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1. INTRODUCTION 

This Consultation Statement is submitted in conjunction with the East Horsley 

Neighbourhood Plan (hereafter ‘EHNP’ or ‘the neighbourhood plan’) to the local planning 

authority, Guildford Borough Council (hereafter ‘GBC’). 

 

This document provides an overview of the various consultation processes involved in the 

preparation and submission of the neighbourhood plan, explains their rationale and 

outcome.  

 

The Regulation 14 consultation undertaken in the spring of 2017 is discussed in some detail, 

including an analysis of the changes made to the neighbourhood plan following this 

consultation. Appendix 1 lists all of the parties contacted under the consultation and 

Appendix 2 provides full details of the comments that were made, the EHNP team’s 

response and the actions arising.  

 

More detailed descriptions of the various public consultation events that took place in East 

Horsley during the period of preparing the neighbourhood plan are provided in the Evidence 

Base document, Consultation Activities. 
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2. THE PEOPLE INVOLVED   

A large number of people were involved in the preparation of the EHNP. 

The initiative to apply for permission to prepare the neighbourhood plan came from the 

East Horsley Parish Council (hereafter ‘EHPC’). EHPC has also been responsible for paying 

the costs of the neighbourhood plan, assisted by a grant from the Department of 

Communities and Local Government.   

At the outset EHPC wished to involve as broad a range of people as possible from across the 

local community in the preparation of the neighbourhood plan. Accordingly, a Steering 

Group was established with Terms of Reference which stipulated that local parish 

councillors should comprise only a minority of its members; of the seven ongoing members 

of the Steering Group only two were parish councillors. Other parish councillors also joined 

the various policy teams.  

Following a launch meeting held in November 2014, some 30 residents came forward and 

volunteered to join one of the four policy teams that were formed to work on the plan.  

The Steering Group also approached representatives of the various private road associations 

and residents’ groups across the village to solicit their help in promoting the neighbourhood 

plan. Most agreed and played an active role in disseminating information and surveys. 

Briefing meetings of road and residents’ association representatives were held before both 

the Household Survey and the Village Survey, with active Q&A sessions. This engagement is 

believed to have helped secure the high response rates which were seen on both of these 

surveys  

Other key resources utilised were the EHPC Newsletter and the EHPC website, run by two 

local volunteers. Every quarter the parish newsletter carried updates on the neighbourhood 

plan and its consultation events. Every key document was posted and publicised on the 

EHPC website, which also carried the minutes of every policy meeting. The website also 

supports the neighbourhood plan Evidence Base comprising 28 different documents that are 

available to view and download, providing the evidence, research and information to justify 

the neighbourhood plan policies.  

The EHPC mailing list, maintained by the Parish Clerk, currently has over 600 names and has 

been another important communication tool for briefing local residents. 
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3. THE MAIN PHASES 

The neighbourhood plan has involved a series of phases, summarised as follows: 

a) Initial familiarisation and the raising of awareness 

Approval from GBC to prepare the neighbourhood plan was officially received on 8th 

September 2014. This was followed by a launch meeting held in the East Horsley Village Hall 

on 25th November 2014. Speakers at the launch meeting included representatives from 

Surrey Community Action, GBC and Navigus Planning. Around 40 people from the village 

attended.  

Following this meeting 8 people came forward to volunteer to be on the Steering Group. 

One of the first tasks of the Steering Group was to interview three different professional 

planning consultants. Following this selection process Navigus Planning were appointed to 

provide planning advice and expertise to the Steering Group and have continued to provide 

such advice throughout the neighbourhood plan process.   

b) Scoping of the neighbourhood plan 

Policy teams were formed to address the four main themes of Environment, Housing, 

Infrastructure and Local Economy. Each group comprised between 5 and 9 persons. Minutes 

were taken at all meetings and posted on the EHPC website. These groups have met around 

a dozen times each over the course of preparing the neighbourhood plan, except for the 

Housing team which met 18 times.   

The identification of themes that were considered the most important to residents was an 

initial objective of these policy teams. Accordingly an Open Session was held in Station 

Parade on Saturday 2nd May 2015. Residents were asked to comment about village issues 

and things they wanted to see in the neighbourhood plan, writing them down on post-it 

stickers. More than 130 responses were received and later analysed.  

     

Open Session, 2nd May 2015. Residents wrote down their views about the village on post-it notes.  
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Using the feedback from the Open Session, Surrey Community Action was engaged to 

prepare a Household Survey in order to assess the housing needs of the village. This was 

launched in June 2015 with questionnaires sent to every household in the village along with 

the quarterly parish newsletter. On Saturday mornings following the launch of the survey 

members of the Steering Group were available at Station Parade to talk with and answer 

questions from passing residents. Overall there were 927 completed questionnaires 

returned for the Household Survey, a response rate of 55% of all households in the village. 

The report provided by Surrey Community Action provided an assessment of housing needs 

and details about the type of housing residents believed was needed in the village.  

 

c) Preparing the Vision & Objectives  

The results of the Household Survey were used by the four policy teams to formulate initial 

views on the aims and objectives for the neighbourhood plan.  

Discussion meetings were also arranged to solicit views from a wide range of entities 

including local businesses, housing associations, estate agents, landowners, property 

developers, environmental organisations and representatives from public sector bodies such 

as GBC, SCC, the Environment Agency, the Forestry Commission and local educational and 

healthcare professionals. 

In September 2015 a proposed draft Vision & Objectives was published on the EHPC website 

for consultation. 

0n 10th October 2015 an Open Day was held to obtain feedback from residents on the draft 

Vision & Objectives. Stalls were set up at three different locations across the village on the 

same day. A total of 205 people completed a mini-survey during that day – 79% of people 

agreed completely with the draft Vision and 80% with all of the draft Objectives.  

 

          
Open Day, 10

th
 October 2015: Station Parade                              Open Day, 10

th
 October 2015: Bishopsmead Parade 
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d) Formulating the plan policies   

As policy ideas began to be developed in accordance with the Vision & Objectives, a series 

of surveys, mini-surveys and meetings were undertaken to better understand residents’ 

needs and opinions.  

To explore views on specific themes mini-surveys were carried out to solicit opinions about 

potential Local Green Spaces, Leisure Facilities, Primary Education and Affordable Housing. 

In January 2016 an online survey of 120 enterprises based in East Horsley was undertaken to 

understand the views of local businesses, 68 of whom responded. This was supplemented 

by a questionnaire survey in April 2016 exploring residents’ views about the local economy, 

which was returned by 416 persons. 

The most comprehensive of all the neighbourhood plan surveys was launched in May 2016. 

The Village Survey was hand-delivered to every household in the Village and sought 

residents’ views on a wide range of subjects on the themes of Environment, Housing, 

Infrastructure and Local Economy. This survey was completed by 1,150 people, representing 

68% of all households in the village.  

The Village Survey report provided by Surrey Community Action gave details of the views of 

residents on a wide range of issues which were used to form the basis for formulating the 

plan policies. The high response rate to the survey gave the Steering Group comfort that 

there was broad engagement with the village for the neighbourhood plan consultation, 

although a few areas had lower responses, such as the sheltered accommodation flats in St 

Martin’s Court, and various meetings were arranged to meet and talk with people in such 

areas.  

 

e) Assembling and checking the plan  

Using the results from the Village Survey and all the other consultations during the spring 

and summer of 2016 the four policy teams began to develop the drafting of the plan 

policies. Individual policy sections, when ready, were reviewed by GBC planners to check 

that the policy language was compliant with applicable planning law. By autumn 2016 a first 

draft of the completed neighbourhood plan was compiled for review by members of the 

Steering Group and by members of the four policy teams.   

In December 2016 the complete draft plan was submitted to GBC for a further review. GBC 

also arranged a ‘healthcheck review’ by an independent examiner, Mr Christopher Lockhart-

Mummery QC, who issued his report in February 2017. A number of changes to the 

neighbourhood plan were made by the Steering Group following his ‘healthcheck’ 

comments. 

On 20th March 2017 a Pre-submission Consultation Draft of the neighbourhood plan was 

approved by EHPC and the following day was published on the EHPC website.   
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4. REGULATION 14 CONSULTATION 

In accordance with Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 

2012 (as amended) the Pre-Submission Consultation Draft was available for consultation 

comments submitted between Wednesday 22nd March 2017 and Tuesday 9th May 2017.  

This draft neighbourhood plan, together with its supporting Evidence Base, was available to 

view and download from the EHPC website from 21st March 2017. A direct link to this 

document was sent by the parish clerk to the EHPC’s mailing list, comprising approximately 

600 residents of East Horsley. The parish clerk also e-mailed 32 road and residents 

associations across East Horsley, providing details of this link and requesting them to 

cascade the e-mail out to their residents, (See Appendix 1). Printed copies of the plan were 

available to view in the Horsley library. 

The parish clerk also sent e-mails or letters directly to 30 different organizations as Statutory 

Consultees or other bodies with a potential interest in the neighbourhood plan. Landowners 

of potential development sites were also contacted. Details of these organizations and the 

names contacted may be found in Appendix 1 of this Consultation Report. 

The Regulation 14 consultation was also publicised in the parish newsletter and by posters 

on the parish council notice boards and local newsagents.  

The main public event organized during the consultation period was an Open House held in 

the East Horsley village hall on Saturday 22nd April 2017. A series of displays presented all of 

the different plan policies, whilst printed copies of the neighbourhood plan were available 

to view and study in the hall. 

 

       Open House event, held in the East Horsley village hall on Saturday 22
nd

 April 2017 
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The Open House event was 

widely publicised with 

banners, posters and leaflets 

throughout the village. It 

provided local residents with 

the opportunity to meet the 

EHNP team and ask them any 

questions about the plan. 

There were also two separate 

Q&A sessions scheduled 

during the Open House in a separate meeting room in the village hall, (see above 

photograph). 

 

Approximately 80 persons attended the Open House event. Before 

leaving the hall, visitors were asked to complete a short feedback 

form, asking if they would support the neighbourhood plan if the 

Pre-Submission Consultation Draft was the version to be voted 

upon in a future referendum. A total of 44 feedback forms were 

returned, including 6 completed by couples. Of these 44 , 37 said 

‘Yes’, they would support the neighbourhood plan in such a 

referendum (84%), whilst just 2 persons said ‘No’, they would not. 

The feedback form also asked residents to identify any policies 

they believed should be changed and to give their reasons. Details 

of these responses are shown in Appendix 2 of this document.  

                                                                                                          Open House event, 22
nd

 April 2017

       

In total 73 persons and organizations responded with comments during the Regulation 14 

consultation period, as follows: 

 8      statutory consultees & other bodies, submitted via e-mail or letter 

 18   local residents submitted by e-mail 

 44   Open House feedback forms in writing 

 3     landowners, submitted via e-mail or letter 

Details of all of these responses are given in Appendix 2. For privacy local residents are 

assigned individual reference numbers, although these people can be identified to the 

examiner if so requested. 
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The Statutory Consultees who responded to this consultation are listed as follows: 

 Guildford Borough Council 

 Highways England 

 Surrey County Council (3 submissions) 

 Effingham Parish Council 

Other local organisations responding were: 

 Effingham Residents Association 

 Horsley Countryside Preservation Society 

 Bishopsmead Close Road Association 

 

All of the consultation comments are listed in Appendix 2, together with the detailed 

responses by the EHNP team and the actions proposed.  
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5. THE SUBMISSION PLAN 

The 73 responses received under the Regulation 14 consultation were analysed and 

reviewed by the EHNP team after the consultation period had closed. The EHNP responses 

are detailed in Appendix 2 for each point made in the consultation, together with the 

actions proposed by the EHNP team in response to these comments. The Regulation 14 

consultation led the EHNP team to remove 1 policy and to revise the following 13 policies: 

Policy Number & Name                                     Revisions made to policy 

Policy EH-S1 Spatial Development Plan   Clarified definition of the settlement boundary. 

