
accommodating a greater amount of industrial land than this allocation. 

Character Assessment and policy 
amended so does not prevent 

allocated development. 

 6.8 As currently drafted, the policy would likely prevent development taking place on Local Plan 
sites in policies A41, A42 and A45. These are strategic policies. Therefore, the draft SNP is not 

compliant with basic condition (e) following adoption of the LPSS and the Council must object 
to criterion (J) of Policy Send 1. The policy should be rewritten to guide the development of 
these sites without constraining the delivery of the allocated numbers of homes or industrial 
floorspace, in order to comply with the basic conditions. 

Character Assessment and policy 
amended so does not prevent 

allocated development. 

 6.9 Criterion (L) seeks to retain views to the east and west of the adjacent fields along London 

Road. Some of the land to the east forms part of policy A45, so the Council objects to criterion 
(L) for the same reasons as for criterion (J). 

Amended direction of views to 

overlooking area C but still protects 
trees which is adjacent to area L 

 6.10 Paragraph 6.6 of the supporting text needs to be updated to reflect the final version of the 
LPSS. The Alderton’s Farm site has been removed from the plan and the information about the 
status of the LPSS needs to be updated. 

Updated references in NDP to LPSS 
and adopted policies. 

 6.11 The final version of LPSS policy H2 requires affordable homes on sites of 11 or more homes 
(not 10 as written at paragraph 6.7). Other references in the supporting text will need updating. 

Updated references in NDP to LPSS 
and adopted policies. 
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 6.12 It is helpful to have the individual character areas listed in the policy, but it could be 

cumbersome to continuously cross-reference the supporting Character Assessment during the 
decision-making process. It would be helpful to include the ‘Send Local Character Areas’ map 
as a supporting figure to PS1 

Already provided 

 Conservation Area 
6.13 The NPPF requires plans to conserve and enhance the historic environment and sustain and 

enhance the significance of heritage assets. This will be considered when the plan is tested 
against basic condition (a). Additionally, the plan will be tested for significant effects on the 
historic environment as part of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) process (a 
European obligation). If a plan would lead to such affects, it does not meet basic condition (f). 
6.14 The Send Neighbourhood Area contains part of the Wey & Godalming Navigations 
Conservation Area and this should be acknowledged in the plan and ideally given adequate 

consideration in the SNP Character Assessment supporting document. 
 

Included reference to the 
Conservation Area in the Character 

Assessment and Policy Send 1. 
 

 6.15 Policy Send 1 introduces a character area for the Wey and Godalming Navigations but 
does not acknowledge that part of this area is a Conservation Area. Policy should be added to 
the plan to ensure that development: 

a) preserves and enhances the character and appearance of the Send Conservation Area and 
its setting; and 
b) conserves and enhances the architectural and historic significance of the parish’s listed 
buildings and other heritage assets. 
This new policy could be added either as a new standalone policy for the Conservation Area or 

as an addition to criteria A) of Policy Send 1. If the latter approach is taken, it should be made 
clear that the setting of the Conservation Area should also be protected, and that this has 
relevance for development within the adjacent character areas (character areas D, B and F). 

Included reference to the 
Conservation Area in the Character 
Assessment and Policy Send 1. 

 6.16 Objective 4a on page 19 could also be amended as follows to make it clear that the plan 
is compliant with EU obligations regarding the historic environment (proposed additional text is 

in bold): 
“a. Protect and enhance the natural and built environment in particular our blue and green 
corridors, listed buildings, conservation areas and other non-designated heritage assets.” 

Amended objective as suggested 

 7. Policy Send 2 - Housing Development 
7.1 LPSS Policy H1 requires new development to provide a mix of homes to meet needs as set 

out in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). The supporting text for policy Send 2 
acknowledges this and sets out the mix of house sizes identified in the SHMA: 
P Affordable homes - 40% one bedroom, 30% two bedroom, 25% three bedroom and 5% four 
bedroom; and 
P Open market homes - 10% one bedroom, 30% two bedroom, 40% three bedroom and 20% 
four bedroom. 

Amended Policy Send 2 to 85% small 
units for open market and 95% for 

affordable and with breakdown for 
1, 2 and 3 bed homes with the latter 
being a maximum.   
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7.2 The supporting text before the policy states “the proportion of housing stock [in Send 

neighbourhood area] that is smaller and more affordable units is significantly below the Borough 
average” and later that “the over-provision of larger units in Send justifies a policy that requires 
the needs for smaller units to be met on each site.” From this text, the intention appears to be 
delivery of a mix of homes generally smaller than the SHMA mix. This accords with the objectives 
on page 19 which include supporting “in particular smaller dwellings for young families or those 
downsizing”. 

7.3 Policy Send 2 places the following requirement, which the supporting text describes as a 
simplification of the SHMA mix: “At least 80% of the dwellings are a mixture of 1-3 bedroom 
units”. The Council is satisfied that this is broadly in conformity with strategic policy H2, but it 
appears to be out of step with the stated intention of the SNP to deliver a greater proportion of 
smaller units. 
7.4 Policy Send 2 would result in a smaller number of smaller homes being delivered than if the 

SHMA mix is applied, as Policy Send 2 increases the proportion of four bedroom homes that can 
be built in the affordable segment. Additionally, under the policy it would be possible to deliver 
80% of both market and affordable homes as three bed homes, which would restrict the ability 
of the borough to meet the need for one and two bed homes. The policy, therefore, appears to 
run counter to the aspiration set out in the supporting text and the objectives. 

7.5 The supporting text states that most of the sites within Send will be beneath the affordable 
housing threshold and therefore the affordable housing mix in policy Send 2 would not 
frequently apply. However, the policy still means that, on balance, a smaller number of smaller 
homes would be delivered than under the SHMA mix if it applies even to a single site. 
7.6 Policy Send 2 could deliver the aspiration for smaller homes by raising the 80% target for 
larger homes (e.g. to 85%) and including a breakdown setting out the need for one and two 

bed homes. 

 7.7 The first clause of the policy supports housing development if “It is on an allocated site which 
comply [sic] with the development guidelines or briefs adopted by Guildford Borough Council”. 
This clause is supported as it ensures that LPSS allocations will deliver homes to meet local needs 
as set out in the SHMA. However, for affordable housing it may conflict with the third clause 

where it allows a greater proportion of four bed affordable homes to be built than under policy 
H2. 
7.8 In order to ensure the delivery of one and two bed market homes and one, two and three 
bed affordable homes needed to meet borough needs, it is suggested that Policy Send 2 could 
be caveated so as not to apply to LPSS sites. Alternatively, and in order to protect the supply of 
the mix of affordable homes needed to meet need, it is suggested that the third clause should 

be caveated so as not to apply to affordable housing so as not to decrease the proportion of 
one, two and three bedroom affordable homes that are delivered on LPSS allocated sites 

Amended Policy Send 2 to 85% small 
units for open market and 95% for 
affordable and with breakdown for 
1, 2 and 3 bed homes with the latter 

being a maximum.   

 7.9 In any event, it is suggested that the words “…unless subsequent updates to the Strategic Added suggested text to Policy Send 
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Housing Market Assessment indicate a different need” are added to the end  

of (c) in order to future-proof the policy against SHMA updates that result in different levels of 
need. 
 

2 

 7.10 Policy Send 2 only supports housing development on sites allocated in the LPSS and on sites 
that constitute limited infilling within one of the three settlements. This is more proscriptive than 

national policy and, in particular, does not accord with NPPF Green Belt policy where it allows 
development in other circumstances, including affordable housing for local community needs 
and the redevelopment of previously developed (brownfield) land. As a result, the restrictions 
are likely to be considered contrary to basic conditions (a) or (d) at examination. 

Amended Policy Send 2 to include 
other GB appropriate development 

and also to include a criteria for 
development within the inset areas. 

 8. Policy Send 3 – Supporting Local Economy 

8.1 Policy Send 3 sets out a positive vision supporting business and retail developments, which is 
supported. 
8.2 The reference at 6.11 to Land Around Burnt Common Warehouse should now refer to site 
A45 (not A58). The reference at 6.12 to policy E1 should be amended to policy E3: Maintaining 
employment capacity and improving employment floorspace, as policy E1 no longer identifies 
specific strategic employment sites 

 Updated references in NDP to LPSS 

and adopted policies 
 

 8.3 The approach in Policy Send 3 diverges from the approach in the LPSS. This is done in 
accordance with paragraphs 80-88 of the NPPF which requires Local Planning Authorities to 
apply the test when determining planning applications for main town centre uses. The LPSS does 
not require proposals to undertake a sequential test for main town centre uses in rural areas as 

long as they are under 100 sqm (gross) (see policy E5), which is the LPSS definition of small scale 
rural development as set out at paragraph 88 of the NPPF. However, anything bigger than 100 
sqm is directed to Guildford Town Centre and Strategic Employment Sites (see policy E2) first. If 
suitable sites in these locations cannot be found, only then would business or retail 
developments over 100 sqm be allowed on edge of centre sites and locations within 500 metres 
of a public transport interchange (see policy E2(3)). Policy Send 3 changes this approach by 

supporting business and retail developments of any size (subject to certain criteria), bypassing 
the LPSS sequential test. 
8.4 If the intention is to avoid the sequential test, the plan should set this out clearly and provide 
a reasoned justification for doing. This will enable the examiner to consider whether the policy is 
justified and appropriately evidenced in accordance with basic condition (a). However, if the 
intention is not to bypass the LPSS sequential test, the policy should be caveated so that it only 

applies to business and retail developments under 100 sqm and acknowledge that larger 
developments will be governed by LPSS policies. 

