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1.

Consultation process
Introduction

1.1

This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of
the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012 Section 15(2). Part 5 of the
Regulations states that a “Consultation Statement” means a document which:
(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the
proposed neighbourhood development plan;
(b) explains how they were consulted;
(c) summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted;
and
(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and,
where relevant, addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan.

1.2

This Consultation Statement summarises all statutory and non-statutory
consultation undertaken with the community and other relevant statutory bodies
and stakeholders in the development of the Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan
(LNP). In particular it describes how issues raised have been addressed and
what changes have been made to the final LNP as a result of statutory presubmission consultation.

1.3

A Consultation Evidence File providing a record of all consultation exercises,
comments and feedback accompanies this Consultation Statement

1.4

Enquiries regarding this Statement should be directed to:
Ripley Parish Clerk
Ripley Parish Council
4 Rio House
High Street
Ripley
GU23 6AE
Tel: 01483 224847
clerk@ripleyparishcouncil.gov.uk
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2.

Key dates / community engagement

Date

Event

Ripley Parish Council applies to Guildford
Borough Council for Lovelace
Neighbourhood Planning Area designation
27/01/2015
Public meeting at Ripley Cricket Club
12/02/2015
Public meeting at Ripley Scout HQ
16/02/2015
– Lovelace Neighbourhood Planning Area
23/03/2015
Consultation
02/07/2015
Lovelace Neighbourhood Planning Area
designated by Guildford Borough Council
July - Sep 2015 Stalls at local events and initial survey

Target group

07/01/2015

02/12/2015

Jan 2016
May 2016
Summer 2016

May 2017

Public meeting at Ripley Village Hall to
discuss the direction of the Plan’s Policy
Groups
Policy Groups collate information in each
area of focus
Update on progress at Ripley Annual
Parish Meeting
Stalls at local events

Update on progress at Ripley Annual
Parish Meeting
April 2018
Health Check and finalisation of Policies
prior to Regulation 14 Consultation
May 2018
Update on progress at Ripley Annual
Parish Meeting
Summer 2018
Stalls at local events and appeal for help
with mediation of the forthcoming
Regulation 14 Consultation
06/09/2018
– Regulation 14 Consultation extended to a
16/11/2018
10-week period in order to ensure as many
responses as possible would be received

Lovelace residents
Lovelace residents

Lovelace residents,
Visitors to Lovelace
Lovelace residents
& businesses
Lovelace residents
& businesses
Lovelace residents
& businesses
Lovelace residents
& businesses,
Visitors to Lovelace
Lovelace residents
& businesses

Lovelace residents
& businesses
Lovelace residents
& businesses,
Visitors to Lovelace
Lovelace residents
& businesses

All events and promotion of the Plan’s progress were mediated to Lovelace residents
via communications from Ockham and Ripley Parish Councils. Further information
was disseminated via local publication Ripley & Send Matters, parish council meetings
and noticeboards, twitter and instagram social media accounts.
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3.

Designation of the Lovelace Neighbourhood Planning Area

3.1

Ripley Parish Council wrote to Guildford Borough Council’s Executive Head of
Development in January 2015 to declare the intention of Ockham, Ripley, and
Wisley Civil Parishes to develop a Neighbourhood Plan across the three
parishes. Ripley led the request for designation as it was the most populous
parish of the three.

3.2

The Civil Parishes of Ockham, Ripley, and Wisley form Guildford Borough
Council’s Lovelace Ward, and are represented by one borough councillor. The
parishes of Ockham and Ripley have separate parish councils. Wisley is a small
parish, both geographically and in population, and does not have a parish
council. Each parish in Lovelace has its own characteristics and because of the
nature of preparing a Plan that would have relevance across multiple parishes,
Lovelace was classed as a “complex group” by Locality.

3.3

The Lovelace Neighbourhood Area was designated by Guildford Borough
Council following a six-week consultation on 2nd July 2015.
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Organisational structure of the Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan Group
3.4

The Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan Group was made up of representatives of
each parish. Wisley was also represented by delegates from the Royal
Horticultural Society (RHS). Each parish initially focussed on its own area,
before focus groups were formed to review individual themes.