Policy EH-EN3 Landscape Features   Added reference to Surrey Historic Environment Record 

Policy EH-EN5 Flooding    Removed word ‘significant’ 

Policy EH-H5 Carlians Garage Added reference to provide for HGV parking on the busy 

main road site. 

Policy EH-H6 Thatcher’s Hotel  Clarified housing mix targets and added additional 

references to preserving Chown building frontage and the 

Lovelace boundary wall. 

Policy EH-H7c Design Code: new roads Added references to providing footpath linkages and 

permeable paving for drainage purposes. 

Policy EH-H8 Residential Re-builds Policy revised to apply only to re-builds and clarified the 

definition of the settlement boundary. 

Policy EH-H9  Residential Infilling Policy revised to apply to infilling in general, including 

backland developments. Clarified definition of settlement 

boundary. Added reference to the surrounding context of 

the site. 

Policy EH-INF2 Care facilities Clarified description of applicable facilities. 

Policy INF3  Flow of Traffic Policy removed, following objection by SCC on grounds it 

was superfluous, merely re-stating national policy. An 

additional reference to Flow of Traffic is now included in 

Community Initiative 4 on Road Safety. 

Policy EH-LE1 Retail centres Policy revised for greater clarity and to include reference 

to Effingham Junction. 

Policy EH-LE2 Small-scale offices & workshops Policy revised for greater clarity, adding definition of 

what constitutes ‘small-scale’ offices or workshops and 

adding reference to settlement area context. 

Policy EH-LE3  Horsley Station PTI Policy revised for greater clarity, adding definition of 

what constitutes ‘small-scale’ offices or workshops and 

adding reference to settlement area context. 

Policy EH-LE4 Newmarsh Farm Added further conditions for supporting ‘change of use’ 

at this site. 
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As summarised above, with the exception of Policy INF3, which was removed for the reason 

given in the schedule, the other policy revisions were mostly intended to improve the 

technical drafting, either to clarify the policy or to enhance certain parts of it, but without 

changing the main purpose of the policy.  

In addition to these changes, there were a range of other comments on items in the 

supporting text made by residents and other consultees, as detailed in Appendix 2. These 

were reviewed and analysed by the neighbourhood plan team and some drafting 

amendments made. A marked-up version of the EHNP showing these editing changes is 

available to view on the EHNP website.  

In the opinion of the EHNP team, the revisions made following the Regulation 14 

consultation do not represent major changes to core policies, nor constitute fundamental 

changes to the plan as a whole. The changes made are indicative of the readiness of the 

EHNP team to listen to comments and to improve the EHNP where appropriate.   

Overall, the EHNP team believes the responses received from residents and other 

consultees during the Regulation 14 consultation were largely positive. Most of the 

comments received were either constructive suggestions or the raising of concerns on 

specific themes for further consideration. At the Open House many residents complimented 

the EHNP team on the work done, whilst 84% of feedback forms indicated positive support 

for the plan in a future referendum.  

Whilst a handful of residents did indicate opposition to the EHNP, these appeared to be very 

much the exception and to have quite specific reasons for their opposition – as Appendix 2 

shows, in a number of cases their comments were accepted by the EHNP team and 

modifications to the plan duly made. 

Following the consultation the EHNP team took the decision to finalize the plan and to move 

to the submission stage of the process.  

The Submission Version of the EHNP was approved by the EHNP Steering Group on 15th June 

2017. 
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6. STRATEGIC & ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 

In December 2016 the EHNP Steering Group submitted a screening request to GBC 

regarding the need for a Strategic Environmental Assessment (‘SEA’) and an Appropriate 

Assessment under the EU Habitats Regulations of the draft EHNP. This screening was based 

upon the December 2016 draft of the EHNP which had been submitted for an independent 

healthcheck review at the same time. 

 

In February 2017 a report was issued by consultants JBA Consulting and submitted to GBC. 

This report is available to view on the EHNP website. In their Conclusion, JBA Consulting 

state the following: 

In conclusion, it is considered that the East Horsley Neighbourhood Plan does not require a SEA or 

give rise to likely effects on European sites. Due to the nature, scale and location of the policies within 

the plan, it has been concluded that adverse impacts are not likely on any of the sensitive 

environmental receptors within or around East Horsley neighbourhood area, including the Thames 

Basin Heaths SPA and Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC. 

 

The JBA Consulting report commented upon the need to ensure that there was appropriate 

SANG provision for one of the sites proposed in the draft plan at that time. However, since 

that particular site is no longer included in the EHNP this will no longer be necessary.  No 

other revisions made between the healthcheck draft of December 2016 and the Submission 

Draft of June 2017 are expected to have any significant adverse impact on environmental 

issues relating to the EHNP. 

 

On this basis EHNP considers that neither a Strategic Environmental Assessment nor an 

Appropriate Assessment under the EU Habitats Regulations are required in connection with 

the East Horsley Neighbourhood Plan. 
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7. CONCLUSION 

East Horsley Parish Council and the EHNP team have consulted widely and engaged with 

both residents and interested parties in the development of the East Horsley 

Neighbourhood Plan.  

Following the Regulation 14 consultation the plan was revised as a result of comments 

received. These changes were mainly for reasons of technical drafting or improvements to 

the clarification of a specific policy.  

The Submission Version of the plan was approved by the East Horsley Parish Council at its 

council meeting held on 19th June 2017. 

This Consultation Statement accompanies the Submission Version of the East Horsley 

Neighbourhood Plan.  

 

 

 

This Consultation Statement has been prepared by the East Horsley Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group. 

July 2017 
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APPENDIX 1  LIST OF CONSULTEES  

The following bodies were contacted by the Parish Clerk in connection with the Regulation 

14 consultation: 

         a) Statutory consultees & other local bodies 

 

Organisation Contact name
Affinity Water Tim Monod

CPRE Tim Harrold

Mike Bruton

DCLG FAO Hasan

Environment Agency Oliver Rathmill

Forestry Commission John Stride

Highways England Patrick Blake

Historic England Alan Byrne

Homes & Communities Agency Simon Edwards

Horsley Countryside Preservation Society Roy Proctor

Institute of Directors, Surrey David Seall

Marine Management Organization Stephen Brooker,Chief Planning Officer

Natural England Amy Steel

Sophie Temple

Network Rail Jamie Rockhill

NHS Guildford & Waverly CCG Sam Stevens

Guildford & Waverly CCG Katie Thomas

NW Surrey CCG Andrew Demetriades

Surrey Heath CCG n/a

NHS Cathy Coles

NHS Property Services Fiona Harkin

East Horsley Medical Centre Dr Marazzi

Open Spaces Society Colin Sandford

Police & Crime Commissioner, Surrey Alison Bolton

Royal Mail Helen Harris

SSE Terry Davies

South East Water Gemma Frisby

Southern Water David Sims

Surrey Community Action Louise Williams

Surrey County Council Sue Janota

Kath Harrison

Countryside Department John Edwards

Education Department Melanie Harding

Surrey Fire & Rescue Service Charles Fairfull

Surrey Hills AONB Management Company Caroline Price

Surrey Police Judy Gavan

Surrey Wildlife Trust Mike Waite

Sussex & Surrey Polices Samantha Prior

Thames Water Carmelle Bell

The National Trust John Gibson

Rachel Botcherby

Graham Deans

Jane Arnott

The Woodland Trust Ellie Henderson

Jack Taylor

Victoria Bankes Price
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b) Local Councils & Associations 

 

 

c) Local site owners 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LOCAL COUNCILS & ASSOCIATIONS CONTACT NAME

Bookham Residents Association Peter Seaward

Cobham Conservation & Heritage Trust David Cooke

East Clandon Parish Council Alyson Blackwell

Effingham Parish Council Arnold Pindar

Ian Symes

Effingham Residents Association Vivien White

Elmbridge Borough Council Alison Booth

Mole Valley District Council Jack Straw

Ockham Parish Council Peter Bevan

Ripley Parish Council Jim Morris

Send Parish Council Debbie Hurdle

Shere Parish Council Joy Millett 

West Clandon Parish Council John Stone

West Horsley Parish Council Sam Pinder

LOCAL SITE OWNERS CONTACT NAME

BT (Support Property Manager) Hughes Heereman

Carlians Garage Gavin Harper

Catesby Property Group (Lollesworth Fld) David Morris

Countryside Depot (SCC) Lisa Creaye-Griffin

Thatcher's Hotel (Lanpro Planning) Lee Melin

Fangate Manor Farm Sir Robin Gill

Newmarsh Farm tba
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d) East Horsley road or residents associations 

 

 

The organisations shown in tables (a), (b), (c) and (d) above were notified by e-mail or letter 

by the East Horsley Parish Clerk between 22nd and 24th March 2017, who provided them 

with the website details for accessing the Pre-submission Consultation Draft of the EHNP, as 

well as details of how and when comments needed to be made.  

A total of 11 of these consultees responded, with their comments detailed in Appendix 2 

below, together with the EHNP team responses and actions.  

 

 

 

 

ROAD OR RESIDENT ASSOCIATIONS CONTACT NAME

Berrington Drive Residents association Nigel Alexander

Bishopsmead Close Residents Association Alastair Weight

Chalk Lane Residents Group Anne Cook

Cobham Way Bruce Harrison

Falconwood Road Association Satty Mangat

Farm Close Residents Association Liz Onslow

Frenchlands Gate Peter Tallon

Glendene Avenue Residents Association Mike Rushby

Heathway Nigel Alexander

Higher Drive road association Julia McClellan

Highfields Residents Association (& NW)       Helen Taylorson

High Park Avenue Residents Association Alastair Watson

Holmwood Close Liz Drew

Hooke Rd/Nightingale Rd/Norrels Drive Richard Bray

Lynx Hill Residents Association Phil Jones

Longhurst Road Chris Day

Manor Close Residents Association (&NW) George Kalorkoti

Meadowbank Road Management Co. Ltd. David Morgan

Norrels Drive Residents Association Richard Mew

Oakwood Drive & Close Ann Joseph

Old Rectory Lane Management Ltd David Chesters

Park Horsley Residents Association Jenny Hanford

Parkside Place Residents Association Mark Blowers

Pennymead Drive Association Ltd Keith Michel

Pennymead Rise Residents Association John Thornton

Pine Walk Residents Association Claire Mathias

Surrey Gardens (East Horsley) Ltd         Chris Sykes

The Chase Road Association Andrew Gavan

The Highlands Association Robert Taylor

The Ridings Residents Company Alastair Rutherford

The Warren Road Committee Peter Bessler

Woodland Drive Residents' Association Ltd. Barbara Firth
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APPENDIX 2  REG 14 COMMENTS & RESPONSES 

 

This appendix provides details of the consultation responses received under the Regulation 14 

consultation on the East Horsley Neighbourhood Plan which ran from Wednesday 22nd March 2017 

until Tuesday 9th May 2017. 