Caveated Policy Send 3 to only 
apply to developments under 
100sqm 
 

 8.5 Consideration should be given to the traffic impacts of large commercial developments. GBC confirmed this comment is not 
applicable if size limited to 100 sqm 

 8.6 The policy refers to Send Local Centre as defined on the SNP policies map, the outline of Local Centre boundary aligned with 
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which is much larger than the Send Local Centre as defined in the LPSS and covers land and 

buildings that are currently residential and community facilities. This also needs to be explained 
and justified in the plan. Alternatively, the maps should be amended to be in conformity with 
the LPSS boundary 

the one in GBC Local Plan 

 8.7 The SNP Policies Map designates a new Burnt Common Local Centre, which the LPSS does 
not. However, the plan refers to “our local centre” singular (see Objective 3), and Policy Send 3 

refers explicitly to the Send Local Centre only. It seems likely that the map has been included 
erroneously and that it should be removed. However, if it has been included intentionally, Policy 
Send 3 should set out what the designation means. 

Removed Burnt Common Local 
Centre  

 

 9. Policy Send 4 – Green and Blue Infrastructure 
9.1 Policy Send 4 supports “proposals for development” subject to specific criteria. The term 

“proposals for development” is very broad and covers everything from a kitchen extension or 
change of use of a building to a development of thousands of homes. Criteria b requires 
proposals to include the “provision and enhancement of green and blue infrastructure within 
Send parish”. It will likely not be possible for smaller developments so it is suggested that the 
words “wherever possible” are added at the end of the sentence. 
 

It is agreed that smaller developments (e.g. minor developments and some householder 
developments) can include provision for green infrastructure through measures incorporated 
into buildings like integrated nesting boxes and green rooves/walls. The policy would be more 
effective if the supporting text set out examples of these smaller measures so that decision 
makers do not simply assume that it is not possible for smaller developments to contribute. Local 

nature conservation bodies may be able to suggest the most appropriate measures for Send 
that target priority local species. The Surrey Nature Partnership also has policy statements 
identifying priority species for the Biodiversity Opportunity Areas covering Surrey: 
https://surreynaturepartnership.org.uk/our-work/ 

Amended policy to refer to 
‘proportionate’ measures. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Appropriate text added in 6.16. 

 9.2 The final paragraph states that proposals for leisure and recreational development on the 

Wey must not harm local biodiversity or water quality. This is strongly supported and accords 
with policy ID4 of the LPSS. However, it could be extended to cover all forms of development 
through the addition of “, and other development proposals within the vicinity of either 
watercourse” after “recreational resource”. 

Policy Send 3 amended to include 

suggested wording 

 9.3 Criteria a) requires development to retain the gaps in between the settlements of Send, 

Send Marsh and Burnt Common and Woking and Guildford. The policy could benefit from 
greater clarity as at present it may not be clear enough for applicants and the decision makers 
which areas fall within the gaps. This may result in a lack of effectiveness and inconsistent 
application of the policy. It would be helpful to show the protected areas on a map directly 
below the policy and on the policies map. 

Gaps identified and justified – as part 

of the Character Assessment and 
reference to this added to Policy 
Send 3. 
 

 9.4 The requirement for provision and enhancement of blue and green infrastructure in criteria Noted but the national system may 
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b) is supported. However, it should be noted that the government has recently consulted on a 

mandatory national biodiversity net-gains scheme that will apply to some or all development. If 
this is introduced, it may render local policies on green and blue infrastructure ineffective 
and/or out-of-date. An announcement is expected in Summer 2019. If a national scheme is 
brought in, there may still be a role for local policies covering matter not covered by the 
national scheme (e.g. minor development and biodiversity friendly design measures). 

still be some years off full 

implementation. Reference to net 
biodiversity gain added to Policy 
Send 3. 
 

 9.5 The policy has slightly odd wording: “Proposals for development within Send Parish that 
comply with other Development Plan policies will be supported provided that…”. This wording 
seems to significantly restrict development in that any and all proposals must comply with the al 
Development Plan policies AND PS4, or would otherwise be unacceptable . This may not be 
reasonable as often acceptable developments can be broadly compliant with the 
Development Plan but do not comply with every policy. The words “that comply with other 

Development Plan policies” could be omitted to loosen the wording and avoid confusion for 
decision-makers. 

This phrase is used to avoid repetition 
of other DP policies and has been 
accepted by examiners elsewhere. 
 

 10. Policy Send 5 – Local Green Space 
10.1 The description of LG7 Land Behind Heath Drive in the Send NDP Local Green Spaces 
evidence base document contains information about specific individuals and details of the 

land being bought and sold. Some of the commentary sounds negative and could imply 
wrongdoing. This information should be removed as it is not relevant to the assessment of the site 
and presents a potential legal issue. The Council does not usually publish evidence base 
documents for neighbourhood plans, but if it did publish the document it may need to redact 
these sections. 

Removed contentious material from 
the evidence base document. 

 10.2 The examiner may question whether it is appropriate to allocate grass verges as local green 
space (as has happened with other neighbourhood plans) as they are usually landscaping for 
highways rather than local facilities. The assessment sets out that the verges accommodate 
important trees and flowers and provide opportunities for recreation. However, it is suggested 
that the evidence base supporting their designation should be improved if possible. The 

assessment matrix in the Local Green Spaces Report indicates that the verges have historic 
significance and significance as wildlife habitats, but does not include any supporting evidence 
for this, e.g. Surrey Wildlife Trust survey or Historic Environment Record data. If available, this 
information should be included in the assessment. This will help make the case that the verges 
are exceptional and deserve the designation. 

Verges removed from LGS and 
included in the Character 
Assessment instead. 

 10.3 The Land Behind Heath Drive parcel (LGS no. 7) has been designated as Open Space in 
the LPSS. The reason for this designation is set out in the evidence base document Assessment of 
Sites for Amenity Value, which was an assessment of open land within villages that were 
proposed to be inset from the Green Belt to establish whether the land should benefit from 
protection as Open Space under the NPPF. The assessment found that the land in question 
should be protected because it has visual amenity value and biodiversity value. The landowner 

There is a current planning 
application for this development.  
The LGS area has been amended to 
reflect the developable area 
boundary in the Design and Access 
Statement accompanying this 
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has advised that the land is not available for recreation (it is not open to the public) and 

installed signage to this effect, and therefore it was not assessed as having recreational value. 
As a result, while it was identified as having open space value for visual amenity, the assessment 
found that “Partial development could retain and potentially improve amenity value” (see 
page 143, site ETH_084) i.e. by retaining the visual amenity and providing some level of access. 
As a result of the development potential of the site, it was included in the Land Availability 
Assessment (LAA) and identified as potentially accommodating limited development of up to 

20 homes (see page 302). The cumulative total of development in the LAA is necessary to meet 
the development needs of the borough.  
10.4 Policy ‘S2: Planning for the borough - our spatial development strategy’ is a strategic policy 
that sets out the borough’s housing need. Table S2a (page 25) sets out how the need will be 
met from all sources of supply. This table identifies LAA sites as a component of the strategic 
housing supply and the delivery of LAA sites is therefore a strategic matter. The designation of 

the Land Behind Heath Drive parcel as Local Green Space would prohibit the development of 
the site. The designation is therefore not in conformity with basic condition (e) and the Council 
must object 

application to ensure it does not 

prevent development on the site. 

 10.5 The table on page 24 of the Send NDP Local Green Spaces document is incorrect as it 

states that there are no known designations on the land. This should be amended to reflect the 
Open Space designation in the LPSS. 

Amended evidence document to 

include reference to LPSS 
designation. 

 10.6 The policy should be caveated to allow development on Local Green Spaces where it is 
demonstrated that the development is beneficial for a space’s existing role and function. This 
means that essential maintenance (e.g. engineering works for drainage) will not be prevented 

and the spaces will remain in high quality. 

Amended wording added to Policy 
Send 5. 
 

 10.7 If the above change is made, it should be considered whether beneficial development 
should also include beneficial development that results in the loss of quantity of green space 
while improving the quality of the space, for example improvements to the Scout Hut facilities or 
improvements to facilities that make the allotments more functional. In any event, the policy 

should be written so it is clear to decision makers what developments should or shouldn’t be 
permitted. 

Amended wording added to Policy 
Send 5. 

 10.8 The Send NDP Local Green Spaces document suggests on page 4 that the Medical Centre 
Nature Area may be considered for car parking in the future. The Council may object to such a 
future plan or proposal. 

Deleted reference in evidence 
document. 
 

 11. Policy Send 6 – Supporting Community Facilities 
11.1 The policy prevents the loss of community facilities except where the facility is no longer 
needed (or where it would be replaced). When determining planning applications, decision 
makers will need to be able to conclude whether the current use is viable and whether 
retention of a facility will result in it being left empty or allowed to fall into disrepair, particularly 

for commercial facilities like pubs. The policy would be more effective if a caveat is added for 

Added viability and marketing 
criteria to policy Send 6. 
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commercial uses that requires them to undergo a defined period of marketing (e.g. 12 months) 

with little or no interest from potential replacement tenants before they could be permitted to 
be redeveloped. This approach is commonly used in neighbourhood plans and such policies 
have been found compliant at examination. 

 12. Policy Send 7 – Supporting sustainable transport 
12.1 The policy supports the provision of additional off-street parking (criterion 4). As this applies 

primarily to cars, this should probably be moved to Send 8, as it does not necessarily support 
sustainable transport. 

Amended to refer to park and ride 
facilities. 

 12.2 The bullet list should be changed to a numbered or letter list so decision makers and 
applicants can easily refer to specific items on the list. 