3.5

From its outset, the LNPG sought to discover the feelings of local residents,
businesses and visitors to the area. Early stage community events were held
in order to engage residents in the process and an initial survey was delivered
to every address across the three parishes.
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4.

Community involvement

4.1

Initial meetings were held at venues across Lovelace

4.2

Preparatory stages endeavoured to detect patterns in residents’ thoughts on
what they liked and disliked about their home villages and wider local area, and
how they thought future challenges could be addressed. Five open questions
were asked:
o
o
o
o
o

What do you like about your village?
What do you dislike about your village?
What is missing from your village?
What sort of place would you like your area to be?
What else is important or should the Neighbourhood Plan address?

4.3

The initial survey was distributed to every household and business within
Lovelace. A number of collection points were made available and extra forms
were available on request. The response form emphasised respondents’
confidentiality and asked for as many responses as possible. A letter was
delivered to businesses in order to garner further responses.

4.4

The initial survey received 562 responses. By December 2015, the initial survey
results had been analysed and a commentary produced. The commentary was
subdivided by parish and a further subsection addressed comments received
from visitors to the area. The full survey results and analysis are available here:
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Lovelace Stakeholder Survey
Commentary – Survey of opinions
4.5

An invitation to a public meeting to be held at Ripley Village Hall Annex included
a brief summation of the survey findings:
Of value: the sense of community; the open space we have available; the social
mix; and historic buildings
The concerns: the volume of traffic and the potential for increases; the lack of
parking; and uncertainty over the type/amount of housing development taking
place

4.6

Specific focus groups were created in order to analyse each of the Plan’s five
main themes: housing, business, environment, infrastructure, and facilities.
Each group was made up of residents with an interest or expertise in these
areas and each decided on its own approach to gathering information and
building the evidence base.

4.7

The meeting held on 2nd December 2015 invited attendees to consider whether
they would consider helping any particular focus group to produce policy
recommendations. In particular, help was sought with collecting information on:
history of Lovelace; community profile; built and natural environment; traffic &
parking; housing surveys; and potential development site identification.

4.8

The LNPG Steering Committee sought to keep the public up to date by giving
monthly updates at parish council meetings and by posting latest news on its
website: http://lovelaceplan.co.uk
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5.

Next steps

5.1

From early 2016 onwards, each Policy Group undertook its own research and
analysis. A business survey, facilities survey, and parish-specific housing
survey were produced, whilst the environment and infrastructure groups
focussed on existing legislation and directives.

5.2

The housing group engaged Surrey Community Action’s (SCA) help in
producing a housing needs survey. A parish-specific survey was delivered to
every household in Lovelace in April 2016. The survey could be accessed via
the SCA website or via an online questionnaire. 22% of households responded.

5.3

The business survey was delivered to every known business address in
Lovelace in order to garner responses from the wide cross-section of
organisations and industries in the area. The business survey was also posted
on the Lovelace Plan website. 79 responses were gained.

5.4

The facilities group took its survey to the Shed Youth Club, Ripley Over 60s
Club, and coffee mornings for young parents and the elderly held at St Mary
Magdalen Church. Young people and older generations were of particular
interest to the facilities group.

5.5

The business group completed its survey findings in March 2016. Analysis of
the housing group’s survey was produced in April 2016. The housing group also
had input via technical support from consultants Aecom, which produced a Site
Options and Assessment Report. The facilities group produced a report based
on its survey findings in May 2016. Further consultation at local events also
informed the development of the Plan.

5.6

Each policy focus group had its own meetings, with group leaders reporting
back to the steering committee on progress. Further mediation of progress with
the Plan was given via local publications Ripley & Send Matters and Ripley
Parish Council’s newsletters, and at stalls at Ripley Farmers’ Market, Ripley
Event, and Ripley Rocks. Monthly updates were given at Ripley Parish Council
meetings. At all stages of the Plan, requests for further help and calls for
volunteers were made.