 

The tables are grouped into three separate sections, for the following consultees: 

a) Statutory consultees and other local bodies; 

b) Landowners 

c) Residents 

 

Each of the tables shows a summary of the points raised by specific consultees, the responses to 

their comments made by the EHNP team and the actions which are proposed by the EHNP team in 

response to these comments. 

 

Comments by residents are grouped into two sections: the first shows the general written comments 

provided by residents through e-mail or letter. The second section gives comments made by 

residents during the Open House session of 22nd April 2017, through the completion of a standard 

feedback form. Names of individual residents making these comments are not identified except by a 

reference number – names and addresses can be provider to the examiner if so requested. 
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a) Statutory Consultees 

i. Guildford Borough Council 

 

  

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                      EHNP action

a) Points out lack of legibility of license information on some maps. Agreed. CHECK ALL MAPS 

b)  Suggests to add prefix EH to policy references, to identify EH Agreed. REVISE POLICY NUMBERS

policies from other parishes in the borough.

c) Policy EH1: Points out inconsistency in defining settlement area Agreed. REVISE POLICY EN1 (NOW S1)

and future inset area in this policy, and incorrect map reference.

d) Policy EN2, Trees & hedgerows: this policy includes the requirement This policy gives some discretion to the planning authority to excercise this NO ACTION

that mature trees & hedgerows removed within 12 months of requirement through the reference to '....may require...'  in the case where 

a planning application may result in the planning authority mature trees & hedgerows have special significance. It is also limited by

requiring re-planting of new trees: GBC believe this could go beyond the final clause '....unless it can clearly be shown that this is not feasible .'

the scope of what is considered reasonable. On this basis EHNP believes this policy can be considered reasonable.

e) Policy H1, Housing Mix: In its Housing Needs Assessment, EHNP have estimated that persons aged NO ACTION

Suggests that this policy may more appropriately combine the two 65 years and older account for 80% of the objectively assessed housing need

housing types of 'Downsizers' and 'Housing for the Elderly' since both over the life of the plan. This is addressed through two very distinct types of

are looking to provide dwellings for older people. housing, Homes for Dowsizers and Housing for the Elderly (eg. persons of 

limited mobility). These involve distinctively different housing designs.

To treat these important groups as a single type of housing would therefore

not effectively address the housing needs of this large segment of the

community and therefore lead to less efficient housing development.

f) Policy H2, Bungalows: Village consultations have confirmed the strong demand for bungalows in EH. EXPAND SUPPORTING TEXT.

GBC comment that bungalows may not represent the most efficient By restricting the policy requirement to just 10% of the total numbers built

use of land, as required by the NPPF. They may also represent a more on sites of 20 dwellings or more, the impact on overall efficiency of a site

expensive form of housing and therefore impact affordability. would be very limited. Recent experience with sites in the area suggests

that by building bungalows with small gardens or patios or as semi-detached

dwellings a profitable design can be offered at a reasonable price for EH.

The justification may be usefully expanded in the supporting text to 

clarify this point. Affordability is addressed by requiring 40% of housing at

development sites to be 'affordable' under national and GBC policy.

g) Policy H3, Countryside Depot:

    i.  Suggests to combine downsizers and elderly housing types. As discusssed in (e) above, this would not efficiently address the assessed NO ACTION

housing needs.

  ii.  Suggests to be more specific on parking requirements. Policy H3(d) requires that all parking is to be contained with the curtilage NO ACTION

of the site. Policy on parking numbers for new sites is covered within the

existing GBC Design Code. A key feature of this particular EH site is the lack

 of available on-street parking nearby, hence a key policy requirement is to

ensure the developer demonstrates there will be no new on-street parking 

as a result of the development. This appears to EHNP to be a more effective 

approach than trying to stipulate parking numbers in advance of detailed 

housing designs being known.

h) Policy H4, BT Telephone Exchange site:

   i. Notes that para (a) is missing. Agreed. This was a typing error. CORRECT POLICY H4.

  ii. Similar comment to Policy H3 in (g)i above on housing types. Same response as in (g)i above. NO ACTION

  iii Similar comments to Policy H3 in (g)ii above on parking. Same response as in (g)ii above. NO ACTION

  iv. Questions whether the inclusion of flexible offices is in addition to It is in addition to the housing numbers. This is intended to give a developer REVISE POLICY H4

    or instead of housing. flexibility in responding to demand by offering a small office unit on the site,

in a location near to the Local Centre where it would be considered suitable.

If the developer chooses not to do so, then a small increase in floor space 

may alternatively be possible for some of the residential units at this site. 

Clarification of this in the policy draft may be helpful.

i) Policy H6, Thatchers Hotel:

 i. Suggests there may be potential for more than 22 homes on this site  The recent and well-regarded development of retirement homes at NO ACTION

if a large proportion of apartments is included. Frenchlands Gate, aimed at downsizers, has a housing density of 30 dph. 

Policy H6 is given for a highly visible site at the entrance to the village 

and proposes a mixture of housing which combines apartments with 

characteristic local housing such as cottages. This will help to retain some 

openess to this site set beside Green Belt parkland - a feature highlighted by 

the planning inspector in rejecting a recent planning appeal. These

requirements, combined with the policy to preserve the original Chown

frontage, will limit overall housing density. It may be noted too that a 

 density of 30 dph also meets the minimum housing target of the applicable

local plan. Further detailed justification is given in the Evidence Base, Sites

Analyses.

  ii. Suggests that if the developer builds only 19 homes the housing mix The intention of this policy is that the Housing Mix Policy H1 target would REVISE POLICY H6 

   proposed in Policy H1 will not apply, thereby limiting development. apply irrespective of the housing number built. This can be usefully clarifed.

  iii. Suggests from a conservation perspective the front building should Agreed. REVISE POLICY H6 

   be retained, not just the frontage.
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Guildford Borough Council (cont’d) 

 

 

  

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                      EHNP action

j) Policy H7 East Horsley Design Code: A key theme of the Design Code is that EH contains a wide range of housing NO ACTION

  i.  Suggests that identifying all post 1930's housing as 'modern' may be styles, giving an ecletic mixture of varied housing which is interesting and  

unhelpful and lead to modernist styles that are inappropriate to a given pleasing to view. This includes some modernist buildings which to date

area. Therefore, more design features should be included in the Code. have blended relatively well into their local environment. The EHNP team

believes that adding more detailed design requirements to those already

included in the Design Code would be overly prescriptive and not helpful

in ensuring the evolution of future housing styles as designs change.

  ii. Comments that on-street parking can be beneficial and should not This comment may be appropriate in an urban setting but in a village location NO ACTION.

   be excluded by policy. such as EH on-street parking is not desirable. Main roads are narrow and 

residential roads are even narrower. Where on-street parking occurs often

such as  in St Martin's Close, Kingston Avenue or Forest Road in Effingham 

Junction, then it is seen as a significant problem by residents. 

  iii. Suggests that design aspects which define local character might Due to the considerable variety of housing in EH this is not practical. The EH NO ACTION

  helpfully be described in further detail for best results of this policy. Design Code includes features that may be defined across housing types,

such as ridge height and boundary clearances. However, anything more 

would be hard to define. To our understanding, planning officers expect to 

make qualitative judgements on the character of a location and whether a

proposed development is of a character which is appropriate to it or not.

  iv. Suggests that fixed building height for apartments will encourage To a degree this is true. A good example of recent years is Maranello House, NO ACTION

  flat roofs as opposed to pitched roofs which are more in character. Station Parade, which is an apartment building with a pitched roof that 

blends in very well with its prominent centre of village location. But there is

also Chown Court behind Bishopsmead Parade which is a development of 

affordable apartments with a flat-style roofing which also works very well in 

its context - so much so that it features on the front cover of GBC's Housing

Strategy document.

k) Policy H7(c) Design Code, New Roads: Nearly three-quarters of all roads in EH are cul-de-sacs and in the Village REVISE POLICY H7(c)

  i. Comments that cul-de-sacs limit walkability but this may be Survey 64% supported the idea that new roads should be cul-de-sacs, where

   addressed by ensuring pedestrian/cycling linkages are incorporated. possible. The idea of linkages is already covered in Policy INF5. However,

there is no harm in referring to it in this policy too.

  ii. Questions whether grass verges can be designed in such a way as to Agreed. This drafting was included following a GBC comment in a previous REVISE POLICY H7(c)

  encourage walking and cycling. review check. This sentance will be removed. 

iii. Sugggest that permeable paving for footpaths could be supported, Agreed REVISE POLICY H7(c) & INF5.

     rather than tarmac pavements, to address drainage issues. This

     is also relevant to Policy INF5.

iv. Suggests that inclusion of community owned space can add to costs, Agreed, but this policy is only a recommendation to the developer and not NO ACTION

     so limiting affordability. mandatory. It is therefore down to the developer to make a judgement as to

the proposed specification for any community spaces. 

l) Policy INF2: Medical & Care Facilities

Questions whether previous GBC advice on this policy draft accurately Agreed. Original EHNP text to be re-instated, as suggested. REVISE POLICY INF2

described the required objective to support future expansion of care

and/or nursing facilities at Limegrove and St Martin's Court.

m) Policy INF5: Footpaths & cycleways The objective of this policy is to ensure new linkages are created as part of NO ACTION

Comments about use of peameable footpaths to control flooding. the development process. Whilst permeable footpaths are clearly desirable,

insistence upon them for footpaths may be considered an over-specification,

and potentially jepeordise this policy. 

n) Policy LE1: Station Parade & Bishopsmead Parade The EHNP team believes that as described in the support text, including NO ACTION

Suggests this policy may not be useful in determining which uses are the LE Vision statement, the concepts of  'additional diversity' and 'positive 

acceptable and which are not. contribuition for the benefit of the community' are sufficiently established

to make this a workable policy.

o) Policy LE2: Small-scale offices & workshops Agreed. In this context a maximum of 350 sq. metres in total floor space REVISE POLICY LE2

Suggests it would be helpful to define 'small scale' in this policy will be stipulated.

p) Policy LE3: Horsley Station Public Transport Interchange Agreed. In this context a maximum of 350 sq. metres in total floor space REVISE POLICY LE3

i. Suggests it would be helpful to define 'small scale' in this policy may be stipulated.

ii. Suggests the supporting text should make clear why mixed use It is established in the previous supporting text that small-scale offices & REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

developments are preferred over single use developments. workshops are seen as part of the settlement profile of EH. The aim of this

policy in supporting mix use is to sustain that trend, whilst allowing single 

use in cases where mix use is demonstrated to be inappropriate. 

q) Suggests to ensure all Appendices maps have legible copyright and Agreed. CHECK ALL MAPS

license information.

r) Recommends revising definitions of insetting and in-set boundaries Agreed. REVISE PLANNING GLOSSARY.

for planning glossary.
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ii. Surrey County Council: Environment & Infrastructure directorate 

 

 

 iii.  SCC Heritage Conservation team 

 

 

iv.  Highways England 

 

 

 

 

 

 

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                      EHNP action

a) Wonders if there are any heritage or natural views or viewpoints The EHNP team has considered this but is not aware of specific natural views NO ACTION

which are worthy of protection? or viewpoints within EH which might be protected. This is partly a function of

the high level of woodland in EH, which limits views. The area offering some

longer range natural views lies in the AONB south of the A246 and these 

are addressed in general in Policy S1, Spatial Development Plan.

