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housebuilding? 
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homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Alison Hubbard         I do not think that the council should base the new 
proposed housing  number on the recent SHMA consultants 
report. There appear to be numerous assumptions and 
estimations which do not appear to have been calculated 
from a sound base. 
 
I would ask the council to have a new report prepared to 
more accurately calculate the future new housing target for 
Guildford. This is critical to all our lives as the infrastructure 
in villages such as Shalford are already at crisis point and 
the quality of life continues to go downhill as we try and 
cope with pressures that new housing development in 
surrounding villages put on our roads and resources. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing  
target, or  
take into 
account 
housing  land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Guildford 
Residents 
Association, 
EGRA  

        The draft SHMA suggests that the Council should test the 
borough’s ability to deliver 800 homes a year – compared 
with the current target of 322. If accepted by GBC, that 
means all aspects of our Local Plan would be driven by 
pressure to find the equivalent of four new Defra sites a 
year until 2031. That would be a 30% increase in the 
number of households in Guildford overall.  CRARA, along 
with many others in Guildford, including our MP and Council 
Leader, strongly opposed the target of 422 homes a year 
put forward in the South East plan. CRARA has supported 
the GRA submission that an appropriate target would be in 
the order of 300 homes a year, with a third affordable. This 
is in line with the average of 321 homes built annually over 
the last ten years. We fully appreciate that the SHMA figure 
would be adjusted to take account of constraints before a 
“housing target” is agreed. However, we are deeply 
concerned that putting forward a need for 800 homes would 
create real pressure to develop at densities in the town that 
would harm the character of established residential areas 
such as ours and also lead to pressure for development in 
protected countryside.  We have therefore been very 
concerned to understand the SHMA document in spite of 
the unacceptably tight timescale for consultation. We have 
discussed the proposals at a committee meeting. We have 
come to the view that there are major flaws in the 
methodology adopted in the draft SHMA which go much of 
the way to explaining the major discrepancy between 
previous housing levels and the draft SHMA projections.  
We consider the document to be unsound and trust that our 
Councillors will insist on major reworking before accepting it 
as part of the evidence base. It does not provide a 
reasonable and proportionate objective assessment of 
housing need suited to Guildford’s circumstances as 
required in the practice guidance.Our concerns include: 
Unjustified use of higher population projections throughout, 
the SHMA takes the highest option from ranges of figures 
and inflates them. This has a cumulate inflationary effect 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
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or 
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on 
infrastructure
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environment 
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and is not justified. Need is back dated, but recent provision 
ignored, inflating future annual targets. The demographic 
led range of 470–666 homes a year is not tested but is 
instead inflated to 671 homes, a figure described as a 
“robust starting point” but based on very thin reasoning. GL 
Hearn do not appear to interpret the demographic figures of 
the past few years to understand the drivers of population 
movement in future.  Instead, they preferentially select 
projections based on the most recent five years ignoring 
significant distorting factors that need to be understood to 
avoid corrupting the projections. GBC’s How Many New 
Homes report identifies “International migration is estimated 
to have had the most significant impact upon population in 
recent years….. The robustness of this trend is important as 
it can have a very significant impact on any trend projection 
that is developed for the Borough. ”The Edge Analytics 
Report” commissioned by GBC states “Adopting long term 
growth assumptions for Guildford Borough based on 
uncertain estimates of international migration is not 
recommended, particularly given the evidence suggested 
by the 10 year migration history, with a lower annual net 
impact evident.”It is therefore recognised that the major 
component of demographic growth comes from the 
changes over a short period in student numbers. 2008–11 
was a period of particularly high growth for the university - 
partly as a result of UK students trying to avoid the increase 
in tuition fees, partly as a result of a substantial increase in 
foreign students which inflated the international inward 
migration figures. During this period, the average net 
international migration figure was 1,536 of which 57% were 
students.As Edge Analytics have already warned, it would 
be inappropriate to consider these figures as indicative of 
future trends. A substantial proportion of these students will 
not be able or wish to stay after completing their studies 
and thus their numbers do feed through into future need. 
Notably, student numbers fell in 2011/12 and 2012/13 
confirming it would be wrong to base future trends by 
selecting years when the student population was increasing 
rapidly. This student related growth “blip”, which will not be 
present in the future, is therefore unrealistically inflating the 
5 year based projection. The way student housing is 
included more generally distorts housing need predictions. 
The methodology needs rethinking to avoid the population 
projections being heavily distorted by inclusion of students, 
and in particular student international migration, in 
estimates of future need. Eliminating these distorting factors 
would reduce need to a more sensible (pre constraint) 
SHMA figure in the order of 400 dwellings a year.The 
impact of student numbers on the town is a matter GBC is 
able to control by requiring consent and new campus 
accommodation to be built and used. It is not acceptable to 
inflate the need for homes by allowing students to take up 
so much affordable housing stock within the town.The 
University suggests about 2,000 students live in off campus 
accommodation. GBC policy aspirations designed to 
encourage the University to provide accommodation on 
campus and free up affordable accommodation in the town 
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are so critical that they should be considered as an 
influence in identifying demographic based need. The 
university has approval to build 2400 student units which 
they are at liberty to use and which should be taken into 
consideration. We propose the report should treat student 
numbers separately and exclude the effect of student 
population change from the general analysis to establish a 
more accurate prediction of the true needs of the town. The 
ten year figure of 470 homes per annum is considered a 
much more robust starting point for the analysis, as it is 
relatively less affected by the “blip”. Proper and robust 
analysis of demographic drivers should be undertaken to 
remove the effect of the “blip” and to quantify the effect on 
future growth of identified population trends; this is 
expected to reduce the true need from the “raw” starting 
point of 470 to a figure around 400.  Affordable housing 
need appears over stated.  The assumptions made in 
assessing affordable housing need should be questioned. 
True need appears to be nearer to 150 dwellings per 
annum rather than the 743 quoted. It ought to be possible 
to accommodate this within the mix of the 400 dwellings per 
annum implied by the adjusted demographic led 
projections. The report suggests 50% of households are 
unable to afford market rate housing. We should not allow 
sympathy for those who need affordable housing to cloud 
critical assessment of need.  G L Hearn seem to treat 
individual and household earnings interchangeably when 
considering affordability. However, many households have 
two earners, particularly those of young people. Average 
household size is 2.4–2.5. If it is assumed that each lower 
quartile earning individual is partnered with another such 
individual, the average household income at the lower 
quartile earnings level would be 2 x £23,939. Using the 
relatively modest income multiple used by G L Hearn of 3.5, 
and recognising the reduced deposit requirement under 
Help to Buy of 5%, suggests a purchase of £191,000 could 
be feasible. This suggests the affordable housing need 
identified in the draft SHMA may have been over-estimated 
and that a couple on median lowest quartile earnings could 
potentially afford a home.  Should the study consider 
whether some of the 200 plus dwellings per annum 
provided by private rented accommodation are affordable 
housing? GL Hearn appears to exclude them.  The 
evidence from comparing the housing list with the figures in 
paragraph 5.36 suggests that more robust analysis is 
required and that up to 150 dwellings per annum may be 
appropriate, especially if some of the 235 units expected 
from the private rented sector are affordable and houses in 
multiple occupation currently taken by students are freed up 
as affordable housing. The study fails to take account of the 
particular nature of the area.  The methodology used by GL 
Hearn is ill suited to the circumstances of Guildford. The 
Practice Guidance says:“Any assessment of need should 
be realistic in taking account the particular nature of that 
area (for example geographic constraints and the nature of 
the market area). Assessing development needs should be 