5.7

June 2016 saw an informal meeting held with representatives of other
Neighbourhood Planning Areas, including Effingham, Send, East Horsley, West
Horsley, and Pyrford.

10

6.

Development of Policies

6.1

The 2003 Guildford Local Plan, as well as the emerging GBC Local Plan, were
essential touchstones throughout the process of developing Lovelace Policies.
The emerging GBC Local Plan in particular meant that policies had to be
reviewed at each iteration in order to ensure the Neighbourhood Plan was
compliant.

6.2

As a “complex group”, Lovelace benefitted from technical support delivered by
Aecom. In November 2015 Aecom began to undertake an appraisal of potential
sites for development, the results of which were considered by the housing
group. Further help from Aecom in the form of an evidence base and policy
review was received in 2018.

6.3

The housing group engaged Aecom to analyse the suitability of potential
housing development sites. The group later resolved not to include any sites in
the document.

6.4

The Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan Group spent a large part of the 18-month
period from autumn 2016 to spring 2018 discussing and developing policies.
Input was gained from consultants including Aecom and Guildford Borough
Council’s Planning Services, as well as from RHS Wisley and both Ockham
and Ripley parish councils. Guildford Borough Council carried out a health
check on the developing Plan in December 2017 and provided feedback in
February 2018.

6.5

Throughout the drafting process Guildford Borough Council has been a close
consultee of the Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan Group. Advice gained from the
Planning Services Department has helped to guide and inform the development
of the Neighbourhood Plan in line with the NPPF and GBC’s own policies.
Elements of the Lovelace Plan were redrafted in accordance with the guidance
received.
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7.

Statutory Consultation

7.1

2018’s Regulation 14 Consultation ran from 6th September to 16th November.

7.2

Hard copy summaries and questionnaires were delivered to every residence
and business in Lovelace, with further copies available from Ockham and
Ripley parish council offices, and the summary and survey were published
online. Statutory Consultees were notified either by post or via email. The
Consultation was widely promoted via a poster campaign, social media, and
open days at Ripley Village Hall and Ockham Parish Rooms.

7.3

The following stakeholders were consulted:
§
§
§

7.4

The following Statutory Consultees responded to the Consultation:
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

7.4

All residents, businesses, and landowners in Lovelace
Developers with an interest in land within Lovelace
Statutory consultees in accordance with the Neighbourhood Planning
Regulations 2012 (copy attached at Appendix B6)

East Horsley Parish Council
Environment Agency
Guildford Borough Council
Highways England
Iceni Projects Limited on behalf of Ptarmigan Land
Highways England
The National Trust
Natural England
Network Rail
Ockham Park
Ripley Court School
Ripley Farmers’ Market CIC
Ripley Village Hall CIO
Savills on behalf of Wisley Property Investments Ltd
Send Parish Council
Southern Gas Networks
Surrey Wildlife Trust
Thames Water
Woking Borough Council
The Woodland Trust
Woolf Bond Planning on behalf of Woodcock Bros

227 responses to the Consultation were made online by residents, businesses
and others with an interest in the Plan’s development, with a further 166
responses received in hard copy.
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7.5

Responses to the Regulation 14 Consultation from residents were strongly
positive. All Policy proposals were supported by a majority of respondents. All
comments received were reviewed and considered by the Lovelace
Neighbourhood Plan Group (analysis of responses is included at Appendix
B10).

7.6

Responses to the Regulation 14 Consultation from Statutory Consultees raised
issues which needed further analysis and clarification. All comments received
were reviewed and considered by the Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan Group
(analysis of responses is included at Appendix B9).
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8.

Summary of Regulation 14 Consultation

8.1

Following Regulation 14 Consultation some revisions were found to be
necessary in order to take account of comments received. The Lovelace
Neighbourhood Plan Group’s responses are shown in Appendices B9 & B10.
Clarification was sought from external planning consultants on issues raised
through the Regulation 14 Consultation.