b) Welcomes coverage of flooding issues and the community n/a Appointment now made.

initiative for EHPC to designate a flood co-ordinator.

c) Policy EN5 Flooding: suggests an editing change to remove Agreed REVISE POLICY EN5

the word 'significant' from this policy. They also note the flooding

issues highlighted concerning Ockham Road & Kingston Avenue.

d) Whilst supporting the provision for more housing for the Village consultations have confirmed the strong demand for bungalows in EH. REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

elderly, SCC question the provision of new bungalows (ie Policy H2) By restricting the policy requirement to just 10% of the total numbers built

commenting that delivery will be dependent upon market forces. on sites of over 20 homes the EHNP team believes this requirement will not

They also cite a Guildford & Waverley CCG Integrated Commissioning impose an undue burden on developers. Recent experience in EH suggests

Statement, a copy of which was supplied, to provide more background. that small bungalows with limited gardens or patios can be delivered 

profitably in a market where demand for them is strong. Some amplification

of the support text is proposed to explain this issue further.

e) Aknowleges road constraints such as narrow & winding roads, Agreed REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

which restrict road movements, suggesting to add further comment on

prioritising measures for modifying driver behaviour, eg traffic calming.

f) Suggests adding in the introduction some clarification that any road Agreed REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

improvements should be made in partnership with the Highway 

g) INF3  They consider that the Flow of Traffic proposal for the Highway Agreed. This policy is being removed. The general issue raised by this DELETE POLICY INF3

Authority to assess new traffic movements to be superfluous, since policy will be addressed by expanding the Community Initiative 4 on Road EXPAND COMM. INITIATIVE 4

there is already a statutory requirement to this effect. Safety.

h) Community Initiative 4: SCC suggest to add the words 'Where Agreed REVISE COMM. INITIATIVE 4

appropriate' to this initiative, since traffic calming may not always the 

best solution.

i) Welcomes reference to Guildford Cycling plan and suggests another Agreed. Cycleways can usefully be added to the list of items which may be REVISE SECTION 6.11 

reference, including comments on CIL funding and a reference to new considered for CIL funding in future. The EHNP team is not aware of any

local cycle routes. new local cycle routes being established in EH. 

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                      EHNP action

Supplied detailed documentation for East Horsley with schedules of Additional references to scheduled monuments can be usefully added to REVISE POLICY EN3 AND

listed assets, scheduled monuments, etc. Also provided various Policy EN3 on Landscape Features and the supporting text. A similar SUPPORTING TEXT.

heritage maps and maps of related planning designations. reference can also be usefully added to Section 5.9 on Heritage Assets.

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                      EHNP action

They have reviewed the EHNP and have no comments. n/a n/a
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v.  Effingham Parish Council 

 

 

vi.  Effingham Residents Association 

 

vii. Horsley Countryside Preservation Society (HCPS) 

 

viii. Bishopsmead Close residents association 

 

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                      EHNP action

Generally commends the plan and cites policies EN1, INF1,  

INF3 & INF4 as benefitting Effingham residents. 

Three specific concerns are raised:

a) Comments on Biodiversity policy EN4, noting it does not After considering the evidence available, the EHNP team decided not to NO ACTION

make any reference to Effingham's wildlife corridors. include a specific policy on wildlife corridors in the EHNP.  Instead a general 

biodiversity policy is included in the EHNP to help protect from the impacts

of development on all forms of local wildlife at or around a site. If a proposed

development could be shown to have a material impact on the functioning 

of a wildlife corridor through that site, then the EHNP team believes that 

the Biodiversity Policy EN4 would be applicable.

b) Objection to Paragraph 7.4,  urging GBC to designate This paragraph urged GBC to re-consider designating Effingham Junction COMBINE SECTION 7.4

Effingham Junction railway station as a Public Transport Station as a Public Transport Interchange. After reviewing this section further WITH SECTION 7.3

Interchange. Their reasons are that: (i) this would urbanize the EHNP team has decided to revise this suggestion, believing that

the area around the station; (ii) put development pressure on appropriate development at the Effingham Junction area of EH can be

land around Effingham Common which they have designated satisfactorily encouraged by other EHNP plan policies, in particular

as a Local Green Space, and (iii) increase traffic congestion in Policy LE2 on Small-scale Offices & Workshops. The PTI recommendation is 

the area. therefore dropped.

c) Objection to Policy LE4 Newmarsh Farm: The EHNP team understands the reasons for this objection but believes REVISE POLICY LE4.

Their reasons for objecting are: the extremely unsightly nature of the various commercial enterprises in

(i) It is a disputed site on Green Belt land, largely developed this location need to be addressed to the extent possible by the EHNP.

in their view without proper planning permission. It also This policy will therefore be revised through additional conditions 

lies close to Effingham parish; required for the change of use to be approved which take into account the

issues raised by Effingham PC in this objection.

ii) The policy therefore effectively endorses an unapproved

site and sets a dangerous precedent for unapproved

development in the Green Belt at other locations.

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                      EHNP action

Generally compliments the plan and makes one suggestion and has two

objections:

a) Policy EN4 Biodiversity: After considering evidence available, the EHNP team decided not to include 

States that the Effingham NP has identified a wildlife corridor in a specific policy on wildlife corridors in the EHNP.  Instead a general NO ACTION

Effingham parish which partially runs into EH. They would like biodiversity policy is included in the EHNP to help protect from the impacts 

EHNP to recognise this and include comparable policy language. of development on all forms of local wildlife at or around a site. Since the

detailed mapping research needed to support the identification of specific

wildlife corridors has not been carried out, it would be inappropriate for 

EHNP to include references to any corridor identified in the Effingham plan.

Policy EN4 in no way detracts from or impacts on the Effingham plan policy.

b) Objects to the suggestion designation of Effingham Junction Same response as in B2(b) above. COMBINE SECTION 7.4

railway station as a Public Transport interchange given in Para 7.4 WITH SECTION 7.3

of the EHNP, for the same reasons as Respondent B2 above.

c) Objects to Newmarsh Farm Policy LE4 for the same reasons Same response as in B2(c) above.

as Respondent B2 above.

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                      EHNP action

Are generally in agreement with the consultation draft, whilst The EHNP has been drafted with a view to ensuring that it will remain valid n/a

making several broad comments about concerns relating to the after the draft Local Plan is published and to cope with possible revisions of

conformity of the EHNP with a GBC Local Plan that is still the plan which might impact specifically on EH.

in the process of being consulted upon and not yet finalized. 

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                      EHNP action

Supports the neighbourhood plan. n/a n/a
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b) Landowners 

i. Barton Willmore on behalf of Catesby Estates Ltd., prospective developer of Lollesworth Fields 

 

 

ii. Vail Williams, adviser to SCC in respect of the Countryside Depot, owned by SCC 

 

iii.  Mr Pelham Reilly, owner of Norrels Meadow 

 

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP comments                                     EHNP actions

a) Policy EN5: Requests that a Condition Survey is only required The Condition Survey is intended to preserve exiting drainage systems and NO ACTION

subject to confirmation from the Environment Agency. as such we do not believe it is primarily an Environment Agency 

responsibility. Rather, whether or not a Condition Survey is required would 

be determined by the planning authority (ie GBC) which seems to EHNP to 

be the more appropriate statutory body to lead in this case

b) Agrees with general housing mix ranges proposed but The broad percentages indicated for each of the four housing types NO ACTION

suggest flexibility should be permitted to enable housing mix already provide for flexibility in adjusting the mix to respond to changes

ranges to respond to changes in market demand over time. in market demand.

c) H2 Bungalows: Do not consider this policy is necessary since There is clear demand for bungalows seen in the various village consultations NO ACTION

housing needs for the elderly can be accommodated by ground and they are not the same as ground floor apartments. Moreover, if 

floor apartments and maisonettes that are already delivered bungalows are well designed with small gardens or patios they need not

by Policy H1.  Moreover, they consider Bungalows to be an represent inefficient use of land. Unless specifically required as proposed in 

inefficient use of land. Policy H2 we are doubtful that developers will include any bungalows 

at all on larger development sites.

d) H7  They support the East Horsley Design Code. n/a n/a

e) LE3: Small scale offices & workshops

They support this proposal in the context of Lollesworth Fields The EHNP comment in the text that a small-scale office development may be NO ACTION

but suggest that residential housing may be permitted if after suitable for Lollesworth Fields is a suggestion, not a mandatory requirment.

a period of marketing (eg 12 months) there is no reasonable It should also be noted that Policy LE3, which would cover Lollesworth Fields, 

interest in any commercial premises. actually includes a policy similar to that being proposed by Barton Willmore.

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP comments                                     EHNP actions

SCC own the Countryside Depot site which is allocated under

Policy H3 as a development site in the EHNP. Comments by their

real estate advisor, Vail Williams, are as follows:

a) Generally SCC supports the allocations of Policy H3 as well as n/a n/a

Policy H4 for the adjacent BT Telephone Exchange;

b) Some drafting changes are suggested to Policy H3:

i. Properties could be designed in accordance with Lifetime Homes This is already included in the supporting text. NO ACTION

standards;

ii. The site could be brought forward with or without the BT This is evident by having these two sites as two separate policies. However, REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT 

Telephone Exchange site. This might be added as a new policy for the avoidance of doubt some clarification language may be added in the

criteria. supporting text on this concept.

iii. Also suggests adding new language to Policies H2 and H3: Their view on increased housing density may or may not be accurate and is NO ACTION

"The capacity in dwellings per hectare could be optimised on the likely to depend upon the specific housing designs put forward. Given the

two browfield sites if they are developed together. A higher number potential uncertainty of the two site owners collaborating to develop these

of homes could be acceptable subject to an acceptable design." sites together, the EHNP team believes this extra language is not appropriate 

for adding to the two site policies, as suggested by Vail Williams, and that

the revised supporting text comment of (b) ii. above is sufficient.

iii. Add commentary to the effect that the development would makeThis applies to all the site policies proposed in the EHNP. However, some REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT 

the best and most efficient use of a sustainable, previously additional reference to this effect may be beneficial for the reader.

developed site.

c) Provides a map detailing several land plots owned by SCC that This map is helpful. Modification to the supporting text for this policy is REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

are located beside or close to the Countryside Depot site. They also justified.

are potential brownfield sites which might be available for 

development as several detached or semi-detached houses in 

connection with the development of the Countryside Depot.

              Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP comments                                     EHNP actions

He requests that his land at Norrels Meadow be considered as An application for development of this site was made by the owner in NO ACTION. 

a development site under the EH Neighbourhood Plan. 2016 and rejected by GBC on the grounds that it is Green Belt land outside

He outlines a specific proposal dividing his land into three of the existing settlement area. The owner is now appealling this decision.

segments, as follows: (i) A building plot for one house; No change to the settlement boundary (or future inset boundary) is 

(ii) A section of woodland to be retained by the owner: proposed for this location in the latest draft GBC local plan, which

(iii) A section of woodland to be donated to EHPC for might have potentionally changed the planning context of this site. 

community use. His proposal relates to one dwelling only and therefore any inclusion as a 

potential site in the neighbourhood plan does not appear to EHNP to be 

appropriate and as a Green Belt site it is outside the remit of the EHNP. 