proportionate and does not require local councils to 
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consider purely hypothetical future scenarios, only future 
scenarios that could be reasonably expected to occur.  ”It is 
very disappointing that GBC failed to consult early as 
required. Had it done so, there could have been dialogue to 
identify a suitable methodology given the circumstances in 
Guildford. The practice guidance recognises that “Local 
planning authorities may consider departing from the 
methodology” as long as they are transparent and “explain 
why their particular local circumstances have led them to 
adopt a different approach where this is the case.” The 
Guidance also states “there is no one methodological 
approach or use of a particular dataset(s) that will provide a 
definitive assessment of development need”. For avoidance 
of doubt, we understand that constraints “such as 
limitations imposed by the supply of land for new 
development, historic under performance infrastructure or 
environmental constraints” are not addressed until later. 
Our concern here is the other circumstances that do require 
attention at this stage. The methodology needs to take 
greater account of commuting and the effect of London.  
The assessment of employment related housing need 
ignores the phenomenal level of both inward and outward 
commuting in Guildford.  Adjusting for this would have a 
very significant effect on the target. You cannot arbitrarily 
stop the clock on commuting in and out of Guildford.  
Insufficient attention is given to the London effect.   
Informed assumptions are required to derive housing need 
figures because London demand is affected by supply. The 
draft SHMA proposes that a reason for increasing the 
housing need figure to 800 dwellings per annum is to 
“support improvements in affordability” by increasing the 
supply of dwellings. Given the influence of London house 
values on the local market, inflating the housing figure in an 
attempt to reduce prices would be arbitrary. Guildford would 
simply draw in more migrants from London where house 
prices are, and will always be, higher. In London, there are 
5,200 people per square kilometre seeking housing 
compared with a national average excluding London of 321 
people per square km. The London dynamic will not be 
stopped by topping up the Guildford SHMA figure.  All you 
would achieve is a major increase in the housing figure in 
Guildford. The case for drawing more people out of London 
in the name of increasing affordability for local people 
cannot be justified, especially because housing is not 
disproportionately unaffordable in Guildford relative to 
comparable areas. No reasoned case is made to 
substantiate the assertion that boosting the target would 
bring down prices for local people when there is no control 
over the dynamic of people moving out from London.  
Inflating the housing supply would draw in London migrants 
using the scarce, geographically constrained land in the 
borough in a futile and uncontrollable attempt to reduce 
prices. This is considered an inappropriate and arbitrary 
basis for increasing the number of dwellings required per 
annum. The employment analysis equates jobs with 
households.  Jobs are equated with households. The report 
suggests 495 jobs giving rise to the need for 502 homes. 
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Previous studies have established that approximately 50% 
of workers in Guildford commute from elsewhere. Of those 
who live in Guildford, a number will have households with 
two or more people in employment, sometimes both in 
Guildford.  Far more rigorous analysis is required to 
generate informed assumptions for determining the 
percentage of a new home required per new job. We 
question the legitimacy of the housing market area.  We 
query whether this is a meaningful area.  Practice Guidance 
says, “A housing market area is a geographical area 
defined by household demand and preferences for all types 
of housing, reflecting the key functional linkages between 
places where people live and work.” We suggest the HMA 
does not accurately reflect the key functional linkages 
between places where people live and work. The HMA 
seems very diverse and incomplete when checked against 
commuting patterns or the dynamic of people moving out 
from S London.Lack of early consultation affected the 
methodology appliedHad the community been consulted 
early as required we would have had the opportunity to help 
explore how best to ensure the methodology was suited to 
the circumstances of Guildford.The NPPF states “Early and 
meaningful engagement and collaboration with 
neighbourhoods,local organisations and businesses is 
essential.The practice guidance is clear that local 
communities and parish councils are among those who 
“should be involved from the earliest stages of plan 
preparation, which includes the preparation of the evidence 
base in relation to development needs.”We feel this 
consultation to be too little too late.The duty to cooperate is 
applied in a biased wayWe are told the duty to cooperate 
comes into play later when it comes to GBC exploring 
whether other authorities can meet any of Guildford’s 
needs.However, the report suggests inflating Guildford’s 
housing need target at this stage to provide capacity 
towards the housing needs of other authorities.GBC has 
written to neighbouring authorities to say we have not 
identified a need for help in meeting our housing need 
figure even though local need had not been assessed and 
commuting is such a feature of Guildford. The Borough is 
so highly interconnected that it would be arbitrary and 
unsound to suddenly start planning as if it is a valid future 
assumption that everyone who lives here works 
here.Paragraph 8.25 suggests that GBC should consider 
increasing the target dwellings per annum still further to 
accommodate unmet need in adjoining authorities. This 
does not make sense when targets in neighbouring 
boroughs are substantially lower than those in the draft 
SHMA. It would be expected that the GBC target should 
reduce through sharing with Guildford’s neighbours rather 
than increase still further, except that it is understood that 
GBC has written to neighbouring boroughs stating that it will 
not be seeking to mitigate its targets in this way. How can 
this decision sensibly have been made in advance of 
understanding the need for new housing?ConclusionsA 
community that is• heavily influenced by London• highly 
interconnected with other settlements (demonstrated by 
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high inward and outward commuting),• avoidably relied 
upon by a growing university to house students, including a 
sizeable number of international students, because it is 
failing to provide campus accommodation,has the potential 
to come up with a disproportionately large SHMA figure that 
would dictate the entire planning process moving forward. 
Guildford would fall into that trap if it failed to test the 
standard consultant’s analysis against the specific 
circumstances of Guildford. Guildford needs the tightest 
possible SHMA analysis to shape growth in the borough. 
We can always revise the household delivery targets 
upwards.We conclude that the draft SHMA needs very 
substantial reworking before it can be regarded as a robust 
basis for assessment of future dwelling needs.Footnote: 
Why this matters.We questions the suggestion that a 
questionably high SHMA figure does not matter because 
constraints will be applied before a housing figure is 
agreed. All decisions in subsequent stages of the Local 
Plan process will be informed by the SHMA figure. Any 
failure to meet this supposed and arbitrary SHMA need, 
either in Guildford or within neighbouring boroughs, would 
risk a decision that the plan is unsound. The threat that the 
Plan would fail to be approved if it did not meet the 
supposed housing need would create pressure to expand 
Guilford.  Under the previous regimes of the Structure Plan 
and then the South East Plan, we were given a figure that 
reflected need and capacity. Under the new regime, local 
choice is largely an illusion because the outcome is 
determined to such a large extent by the SHMA figure.  
National politicians can relax about handing decisions to 
local communities because the process is secured from the 
outset by an inflated SHMA figure. Officials are unflustered 
when members seek to reassure their local community that 
there is no need to be alarmed by a high SHMA figure 
because it will be brought down by constraints later. They 
know the figure will drive the process.In Guildford, a high 
figure would set the course for massive expansion. The 
SHMA figure will be by far the most significant determinant 
of the future of Guildford in the Local Plan. Getting this 
figure wrong with a report that is not realistic, proportionate 
or sound and that inflates the need figure in such an 
arbitrary way, would be a major self inflicted wound for 
Guildford. We look to our Councillors to secure fundamental 
change to the GL Hearn draft study. Looking at constraints 
later is no substitute for a sound SHMA that reflects the 
needs of Guildford. A high SHMA figure would create a high 
housing target that needs to be achieved on an annual 
basis. With a tight, realistic and proportionate figure, we can 
always increase our contribution to growth. Growth 
opportunities are likely to come on stream on a lumpy basis 
as (re)development sites come on stream. If an arbitrary 
800 homes per year figure is tested, we will be likely to end 
up with a housing target in the order of about 670 due to 
aggressive overriding of constraints. That is the equivalent 
of both a Defra site and Queen Elizabeth barracks site, plus 
windfall development, year upon year. A reality check is 
required. We need a SHMA that gives us the realistically 
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assessed, objective need. 