Changed bullets to letters 

 13. Policy Send 8 – Car parking provision 
13.1 No comment. 

 

   

Surrey CC 

(Heritage 

and 

Transport) 

Heritage 

Surrey County Council support the inclusion of a Character Assessment and the conclusions 
drawn within this document. We would however like to see the assessment discuss the 
importance of archaeology, not least because there are a number of scheduled monuments 
within Send Parish. There is a moated site south of Boughton Hall whilst Woking Palace is 
adjacent to the parish, just over the other side of the River Wey. 

Added reference to scheduled 

ancient monuments to Character 
Assessment 
 

 Our heritage team would also like to see an addendum added to the Character Assessment, 
showing a suggested Palette of Local Building Materials for prospective developers to have 
access to. This would aid developers in the retention of some of the character traits that have 
been identified within the Character Assessment. 

Noted but not considered necessary. 

 Transport 
Surrey County Council’s highways team wish to comment on the designation of green verges 
on Send Road/Send Barns Lane as Local Green Space (LGS). Highway land might be required in 
the future to enable highway improvement schemes to be implemented. Any improvements 
would be required for safety or to alleviate traffic congestion on the road network and 
designation as LGS would effectively prevent an unnecessary barrier to their implementation. 

We wouldn’t support the inclusion of those sites within the plan. 

Removed verges from LGS and 
added to Character Assessment 

   

Surrey CC 

(Minerals 

and Waste) 

We do not have any specific comments to make on the Plan, but please keep us informed of 
any further consultations.  

 

Noted. 

   

Ripley PC Ripley Parish Council sends its congratulations on your Neighbourhood Development Plan. It is 
clear that much hard work has gone into its creation and the parish council supports its 

objectives.  

Noted with thanks. 
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Historic 

England 

Policy Send 1 – Design 
We are pleased to support the use of character assessment as a means to provide 
understanding of character and variations in character across the neighbourhood plan area to 
inform decision-making. We feel that highlighting features of particular importance to the 
character of the area within the policy is an example of good practice and commend this 

approach.  Describing the features in views that make a particular contribution to their value is 
particularly helpful for decision making. We recommend supporting this with annotated 
photographs to show decision makers what is considered of value in the view. 

Agreed see amendments to 
Character Assessment and Policy 
Send 1. 
 

 At bullet point G. the approach described, particularly using the word ‘must’, goes beyond the 
protection that is set out in the National Planning Policy Framework with relation to heritage 

assets and designated heritage assets (such as conservation areas and listed buildings). This 
could be amended to “Proposals must demonstrate how they have been designed to 
conserve, or where possible enhance, the significance of the oldest surviving buildings in Send, 
many of which are listed, and the oldest part of the village at Send Marsh Green; 
This does allow for some change to buildings (or the area) where this would not harm the 
significance of the heritage assets, whilst in exceptional circumstances, some harmful loss might 

be justified, for example, by securing the conservation of a listed building that might not 
otherwise be viable without some, limited, harmful interventions. 
Whilst the ordering of policies gives no particular additional weight to their implementation; 
making Design the first policy in the plan sends a strong message about the importance the 
community attribute in decision-making to achieving high quality development. 

Send 1 amended as suggested. 
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Natural 

England 

Environmental policies at the neighbourhood plan level are a good opportunity to define local 

priorities for biodiversity conservation and enhancement, and to think about identifying key 
habitats, species and opportunities to improve habitat connectivity and green infrastructure. 
Adding environmental policies to the Send Neighbourhood Plan reinforces environmental 
commitments for new developments. Please consider adding to the neighbourhood plan: 
P Biodiversity Net Gain: We would like to draw your attention to the requirement to conserve 
biodiversity and provide a net gain in biodiversity through planning policy (Section 40 of the 

Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 and paragraphs 170 and 175 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework). All development proposals should maintain and enhance 
existing on-site biodiversity assets, and provide for wildlife needs on site, where possible. Please 
ensure that any development policy in your plan includes wording to ensure “all development 
results in a biodiversity net gain for the parish”. Where appropriate, on-site enhancements such 
as new roosting features for bats or nesting features for birds should be incorporated into the 

fabric of development. Policies around Biodiversity Net Gain should propose the use of a 
biodiversity measure for development proposals. Examples of calculation methods are included 
in Annex A; 
P Connectivity: Proposals for development should provide wildlife corridors that allow wildlife to 
move from one area of habitat to another. Where ecologically relevant, fences and walls are 

encouraged to incorporate features that allow dispersal of wildlife through areas of green 
space and gardens. We recommend keeping green space within villages and across 
developments in order to maintain connectivity of wider ecological networks. Green spaces in 
built-up areas also help the health and wellbeing of residents. For further reference please see 
paragraphs 170, 171 and 174 of the NPPF. 
Brownfield Land: We recommend mentioning favouring developing on brownfield sites over 

greenfield sites, provided the brownfield land is not of high environmental value. Removal of 
green space in favour of development may have serious impacts on biodiversity and 
connected habitat and therefore species ability to adapt to climate change. For further 
reference, please see paragraph 117 in the NPPF 
P Priority Habitats and Species: Planning policies should promote the conservation, restoration 
and enhancement of priority habitats, and promote the recovery of priority species populations. 

In particular, we would like to draw your attention to ancient woodland which is adjacent to 
some of the allocation sites for the development as identified the Guildford Local Plan. Please 
consult Annex A for guidance on how to find priority species and habitats in the Send 
neighbourhood area. For further reference please see paragraph 174 of the NPPF 

Reference to net biodiversity gain 

and habitats / wildlife corridors 
added to policy Send 4. 

 P Designated Sites: We recommend including reference to Papercourt Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI), several parts of which are in close proximity to allocated sites 

Reference to Papercourt SSSI added 
to paragraph 6.14 



 

 

28 

 

 The recently produced Neighbourhood Plan for Benson, in South Oxfordshire provides an 

excellent example. We are of the opinion that the policy wording around the Environment, 
Green Space and Biodiversity is exemplar. We would recommend you considering this 
document, when reviewing yours. 

Noted 

   

Iceni 

Projects Ltd 

on behalf of 

Garlick’s 

Arch 

a. Section 5.0: Vision & Objectives 
Design and Development objective (a) seeks to support the provision of a mix of dwelling types 
including in particular smaller dwellings for young families or those downsizing, and encouraging 
a proportion of development which enables people to live independently within their homes. 
We broadly support this objective to deliver a range of housing within the parish which meets 
identified local needs, and we would anticipate that the forthcoming development at Garlick’s 

Arch has the potential to deliver a number of smaller dwellings in accordance with this 
aspiration. We note however that the housing allocated within Send parish is also intended to 
serve the needs of the Borough more widely, and that it will also be important to have due 
regard to the latest evidence of housing need more generally, and the requirements of Local 
Plan Policy H1: Homes for all. 
Furthermore, it is important to ensure that new development proposals provide a mix of housing 

tenures, types and sizes appropriate to the site size, characteristics and location, delivering a 
development that is appropriate to its context. 

Noted, The percentages in 
amended Policy Send 2 e) reflect 
district-wide housing mix needs but 
require a minimum level of small units 
which is considered appropriate 
given the over-provision in Send of 

larger units.  

 b. Policy Send 1 – Design 
Policy Send 1 provides details on design requirements for new developments, with specific 

guidance identified for the various Character Areas within the Neighbourhood Area. 
With regard to Character Area J (Portsmouth Road, Burnt Common (South) and Clandon Road), 
within which the Garlick’s Arch allocation is located, we note that the policy indicates that 
proposals must retain views south from Burnt common over the open fields of Garlick’s Arch 
towards the Surrey AONB, and the views over open fields to the west of the A247. 
We appreciate that this policy was prepared prior to the formal adoption of the Guildford Local 

Plan (2019), and that the land at Garlick’s Arch is currently largely undeveloped, however we 
are concerned that the reference to views over “the open fields of Garlick’s Arch” may imply a 
desire to retain the site as undeveloped, or to unduly restrict development of the site. Clearly, 
any such requirement would be contrary to allocation A41 in the recently adopted Local Plan, 
and consequently would not be in general conformity with the strategic policy of the 
development plan for the area. 

The Local Plan anticipates that approximately 550 dwellings will be delivered on the allocation 
as a whole, which is required to make a crucial contribution towards the Borough’s housing 
supply over the next 6 years. The forthcoming planning application for Garlick’s Arch will be fully 
informed by a detailed Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment to assess the potential impacts 
of the development on key views and the wider landscape. However, it is unclear how any 

Send 1 amended to avoid conflict 
with allocated sites. 
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development of this site in accordance with the Local Plan allocation could in principle retain 

views over the open fields, as suggested by Policy Send 1. 
The only views of the Surrey Hills AONB are from the elevated Knoll part of the site. Any potential 
elevated views back towards the site are over 4.5km distant where it is difficult to perceive the 
site in any event without the aid of binoculars and good atmospheric conditions. 
This visual containment is due to a combination of topography and the strong vegetation 
structure present locally within the settlements and wider landscape, including the field 

boundaries and numerous woodland blocks. Taking into account the visually contained nature 
of the site and a sensitive landscape-led approach to development on the site, the site has the 
capacity to accommodate residential development with limited visual effects. 
We therefore encourage the Parish Council to review the wording of this part of the policy, to 
ensure it would not contradict the strategic policies of the Local Plan. In this regard, we would 
recommend that the wording be amended to indicate that proposals should ensure that 

development within this character area does not have an unduly harmful impact on key views 
or the surrounding landscape. 

 c. Paragraph 6.6 
It should be noted that the site reference for the Land at Garlick’s Arch has been updated in 

the adopted version of the Local Plan to A41, and we therefore encourage the Parish Council 
to ensure the appropriate site references are updated as necessary in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Updated references to allocated 
sites in NDP. 