If the appeal is approved it would represent another windfall site.
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c) Residents 

ii. Comments made by e-mail or letter to the Parish Clerk 

 

Ref.               Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                                     EHNP action

A1 Supports the neighbourhood plan. n/a n/a

A2 Section 7.2, Station Parade & Bishopsmead Parade: Parking issues are discussed in detail in Section 6.5 Parking, whilst REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

Points out deficiencies in the availability of parking spaces Policy INF4 supports enhancements in public car parks at specified

at Bishopsmead Parade shops and suggesting three possible locations including Bishopsmead Parade. The problems there might usefully NB: EHPC is assessing ways of encouraging residents to make 

sites where additional parking might be acquired in future. be emphasised more in the text. more use of Bluebell Lane car park which is linked to Bishopsmead 

The three sites suggested for new car parks are unlikely to be viable Parade via a short footpath.

for public parking, being probable sites for housing development.

A3 Supports the neighbourhood plan. n/a n/a

A4 Supports the neighbourhood plan with one specific concern:

Raises issue of carking problems at Bishopsmead Parade Same comment as for Respondent A2  above. REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

& suggests including public car parking at Countryside Depot

(Policy H3) and BT Telephone Exchange (Policy H4) sites.

A5 Supports the neighbourhood plan.

Points out an error in the description of the land ownership Her point is correct. The present description makes reference only to one REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT & EVIDENCE BASE

of Pennymead Sports Ground, a proposed local green space. land owner, Pennymead Sports Ground Ltd., whilst eastern part of the site 

is owned by Innisfree Estates who have granted a long term lease over Innisfree Estates have also been contacted and have no 

their land to Pennymead Sports Ground Ltd. objection to this proposed LGS designation.

A6 Supports the neighbourhood plan with three concerns raised:

a) Concern that there are no site policies for Fangate This issue is addressed in Section 5.4 which explains that these sites NO ACTION

Manor Farm and Lollesworth Fields included in the plan; are in the Green Belt outside of the settlement boundary and so the plan

has no authority to allocate them. This was affirmed by our healthcheck 

examiner. Instead they are subject to general policies, in particular 

Policies H1 and H2, that are not site specific, as discussed in Section 5.4.

b) Concern over language in Policy H6c, where the retention EHNP team believes that without this qualification this part of policy NO ACTION

of the Chown frontage at Thatcher's Hotel is subject to the H6 may be deemed overly prescriptive and therefore contrary to the

qualification 'if at all possible'; NPPF.

c) Concern that in a number of other policies there is EHNP has reviewed again other policy language and believes that in the few NO ACTION

drafting limiting it by 'unless it can be shown' language; cases where policies are limited by such comments these are justified.

A7 Supports the neighbourhood plan, except for (b) below:

a) He lives in Heath View, part of which is in East Horsley a) The East Horsley Design Code is only applicable to dwellings within NO ACTION

parish, part in Effingham parish where he lives. the neighbourhood area, ie the parish of East Horsley, and similarly

He is unsure whether the East Horsley Design Code, Policy H7, for Effingham neighbourhood plan policies. Therefore, it may be that

or the Effingham Design Code policies would take different design codes might apply to housing in the same road which are

precedence in his road. in different parishes. This is simply a function of the planning process.

b) He objects to Section 7.4 which encourages GBC to The EHNP team has decided to revise this section and remove the REVISE SECTION 7.4

re-consider designating Effingham Junction Station as a reference to Public Transport Interchange status for Effingham Junction 

Public Transport Interchange, arguing that it will tend to station. Encouragement of local employment can be achieved through

urbanize the area around this station and raise pressure to Policy LE2 Small-scale offices & workshops more effectively here.

develop the land around Effingham Common.

A8 Supports the neighbourhood plan with two concerns raised:

a) Opposes the insetting of East Horsley from the Green This is a local plan issue, not a neighbourhood plan matter. NO ACTION

Belt, as proposed in the GBC Local Plan; (EHPC has objected to insetting in the Local Plan consultation.)

b) Opposes the changes in movements of the settlement This is a local plan issue, not a neighbourhood plan matter. NO ACTION

boundaries around East Horsley, specifically the move to 

bring the riding stables at the end of Norrels Drive within the

new inset area and also the move to bring the Pennymead

Sports Ground within the new inset area - although he 

aknowledges that this latter is designated as a Local Green

Space in the neighbourhood plan.

A9 Asks about the source of data used in indentifying This is a request for information, not a comment on policies. NO ACTION. 

different housing types needed in the village. (EHNP to write with the requested information.) 

A10 a) He recommends Lollesworth Fields site be included in the NP. It is beyond the remit of the EHNP to allocate sites in the Green Belt. NO ACTION. 

b) He recommends Forest Motors on Forest Road be included The small plot size suggests it may offer space for one dwelling and as NO ACTION. 

as a site in the NP. such it was considered too small for inclusion as a site in the NP. It is 

referenced in the Evidence Base as a possible windfall site.

c) He recommends Bluebell Lane car park is used to free up EHPC agrees. NO ACTION 

some capacity at the Bishopsmead Parade car park. (EHPC is progressing this - see A2 above)

d) He asks EHPC to press for road repairs to St Martin's Close This is a matter for EHPC to raise with SCC NO ACTION. 

e) He requests priority in CIL spending be given to repairing This is already referenced in Section 6.11 relating to CIL spending NO ACTION. 

the pavements on Ockham Road.

f) He comments that the Grange Park Opera in West Horsley He may or may not be right but this is not within the remit of the NP to NO ACTION. 

is likely to change surface water drainage patterns and create address. 

problems for residents in EH.

g) He comments on the poor telephone cabling in his road Policy INF2 does support new broadband for new developments. For NO ACTION. 

and recommends BT should replace all aluminium phone lines. replacement of existing cabling this is something the EHPC Infrastructure 

Committee may wish to consider supporting in future from CIL funds. 

h) He is concerned about the loss of garage servicing in EH if Policy LE2 generally supports the development of small workshops in EH NO ACTION. 

Carlians Garage & Forest Motors both close and wonders if but no specific sites are identified for garages in the EHNP.

new premises could be found for either garage.

A11 Generally supportive of the NP.

Provides details of the various highway problems in the part of These issues are covered in general in Sections 6.1 & 6.4 and the supporting NO ACTION. 

Ockham Road North around the area of the railway bridge, Evidence Base. Whilst his letter adds some detail it does not change the 

including concerns over speeding, pavement safety, road widths, fundamental position that roads in EH have many deficiences but most are

poor road surface, Station access issues, etc. outside of the remit of the EHNP to deal with.
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Ref.               Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                                     EHNP action

A12 Raises a number of concerns with respect to in-filling: 

a) Plot ratios should be consistent with those of the surrounding This is the intention of Policy H8 on in-filling. NO ACTION

houses;

b) A private cul-de-sac should not have another cul-de-sac Cul-de-sacs are identified as a recommended form of development in NO ACTION

leading off it; Policy H7(c) but this concept would likely be considered overly restrictive

and in certain contexts may not be desirable - eg. several existing roads in

EH have cul-de-sacs accessed by other cul-de-sacs (eg. Farm Close, 

Parkside Place, etc) without any obvious problems.

c) A small development should have access from a main road; Clearly this is desirable but unrealistic in a plan policy. NO ACTION

d) The Lovelace wall around Thatchers site should be protected Agreed. The Lovelace wall around the A246 boundary of the site is a

and any houses built there should not be allowed to put up distintive landscape feature of the site and can usefully be included in Site REVISE POLICY H6.

fencing along the roadside; Policy H6.

e) In general close boarded fencing should not be permitted This issue is generally addressed in Design Code Policy H7(c) but not as NO ACTION

at the frontage of properties; explicitly as she suggests - EHNP believes that would be too prescriptive. 

f) No housing should be higher than 3 storeys including rooms EHNP considered this possibility but decided to include more general NO ACTION

in an attic space. language to limit actual building heights in Design Code Policy H7(a) & (b).

A13 Generally supportive of the NP and makes various suggestions:

a) EH1 needs to address future inset boundaries as well; Agreed. REVISE POLICY EH1  (now S1)

b) H2 should include restrictions on knocking down of existing EHNP considered this but planning advice indicated such a restriction

bungalows; would not be enforceable. NO ACTION

c) H6 Thatchers Hotel should not be a policy site in the EHNP Appeal inspector rejected an application which included development in the

since the planning appeal for developing this site was rejected; Green Belt outside the settlement area. Owner may consider developing NO ACTION

within that part of the site inside the settlement area, which is permitted by

the NPPF rules - hence Policy H6 sets out the basis of such potential 

development.

d) H8 Infilling needs to be better defined; Agreed. REVISE POLICY H8

e) H9 Backland development needs to be defined and limited Agreed. REVISE POLICY H9

only to land within the future inset boundaries;

f) INF1: Doubts the ability to expand medical centre parking; EHNP believes there is sufficient space for potential layouts to be assessed NO ACTION. 

in conjunction with future expansion of the medical centre.

g) INF4: Doubts the ability to expand the station car parks; Any expansion is likely to require a two storey parking solution. NO ACTION. 

h) INF5: Could go further eg. linking the A246 with Kingston Agreed. EHPC has already initiated moves towards achieving this footpath

Meadow would be a major benefit; linkage. NO ACTION. 

i) LE3: Horsley Station as a TPI: believes priority should be Developers will tend to prioritise housing since it is usually more profitable.

given to housing in this area, not to offices; Our specific suggestion on Lollesworth Fields may allow Flood Plan Zone 3 NO ACTION. 

land to be utilised for offices where residential housing may be problematic.

The prospective developer has indicated support towards this approach.