8.2

General Comments
There were a total of 255 comments with regard to Housing Policies covering
the areas of sustainability, housing mix and housing design and density. In
summary, key concerns that were noted from the comments confirmed a great
deal of strength of feeling around the Protection of The Green Belt, and that
there should be no building on Green Belt Land. The sustainability of
developments, especially where there was no current infrastructure to support
them, was also cited as an area of great concern, covering everything from
public transport to schools, medical facilities and flooding, as well as suitability
of roads and lanes for any upgrading to accommodate more traffic generated
by increases to housing.

8.3

The housing mix comments were in the main around these being a good mix of
types of housing to help sustain current community, providing housing for
downsizing, genuinely affordable houses, schemes for locals and key workers.
There was a desire for small amounts of housing with no overcrowding or
conflict of character of the area.

8.4

The design and density area produced comments about keeping buildings in
style and keeping of the surrounding area with less density per hectare than
was being proposed, and more in line with the current density of the village
housing stock. Wherever possible, energy saving design and materials should
be encouraged in new developments, minimising environmental impact with
wildlife corridors between gardens.

8.5

Many of the general comments highlighted the value of Green Belt to the
community, concerns over infrastructure being already at breaking point, and
the unsuitability of large-scale development within the areas being proposed.
Many chose to thank the producers of the Lovelace Plan and also to commend
it for full adoption.

8.6

The Lovelace community is clear that it recognises the need for new housing
for the local need and a proportion for the wider area. It supports:
• small developments proportionate to the size of the settlement and in
keeping with the character of the area
• small developments which integrate into the current social infrastructure
• a housing mix to meet local need
• design and density to reflect the surrounding areas
• rural areas to retain and increase agricultural use
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•
•
•
•
•

retention of the Green Belt
designated areas of biodiversity importance to remain undisturbed
developments in areas with good infrastructure, i.e. railway stations and
bus services
expansion of local facilities to meet proportionate development
retain and expand small retail and commercial facilities and keep a thriving
commercial sector

8.7

The community does not support:
• any large development which significantly increases car usage
• removal of large areas of agricultural or rural land from the Green Belt
• over-development in rural areas
• a dormitory town in a rural area

8.8

The community is concerned about:
• the current air quality being above current legal limits
• the future air quality being worsened in Ripley village due to significant
extra traffic accessing the Burnt Common slip roads
• the significant increase in construction and on-going traffic through Ripley
village and on the local road network (LRN)
• people using short-cuts through Ripley and the LRN to avoid traffic jams
• the numerous proposed projects over the life of the plan, i.e. Junction 10
infrastructure, RHS increased visitor numbers, other nearby developments
outside Lovelace and the on-going effects on Lovelace
• lack of appropriate infrastructure, i.e. railway stations, good bus services,
cycle lanes and pavements, existing schools and healthcare facilities, etc
• insufficient parking for new developments
• the effects of lighting from large developments on biodiversity
• the effects of surface water flooding
• cycling and walking on unsafe roads
• loss of commercial premises, particularly shops, due to permitted
development

8.9

The community feels that:
• the policies are not strong enough
• this Neighbourhood Plan is a waste of time, despite the Localism Act
allowing neighbourhoods to shape their future, as the NP policies will be
over-ridden
• they have not been given a choice of development in Lovelace
• two large developments are being dumped in Lovelace without GBC local
consultation
• the 80,000 comments of objection on the GBC Local Plan and proposed
sites have been disregarded
• GBC has ignored the Wisley appeal Inspector’s comments on
sustainability and infrastructure

15

•

Guildford has not considered sustainable sites which has the necessary
infrastructure, e.g. numerous surface car parks in Guildford for mixed-use
development of car parking and homes

8.10

A total of 274 comments were received in relation to the Environment Policies,
with a great deal of support for the protection of open green spaces around the
villages and within the villages themselves. It was felt that the general vista was
one of open-ness and the proximity of open fields and countryside was an
essential part of the Lovelace area. It was clearly felt that green spaces should
have same protection as The Green Belt and that we needed to protect all
farmland. The land surrounding Ripley Village Hall was called into question due
to the fact that it may not help with the redevelopment plans.