 Policy Send 2 outlines a requirement for housing developments in Send Parish to provide at least 
80% of dwellings as 1-3 bedroom units. We note that this is consistent with the latest data on 
housing need for the Borough published in the SHMA. However, given the potential for housing 

needs to change over the Plan period, we would encourage the Parish Council to consider 
reviewing this aspect of the policy to more closely reflect Policy H1 in the adopted Local Plan, 
which refers to “needs as set out in the latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment”, thereby 
ensuring that developments respond to the most recent data available. In addition, as noted 
above, we consider that there should be sufficient flexibility for individual development 
proposals to respond to site-specific circumstances and the character of their surroundings, to 

ensure an appropriately high quality design can be achieved. In some circumstances, this may 
involve some deviation from the overall housing need and aspirations for the wider area set out 
in policy. 

Noted, The percentages in 
amended Policy Send 2 e) reflect 
district-wide housing mix needs but 

require a minimum level of small units 
which is considered appropriate 
given the over-provision in Send of 
larger units. 

 e. Appendix B: List of Infrastructure Projects 
We note that there are a number of infrastructure projects and initiatives identified at Appendix 

B of the Plan which are considered to be priorities for the Parish should funding be made 
available. It is anticipated that the forthcoming development at Garlick’s Arch will facilitate the 
delivery of infrastructure enhancements for the local community in order to support the 
additional population generated within the village and to mitigate any potential impacts on 
local services and facilities. One such area where improvements may be delivered in 

Noted. 
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association with the development may be improved pedestrian and cycle connections in the 

village. Garlick’s Arch Ltd would welcome the opportunity to positively engage with the local 
community and explore the potential to contribute towards identified projects, where these are 
considered to be appropriate and necessary, and compliant with the relevant CIL Regulations. 

 f. Summary 
We welcome the opportunity to work constructively and collaboratively with the 

Neighbourhood Plan Group to shape the emerging Plan further. Our client is broadly supportive 
of the proposed strategy as set out within the current consultation draft Neighbourhood Plan. 
However, as detailed above there are certain aspects which we would encourage the 
Neighbourhood Plan Group to consider further in order to ensure that all the proposed policies 
are robust and meet the ‘basic conditions’, having regard to Schedule 4B to 1990 Act. 

Noted. 
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Send NDP Regulation 14 Non Statutory Representations and changes made  

Ref Policy 

Ref 

Para 

number 

Please give details of your reasons for 

support/opposition,  

What improvements or modifications would 

you suggest? 

Amendment made 

107582

12789 

1 6.5 I like the green areas and the spacious and 
green characteristics of all area of Send 

  Noted 

SNPE01 1 F Tannery 

Lane 

We object to the use of the word ‘narrow’ 

regarding retaining Tannery lane’s rural 
character. Tannery Lane is presently of 
sufficient width to enable two cars to pass 
between the junction with Send Road and the 
present nursery. The remainder of the lane 
does not comply with highway requirements 

regarding its width and geometry to enable 
the safe passage of vehicles. In addition, a 
significant stretch of Tannery Lane has the 
benefit of planning permission for its 
realignment where it passes Send Business 
Centre where planning permission has been 

granted to widen the road so that it complies 
with modern highway requirements providing 
sufficient width to enable two vehicles to pass 
and thus improving traffic flows and 
decreasing congestion. In 2016, the Borough 
Council issued a Lawful Development 

Certificate to the effect that it is lawful to 
complete the realignment of Tannery Lane at 
this point. Moreover, the new Borough Local 
Plan has identified Send Business Centre as a 
Strategic Employment Site where additional 

employment development can take place to 
the west of the existing complex of business 
buildings. This may mean additional 
improvements may be required to the 
alignment and geometry of Tannery Lane 
whilst the remaining curtilage of Send Business 

Centre is to be developed for additional 

Accordingly, we suggest that sub-

paragraph (F) should be reworded as 
follows: “F) Tannery Lane – proposals must 
retain its country lane character with access 
via a number of rights of way through 
farmland linking to Send Marsh Road and 
beyond.   

Comment noted, and word 

‘narrow’ removed. 
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business buildings. We fully support the 

objective of retaining Tannery Lane’s rural 
character but reference to it being ‘narrow’ Is 
misplaced when considering the planning 
permission that has been granted and the 
future development of Send Business Centre.  
The second part of (F) refers to the need to 

protect views north-west across Broadmead 
and the Wey Valley. There are no views from 
Tannery Lane across Broadmead (although 
there are such views from the canal towpath 
and Papercourt Lane). 

SNPE02 1 F Tannery 
Lane 

We object to the use of the word ‘narrow’ 
regarding Tannery lane’s rural character. 
Tannery Lane has sufficient width for two cars 
to pass between the junction with Send Road 
and Send Business Centre (except where cars 

are double parked close to the junction where 
the yellow lines have not yet been extended 
to). The remainder of the lane past Send 
Business centre does not comply with highway 
requirements regarding its width and geometry 
to enable the safe passage of vehicles. In 

addition, the stretch of lane in front of Send 
Business Centre benefits from an implemented 
planning permission (Guildford Borough 
Council issued a Lawful Development 
Certificate for the realignment works in 2016) 
for its realignment and widening so that it 

complies with modern highway requirements 
to enable two vehicles to pass the whole 
length up to Send Business Centre, thus 
improving traffic flows and decreasing 
congestion. Moreover, the new Borough Local 
Plan has identified Send Business Centre as a 

Strategic Employment Site where additional 
employment development can take place to 
the west of the existing complex of business 

Accordingly, we suggest that sub-
paragraph (F) should be reworded as 
follows: “F) Tannery Lane – proposals must 
retain its country lane character with access 
via a number of rights of way through 

farmland linking to Send Marsh Road and 
beyond.  

Comment noted, and word 
‘narrow’ removed. 
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buildings. This may mean additional 

improvements may be required for the 
alignment and geometry of Tannery Lane 
whilst the remaining curtilage of Send Business 
Centre is to be developed for additional 
business buildings. We fully support the 
objective of retaining Tannery Lane’s rural 

character but reference to it being ‘narrow’ is 
misplaced when considering; the planning 
permission that has been granted, dual passing 
to the main road and future development of 
Send Business Centre / Tannery Studios. The 
second part of (F) refers to the need to protect 

views north-west across Broadmead and the 
Wey Valley. There are no views from Tannery 
Lane across Broadmead (although there are 
such views from the canal towpath and from 
Papercourt lane). 

SNPE05 1 E The character area map shows area E as being 
the land to the north-west and south-east of 
Send Hill and following the A247 Send Road as 
far as the parade of shops and including the 
recreation ground. The map does not include 

Woodhill as suggested in the title nor Church 
Lane. I feel that this policy should be reworded 
to more accurately reflect the character area 
E on the map. I think that it is correct to state 
that open views across fields should be 
protected along Send Hill, the cemetery and 

from the network of public footpaths running 
behind the houses either side of Send Hill 
however references to views from Church Lane 
and Woodhill should probably be covered in 
their respective character areas. 

  Church Lane and Woodhill 
reference moved to 
Character Area C 
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SNPE05 1 F Tannery 

Lane 

I feel that the requirement for any proposals to 

retain the narrow country lane character of 
Tannery Lane may conflict in future with 
Guildford Borough Councils decision to 
allocate the Send Business Centre on Tannery 
Lane as a Strategic Employment Site under 
Policy E3. Guildford Borough Council have not 

only allocated the Send Business Centre as a 
strategic Employment Site but have also 
increased its size by approximately 30% and 
inset the whole site from the greenbelt. They 
are anticipating expansion during the life of the 
plan. Any applications to expand the centre 

are going to have to satisfy highways 
requirements and as such the narrow country 
lane, at least from the A247 up to the Business 
Centre may need to be widened in places with 
possible improvements to pedestrian access. It 

is therefore not known what affect this policy 
might have on Guildford BC’s allocation and 
this maybe up to Borough Council or the plan 
inspector to decide on potential conflicts. 

I feel the wording to the Character 

Assessment, in particular Area F, is not 
specific enough and its references 
misleading. The use of wording “to the right” 
or “to the left” of a road might better be 
described as “to the north” or “to the south” 
etc for obvious directional reasons. Example 

Summary Description: Originally Tannery 
Lane would have been a route from farms 
& small-holdings to the main N/S Road that 
is now the A247. Beyond the built up area 
on the edge of Send is farmland (a Marina 
under development, Send Business Centre, 

and the Nature Reserve which is part of the 
Papercourt Complex of Meadows & SSSIs on 
the left-hand (suggest using north west) side 
of Tannery Lane beyond the ‘canal’. The 
Private Nature Reserve in the corner of 

Tannery Lane (Tannery Lane has many 
corners could we be more specific here?) is 
run by the Surrey Wildlife Trust as a water 
bird / amphibian habitat. The area is 
drained by Ockham Mill Stream (see below) 
(are you sure this is the Ockham Mill Stream 

and not the West Clandon stream?) in the 
South and the River Wey & Broadmead Cut 
in the North. Mixed land-use including 
residential giving way to Farmland on the 
right (north west or south east?), 
commercial / community / housing / leisure 

/ employment to the left (on the north 
west?) backing on the Wey Navigation. 
Victorian Cottages on narrow plots on 
(south east) right nearest Send Road. A 
number of footpaths / rights of way through 
farmland on right (to the south east) linking 

to Send Marsh Road and beyond, From the 
houses and buildings on the (north west side 

Directions amended 
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of tannery Lane )left of the road one can 

see North-West across the Broadmead and 
Wey Valley to the remains of the historic 
Woking Palace and beyond to the tower 
blocks of Central Woking.  