A14 a) Policy EN1: i. Asks if Effingham PC support the designation Yes, they do. n/a

of LGS for Ridings Wood.

ii. Asks if West Horsley PC & Surrey Wildlife Trust also West Horsley PC are aware and have not objected. SCC who are the site NO ACTION

support the LGS designation for Sheepleas? owners of Sheepleas were informed and have written to say that have no

objections to the LGS designation. Surrey Wildlife Trust were informed and

have not objected.

b) Policy EN2: Considers this policy too weak, since replanting Understood. This policy was subjected to considerable discussion and NO ACTION

of saplings is not an effective replacement of mature trees. comment and for this policy to be more explicit in terms of tree planting as

he proposes would, the EHNP team believes, risk this policy become 

unenforceable and potentially being rejected by the examiner.

c) Policy EN3: Wonders if there are better examples of historic The EHNP team is not aware of any. NO ACTION

embankments which may be more at risk from development?

d) Likes the Biodioversity section but points out some errors in The EHNP team will re-check and revise this table. REVISE SUPPORTING TABLE

relation to the references made to bats;

e) Policy H1: Questions why we need to have any new 'Family This issue was discussed and is detailed in the Evidence Base, Housing Types. NO ACTION

Homes' at all given the EHNP analysis on housing needs; Because of their flexibility and adaptability the EHNP team believe that

Family Homes need to be included in the Housing Mix policy as a core 

housing type with considerable flexibility. The policy does limit it to 3 & 4 

bedroom Family Homes.

f) Policy H7: Questions whether the Design Code would permit The EHNP team agrees and supports the use of modernist architecture at NO ACTION

moderist housing to be built within a traditional area - he appropriate locations in the village - as does the NPPF. We believe the EH  

believes the policy should allow such housing. Design Code as it is drafted would allow this.

g) Policy H7(c) Does not understand how grass verges can Agreed. This drafting will be revised. REVISE POLICY H7(c).

permit cycling and walking;

h) Policy INF4: Doubts the wisdom of this policy, pointing out This is a generic policy designed to permit planning solutions to be considered NO ACTION

that the station car parks can only be expanded by a two tier to allow some expansion of village car parks. In practise, few of these car

solution which would look very unsightly at Horsley Station; parks are likely to be expanded due to space constraints. Station parking is 

perhaps the exception where only two-storey solutions are likely to be

feasible. Their impact on the area would of course need to be addressed

during any planning process. The final decision on Wisley airfield is likely to

be a key factor in whether such expansion ever becomes proposed.

i) Community Initiative 5: Pavements:

Supports this and suggests expanding it to include road Agreed. REVISE COMMUNITY INITIATIVE 5

drainage as well;

j) Policy LE4 Generally supports this policy but points out the The EHNP team is well aware of the history of this location and the issues

history of Newmarsh Farm and the problems of making progress. associated with improving this site. Based upon his and other comments REVISE POLICY LE4

Suggests more tree screening might be enforced. received EHNP proposes to modify this policy.
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Ref.               Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                                     EHNP action

A15 Makes the following suggestions on the EHNP:

a) Questions the timing of the EHNP in relation to the Local The EHNP has been drafted with a view to ensuring that it will remain valid NO ACTION

Plan, wondering if a new version of the Local Plan will render after the draft Local Plan is published and to cope with possible revisions of

the EHNP out of date. the plan which might impact specifically on EH.

b) Definitions: questions the defining of in-filling Agreed. The definition could be improved. The GBC Glossary definition REVISE GLOSSARY

will be used instead.

c) Suggests map labelling of 'Settlement Inset Boundaries 2016' Agreed. The definition could be clarified, although it is explained in the UPDATE MAP EN1

is revised by adding 'as defined in the 2016 draft Local Plan'. supporting text. With a new draft Local Plan due in June 2017, this map 

should in anyway be updated to the 2017 boundaries.

d) Policy EN1:

i. Para 3 (a) & (e) Comments that the settlement area will be Agreed. The drafting needs to reflect the changes in future inset REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT 

revised under the draft Local Plan, becoming the inset area. boundaries as proposed in the draft Local Plan.

ii. Para 3(g) References to Local and District Centres are only Technically correct. Drafting can be revised simply to refer to retail centres REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT 

proposals in the draft Local Plan and should not be taken as without impacting the meaning of this paragraph.

assumptions in the EHNP in case this proposal is not adopted.

e) Policy EN1: Local Green Spaces

Requests that the Local Green Space sites 1, 4, 5, 6, 7 and part These sites have 'wildlife' as one of the special features justifying their Local NO ACTION

of Site 2 should have language to the effect that developments Green Space status. However, the protection language of Policy EN1 gives 

which are harmful to biodiversity will not be permitted. general protection against development, making this addition unnecessary.

It would also distort the policy since most sites have a range of criteria on

which the LGS status is justified, not only 'wildlife'.

f) Policy EN2: Trees & hedgerows EHNP are conscious of having a policy which is unreasonably rigid in this NO ACTION

i. suggests that the term 'expected' be replaced with 'required'. context and believes that this change may be considered too prescriptive.

ii. Questions the list of tree species proposed and suggests more The policy lists certain tree types 'including' those considered to be of NO ACTION

general definitions of trees to be protected might be more arboreal significance to assist planning officers, but it is not definitive and 

effective. other trees of arboreal significance may be covered if they so consider.

iii. Suggests the last sentance should include replanting of A reasonable suggestion but may risk this policy being seen as overly NO ACTION

native trees or same species to prevent unsuitable replanting. prescriptive and potentially rejected by the examiner.

g) Policy EN3: Landscape Features.

i. Suggests adding 'biodiverse' to para (a) Agreed. REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT.

ii Suggests 'expected to take into account' should be replaced This has been previously discussed with GBC and EHNP's planning adviser NO ACTION

with 'shall not cause damage to'. and his proposed re-drafting may be considered overly prescriptive and 

potentially rejected by the examiner.

h) Policy EN4: Biodiversity.

i. Suggests the policy drafting is stronger and the phrase This has been previously discussed with GBC and EHNP's planning adviser NO ACTION

 'unless the benefits ..significantly outweigh this impact' be and the EHNP team believes his re-drafting may be overly prescriptive and 

deleted. so potentially rejected by the examiner.

i) Housing

Objectives: suggests to add additional Objectives to the three The objectives for housing were set after the initial village consultations and NO ACTION

housing objectives set out at the opening of Section 5. verified in the Open Day with strong support of residents. His references to

biodiversity & wildlife corridors & preserving landscape views are covered in 

the Environment section and the last item in Policy EN1.

j) Policy H1: Housing Mix

Suggests that the Housing Mix policy should reduce the The EHNP team considered this but concluded that it is important that a NO ACTION

proportion of Family Homes, giving more priority to those forms balance of new housing should be developed. Family Homes are the most

of new housing most needed in the village. common form in the village but they are also flexible and can serve a range

of purposes. However, the policy does restrict Family Homes to 3 & 4 bed

dwellings in the EHNP, larger family homes being provided by re-builds and

infilling.

k) Policy H2: Bungalows

Wonders whether we should have a policy which prevents the Some other residents have made this suggestion. However the advice of NO ACTION

conversion of bungalows into 2 storey dwellings. GBC and EHNP's planning adviser is that such a policy would be contrary

to the NPPF and therefore be unenforceable.

l) Policy H5 Carlians Garage EHNP agrees that access to this site from the busy A246 is a significant REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT 

Flags the difficulty of refuse vehicles accessing this site without issue, hence the parking requirement in para (d) of this policy. Additional

causing congestion on the busy A246. discussion of the need to provide entry for refuse and delivery vehicles 

is worthwhile.

m) Policy H6 Thatcher's Hotel

i. Comments that it is logical to have a site policy despite this n/a n/a

site being withdrawn as a policy site in the Local Plan.

ii. Comments that the bus service is declining and unreliable. It is an interesting comment. Potentially any future Section 106 agreement NO ACTION

Questions whether its improvement could be a condition for might seek some contribution towards an improved bus service. However, 

approving development at this site. we understand this is outside the scope of the EHNP to stipulate.

iii. The policy H6(c) includes the language 'if at all possible'. EHNP considered this but on advice proposed the softer language on the NO ACTION

Suggests this should be stronger. grounds that a rigid requirement to retain a building that is not a listed or  

locally listed asset could be considered unreasonable and be unenforceable.

iv. The policy excludes using the site as a care home, which The owner has shown no intention to consider a care home in this context NO ACTION

might help many residents in the village. and availability of Limegrove Care Home nearby with a wide catchment

area suggests that local demand is currently being satisfied. Our policy INF2 

does support potential expansion at Limegrove Car Home in the future.

n) Policy H8 Infilling

i. Questions the definition of infilling if applied to land behind Agreed. REVISE SECTON 5.8 SUPPORTING TEXT

a house. Suggest the need to include a definition here.

ii. Believes infilling should be restricted to the inset area. This is assumed in the policy but not said explicitly. Greater clarity may be REVISE POLICY H8

helpful.

iii. Suggests the infilling policy should include something to Protection for biodiversity is covered in the Biodiversity Policy EN4. NO ACTION

protect wildlife corridors. Further comment in this policy would be inappropriate.

o) Policy H9 Backland development:

Objects to this policy & requests that it should be restricted Agreed REVISE POLICY H9

to sites within the inset area.

p) Policy INF1: East Horsley Medical Centre The EHNP team believes (as do GBC) that land around the medical centre NO ACTION

Queries how such expansion might be achieved. appears sufficient to allow scope for moderate expansion of this facility.

r) Policy INF2: Care Faciliities

Queries how such expansion might be achieved. In EHNP's opinion land at and around the two care facilities appears NO ACTION

sufficient to allow scope for moderate expansion of these facilities.

s) Section 6.3 Schools

i. The Raleigh School is outside EH and so outside the remit of Agreed. n/a

the EHNP. 

ii. The choice of new site has divided opinion in West Horsley Because of the importance of having a reasonably accessible local primary REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

and it is better if the EHNP did not comment on this subject. school for its residents, EHNP wishes to register support for the Raleigh in

its efforts to re-locate. However, some re-drafting may be helpful here

since Site A41 has now been removed from the 2017 draft Local Plan.
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Ref.               Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                                     EHNP action

A15

cont t) Section 7.1: Local Economy Vision

Concerned about the reference to a convenience store in In the consultations a number of residents expressed views that a local NO ACTION

Bishopsmead Parade if it becomes too large. food and convenience outlet would be helpful in Bishopsmead Parade and

such desire is reflected in this Vision.

u) Policy LE1 Station Parade & Bishopsmead Parade

i. Suggests to exclude A5 as some types of takeway food Understand his point but to exclude takeaway food shops would be overly NO ACTION

establishments encourage littering; prescriptive and not necessarily supported by some residents.

ii. Suggests to exclude D2 class if this involves gambling. Gambling premises would be addressed through licensing, not the EHNP. NO ACTION

v) Section 7.4 Effingham Junction Station. The EHNP team have decided to revise Section 7.4 as described in A7 REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

Has concerns that PTI status here might drive unwanted above. 

development at the Effingham Junction area. 

w) Implementation

Found this section helpful and repeats his concerns about the

impact which the final version of the Local Plan may have on See response to his comment (a) above. n/a

the EHNP.

The remainder of the submission provides some helpful n/a n/a

editting and additional wildlife information for a number of

the Evidence Base documents, most of which have now been

taken into those documents. These are not detailed here.

A16 a) Explains that the Local Plan is still in progress and its outcome See Response to A15 (a) above. n/a

will have implications for EH which are still uncertain. Therefore

in his opinion it would be problematic to vote on the EHNP

until the Local Plan has been finalized.

b) Policy EH1 Spatial Development Agreed. REVISE POLICY EH1  (now S1).

Suggests that 'settlement area' needs to be clarified to cover

the proposed inset area, assuming EH is inset in the Local Plan.

c) Policy H6 Thatchers Hotel

i. Objects to the housing numbers of 22 homes proposed for this He is correct that the proposed density is higher than the surrounding area, NO ACTION

site, being much higher than that of the surrounding area. but the policy must meet NPPF requirements to make efficient use of new

sites. The EHNP team discussed this matter many times. Further analysis

and justification may be found in the Evidence Base, Sites  Analysis.