8.11

There was a strong concern over the protection of wildlife and the maintenance
of natural habitats. In addition to wildlife, open space contributed to the health
and wellbeing of the community as a whole. Proposals for the Former Wisley
Airfield or any new ‘town’ should be discouraged as, once natural habitats and
ancient woodlands had been lost they were unlikely to be replaced. There was
a strong concern over the welfare of a range of wild animals, birds and insects
in the event of development taking place.

8.12

It was felt that the area was already greatly at risk of flooding and that existing
infrastructure would not be able to cope with any additional developments, as
it wasn’t able to cope with what we already had. Green fields and spaces helped
to alleviate the current floods that have been suffered in recent years.

8.13

Specific areas of the ward should not be put at risk of light pollution, with the
risk to wildlife being of particular concern and the ability to sustain biodiversity.
There was already a great deal of light pollution from M25 / A3 and policy should
ensure that the rural area should not be affected by any further un-necessary
lighting.

8.14

Of particular concern in the area of environment, was poor quality air and traffic
pollution. It was felt that much more rigorous standards were needed in future
to protect the health of all, in particular the vulnerable members of the
community, young and old – ‘choked by fumes at rush hour’. Traffic pollution
was felt to be beyond safe levels and the traffic, particularly along Ripley High
Street and its junctions with Rose Lane and Newark Lane was already at
breaking point. Local country lanes throughout the Lovelace Ward were also
mentioned as being unsuitable for any increase in traffic.

8.15

376 responses were given in response to the Policies that encompass
Infrastructure. It was seriously felt that there is currently insufficient
infrastructure in any of the key areas needed for sustainable communities, and
that Lovelace was already at a critical stage in respect of almost every area. It
was felt that if developments of the larger scales proposed in GBC’s Local Plan,
then these should not be allowed to proceed without infrastructure
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improvements being put in place before development or at a very early stage
of the development progression.
8.16

Public transport was commented on as being at too low a level currently and
that areas of the Lovelace Ward could only be served by private transportation,
due to the width of country lanes and ease of access. Green Travel was seen
as something which should be aspired to but sustainability and development
due to lack of space, a very big issue, potentially making this unachievable.

8.17

The provision of cycle lanes and public footpaths, including equestrian lanes,
was seen as something which was very aspirational and very difficult to achieve
given the very rural nature and size of lanes and roads.

8.18

Parking, particularly in Ripley was commented on as being insufficient, with
perhaps the necessity for some resident permit schemes to stop long term
‘commuter’ parking and provide spaces for visitors to local businesses. It was
felt that any new housing schemes for the elderly should include at least one
parking space to enable them to remain independent.

8.19

The main concern within community facilities related to the knock-on impact of
the loss of the village school and the potential loss of young families in the
Lovelace area. Contributions from any developments towards community
facilities, such as a new Village Hall in Ripley, should be encouraged.

8.20

It was felt that Ripley Primary School urgently needed to be reopened and that
the local medical centre, also serving Send, was already beyond its maximum
capacity. It was felt that any development of even a smaller number of houses
needs to have this addressed because of current strains on education and
health facilities, including hospitals.

8.21

90 comments were received overall regarding Policies relavant to Business,
relating to the change of use from commercial to non-commercial, and
agricultural and horticultural land use. The importance of business within the
local community was acknowledged, particularly as there is no nearby train
station and local employment was key to the sustainability of many of the other
village facilities. The loss of commercial premises was noted, and impact on
village life was felt to be detrimental particularly where the business was retail.
There was concern over the number of HGVs on Lovelace roads and that the
impact of more business might lead to an increase.

8.22

Farming and maintenance of agricultural land in the area was seen of prime
importance as local produce helps with the control of air pollution and global
climate change. It was clear that agriculture should be more greatly supported
as Lovelace is a rural area.