Effingham Parish 
Council  
(Arnold Pindar) 

        Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SHMA. 
We are concerned that the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) is based more on estimates and 
assumptions than on hard evidence and would urge 
Guildford Borough Council (GBC) to review the reliability of 
the evidence base before making a final decision on 
housing numbers for Guildford Borough over the period to 
2031. We would particularly like GBC to review the 
following three areas.1.Reconciling the existing housing 
target of 322 per annum to the numbers in the draft SHMA 
of between 670 – 800 pa (page 127). The South East Plan 
imposed a housing target of 422 houses pa on Guildford.  
GBC challenged this figure in court and won, and a reduced 
figure of 322 houses pa was established. The draft SHMA 
has come up with substantially higher figures. It would be 
helpful to have an explanation as to why in five years the 
figures have increased so much (*).2.One area that seems 
to be driving the numbers higher is Affordable Housing. In 
this section of the draft SHMA there are at least six 
estimates of housing numbers including a staggering figure 
of 27,793 households (Table 19) in Guildford unable to 
afford a home of their own judged by having to spend more 
than 30% of their income on housing. These six estimates 
lead to a statement saying that if all requirements for 
affordable housing were to be met 942 affordable houses 
(Table 24) would need to be built each and every year until 
2031. It is understood that the figure of 942 pa excludes 
other local housing requirements and inward migration. 
Statements such as this by GL Hearn appear idealistic and 
impractical. The figures for affordable housing in the draft 
SHMA are based on too many assumptions and estimates 
and because of this lose credibility. The evidence base that 
should have been looked at for affordable housing is surely 
the housing waiting list which listed 3391 households 
(December 2013) of which 1314 (page 73) are deemed as 
having a housing need.3.Students represent a sizeable 
proportion of those requiring housing. The SHMA figures 
are based on the years before the increase in student fees 
and before the noticeable reduction in the numbers of some 
foreign students, in part caused by visa restrictions. All 
these factors may have the effect of reducing (or at least 
not significantly increasing) numbers coming to Surrey 
University over the period to 2031. This highlights how 
difficult it is to predict future student numbers and, because 
of this uncertainty, GBC should be a careful not to over-
estimate this area of housing demand when producing the 
final housing target.The danger is that if GBC base their 
final housing figures on assumptions and estimates, rather 
than solid evidence of housing need, we will end up with a 
higher housing target than is needed and this will inevitably 
lead to permanent and unacceptable loss of Greenbelt. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target,  
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Seale and Sands 
Parish Council  
(W A Nelson) 