NB: In their consultation submisson (Response B4), GBC suggest EHNP's 

proposed site density may be considered too low.

ii. Requires the policy to include sensitivity to its impact on the This is partially addressed in the supporting text to the policy but this could REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

adjacent areas south of the A246. usefully be amplified to address this point.

iii. Raises concern that the proposed housing density would EHNP shares this concern, but as Policy H6 is not allocating the southern NO ACTION

be used as a reference for any future development in the part of the site currently outside of the settlement area, then it would not

southern part of the site currently outside of the settlement be appropriate to comment on the density of a possible planning application

area, leading to over-development of this location. in the future which is outside the remit of the EHNP.

iv. Is concerned that the qualification on H6(c) which says 'if at The EHNP team believes that without such qualification this part of Policy NO ACTION

all possible' is too weak and should be mandatory. H6 may be deemed overly prescriptive and therefore contrary to the

NPPF.

v. Concerned there is no minimum separation specified The EHNP shares his concern but believes that to include minimum distance NO ACTION

between the buildings and the site perimeter, which would specifications for such clearances would almost certainly be deemed an

impact on the openness of the site and the Green Belt. over-specification of this policy and be unenforceable. 

vi. Concerned that Policy H6(d) actually weakens existing TPO Agreed. REVISE POLICY H6(d)

protection and that the proviso of 'unless otherwise agreed

with the conservation officer' should be removed.

vii. Concerned about protection for surrounding flint wall around This flint wall is not listed but would be addressed under our Policy EN3 on REVISE POLICY H6.

the site. Landscape Features. However, specific reference to this wall in the policy

may also be helpful, given that it is such a distinctive feature of the location.

vii. Concerned that no mention is made of the additional The EHNP team shares his concern about the traffic impact of this NO ACTION

traffic increase resulting from the development and suggests development: it is referenced in the supporting text that the highway

that the developer be required to provide effective mitigation authority should review provision for a safe crossing over the A246. 

of any traffic impact. Provision for payment of such a crossing could be achieved through a Section

106 agreement. 

d) Policy H8 Infilling

i. Objects to the reference in Section 5.8 to Local Plan policy P2 The reference merely states what is proposed in the draft Local Plan, which REVISE SECTION 5.8 SUPPORTING TEXT

and the comment that it is likely to lead to increased infilling in if adopted would inevitably have the impact as described in the text. 

the area of EH to the south of the A246. By including this EHNP does not believe that this comment would prejudice the outcome of 

comment in the EHNP he believes it may prejudice the outcome the Local Plan consultation, although the word 'significantly' can be removed.

of the Local Plan consultaton.

ii. He makes detailed comments about the Evidence Base The part of the Land Availability Analyses he is referring to was prepared REVISE EVIDENCE BASE

document Land Availability Analyses and questions the estimate prior to the indepedent healthcheck review of the EHNP, which resulted in a

for future in-filling capacity in EH made in part of that report. revision of the EHNP, as a result of which this Evidence Base document is 

currently being revised, including this section.

iii. He queries the citing of the Village Survey result that 81% He is correct in that the Village Survey question did not make this distinction, REVISE POLICY H8 DRAFTING

of residents supported the draft Infilling proposal because since the 'identified boundary of the village' had not been proposed then.

the question did not distinguish between the settlement area As indicated in Response A15(n) above, EHNP proposes to clarify the 

and the newly proposed 'identified boundary of the village'. drafting of Policy H8 to make it explicit that this policy covers only the

settlement area and future proposed inset area. It would therefore not

apply to the land within the proposed 'identified boundary of the village';

the proposed criteria for 'limited infilling' are set out in the draft

Local Plan and in existing Green Belt rules.

iv. He suggests that the EHNP should have a policy to deal with EHNP understands his reasoning for this request. However, this land will NO ACTION

limited infilling' within the 'identified boundary of the village'. remain subject to Green Belt policies, as well as to policy P2 of the draft 

Local Plan, if adopted. EHNP has no authority to allocate sites in the Green

Belt. Therefore, other than the general Spatial Development policy EN1, the

EHNP team does not believe it appropriate for a further infilling policy to be 

proposed for the neighbourhood plan on top of NPPF and Local Plan policies.

v. He believes Policy H8 is obscure or inadequate and that terms EHNP have carefully considered this drafting and checked it with a range of NO ACTION

mentioned in the policy lack definition, in particular: 'vicinity', advisers and are satisfied with the drafting of this policy. 

and 'in keeping'.

vi. He believes Policy H8 will lead to a steady increase in The EHNP team accepts that a gradual increase in house sizes and housing NO ACTION

housing density across the area, since it will not sufficiently density over time may occur - witness the large numbers of housing

control the tendency for increasing Plot Ratios as a result of extensions now occuring across EH. However, the idea of establishing a Plot 

infilling. He suggests that a general area figure for Plot Ratios be Ratio for a given area and enforcing it over the plan period is not really

established at the start of the plan to prevent this. a practical proposition and almost certainly not NPPF compliant.

vii. He suggests that Building Footprint and Building Plot be Agreed. Small editting of the policy draft may also be helpful. REVISE POLICY H8 & GLOSSARY.

included in the Planning Glossary.

e) Policy H8 Backland developments:

The same comments as for Policy H8 Infilling in (d) above The same responses as for (d) on Infilling above
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Ref.               Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP response                                     EHNP action

A17 Objects to the EHNP supporting the develolpment The EHNP does not support the development of Lollesworth Fields. This NO ACTION

of Lollesworth Fields and sets out a number of reasons to site is located in the Green Belt outside of the settlement area. As such it is 

justifiy this objection. outside the authority of EHNP to allocate it. The plan does include 

a number of general non-site specific policies which would apply at this site

Further comments are given in a mark-up of the pre-submission were it to be submitted in future for development. This site is included in the 

consultation draft, as follows: latest draft GBC Local Plan, as referenced in Section 5.4 of the EHNP.

a) Glossary, Affordable Housing

Believes this should be expanded to enable people to fully The glossary is intended as a brief overview for convenience. Section 5.6 NO ACTION

understand what is involved. provides a one page discussion of Affordable Housing, with more references

to the supporting Evidence Base for those seeking further information.

b) Chapter 2, Transport:

Suggests to add reference to the M25 Agreed. REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

c) Policy EN2: Trees & hedgerows The Local Green Space designation is the mechanism used to protect key NO ACTION

Wonders if there should be a policy in the plan explicitly woodland areas in the village: 4 of the 7 LGS sites are woodlands. There

protecting woodland areas in general. is also NPPF planning protection for ancient woodland, as discussed in

Section 4.4.

d) Section 4.4 Biodiversity

Suggests The Forest, Ridings Wood & Lollesworth Wood The first two are included - the text says 'all of the above locations plus....' NO ACTION

should be included in the table of ancient woodland. Lollesworth Wood is in West Horsley.

e) Section 4.5 Flooding

Suggests the plan should aknowledge the impact on EH of This would be speculation which would not obviously add value to the NO ACTION

the various developments in West Horsley proposed in the discussion or formulatIon of this general flooding policy.

Local Plan.

f) Section 5.1 Housing needs

Suggests para (d) should include a reference to the need for This is addressed in the footnote to that page and in Policy INF2 NO ACTION

more residential care for the elderly

g) Section 5.3 Planning Context

Suggests it would be beneficial to have a rule preventing the EHNP understands such a policy would be contrary to the NPPF and not be NO ACTION

conversion of bungalows into houses and stopping extensions enforceable in the EHNP.

to smaller homes.

h) Section 5.4 Land availability

For Site 6, Lollesworth Field, suggests adding further details This section merely lists the different plots of land available for development NO ACTION

about the deficiencies of this site, such as it lying next to as idenfitied in the GBC LAA. It does not discuss their relative merits, which 

ancient woodland and being partly a flood zone. is done in the Evidence Base referenced. Moreover since Lollesworth Fields

is not allocated by the EHNP further description has no merit in this section.

i) Policy H9 Backland developments The NPPF permits backland development where appropriate and this NO ACTION

Strongly objects to this policy and cites several cases where policy adds additional conditions for backland development being permitted

backland developments had an adverse impact on local wildlife. in EH. The wildlife protection referred to is addressed by Policy EN4.

j)Policy INF2 Care facilities

Comments that St Martins Court is not providing the service it She is correct in that demand for St Martins assisted living has not been NO ACTION

should. "The original concept was fantastic. We need this sort of strong in recent years and GBC have housed a certain number of younger

facility." people from their social register in these premises. As she indicates, the 

concept is good and EHNP anticipates that demand will increase for this

facility as the numbers of older residents in the village grows larger.

k) Section 6.3 Schools

Suggests that at the Raleigh School 2/3 of residents come from It is not evident this additional detail would add value to the discussion. NO ACTION

the Horsleys and that this should be mentioned here. This section is being revised due to a change in the latest draft Local Plan.

l) Section 6.6 Pavements

Suggests adding a comment that the photograph of flood water This section is concerned with pavement issues. Flooding was addressed in NO ACTION

in Ockham Road North illustrates the impact of flooding in EH Section 4.5. Whilst her point is correct it is not evident it would add further

and also highlights the dangers of developing Lollesworth Fields value to the discussion in this section.

which are immediately behind ORN.

m) Section 6.7 Footpaths & cycleways

Suggest it would be worth mentioned the increase in cycling Agreed. REVISE SUPPORTING TEXT

in EH since the 2012 Olympics and the impact this has on

traffic flows in the village.

n) Section 6.9 Leisure Facilities

Questions why Crocknorth Farm stables and Ridings Wood Research by the EHNP team indicated that these facilities are available to NO ACTION

Lodge stables are included in a list of leisure facilities since they the paying public in EH.

are private yards where the public is not welcome.

A18 Points out that once EH is inset from the Green Belt, then the

protection associated with current Local Plan policy RE2 will Agreed. REVISE POLICIES H8 & H9

not apply to infilling within the EH inset area. He suggests that 

some parts of RE2 might be usefully included in EHNP Policy

H8 & H9.
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Ref.               Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP comments                                     EHNP actions

F1 Would like to see the parish boundary changed so that the part This is a sensible suggestion but beyond the remit of EHNP NO ACTION

of Heath View which lies in Effingham parish should be moved

into East Horsley.

F2 Concerned about housing density and its impact on character, EHNP shares her concern that housing density needs to be appropriate for NO ACTION

traffic, congestion, road safety, public transport & the its context and in its four site policies has tried to achieve a balance between

environment. the need to use land efficiently whilst responding to its local context.

F3 a) Would like to see a new school site for the Raleigh. The The EHNP team shares this view, as discussed in Section 6.3. NO ACTION

present site is too small for 430 children. 

b) Doctor's surgery cannot cope if there are more residents; we This is addressed by Policy INF1 and the supporting text. NO ACTION

wait 2 weeks for an appointment now.

c) Concerned about the impact of the proposed Wisley The EHNP team is well aware of this concern, as discussed in Section 6.1. NO ACTION

development on station, shops, library, etc in EH.

F4 Comprehensive & well presented, thank you. n/a n/a

F5 a) H1 Housing Mix

i.  Would like to see more emphasis on Starter Homes and These two groups together represent at the mid point 55% of the total NO ACTION

Downsizers. housing mix proposed in the EHNP. The question of balance was considered 

at length by the EHNP team before reaching this conclusion on Policy H1.

ii  Considers the limit of 20 homes for Policy H1 to be too high. The EHNP considered this issue but felt that below 20 homes the division NO ACTION

She is also pleased to see support for small businesses. into four housing types would be excessive and not workable.

iii. Comments that the medical centre appointment times seem This is referenced in the supporting text to Policy INF1. NO ACTION

to be increasing recently.

F6 We need to have some more houses for older people living Addressed by Policies H1, H2 and INF2 NO ACTION

independently.

F7 "No more slate roofs. Slate is not a local material. EH houses The EHNP team considered how far the Design Code Policy H7 should stretch NO ACTION

are tiled." but decided that specification of particular types of materials would not

be appropriate in a village which has such a diverse range of designs and

materials used. 