SNPE05 1 J I feel this statement does not reflect the 

geography on the ground and may also 
conflict with the Guildford Local Plan. The open 
fields of Garlick’s Arch are an allocated 
housing site under policy A41 of the Guildford 
Local Plan for approx 550 houses. As such a 
statement requiring the retention of views over 

the open fields of Garlick’s Arch may conflict 
with the GBC Local plan and may need 
reviewing. In addition it is also felt that views 
from Burnt Common Lane and the Old 
Portsmouth Road are more accurately 

described as looking to the south east. The 
comment “retaining the views to the west of 
the A247” might best be used under character 
area C. 

 Character Area and 

relevant views amended to 
reflect allocation. 

SNPE11 1   I am not sure that ‘gated developments’ have 

any place in a village which prides itself on a 
sense of community. 

I suggest a new general policy which states 

that there should be a presumption, at the 
planning stage, against the approval of 
‘gated developments’. 

Noted – but not 

recommended as unduly 
prescriptive. 

SNPE11 1   Similarly, I am not sure that there is a place for 
roads labelled ‘private’. 

I suggest that requests to erect the road 
sign ‘private’ be not approved.  

Noted – but not a planning 
matter. 

SNPE12 1   Support monitoring of design to ensure 

character of Send kept, especially its rural 
aspects 

  Noted 

SNPE13 1 B swathes of wild flowers' - these are often mown 
off 

Insert 'unmown' before swathes  amended 

SNPE13 1 L Suggestion as an anti-pollution/hygiene 
measure 

Measures to be introduced to limit/alleviate 
littering by vehicles parked overnight or 
longer' 

Noted – but not a planning 
matter. 

SNPE13 1 I Boughton Hall Avenue - 'low level of density of low level housing density with trees' Amended 
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trees 

SNPE13 1 I retention of grass verges along Send Barns 
Lane' 

Add ' with wildlife friendly management' (or 
similar) 

This is a description of the 
existing character which 
presumably reflects 
appropriate management. 

SNPE13 1 G Question - might Send Marsh Green be 

considered for Conservation Area status? 

Added wording re this  Noted, for GBC to consider 

outside of the NDP process. 

SNPE14 1 3B   Speed cameras on street. Road calming 
measures 
 

Noted, not a planning issue. 

SNPE14 1 H   Keep  views - village needs to stay like a 
village 

Noted 

SNPE15 1 3B   Speed cameras on street. Road calming 
measures 
 

Noted, not a planning issue. 

SNPE16 1 B/A   Please stop the development at Heath 

Drive 
 

The site is identified in GBC 

evidence documents as 
appropriate for some 
development and there is a 
current planning 
application.  LGS site area 

reduced to reflect this. 

107607

71683 

2 1b Too weak Should include words reflecting other parts 
of the SND Plan such as the infill being "on 
previously developed sites / land, small 
pockets in between other developments 

(emphasize small) and should reflect the 
character & style of existing development in 
the immediate vicinity.  

Send 2 has been amended 
to reflect national and GBC 
policy but also to add 
criteria for development in 

the inset areas of the parish. 

107598

07754 

2   MY CONCERN IS ABOUT SMALL INFILLING 
PROPERTY DEVELOPMENTS AS THE POLICY IS 

NOT CLEAR TO ME. 

I FEEL WITH SMALL INFILLING DEVELOPMENTS 
WITHIN THE VILLAGE SETTLEMENT AREA IT 

SHOUD BE POLICY TO ENSURE 2 AND 3 
BEDROOM PROPERTIES ARE PRIORITISED SO 
THAT YOUG PEOPLE CAN AFFORD TO LIVE IN 
SEND AND RAISE FAMILIES THIS WILL ENSURE 
THAT THE VILLAGE WILL CONTINUE TO HAVE 
YOUNGER PEOPLE AND CHILDREN LIVING IN 

Send 2 has been amended 
to reflect national and GBC 

policy but also to add 
criteria for development in 
the inset areas of the parish. 
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THE VILLAGE OTHERWISE THE AVERAGE AGE 

OF RESIDENTS WILL CONTINUE TO RISE 
WHICH WILL NOT BE GOOD FOR THE 
VILLAGE  

107378

42789 

2 B No provision for traffic calming, width 
restrictions, policing of speed 

Dedicated cycle lane, speed humps, width 
restrictions, permanent speed cameras.  

Noted – but too detailed for 
planning policy and not 
appropriate for every 
development. 

107239

51376 

2 c at least 

80% are a 
mixture of 
1-3 
bedroom 
units 

Proportion encourages at least 20% 4 or more 

bedroom units encouraging an increase of 
even more large housing units when smaller 
units are needed for younger people starting 
out and older people living alone who wish to 
remain in the vicinity. 

Population trends suggest increase of 

people requiring small bedroom units. 
Positive discrimination needed to 
encourage a high proportion of new builds 
to be small units with specific reference to 1-
2 bedrooms. A simple reflection of future 
needs  

Send 2 e) amended to 

require minimum amount of 
small units. 

107133

13717 

2 a Does this mean that development must be 
limited to only include sites within the Guildford 
Local Plan 

Make it clear that developments that are 
not included in the Guildford Local Plan will 
be opposed  

Send 2 has been amended 
to reflect national and GBC 
policy but also to add 
criteria for development in 
the inset areas of the parish. 

107133

13717 

2 b The word 'limited' is too vague  There should be a specific limit on the 
number of houses to be built.  

Notes – but this would not 
comply with NPPF or LPSS. 

106869

74002 

2 1 support with addition facilities and improvement due to increase 

housing development should be established 
as to the strains with all ages of the 
community and work to provide 
infrastructure support and style of housing 
listened to and established regular with 
community  

Noted – but covered by 

LPSS infrastructure policy 

SNPE05 2   I feel that Policy Send 2 – Housing 
Development should include a line indicating 
support for affordable housing for local people 
for the following reasons; - The parish plan 2007 
highlighted a need for Affordable housing for 

local people and a task was set by the Parish 
Council to work with Surrey Community Action 
(SCA) and a Housing Association to explore 

The wording to the policy could be 
amended as below; Housing development 
in Send Parish will be supported provided 
that: a) It is on an allocated site which 
comply with the development guidelines or 

briefs adopted by Guildford Borough 
Council; or b) It is limited infill development 
within the settlements of Send, Send Marsh 

Send 2 amended to include 
reference to affordable 
housing sites. 
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potential sites. - The Rural Needs survey carried 

out in 2013 and subsequent report 
recommended that 19 affordable homes were 
needed to help those from the parish - The 
Send Parish Plan update of 2014 re-iterated the 
parish councils action plan to identify suitable 
and acceptable land for a rural exception site. 

The Neighbourhood Plan Survey and report 
(April-May 2018) carried out by Action in Rural 
Sussex indicated that 93% of respondents 
agreed that the type of new homes built in the 
parish should meet the needs of local people 
including affordable homes and those for older 

people. It is no 1 on the list of Community 
Aspirations. For the above reasons I feel it’s a 
shame that the Housing Policy omits all 
reference of support for affordable housing 
developments for local people. It is 

acknowledged that community led housing is 
listed as a Community Aspiration however I feel 
this should also be supported by the policy.  

or Burnt Common; or c) it is affordable 

homes maintained as affordable in 
perpetuity for local people and d) At least 
80% of the dwellings are a mixture of 1-3 
bedroom units. 
 

SNPE12 2   Housing development is enormous and will 
substantially effect the rural village feel of the 

area 

The number of houses planned to be built 
should be reduced dramatically.  1310 new 

homes will turn the area into a small town 
plus two traveller sites – NO  

Noted – but the NDP cannot 
override the LPSS. 

SNPE13 2 A Does 'allocated' mean in the Local plan? Add 'allocated in the 2019 GBC Local Plan'  Clarified in Send 2 that this 
means allocated in the 
Local Plan or other 

subsequent Development 
Plan Documents. 

SNPE13 2   Intro sentence 'Housing development in Send 
Parish' 

Add 'will encourage the use of sustainable 
and energy efficient building methods' 

Reference to ‘sustainable’ 
added to Send 1 so it 
applies to all development 

not just housing. 
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107607

71683 

3 1b   It isn't clear to me why we would support 

new retail development or improvements 
(only) if it supports existing uses within the 
centre.  This is potentially too limiting.  

Limited to 100sqm as 

advised by GBC to be in 
conformity with LPSS. 

107598

07754 

3   NOT ENOUGH CLARIFICATION ON THE PARKING 
FOR EMPLOYEES 

FIRM POLICY FOR EMPLOYEE PARKING OFF 
THE LOCAL ROADS   

Notes – Policy 8 relates to all 
parking including 
employees. 

106869

74002 

3 1 support with addition heavy duty vehicles should be limited for 
business established in local area to minis 
road and house cracking damage and 
congestion, speed should be monitored 
due to large lorries maybe chicanes  

Noted – but not a planning 
matter.   