        The Parish Council have reviewed the SHMA 
documentation and recommendations.  It welcomes the 
engagement process and the opportunity to comment.  It is 
a vital part of any new Local Plan and in this the identified 
housing need. We do not though believe the evidence or 
findings are justified or accurate to allow this SHMA 
document to form any basis to a new Local Plan.We were 
also concerned that the on-line response document was not 
of the standard to ensure that all the issues by the public 
could be articulated to. This Parish Council has great 
reservations over this SHMA and would ask that 
consideration be given to its being re-done. A new version 
must ensure the correct basis for housing, especially 
affordable, is calculated. The impact of the whole 
community with these types of numbers being projected for 
the next two decades would be very profound, especially 
relating to infrastructure and roads, which are already at 
saturation level. The following are specific points that we 
would like to ensure are taken into account:General – 
Impact Analysis• The impact this SHMA would have on the 
Local Plan. It has to then take into account the necessary 
infrastructure and resources needed to support a plan with 
the number of additional housing being projected. • The 
impact that these projections may have on an area of 
outstanding natural beauty (AONB) and Green Belt.  Are 
there not enough ‘brown field sites’ or houses that are 
currently vacant to meet any new demands?  • For this 
Parish, any Housing Assessment must take into account 
the bordering areas of Waverley and the adjacent 
Hampshire towns.  • The whole SHMA seems to relate to 
economic and educational needs,  increasing these 
aspects,so that additional housing becomes necessary.  • 
Affordable housing is the key to any needs in this area, but 
is this feasible, taking into account the already high cost of 
housing in the area?  • The basis of the average number of 
people per household and the earnings figures are highly 
debatable. The data and assumptions being made are all 
subject to be challenged and therefore, do not form a 
creditable basis for providing a solution!   Note also the 
concept proposed by the report of “Amended 
Demographics”, also with higher student numbers being 
included.  • The draft proposal is potentially for 800 homes 
per annum. The impact of this over twenty years would be 
to put an extra third of homes on current numbers, into the 
Guildford area. It is also noted that under the old SE Plan, 
GBC took court action to fight a proposal of 442 homes and 
settled on a figure of just 322.  • Constraints to 
development, such as capacity, environmental design or 
infrastructure must be considered and not just left to the 
final Local Plan. The impression for developers is that there 
will be sufficient scope to cater for the housing numbers 
proposed.  • Allowing this amount of homes into the area 
will only lead to more commuting, especially to London, to 
compensate for the fact that housing availability and cost in 
this area is more attractive than living in London.  • The 130 
page draft report has many aspects that we could comment 
on specifically, but we will do this if required, if progression 

n/a 
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based on this report, is carried out. 

Holy Trinity 
Amenity Group 
(Robert 
Bromham) 

No We should not 
attempt to 
meet the 
targets 
suggested by 
the SHMA. We 
do have to 
meet a target 
that represents 
the genuine 
need of the 
town. This 
proper target 
would be 
based on 
assessment of 
the loss that 
Guildford 
would suffer 
financially, and 
in loss of 
quality, if the 
perceived 
need was not 
met; some 
financial loss 
might be 
acceptable in 
order to 
preserve the 
quality of our 
town. 

Not the 
remit of the 
SHMA 

No We cannot do this. This is a 
national problem, particularly in 
the SE, and requires a national 
solution that involves 
redistribution of jobs and 
investment across the country, 
an enforceable policy to provide 
smaller homes, and a windfall 
tax on land given development 
permission. 

Yes This must include 
smaller, low cost, 
"market" homes as 
well as social housing. 

This begs the question 
of what is "enough". If 
the target is set as 
suggested in the 
response to Q1, then 
failure to meet it (likely 
on this basis to be 
around 350 per year) 
could result in some 
financial loss to 
Guildford, and unjust 
social consequences. 

The SHMA is over academic and does not focus on the 
basic issues.  In particular we need to know how much 
financial reward will come from central government from 
building houses, balanced against the loss that may result 
from inadequate direct funding of the considerable 
infrastructure expansion that would be needed (all our 
infrastructure is currently fully loaded)  i.e  the needs of the 
town itself.  For Residents the impact on Council Tax is 
important, but no information has been given. We fully 
support the detailed submission that has been made by 
Guildford Residents Association (GRA). 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate or 
take into 
account 
financial 
implications 
for the district 
or the impact 
on 
infrastructure 

Caroline Lloyd No The council 
needs to 
address the 
infrastructure, 
especially 
transport, as a 
priority and 
before making 
provision for 
more housing. 

Not the 
remit of the 
SHMA 

No 
Answe
r 

 Yes  Rising house prices and 
difficulties for first time 
house buyers. 

The centre of Guildford is too tight to carry the current 
amount of traffic. People's stress levels are rising as a 
result. The issue of road traffic in Guildford needs to be 
addressed urgently. Also the south-east is already 
overcrowded. For instance, water supply in the south east 
is not adequate to serve increased numbers of houses. 
Transport from surrounding villages needs to be improved. 
Guildford station needs to link with buses. They should stop 
at the station. Picking up and dropping off at the entrance 
on Guildford Park Road should be easier, without causing 
chaos in the rush hour.  The green of Guildford's 
surrounding area needs to be preserved. The Council has 
much to consider BEFORE it can decide on the number of 
houses which need to be built. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Mrs C Sheard         I would like to comment on the Draft SHMA recently 
circulated. 
 