8.23

The Regulation 14 Consultation responses from Lovelace residents
demonstrate that it has been a difficult balance to provide a positive Lovelace
Neighbourhood Plan in the face of such objections. NPPF guidelines and the
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public comments have been included in the justifications of policies, as far as
possible. The Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan has made its best effort to provide
balanced policies.
8.24

Statutory Consultee Comments
The Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan Group were pleased to receive so many
comments on the Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan (LNP) from the statutory
bodies consulted.

8.25

The LNP had to draw a fine line between adhering to the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) 2018, aligning with the Guildford Borough Council
Local Plan (GBC LP) 2018 and the vision and objectives of the community, as
permitted under the Localism Act 2011.

8.26

Comments were received from Guildford Borough Council and Woking
Borough Council. The comments from GBC have generally been incorporated.

8.27

Savills, representatives of Wisley Property Investments Ltd (WPIL) for the
Former Wisley Airfield has objected forcefully to many of the policies, requiring
changes or deletions of policies. The Habitats Regulation Assessments (HRA)
carried out pre- and post-Regulation 14, and policy amendments as a result of
the Regulation 14 consultation, has reinforced the legal requirement to protect
the Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area (TBHSPA) of Ockham and
Wisley Commons.

8.28

As a result of the HRA, it is appropriate to retain and reinforce the policies to
ensure there is no harm to the SPA from additional recreational use from any
housing development.

8.29

All public consultation surveys carried out during the preparation of the
Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan (LNP) contained objections to the former airfield
development and the community does not consider benefits from the site to
outweigh the disadvantages. The community’s objections were a significant
part of the 80,000 comments objecting to the airfield site during the GBC LP
public consultations.

8.30

Although this is not the forum to object to this strategic site, it is important to the
community that its comments are taken into consideration.

8.31

Iceni, representatives on behalf of Ptarmigan Land, for Garlicks Arch, objected
to some policies.

8.32

The LNP asked just one question about these two sites, in summer 2018. As
the Garlicks Arch site was included in a late draft of the GBC LP, only the
summer 2018 survey and the Regulation 14 Consultation include responses to
both sites.
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8.33

As there are planning applications or permissions for either site, after due
consideration, the LNP Steering Group, Ripley and Ockham Parish Councils
decided the vision of the local communities should take precedence over those
of the developer’s representatives.

8.34

The Regulation 14 statutory consultation provided contradictory viewpoints
(Appendix B9). It may be considered dismissive not to implement suggested
changes or deletions, indicated by the response: “The comments have been
considered and, where relevant, addressed”. Policy amendments gave priority
to the repeated views of the community, above others, on the future of their
area as allowed by the Localism Act (2011).

8.35

The community has been clear in its vision for the Lovelace Neighbourhood
Plan throughout all consultations. It repeatedly states that development sites
should be proportionate to the surrounding area and not have an adverse
impact on the environment or environmentally designated areas. The Lovelace
Neighbourhood Plan reflects that vision.

8.36

Wolf Bond Planning, representing Woodcock Bros (Wimbledon) requested the
LNP consider their proposed site and whilst this site is appropriate in size and
scale to the community vision, it was decided to adhere to the objective of no
further development sites be supported until the future of the two very large
sites are known.

8.37

Local comments from the Ripley Village Hall CIO, Ripley Court School and
Ockham Park (owner of the Bowling Club land) requested their land be
removed from the Local Green Spaces designation and, after consideration,
Ripley Parish Council agreed to these requests.

8.38

Other bodies who responded and were generally supportive of the LNP include
the neighbouring parishes of Send and East Horsley, Ripley Farmers’ Market,
Surrey Wildlife Trust, the Woodland Trust, Surrey Hills AONB and The National
Trust.

8.39

Further comments were received from Highways England, Network Rail, Scotia
Gas Networks (SGN), Southern Water.

8.40

All responses have been carefully considered and policies and justifications
amended to reflect these responses where possible to provide a
Neighbourhood Plan which is positive towards future development of a scale
and character appropriate to Lovelace. The Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan
Group’s responses are detailed in the documents at Appendices B9 and B10.
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