SNPE01 3 Supporting 
the local 
economy 

One of the Basic Conditions (as set out in 
paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990) is that a 
Neighbourhood Plan is required to be in 
general conformity with the strategic policies 
contained in the Development Plan for the 

area. The Neighbourhood Plan does not need 
to duplicate such strategic policies, but it may 
provide local detail and clarify how they 
should be applied to Send. Policy Send 2 
appears to comply with this requirement since 

it makes specific reference to supporting the 
housing allocations in the emerging new 
Borough Local Plan and suggesting a housing 
mix having regard to the specific requirements 
of the parish. In contrast Policy Send 3 is 
inconsistent with the new Local Plan’s strategic 

employment policies, in particular Policy E3. 
Whilst para 6.12 of the Neighbourhood Plan 
refers to Send Business Centre (and the new 
employment allocation at Burnt Common), the 
text to Policy Send 3 prohibits business 
development other than where the site is within 

the settlements and within or adjacent to a 
Send Local Centre.  The drafting of this policy 

To avoid such confusion, the following 
amendments to Policy Send 3 is suggested: 
“Policy Send 3 – Supporting the local 
economy- In addition to the Strategic 
Employment Sites in Guildford Borough 
Local Plan, proposals for new business or 

retail development within the settlements of 
Send, Send Marsh or Burnt Common will be 
supported provided that: a) the site is 
suitably located in terms of its impact on the 
environment, levels of traffic movement, its 

accessibility to public transport and its link 
with the infrastructure, its impact on the 
amenity of the area or adjoining occupiers; 
and b) if the site is within or adjacent to 
Send Local Centre, as defined on the 
Policies Map, it supports the existing uses 

within that Centre and its role as a 
community hub”. 

Agreed and Policy Send 3 
amended. 
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could therefore be interpreted as being 

inconsistent with the strategic allocations in the 
Borough Local Plan. 

SNPE02 3 Supporting 
the local 
economy 

One of the Basic Conditions (as set out in 
paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990) is that a 
Neighbourhood Plan is required to be in 

general conformity with the strategic policies 
contained in the Development Plan for the 
area. The Neighbourhood Plan does not need 
to duplicate such strategic policies, but it may 
provide local detail and clarify how they 
should be applied to Send. Policy Send 2 

appears to comply with this requirement since 
it makes specific reference to supporting the 
housing allocations in the emerging new 
Borough Local Plan and suggesting a housing 
mix having regard to the specific requirements 
of the parish. In contrast Policy Send 3 is 

inconsistent with the new Local Plan’s strategic 
employment policies, in particular Policy E3. 
Whilst para 6.12 of the Neighbourhood Plan 
refers to Send Business Centre (and the new 
employment allocation at Burnt Common), the 
text to Policy Send 3 prohibits business 

development other than where the site is within 
the settlements and within or adjacent to a 
Send Local Centre. The drafting of this policy 
could therefore be interpreted as being 
inconsistent with the strategic allocations in the 
Borough Local Plan. 

To avoid such confusion, the following 
amendments to Policy Send 3 is suggested: 
“Policy Send 3 – Supporting the local 
economy - In addition to the Strategic 

Employment Sites in Guildford Borough 
Local Plan, proposals for new business or 
retail development within the settlements of 
Send, Send Marsh or Burnt Common will be 
supported provided that: a) the site is 
suitably located in terms of its impact on the 

environment, levels of traffic movement, its 
accessibility to public transport and its link 
with the infrastructure, its impact on the 
amenity of the area or adjoining occupiers; 
And b) if the site is within or adjacent to 
Send Local Centre, as defined on the 

Policies Map, it supports the existing uses 
within that Centre and its role as a 
community hub”. 

Agreed and Policy C3 
amended 
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SNPE06 3 Supporting 

the local 
economy 

Secondly, we request that the SNDP Policy 3 

goes further than currently drafted to promote 
existing business ensure the retention of local 
employment and to facilitate their expansion.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

         

The following wording is suggested; Policy 

Send 3 – Supporting the local economy - 
Proposals for new business or retail 
development within the settlements of 
Send, Send Marsh or Burnt Common will be 
supported provided that: a) the site is 
suitably located in terms of its impact on the 

environment, levels of traffic movement, its 
accessibility to public transport and its link 
with the infrastructure, its impact on the 
amenity of the area or adjoining occupiers; 
and b) if the site is within or adjacent to 
Send Local Centre, as defined on the 

Policies Map, it supports the existing uses 
within that Centre and its role as a 
community hub.  Elsewhere proposals for 
the expansion of existing businesses will be 

supported subject to balancing the needs 

of; 

environmental considerations, Green Belt 

policy, accessibility and local amenity 

impacts.  

Not appropriate as this 

suggested wording is too 
vague and could allow 
inappropriate development. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

SNPE12 3   Ok with bringing in new bus and retail as long 

as infrastructure in place to support 

  Noted 

SNPE12 4   Green and blue infrastructure very important to 
adhere to protect the uniqueness of our area 

 Noted 

107607

71683 

5 1 - Item 4 Shouldn't the Green Space 4 include the green 
space opposite Bush Lane Woods?  I thought 
the title to the Woods was already vested in 
the name of the Parish Council giving them the 
protection that that affords, whatever the 
former Paddock opposite is probably just as 

important to the local community. 

Suggest rewording the Green Space 
protections accordingly.  

It is garden land and all PC 
owned sites were removed 
from LGS consideration as 
they have sufficient 
protection already. 
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107595

84360 

5 7, Land at 

end of 
Heath 
Drive 

Neighbourhood Plans are required to be 

compliant with national planning policy. The 
proposal to allocate the site as open space 
does not meet with this requirement as Land at 
Heath Drive is private owned land and not 
publicly accessible. The designation is therefore 
not compliant with national planning policy 

and the definition of ‘open space’. 

Remove this area from the from the Local 

Green Space allocation.  

The site is identified in GBC 

evidence documents as 
appropriate for some 
development and there is a 
current planning 
application.  LGS site area 
reduced to reflect this. 

107573

53896 

5 6.17 - 6.18 The land at Heath drive is privately owned and 
therefore not available for public use at the 
moment. This means that the land cannot be 
defined as ‘open space’ by the 

neighbourhood plan as doing so is not in line 
with national planning policy. 

Without the (non-compliant) designation 
the land can be used for the proposed 
sensitive development that includes a 1ha 
area of publicly accessible open space for 

the recreation and enjoyment of the local 
community. 

Noted, but LGS do not need 
to be open to public 
access. 

SNPE04 5 7 Land at 
end of 
Heath 

Drive 

The site description is incorrect. The current 
owners, whether they be neighbours to the site 
or not, own a plot along with everybody else 

under Send Surrey Limited, and that there is an 
ongoing planning discussion with Guildford 
Council. The neighbours have used the land for 
bonfires and fly-tipping, how can this illegal 
activity be a basis for designating the site? 

There was a path through the land to the Scout 
Hut.  This has now been blocked by Vision 
Engineering.  There are no paths through the 
land, only one entrance and exit. There are no 
views of the Wey Navigation, except in one 
small area which can only be accessed by 

trespassing through the land. There are no 
badgers or deer in the area. Planning History 
Two planning applications have been 
approved in 2012 and 2017 to carry out work 
on trees covered by Tree Protection Orders.  
This demonstrates that the land has been 

maintained. Local Significance This is privately 
owned land as shown in the Land Registry. How 
can it be enjoyed by the people of Send 
without the owner’s permission? It is completely 

Remove this area from the Local Green 
Space Allocation  

The site is identified in GBC 
evidence documents as 
appropriate for some 

development and there is a 
current planning 
application.  LGS site area 
reduced to reflect this. 
Inaccuracies / contentious 

material from the evidence 
base report also removed. 
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unsuitable to be used as a recreation ground 

or wetland area. Improvements and 

modifications to the NDP. Remove this area 
from the from the Local Green Space 
allocation. Without the removal of this area I 
would oppose the plan at referendum. 

SNPE05 5 Local 
Green 
Space 

It is considered that the playing fields to the 
rear of Send First school together with the 
playing fields on the site of the Old St Bede’s 
school as shown on the map in the Community 
use agreement should be included in the 
Policy Send 5 -Local Green Space and Policy 

Send 6 -Supporting Community Facilities and 
the Policy maps amended. Justification: - They 
are close to the community they serve, they 
are not an extensive tract of land and they are 
demonstrably special to the local community. 

The playing fields to the rear of Send First 
School together with the land/old playing fields 
on the site of the old St Bede’s School are 
subject to a community use agreement as a 
condition of planning application ref 
16/P/00033 agreed with Sport England and 

they are used and rented to the local 
community including the local football team, 
Send United. (The Community use agreement is 
submitted with this representation.) The site of 
the old St Bede’s School is in private ownership. 
The Site of the playing fields to the rear of Send 

first School is owned by GBC The land has been 
removed from the Greenbelt and has therefore 
lost protection. The land is not shown on GBC 
planning maps as being protected open 
space. 

9. The playing fields to the rear of Send First 
School including the old St Bedes playing 
fields 
 

St Bedes included as a 
community aspiration 
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SNPE07 5 6.17 - 6.18 See attached document (summary below). 

Send Surrey Limited represents the 26 freehold 
owners of the land, who are working together 
to secure a sensitive, landscape-led residential 
development for the site. The site is privately 
owned and currently has no formal use, with 
no legal rights of way across the site. The site 

does not have any formal footpaths within it, 
however, at present, it is not enclosed. The site 
does however have signs to make clear that it 
is private land. The site is used informally by 
dog-walkers however the site is private and no 
permission is given for public access. The site is 

undeveloped and includes a number of 
immature trees with the denser tree coverage 
around the northern and western boundaries 
and open space within the centre of the site. 
The site is covered by a group Tree Preservation 

Order (TPO). The site is in a sustainable location 
with easy access to services provided within 
the village of Send and public transport links to 
the facilities and services provided within 
neighbouring villages and towns. The site is not 
at risk of flooding and is located within Flood 

Zone 1. The site was proposed to be 
designated as Open Space in the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan (July 2016). Send Surrey 
Limited made representations in response to 
the consultation to make clear that the open 
space allocation was not sound in 

accordance with national planning policy in 
the (NPPF). The site was also advocated to be 
allocated for housing. In February 2017 further 
information, including a layout for 53 units, was 
submitted to the local authority for pre-
application advice to demonstrate that site 

specific constraints could be overcome. 
Conclusions bore down to reduce the 

The removal of “7. Land by Heath Drive 

near Wey Navigation” from Policy Send 5 - 
Local Green Space 
 

The site is identified in GBC 

evidence documents as 
appropriate for some 
development and there is a 
current planning 
application.  LGS site area 
reduced to reflect this.  