In outline: 
•The Draft SHMA is unsound and needs further work before 
the final document is issued. 
•It produces a fundamentally different figure to the previous 
SHMA without analysing what was 'wrong' with the previous 
figure / SHMA. 
•I believe that the current Target Figure for new households 
p.a. of 322 is about right, though if the Borough council 
wanted to up the target by a small amount that would be 
understandable 
•If the Draft SHMA figure is adopted it would threaten the 
Green Belt. 
My letter contains more details on each of the above points. 
 
 

The 
equivalent 
demographic 
figure from 
the previous 
SHMA is 22 
homes per 
annum more.  
This is to 
take into 
account 
under supply 
in the interim 
period. It is 
not the role 
of the SHMA 
to set the 
housing 
target 

Debbie Hurdle         Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) report 
prepared by GL Hearn Ltd. 
Although we found it a very interesting report, we do take 
issue with some of the methodology used to calculate the 
borough’s future housing requirements and the assumption 
that Guildford borough should be the repository for London 
overspill. The borough of Guildford is essentially a rural 
community providing local employment, rather than 
providing homes for London commuters. 
During the period 2001-11 the Borough Council delivered 
3,187 additional homes, which was slightly in excess of the 
planning target and for this the Council should be 
congratulated.  The draft SHMA however arrives at the 
conclusion that the annual target of 322 additional homes 
each year, as set in 2006, should now be more than 
doubled to at least 670 additional homes p.a., and 
additionally, and quite arbitrarily (para 8.24), it then 
recommends that the Council should  “test the ability to 
deliver 800 homes per annum within the Borough over the 
plan period to 2031”. 
We maintain that the 2006 assessment of housing need 
more closely represents the housing need of the Guildford 
borough’s population and we strongly question the validity 
and rationale behind the conclusions drawn in GL Hearn’s 
report.  Nothing in the eco-demographic situation has 
changed significantly to indicate that this scale of increase 
is justified. 
We do not consider ourselves to be qualified to question the 
validity of the source data presented in the report, but we 
do question the validity of the assumptions and projections 
made by the consultants from it. In particular: 
- We suspect that G.L.Hearn has not taken due account of 
the significant number of vacant properties (996 in 
December 2013 of which 449 have been empty for more 
than 6 months) which already exist within the borough, and 
should reduce the assessment of need. 

We have 
used 
demographic 
trends 
relating to 
international 
and internal 
UK 
migration. 
We have not 
assumed that 
Guildford?? 
should be a 
repository 
from London 
Overspill 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

- We consider that (para 2.31) the fact that a lower than (the 
South-East) average number of households in the borough 
are classified as overcrowded clearly demonstrates that 
affordability is not a major problem. The Council should not 
be told to assume that this lack of need may justify 
additional housing, as is G.L.Hearn’s surprising and totally 
illogical assumption. 
-  Although we recognise that house prices are high in the 
area, we do not think that they are higher than the average 
of areas of similar distance to London. The statistics simply 
do not support such a view. We do not consider that the 
South-East as a whole is a valid area for comparison. 
Should it be necessary to address the problem of new 
immigration at all, we would suggest that the numbers 
should be limited or conditions imposed to ensure that a 
proportion of the new housing (particularly affordable 
housing) is reserved for those who have been resident in 
the Borough for at least 3 years. We think that insufficient 
regard has 
been given to the increasing ability and practice of people 
being able to work from home rather than needing to 
commute to a work centre. 
With regard to under-occupation, we suggest that the 
Council could incentivise owners of such property to sub-
divide their properties in order to provide housing for others 
(i.e. create some houses in multiple occupation in the larger 
dwellings) or encourage them to downsize elsewhere with a 
discount on another property of their choice, perhaps in a 
smaller but attractive property provided for the purpose 
within a new development. 
It is good news that student accommodation will now count 
towards the total target, but in order to reduce the demand 
for student accommodation within the town (and thereby 
increase the availability of affordable housing and parking 
spaces for other residents) it is suggested that more halls of 
residence should built on the University of Surrey’s existing 
land.  We also suggest that if this accommodation were to 
be provided above the existing car parking provision 
(similar to how the World Wildlife Fund building was built in 
Woking with the re-opened Brewery Road car park 
beneath) then the existing problem of student 
accommodation on campus could be resolved. 
We note that there has been an indication that the Slyfield 
site (with an estimated capacity for 1000 homes) may 
become available in the first 5 years, rather the last 5 years 
of the Local Plan. We therefore encourage G.B.C. to press 
for quicker release of this and other Borough or County 
owned brownfield sites in the Guildford area to ease 
pressure for development on far less suitable sites. 
We recognise that there is a need for new housing in the 
area and that, with the increase in house prices over the 
past decade, a significant proportion of these, possibly as 
much as 30% of all new build should be ‘affordable’. 
However, the siting of these houses needs to be targeted to 
where there is good infra-structure to support it. Tacking 
new houses on to settlements which are already having 
severe infrastructure problems is not the answer. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