F8 Policy EN4 :  Good Policy n/a n/a

Policy EN2: Trees & Hedgerows

i.  Good policy but would like to see even more protection for This is a matter of building regulations not the EHNP. NO ACTION

mature trees to ensure minimum clearance from buildings.

ii. Believes that when a TPO is applied for then work should The rules relating to TPO's are determined by national policy. This would NO ACTION

not be permitted until the TPO decision is made. be outside of the remit of the EHNP to implement her proposal.

F9 Indicates support for the neighbourhood plan as drafted with

no changes suggested or other comments made. n/a n/a

F10 a) Section 6.4 Roads

For road safety, widths need to be maintained but would like The EHNP team shares this viewpoint but in most places the physical

to see wider pavements in places eg. on Forest Road the restrictions beside the road do not permit new pavements to be created. NO ACTION

pavement should run all the way to Ockham Road South. The specific suggestion of a pavement to Ockham Road South is desirable

too but probably cannot be achieved for these reasons.

b) Policy H8 Infilling

Wishes to stop too big houses from being jammed into small This accords with the rationale behind this policy. NO ACTION

plots. 

c) Believes the sites selection is sensible and that growth of The Wisley airfield proposal is a Local Plan matter and outside the remit of NO ACTION

this scale can be accommodated in EH providing the Wisley EHNP.

airfield development does not go ahead.

F11 a) Infrastructure: this should be prioritized and put in place The EHNP agree with this sentiment which should be a pre-condition to NO ACTION

before new housing developments take place; all large developments. In theory planning authorities should require this.

b) Transport & access to major routes needs to be taken into Policy INF3 seeks to address this issue to the extent that it can. NO ACTION

consideration as volume and size of local and through traffic

has increased enormously in recent years.

c) Supports the future Vision for the village. n/a n/a

F12 Supports the neighourhood plan with no additional comments. n/a n/a

F13 Policy H7 EH Design Code:

This needs to be much tighter with the stipulations so that all The EHNP team agrees completely with this objective and has engaged  NO ACTION

loopholes are closed. As it will become a legal document it a professional planning consultant to vet all drafting, whilst subjecting

must be watertight. the EHNP to independent review by a healthcheck examiner, an eminent

planning QC.

F14 a) EN4 Biodiversity: Agrees with this policy. n/a n/a

b) EN5  Flooding: Drainage problems should be addressed This is the rationale of Policy EN5. As the supporting text indicates there are NO ACTION

also many national and GBC policies which seek to address flooding issues.

c) CI4: Traffic calming measures on Forest Road in particular n/a n/a

F15 The field near the railway bridge (ie Lollesworth Field) is in a She is correct that Lollesworth Fields is partially a Flood Zone 3.

flood zone - not sure if it is the right area to develop. However, this is a matter for the Local Plan not for EHNP. NO ACTION

F16 a) Objects to the development of Lollesworth Fields This site is not allocated in the EHNP but is proposed in the Local Plan. NO ACTION

b) Wants to see bungalows protected from demolition and The EHNP team believes this is not possible under current planning laws or NO ACTION

being replaced by mansions. the EHNP. 

c) We are not supplying what the village wants, downsizing Policy H1 Housing Mix the largest component (30% - 40%) is for downsizers. NO ACTION

apartments & social housing; Affordable housing (ie social housing) is required to represent 40% of all

development sites above 10 dwellings under national & GBC policy.

d) St Martins should be reinstated as a proper care facility with See response to A17(j) above. NO ACTION

live-in warden and chef to supply daily meals.

F17 Supports the neighbourhood plan and has no comments to add. n/a n/a

F18 Supports the neighbourhood plan and has no comments to add. n/a n/a

F19 Supports the neighbourhood plan and has no comments to add. n/a n/a
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Ref.               Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP comments                                     EHNP actions

F20 a) Improve access to the London bound side platform at Horsley This is referenced in the CIL supporting text as the kind of project which NO ACTION

railway station which is not accessible to disabled users. might receive CIL infrastructure spending from EHPC in future.

b) Publicise permissive paths across West Horsley Place. Improving footpath linkages is one aim of the EHNP and covered in Policy NO ACTION

INF5. The specific footpath mentioned is actually in West Horsley.

F21 All looks quite reasonable. n/a n/a

F22 Supports the neighbourhood plan and has no comments to add. n/a n/a

F23 Would like to see plans to improve access to both 'up' platforms

of the railway station for pushchairs, wheelchairs & slow and See Response to F20 above NO ACTION

elderly walkers.

F24 Supports the neighbourhood plan and has no comments to add n/a n/a

except to thank the EHNP team for their work.

F25 Supports the plan but does not have sufficient knowledge to

give detailed comments on suggested changes. n/a n/a

F26 A balanced set of policies for protecting the character of EH.

n/a n/a

F27 i. To preserve existing village character there needs to be a EHNP agrees with this sentiment and has developed Policy H7 EH Design

presumption against creeping urbanization, specifically re-builds Code to try to address this, as much as planning rules permit. This includes NO ACTION

including building of front walls & gates, removal of hedges, Policy H7(c) which recommends screening by hedges or shrubs, not fences

trees, hard paving of the frontage. walls or railings. 

ii. New build in excess of existing footprint should be opposed Policy H8 Residential re-builds is specifically designed to achieve this insofar NO ACTION

and this policy should be explicity included in the EHNP. as planning rules and the NPPF will permit. Forcing re-builds within the

existing footprint is likely to be considered unreasonable and not enforceable.

F28 Infrastructure is my big worry. We need some investment now. EHNP fully shares this sentiment, as Section 6 discusses. However, the NO ACTION, though the EHPC repeatedly lobbies

neighbourhood plan alone can do relatively little in this respect. the relevant authorities to deliver on infrastructure.

F29 All very good n/a n/a

F30 Further consideration of safer pedestrian access throughout See Community Initiatives 4 & 5. NO ACTION

the village.

F31 Supports the neighbourhood plan and has no comments to add. n/a n/a

F32 Suggests further consideration of parking issues in Bishopsmead See Response to A2 above. n/a

Parade and the EH heritage area.

F33 Well done n/a n/a

F34 Supports the neighbourhood plan and has no comments to add. n/a n/a

F35 Supports the neighbourhood plan and has no comments to add. n/a n/a

F36 Object hugely to allowing development on Lollesworth Fields. Lollesworth Fields is a site proposed in the Local Plan, not in the EHNP. NO ACTION

It is a flood plain and will put all the houses affected on Ockham

Road North at risk.

F37 A good job done in a difficult situation.

a) Policy H6 Thatchers Hotel

I am pleased to see this has been refused by planning. I should n/a n/a

like to see better publicity for it and believe this type of hotel

is needed in EH.

b) Lollesworth Fields:

I am very concerned by flooding, entrance by the bridge, speed Lollesworth Fields is a site proposed in the Local Plan, not in the EHNP. NO ACTION

in Ockham Road North - all this will be magnified by more

housing.

F38 Would vote against approving the current draft of the EHNP.

Policy EH1:

I agree with the decision to scrap development of Thatcher's n/a   (This comment is technically inaccurate.) n/a

Hotel.

Policy H2 Bungalows: The EHNP team carefully considered the percentage level here. A 25% level NO ACTION

At least 25% of all dwellings should be built as bungalows. would probably be challenged as being contrary to the NPPF by failing to

develop land efficiently. 

Policy H9 Backland developments:

Garden portion of plot ratio needs to be larger and gardens for These comments relate to the kind of design features appopriate for different

the elderly need to have privacy and provide a sense of peace. types of housing, with which EHNP agrees. However, they are not suitable NO ACTION

Houses for families need a good sized area for children to play. for a general policy and are likely to be regarded as over-prescriptive.

Policy INF5 Footpaths & cycleways

Provision of footpaths & cycleways is an important policy. n/a n/a

Infrastructure, Section 6.7

Agrees that the footpath between Station Parade and The latter comment is partially addressed through Footpath Policy INF5. n/a

Bishopsmead Parade is treacherous. The concept of a circular

walkway around the village is something I would like to see.
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Ref.               Comments made (summarised)                                                  EHNP comments                                     EHNP actions

F39 Would vote against approving the current draft of the EHNP.

Policy EN1: Local Green Spaces The NPPF in setting out the criteria for which spaces may be proposed as

All the Local Green Spaces should be outside the 2016 Local Green Spaces makes no distinction between spaces within or outside

settlement inset boundaries. of the settlement area. The EHNP has selected these spaces because of their NO ACTION

importance to residents and their compliance with the NPPF criteria. 

As it happens 5 of the 7 LGS sites are outside of the 2016 inset boundaries:

Pennymead Sports Ground and Kingston Meadow are the two which are

not: both are important recreational assets very well-used by residents.

It is not evident why anyone would oppose such proposed designations.

F40 Does not know if he would vote in favour of the EHNP or not.

He has no further comments. n/a n/a

F41 Does not know whether she would vote for the EHNP or not. Not evident what is intended by 'suitable' in this comment or indeed by 

Would like to see more suitable housing and only a few houses. the comment about 'only a few houses'. NO ACTION

F42 Section 6.4 Roads

Considers it unfortunate that the 'enforced kerb mounting' This photograph is intended to illustrate the narrowness of the road at this

photograph shown was a bus since she thinks that having a point of Ockham Road South, where crossing vehicles are forced on the kerb. NO ACTION

bus route is desirable, whereas large lorries are not. It is not intended to make any point against having a bus service down this 

road.

F43 a) Expresses concern over Horsley as a transport hub and the This is not a matter that the EHNP can realistically address. n/a

poor quality of train & bus services and lack of connections;

b) Concerned about development at Lollesworth Fields but n/a n/a

recognises it is a Local Plan issue;

c) Suggests some constraints on car space allocations for some Not fully evident what is meant here. GBC policy does set minimum car NO ACTION

privately owned homes; parking numbers as part of their Design Code whilst Policies H3, H4 & H5

all include car parking requirements in those site policies.

d) Suggests new developments might collaborate on the An interesting idea but that level of collaboration between different NO ACTION

provision of shared services eg. swimming pools, etc developers is probably unrealistic.

F44 a) Section 5.4 Land availability

Where GBC has refused planning permission its sites should be EHNP has included Thatchers Hotel (a part of the overall site) and Carlians NO ACTION

removed from the Local Plan and EHNP, ie Thatchers Hotel & Garage because they are within the existing settlement area and therefore

Carlians Garage, to detract developers from pursuing appeals. may be developed as brownfield sites under NPPF planning rules.

b) I wish confirmation that neither GBC nor government will Sadly, this is not within the gift of the EHNP. n/a

not weaken safeguards for Green Belt and AONB. Eg, by

allowing large houses in the Surrey Hills, a developers

charter.

c) The policy of retaining small dwellings must be enforced by GBC have a small rural homes policy under the current (ie 2003) Local Plan NO ACTION

Guildford. The balance of homes in East and West Horsley is which applies to homes of up to 85 sq. metres. It seems that this policy is not 

already at risk due to developers avarice and lack of replicated in the latest draft Local Plan, although the housing mix targets

enforcement of agreed policy. of the Local Plan generally and the EHNP in Policy H1 are intended to create

significantly more smaller homes to satisfy housing needs.