Inaccuracies / contentious 
material from the evidence 
base report also removed. 
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numbers. A second pre-application 

consultation was undertaken in January 2019 
(LPA reference: 18/A/00513), at which a 
revised proposal for 29 units was discussed. The 
site is being brought forward for a sensitively 
designed landscape-led residential 
development, with the support of Guildford 

Council’s planning department. An Outline 
planning application will be submitted shortly 
and we anticipate that planning permission will 
be granted in Summer 2019. Paragraph 99 of 
the NPPF states that the designation of Local 
Green Spaces should be capable of enduring 

beyond the end of the plan period. Given the 
advanced state of the development proposals 
for the site and the support of the planning 
department it is fully anticipated that planning 
permission will be in place before any further 

consultation on the Neighbourhood Plan, 
which would make the inclusion of the site 
void. The assessment of the site as having 
potential to be designated as Local Green 
Space has been demonstrated to be 
fundamentally flawed and the site is not 

considered to be demonstrably special to the 
local community or to hold a particular local 
significance. 

SNPE08 5 LG7 - Land 
behind 

Heath 
Drive 

Our reasons for objecting your designation of 
public open place are as follows: - The site has 

been privately owned since 1980 and have 
never been adopted as a public space. The 
Neighbourhood Plans are required to be 
compliant with national planning policy which 
requires “open space” to be publicly 
accessible which clearly not the case with this 

land. - The national planning policy’s definition 
of ‘open space’ requires land that is 
demonstrably special to a local community 

Remove this land area from the Local 
Green Space Allocation in your plan  

 

The site is identified in GBC 
evidence documents as 

appropriate for some 
development and there is a 
current planning 
application.  LGS site area 
reduced to reflect this. 
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and holds a particular local significance, for 

example because of its beauty, historic 
significance, recreational value (including as a 
playing field), tranquillity or richness of its 
wildlife. Your description (1) suggested very 
little recreational use of the land over the last 
30 years. It also fails on criteria such as historic 

significant and richness of wildlife as there is no 
evidence of such. The land was divided into 
parcels and we own a parcel along with others 
under Send Surrey Limited - Your description 
“(2) This multiple ownership means a developer 
would need to be found to put in infrastructure 

and that’s unlikely to happen in the 
foreseeable future.” is incorrect because Send 
Surrey Limited, through a planning consultant, is 
in discussion with Guildford Council regarding 
development of the site. - Your description (1) 

suggested adult neighbours have used it for 
making bonfires on the land. This surely must be 
a serious FIRE risk to the local residents. - The 
proposed development put forward by Send 
Surrey Limited for the land will create 
opportunities for recreation use of the land 

through the inclusion of large area of publicly 
accessible open space 

SNPE12 5   Local Green Space.  Agree with these 
allocations.  Very important to keep our lovely 
countryside and green spaces protected 

  Noted 

SNPE13 5 7 Change description to clarify Land accessed from Heath Drive between 
Send Road housing and the Wey 
Navigation'  

Noted 

SNPE14 5 01-Aug   Keep as many green spaces as possible.  

Stop development at Heather Drive  

The site is identified in GBC 

evidence documents as 
appropriate for some 
development and there is a 
current planning 
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application.  LGS site area 

reduced to reflect this. 

SNPE15 5 01-Aug   Keep as many green spaces as possible.  
Stop development at Heather Drive  

The site is identified in GBC 
evidence documents as 
appropriate for some 
development and there is a 
current planning 

application.  LGS site area 
reduced to reflect this. 

SNPE16 5 7   Protect this piece of land - wildlife and 
diversity, from developers  

The site is identified in GBC 
evidence documents as 
appropriate for some 

development and there is a 
current planning 
application.  LGS site area 
reduced to reflect this. 

107239

51376 

6   Sandmore Hall omitted from the list Include Sandmore Hall on the list of 

community facility.  This was opened by the 
mayor of Guildford and not just for the 
residents of Sandmore. Sandmore was 
once, one large residence. Have not read 
the terms and condition for the use of this 
space but suspect it has conditions 

attached that refer to the community 
 

Noted and included in 

community facilities list. 

SNPE01 6 Supporting 
Communit
y Facilities 

Send Ex-Servicemen’s Club (Site 14) is 
incorrectly located adjacent to Send Business 
Centre. The notation should be corrected. 

 Amend if appropriate Amended 

SNPE02 6 Supporting 
Communit

y Facilities 

Send Ex-Servicemen’s Club (Site 14) is 
incorrectly located adjacent to Send Business 

Centre. The notation should be corrected. 

 Amend if appropriate Amended 
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SNPE05 6 Supporting 

Communit
y Facilities 

I believe the GBC playing fields to the rear of 

Send Primary School including the old St Bede’s 
playing fields are a community facility with a 
community user agreement in place and 
should therefore be added to the list of 
Community Facilities (as suggested below) and 
included on the policy and policy map 

9. Send Primary School and Playing fields to 

the rear  

St Bedes included as a 

community aspiration 

SNPE11 6 6.2 The cricket ground at Sendholme, Potters Lane, 
is surely of ‘importance to Send Parish’, at least 
as important as the Fishing Lakes, which have 
no community or public access. 

Add ‘ the cricket ground at Sendholme, 
Potters Lane  

Noted and added to the 
community facilities list. 
Although not widely 
available to the community, 
the cricket club is of 

importance to Send Parish 

SNPE11 6 6.21 and 
CA2 

There may be scope for suggesting specific 
means of reducing traffic congestion, much of 
which is caused by traffic to and from Woking, 
particularly to the rail station. 

Investigate the possibility of a ‘park and 
ride’ facility at Burnt Common  

Potential for park and ride 
added to Send 7 

SNPE12 6   Agree new facilities as long as the existing ones 
are not lost, it would lose the character and 
history of the area 

  Noted 

SNPE13 6 7 Change wording to clarify Recreation grounds on Send and Maple 
Roads' 
Amend if appropriate 

Amended 

SNPE13 6 11 Superfluous word Delete final 'and' Amend if appropriate Not clear where this is. 

107598

07754 

7   NO REFERENCE TO CYCLE LANES THE MAIN ROAD THROUGH THE VILLAGE 
SHOULD HAVE A CYCLE LANE TO 
ENCOURAGE THIS FORM OF TRANSPORT AS 
CURRENTLY THIS IS A VERY DANGEROUS 
ROAD FOR LOCAL CYCLISTS; THERE IS A 

CYCLE LANE ON THE A3 BUT NOT THROUGH  
THE VILLAGE AND THIS NEEDS TO BE 
ADDRESSED  

Noted 

107133

13717 

7 no 

paragraph 
number 

There are no specific proposals to reduce the 

volume of traffic on the roads of Send 

The policy is too vague and needs specific 

proposals.  

Noted. 
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106869

74002 

7 1 support with modification additional need to add for cycle rack at 

park area to minimise bike left on ground 
near footpaths or at shops  

Noted. 

SNPE12 7   Agree the public transport facilities are not 
good unless you can drive 

  Noted 

SNPE14 7     Electric charging points  a great idea Noted 

SNPE14 7     Better/cheaper bus service Noted 

SNPE15 7     Electric charging points  a great idea Noted 

SNPE15 7     Better/cheaper bus service Noted 

SNPE12 8   Agree as long as proposals for parking are 
adhered to 

  Noted 

SNPE14 11 H   Is it possible to put in more Tree Preservation 
Orders  

Noted - A GBC responsibility, 
not for the NDP 

SNPE15 11 H   Is it possible to put in more Tree Preservation 
Orders  

Noted - A GBC responsibility, 
not for the NDP 

107598

07754 

18   LACK OF VILLAGE CAR PARK ANDF COMMENT 
ON THE MAIN THROUGH ROAD  

A SITE ESTABLISHED FOR A VILLAGE CAR 
PARK PLUS CONSIDERATION FOR A BYPASS 
OF THE VILLAGE IN THE LIGHT OF THE MAJOR 
LOCAL HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS 
PROPOSED PLUS THE NEW A3 JUNCTION AT 

BURNT COMMON. THE INCREASE IN TRAFFIC 
THROUGH THE VILLAGE WIL BE IMMENSE AND 
THE ROAD WIL NOT BE FIT FOR PURPOSE  

Noted - No site identified 

107081

91539 

4,5,6,7 All We need to keep Send as a discrete village 

and not let it become a suburb of Guildford 

  Noted 

107595

84095 

All   This plan looks forward and aims to provide the 
best outcomes for Send with respect to 
development in Send 

  Noted 

107607

71683 

CA 
1&2 

CA 1 Para 
1 and CA 

2 Para 1 
Bullets 1 & 
4 

Shouldn't we be doing more than supporting 
investigation of Community led housing.?   As 

regards Transport bullet 1 implies current bus 
service OK when it isn't, and bullet 4 is unclear,.  