We are very concerned that the report has no reference at 
all to the physical geography of the borough or the capacity 
of its infrastructure (including highways, schools and 
shops), both of which provide severe limitations on housing 
development if the Council wish to retain its essential rural 
character. We do not consider that the report takes any 
account of the effect that such a huge increase in 
population would have upon the surrounding villages or the 
fact that Surrey is already one of the most densely 
populated counties in the country.  Although we understand 
from the draft National Planning Policy Guidance that 
excluding such considerations may be a precondition of the 
SHMA, its validity as an aid to the Local Planning process is 
significantly abated as a result. In the real world the 
assessment of housing need cannot be a totally objective 
calculation. 
We would therefore suggest that the creation of the new 
Local Plan should be a time for new initiatives and not 
limited to adding houses within existing villages or on the 
edges of the town in a way which will make the current 
problems of traffic movements in the area far worse. New 
development needs to be managed within the limitations of 
the physical geography of the area. 
Guildford town is set in a valley with roads, railway, river 
and canal causing congestion and difficulties for traffic 
movement, and until a very major improvement in highway 
access is available we should not add more people, cars 
and congestion to the bottlenecks that this situation all too 
regularly produces. 
We therefore hope that collaboration between Guildford, 
Waverley, Woking, Rushmoor, Surrey Heath and Elmbridge 
Councils will make the proposal for a new community at 
Wisley airfield a reality. 
We encourage Guildford B.C. and the other affected 
principal councils to liaise on this exciting project and, 
should they consider it to be viable, to ensure that 
stipulations are made to ensure that the community is 
adequately serviced with newly constructed schools for all 
the potential age groups of children and that substantial 
improvements are made to the A3 and other major access 
roadways to accommodate the additional traffic and help to 
ease the existing problem of congestion at peak periods. 
Perhaps such a new development, with good roads, 
accesses, schools and community requirements may also 
help to address the shortage of secondary school places for 
other areas of East Surrey. 
We are sure that all borough Councillors are already well 
aware of the fact that the main highways in the borough are 
already filled to capacity. There are significant tailbacks of 
traffic on all major routes at peak times. The prospect of 
increasing the resident population by a quarter by 2031 is 
therefore just not feasible. We hope that the Council 
share our view that the area will be irreparably damaged if 
the ambitions of the few who wish to encourage growth 
over and above the needs of its own resident population are 
acceded to. 
We would therefore encourage the Council to require 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

G.L.Hearn to correct the misassumptions in their report and 
conclude that the new housing requirement should be 
within the range 350-375p.a. 

West Horsley 
Parish Council 
(Sam Pinder) 

No The report’s 
progressive 
inflation of the 
supposed 
housing need 
figure is 
subjective, 
taking every 
opportunity to 
maximise the 
dwellings per 
annum (dpa) 
total from 
GBC’s interim 
target, 
accepted by 
the courts in 
2010, of 
322dpa and 
the legally 
overturned 

Not remit of 
SHMA to 
take into 
account 
developme
nt 
constraints.  
Incremental 
increases 
are in line 
with 
guidance. 

No because the idea that the “cost 
of housing” would be materially 
reduced by boosting house-
building is highly erroneous 
unless the market was to be 
almost flooded by new homes. 
The complexities of the housing 
market, commuting and 
migration, plus educational 
provision, neither appear to 
have been understood nor 
properly addressed in the study 
and the way they influence 
housing needs. 
 
The question is misleading and 
appears, incredulously, to 
suggest that the market and its 
pricing regime can be 
influenced / controlled by the 
Borough via the number of 

Yes for the reasons set out 
below. The issue is 
essentially how many 
and how that is 
achieved. It is felt the 
Draft Report does 
underestimate the role 
of the private rented 
sector in supplying 
housing that is 
affordable for many. 
Affordable provision 
may be social rented, 
affordable rented or 
intermediate housing. 
 
Affordability may be 
best achieved through 
increasing the 
percentage of 
affordable homes on 

People will choose to 
live in a wider area; the 
travelling to work area 
for Guildford is much 
larger than the HMA due 
to the proximity to 
London. For houses with 
dual earners, both 
earners very often work 
in different locations, 
choosing one location or 
even a third location in 
which to reside. With the 
onset of superfast 
reliable communications 
(the internet) it is likely 
that an increasing 
number of workers will 
chose to work from 
home either part time or 
even full time in many 

The views of all the Borough’s Parish Councils and the 
Resident’s Associations, all of which represent the 
communities and have a huge local knowledge, should 
have been sought prior to out sourcing the preparation of a 
Draft SHMA Report to a commercial consulting firm whose 
normal specialism is that of assisting their clients 
(developers, house building companies, trading groups and 
the like) to maximise the development of new homes, 
offices, factories and warehousing in the built environment. 
The Draft SHMA Report by G L Hearn, is considered to be 
too unreliable and unrealistic for Guildford Borough to 
seriously put forward as an objectively assessed well 
researched survey with logically derived and transparent 
conclusions, in support of the new Local Plan. The 
methodology used is questionable, the arguments 
presented lack rigorous statistical examination and are thus 
open to challenge. Further the Report does not follow at all 
times Government Guidance, resulting in a Report whose 
findings lack both credibility and robustness. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

South-East 
Regional Plan 
quota of 422, 
G L Hearn’s 
Draft Report 
increases 
Guildford’s 
assessed 
housing need 
from 470dpa 
(Table 12) to 
666dpa (Table 
12, 4.8) to 
671dpa(4.27, 
Table 15 etc.) 
to 
680dpa(4.20, 
4.33) and 
finally without 
any 
justification to 
800dpa (8.24). 
No account is 
taken of 
development 
constraints, 
environmental 
constraints or 
infrastructure 
feasibility or 
Green Belt 
policy; Hearn’s 
Report 
provides no 
shortfall of 
provision; 
there is no 
evidence of 
economic 
pressure to 
increase 
housing 
number; a 
substantial 
amount of the 
real need 
could be met 
by bringing 
empty 
properties 
back into use; 
a third of those 
in current need 
could afford 
market 
housing and 
are not ‘in 

homes built. A simple rational 
approach is needed. 
 
It is worth commenting that a 
significant increase in the 
number of 2/3 bed roomed 
sized dwellings (flats and 
houses) being built might be 
justified, initially building on 
brownfield sites within the 
Borough, before consideration 
of any other sites. Any housing 
development needs to be 
shared proportionately on a 
population density basis, across 
Wards and parishes borough-
wide, taking into consideration 
character and density of 
existing areas. Such a policy 
would only marginally impinge 
on the dynamics of the housing 
market through either (i) 
downsizing by older people 
from 4 /5 bedroom family 
homes into smaller homes, thus 
releasing family suitable homes 
or (ii) or being taken up as 
starter homes by couples / 
single people. 
 
 
[There is more to the response 
for this question, but it is too 
long to fit in the comment box-- 
please search 'Sam_Pinder 
(West Horsley Parish Council)' 
on sharepoint to see the full 
response and a cover letter] 

new sites rather than 
increasing the number 
of homes. Thus it is 
suggested the Council 
includes a local plan 
policy that provides for 
a high percentage of 
affordable homes to 
be required on 
development sites, 
especially any green 
field sites, consistent 
with viability. The 
current threshold 
policy requiring new 
developments to 
provide affordable 
housing on schemes 
of 15 or more units 
(gross) or greater than 
0.5 hectares in size in 
the urban area and 
over 10 units/ 0.4 
hectares in rural 
settlements should be 
reduced to schemes of 
5 units or more 
(gross)with no land 
area qualification with 
developers having to 
provide 40% of the 
units as affordable. 
House builders and 
developers will no 
doubt protest very 
loudly against such a 
policy, but there is 
clear evidence that 
developers will try to 
avoid affordable 
housing provision 
when the policy 
threshold is set higher. 
Additionally the policy 
should require that the 
physical form of 
development often 
associated with 
affordable housing 
should not be out of 
character with its 
setting, including that 
of any neighbouring 
housing. Many rural 
housing associations 
have successfully 
proved time and time 

cases. 
Guildford has a highly 
skilled workforce, of 
which around 50% travel 
outside the HMA to 
work, with central 
London drawing the 
largest number. 
Additional homes need 
to be for local need, not 
to cater for a large and 
transient population of 
international students 
whose stay is generally 
3-4 years. 
Demand is in the town 
where the infrastructure 
is greatest and not in the 
villages where 
infrastructure is poor 
and already over 
stretched. 
 
•Practice Guidance 2007 
(Pg 21): under section 
called Rationale:’ People 
with highly skilled jobs 
tend to travel further to 
work than those with 
lower skills’. 
•“The analysis and 
approach builds on work 
undertaken as part of 
developing the draft 
Waverley and West 
Surrey Strategic 
Housing Market 
Assessment; with the 
intention that the 
authorities within the 
HMA will work together 
to iteratively develop a 
joint evidence base on 
housing need.” Hearn 
4.3 (pg59) 
Has the HMA and wider 
area been adequately 
assessed and why has 
Guildford Borough 
written to Woking and 
Waverley advising that 
they will not need to 
mitigate housing targets 
by asking adjacent 
Councils to share the 
burden? 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

need’; 
overcrowding 
is minimal and 
under the 
south-east 
average; 
student 
numbers are 
tabled as the 
key driver to 
population 
growth; 
unfulfilled 
building by the 
University of 
some 2,400 
approved but 
unbuilt student 
rooms has 
created and 
continues to 
put pressure 
on the private 
rental market 
in central 
wards; 
projected 
increases in 
University 
numbers 
MUST BE 
accommodate
d by the 
University on 
its own land. 
Relevant Draft 
SHMA 
sections with 
occasional 
comment: 
Housing 
Number 
•Housing 
numbers are 
consistently 
inflated in the 
Draft SHMA 
Report without 
full justification 
arguments 
being put 
forward. The 
numbers lack 
consistency 
and do not add 
up. 
•The 800 

again it can be 
achieved. The 
introduction of such a 
policy might be 
justification for 
favouring a small 
number of larger 
development sites as 
opposed to a large 
number of smaller 
development sites 
scattered across the 
landscape. 
 
There will be greater 
public understanding 
of why Green Belt land 
might have to be 
released in moderation 
for housing, if it were 
meeting affordable 
housing for those in 
greatest housing need 
than if it were for 
market housing. An 
affordable housing 
element of over 50% 
(or more) might be 
justifiable because 
Green Belt land prices 
are considerably lower 
than in built-up areas 
and on 
redevelopment. The 
study should be 
revised to take into 
account this 
consideration and 
recommend that the 
Council should plan for 
a high percentage of 
affordable housing, 
especially on any 
Green Belt sites where 
a substantial 
proportion of 
affordable homes 
would contribute to the 
very special 
circumstances needed 
for such designated 
land to be allocated for 
housing development. 
 
Relevant Draft SHMA 
sections with 
occasional comments: 

•“In determining policies 
for housing mix, policy 
aspirations are also 
relevant. These may 
include aspirations to 
focus the mix more 
towards meeting local 
(rather than in-migrant) 
demand in some areas; 
or to diversify the 
housing mix and attract 
higher skilled workers in 
others. Hearn 6.26 
(pg95) 
 
•The SHMA Practice 
Guidance - The location 
of suitable housing (pg 
42): Since house prices 
vary between different 
locations, decisions 
about where a 
household should be 
able to live will affect 
estimates of housing 
costs. Issues that affect 
judgments about where 
a household should be 
able to live may vary 
between housing market 
areas. In some areas, it 
may be reasonable to 
assume that households 
should be able to buy or 
rent in an adjoining 
housing market area. 
In other areas, this may 
not be reasonable and 
property prices should 
be averaged for 
separate areas. There 
may be reasons why it is 
preferable to look below 
the district level (e.g. to 
examine urban and rural 
areas separately). 
However, household 
income data is rarely 
robust at this level. 
Judgements about 
suitable locations should 
be informed by 
evidence, and 
authorities that assume 
households can live in 
neighbouring areas 
should work with these 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

dwellings per 
annum figure 
is an arbitrary 
recommendati
on based on 
the 671 
number 
generated by 
the 
Consultants. 
There is no 
justification 
whatever for 
the uplift from 
671 to 800 
dpa. The 
Consultant 
simply says 
“We would 
recommend 
that the 
Council tests 
the ability to 
deliver 800 
homes per 
annum over 
the plan 
period”. The 
requirement to 
test at such a 
level is 
ludicrous and 
should be 
removed from 
the Draft. 
 