For housing, suggest adding "/ 
implementation or /potential 

implementation" after the word 
investigation. For Transport suggest 
removing the word 'train' from bullet 1 as we 
don't have any, and including the word 
improved relating to public transport 
services.  Bullet 4 should include 

Noted 
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maintaining/ improving existing Air Quality. 

107239

51376 

CA 2 Improvem
ent to 
transport 

Myopic vision of preserving rather than thinking 
outside the box and adapt, exploit our facilities 

Include use of canal as a mode of transport 
because it is likely to be an economically 
viable option, retaining character of the 
village, rejuvenating an existing element of 
our infrastructure, helping to meet carbon 
challenge. 

Noted 

107239

51376 

CA 3 Voluntary 
Involveme
nt 

Need to at least promote support of individuals 
within the community to the same level as 
voluntary support of the environment 

Am a Church member and drive for Send 
help. Regularly shop for individuals in 
Sandmore. Asked the council to encourage 
us to help ourselves but was ignored.  With 
the current demands on social care, one 

key is to help people to help themselves. 

Noted 

SNPE05 CA1   I feel it will be necessary to update much of the 
Justification and/or policies in the Draft Send 
Neighbourhood plan to make sure they align 
with the wording in the recently adopted GBC 

Local Plan 2015-2034. 

By way of example, the justification in Para 
7.2 of the SNDP states: Guildford Local Plan 
Policy H3: ‘Rural exception homes’ allows 
for small scale affordable housing 

developments in the Green Belt, to meet 
identified local affordable housing needs 
subject to a number of criteria including 
that the affordable homes are all secured in 
perpetuity. Because Send is not categorised 

as a ‘rural area’ under the (Designated 
Rural Areas in the South East) Order 1997, 
such affordable homes could only be 
secured in perpetuity if they are held in a 
Community Land Trust or similar body and 
let on terms which would not allow the 

freehold to be acquired by the resident 
and/or sold on the open market. This is 
quite different to the justification in the new 

Local Plan 2015-34 on page 45 para 4.2.50 

which states: para 4.2.50 There are fewer 
opportunities to build new homes in our 

Noted and wording and 
policies have been 
updated. 
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small rural settlements surrounded by, or 

designated as Green Belt than there are in 
and around the towns of Guildford, and Ash 
and Tongham due to more restrictive 
policies on housing in countryside and 
particularly in the Green Belt. Reflecting this 
reduced opportunity, legislation enables us 

to secure affordable housing in perpetuity in 
and around most of the villages in the 
borough. In the parishes listed in the 
legislation we can secure rural exception 
housing in perpetuity, secured by planning 
obligation. In the parishes of East Horsley 

and Send, rural exception housing may be 
delivered providing the protection is in 
place to secure these permanently as 
affordable housing I feel that the 
Community Aspiration 1 should be changed 

to reflect the up to date justification and 
should read something like;  To support the 
investigation of options for Community 

Affordable Housing in consultation with the  

Borough Council’s housing team, including 

the option of setting up a Community Land 

Trust and/or rural exception housing 

maintained as affordable in perpetuity. 

SNPE05 CA5   It is considered that this justification should be 
changed if the community decide to 
designate the playing fields as Local Green 

Space and as a Community Facility under 
policies 5 & 6 . If designated as such it can still 
be an aspiration of the community to work with 
the Diocese and the LEA to secure the site and 
playing fields behind for education/recreation 
and sport. 

  St Bedes to remain a 
community aspiration 
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107607

71683 

Gen Reference

s to the 
Local Plan 

The NDP refers to the Local Plan being 

adopted e.g. at Para 2.6 and indeed as far as 
GBC is concerned it is.  However, there is every 
reason to believe that aspects of this Plan will 
change going forward either as a result of 
Judicial Review, or general review of the Plan 
(e.g. GBC have already said that a further 

review  of the Green Belt being necessary. 

This NDP needs to make some references to 

how such changes would be dealt with.  

Noted 

107560

48734 

Gen   The development should be allowed as it will 
enable the land to be developed and provide 
access to local residents, without this it will 
remain private land which has no benefit to 

local community. I personally think the current 
layout of the development at Heath drive is 
very well designed. The removal of the 
designation of open space will allow 
development to come forward on the site 

which will create opportunities for recreation 
for the local community as the development is 
tasteful done, which would otherwise not be 
achieved. Development proposals for the site 
will include a 1ha area of publicly accessible 
open space. Importantly, these benefits 

cannot be achieve with the designation in 
place. I believe this is an immensely important 
development for the community 

 See comments on Heath Drive LGS The site is identified in GBC 
evidence documents as 
appropriate for some 
development and there is a 

current planning 
application.  LGS site area 
reduced to reflect this. 

107239

51376 

Gen     I have no wish to confrontational but I do 
wish to be constructive. You talk about 

aspirations. Maybe the idea of a vision 
comes first. I would suggest that it is not 
enough to plan to be the same? We will be 
criticised as a NIMBY community and our 
pleas ignored on this basis. I would 
encourage a clear vision of what our 

community will be like in fifty years time. 
What community structure do we envisage 
and how closely can we plan to evolve our 
environment to meet those needs.  Don't 

Noted 
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seem to have space here but find it very 

difficult to see how current plans meet what 
demands we can already see on the 
horizon. 

107133

13717 

Gen   The whole plan is too vague and does not 
address specific issues 

e.g. traffic - 1) close the Potters Lane/A3 
junction or re-design as part of a proper 
junction between Burnt Common and 
Burpham 

Not an NDP policy issue 

107133

13717 

Gen   No specific proposals e.g. ban the right turn from Send Barns Lane 

to Send Marsh Road at Mays Corner 

Not an NDP policy issue 

SNPE06 Gen 2.6 We acknowledge that para 2.6 of the SNDP 
states that; “The Guildford Local Plan to 2034 is 
likely to be adopted prior to the examination of 
the Send Neighbourhood Development Plan, 

and therefore is the most critical document in 
terms of demonstrating general conformity with 
the strategic policies. It includes housing and 
employment allocations for Send which are 
detailed in Chapter 6. The Send 
Neighbourhood Development Plan cannot 

override these allocations. Because these 
allocations are of a significant scale and 
planned to meet the development needs for 
the Borough up to 2034, the Send 
Neighbourhood Development Plan does not 

allocate further development but rather seeks 
to influence the type, style ,tenure and design 
of these allocated developments and any 
other future windfall developments.” 

However, we would request that the SNDP 
includes a policy setting out that it would 
support the allocation of the Ewbank’s site 
to help facilitate the expansion of the 

established local business should the LPA be 
so minded in their next review of the Local 
Plan, other NP’s have promoted sites in this 
way, for example Little Aston in Lichfield.  

Noted but the NDP does not 
allocate further 
development sites as this 
role has been performed by 

the recently adopted Local 
Plan. 
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106553

10144 

NPPF 

and 
LOCA
L 
SPAC
ES 

99 - 101 MAPLE ROAD PLAYGROUND SHOULD BE 

DESIGNATED AS IT IS DEMONSTRABLY 'SPECIAL ' 
TO THE LOCAL COMMUNITY IN A SIMILAR WAY 
TO THE SANDFIELDS GREEN AND PLAYGROUND. 

Include Maple Road in the DESIGNATED LIST  Excluded as owned by PC 

SNPE10   Gen I would like to take this opportunity to 
comment on the Send NDPlan. I think the draft 
reads well. I am a huge supporter of not 
including any further significant development 
sites in the Parish. That said attempts should be 
made to encourage the construction of 

community homes at a social rent ....I note this 
is reflected in the Plan. 

  Noted 

SNPE10   Character 
Assessmen
t 

I do feel that the Character Appraisals could 
do with some improvement so that it is clear in 
future how to compare these descriptors with 

development proposals. 

  Noted 

SNPE13     A good decision not to allocate further 
development 

  Noted 

SNPE13     Page 8 lost word Arise'  

SNPE13     General ? Add provision that the level of light 
pollution should NOT be increased 

Noted 

SNPE16       Invest in the conservation of the River Wey Noted 

SNPE16       Develop a new pavilion on the Rec Noted 

 

 

 

 



 

 

55 

 

Conclusion 
The consultation activities with residents and statutory bodies have been carried out since the Parish Council decided to embark on developing a 
neighbourhood plan for Send parish. Send residents have had opportunities to become informed and engaged about the Send NDP as well as 
opportunities to provide information, express their views and concerns and make suggestions for improvements.  
 
This Consultation Statement captures but not limited to the consultation and engagement activities undertaken. It is therefore considered to comply fully 

with Part 5, Section 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations, 2012. 
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Table 1: Main Documents Produced for the Send NDP 

Document Description 

SNDP Pre-Submission Plan  The draft plan which was put out for consultation to residents, organisations and statutory 
consultees 

SNDP Consultation Statement Statement of how consultation was carried out to meet statutory requirements 

SNDP Basic Conditions Statement Statement of how the Plan meets the statutory basic conditions 

SNDP State of Parish Report Profile of the parish with summaries and evidence of focus groups and survey findings 

SNDP Character Assessment  

SNDP Local Green Spaces  A detailed report of the Local Green Spaces that were considered and the process by 
which they were selected to be designated 

  

 
Table 2: List of persons and organisations consulted on the Pre- Submission Plan 

All households in Send Parish (Residents) 

Local Businesses in Send 

Neighbouring Parish Councils 

Local Clubs and Organisations 

 

Statutory Bodies (Regional and National) 

• Guildford Borough Council 
• Surrey County Council 
• Natural England 
• Historic England 
• Environment Agency 
• Marine Management Organisation 

• Highways England 
• Surrey Hills AONB 

 

 
 

 

 