•Guildford 
successfully 
defended the 
earlier South-
East Plan 
requirement 
for 422 
additional 
houses per 
annum by 
legal 
challenge. The 
result was an 
interim target 
for homes per 
annum of 322. 
 
•For the 2001-
11 decade 
housing 
delivery 

Remember “Overall, 
around 32% of 
households with a 
current need are 
estimated to be likely 
to have sufficient 
income to afford 
market housing and so 
our estimate of the 
total backlog need is 
reduced to 933 
households. The 32% 
is estimated as the 
proportion expected to 
have an income above 
the thresholds for 
accessing market 
housing show through 
the market survey.” 
 
•“Discounting the 
transfer and 
family/friends cases 
suggests that there 
are around 1,314 
households on the 
Register with a need.” 
Hearn 5.22 (pg73) 
 
•“All households are 
adequately housed in 
a home which they 
can afford (assuming 
no more than 30% of 
the households’ gross 
income is spent on 
housing costs pg 
80The Council’s 
housing team however 
use a threshold that 
households will spend 
up to 35% of gross 
housing costs.” pg 
80??? 
 
•“It is considered that 
2 bed properties offer 
the greatest degree of 
flexibility. Whilst 
demand is also high 
for 1 bed properties 
these have the 
greatest turnover and 
are lower priority as 
the households are 
normally single, able 
people who may have 

authorities to ensure 
they and other key 
stakeholders agree and 
are able to take account 
of this assumption. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

totalled 3,187 
homes in the 
Borough (net) 
relative to 
planned 
housing 
provision of 
3,180 homes. 
Thus in the 
period 
preceding the 
demographic 
projections in 
this report, 
which start 
from 2011, 
there was no 
shortfall in 
housing 
provision. 
Hearn 2.44 (pg 
27) 
 
•Hearn states: 
“as there has 
been no 
change in 
demand hence 
there is no 
evidence for 
the housing 
number to be 
raise.” and at 
8.18 “It 
indicates that 
there is not 
pressure to 
increase 
housing supply 
to support 
economic 
growth in the 
Borough 
relative to the 
demographic 
projections.” 
 
 
Housing Need 
(NB: MUST 
NOT be 
confused with 
Housing 
Demand) 
The SHMA 
Practice 
Guidance 

more housing options.” 
Hearn 6.20 (pg93) 
 
•“The Government’s 
Help-to-Buy Scheme 
is however now 
helping to improve 
household’s access to 
home ownership, and 
this may in due course 
impact on the rental 
market as those who 
have deferred or not 
been able to buy over 
the last few years 
move into the owner 
occupied sector” 
 
•The data clearly 
shows that very few 
younger households 
are owner-occupiers 
with a particular 
reliance on the private 
rented sector and to a 
lesser degree social 
rented housing Hearn 
7.49 (pg115) 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

2007 Definition 
(pg8) 
describes 
Housing Need 
as “The 
quantity of 
housing 
required for 
households 
who are 
unable to 
access 
suitable 
housing 
without 
assistance” 
and on the 
same page 
Housing 
Demand as 
“The quantity 
of housing that 
households 
are willing and 
able to buy or 
rent.” 
 
•The 671dpa 
number is not 
“objectively 
calculated”. It 
is based on 
“amended 
demographics”
. Hearn (pg 
59-67). The 
Consultants 
admit that 
“population 
growth in the 
Borough had 
been 
overestimated” 
2001-2011.” 
They use 
numbers 
based on a 5 
year trend 
though 
admitting that 
this was a 
peak period. 
Using a 10 
year trend 
gives a 
baseline 
number of 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

470dpa 
instead (p60) – 
which would 
then be 
subject to 
constraints. 
 
•“Even if we 
were to 
assume that 
households 
were to spend 
up to 35% of 
their income 
on housing 
costs, and that 
the private 
rented sector 
continued to 
meet a 
proportion of 
housing needs 
based on 
current levels, 
this provides a 
basis for 
considering an 
upward 
adjustment to 
need relative 
to the 
demographic 
projection (671 
homes per 
annum).” 
Hearn 8.22 
(pg127) 
This is not 
justification for 
a jump to 800 
houses per 
annum 
 
•“Discounting 
the transfer 
and 
family/friends 
cases 
suggests that 
there are 
around 1,314 
households on 
the Register 
with a need.” 
Hearn 5.22 
(pg74) 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

•“Overall, 
around 32% of 
households 
with a current 
need are 
estimated to 
be likely to 
have sufficient 
income to 
afford market 
housing and 
so our 
estimate of the 
total backlog 
need is 
reduced to 933 
households. 
The 32% is 
estimated as 
the proportion 
expected to 
have an 
income above 
the thresholds 
for accessing 
market 
housing, 
shown through 
the market 
survey.” Hearn 
5.23 (pg74) 
 
Overcrowding 
•Hearn states 
at 2.31 (pg 23) 
“...3.7% of 
households 
are classified 
as 
‘overcrowded’ 
when 
measured 
against the 
bedroom 
standard. This 
is modestly 
below the 
South East 
average, and 
more notably 
below the 
England 
average.” 
Thus 
overcrowding 
figures are not 
a reason to 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

build more 
houses. 
 
Empty 
Properties 
•NPPF 51 
requires local 
authorities to 
bring back 
empty housing 
into use. A FoI 
request in late 
2013 revealed 
a total of 996 
empty 
properties 
(1.8% of 
Guildford’s 
housing stock 
- Hearn 2.36 
pg24) which 
need to be 
returned to the 
market, ideally 
before building 
on new sites. 
Students 
•“In the 
2011/12 
academic 
year, the 
University of 
Surrey had a 
total of 15,055 
students, of 
whom10,695 
(71%) were on 
undergraduate 
courses and 
4,360 (29%) 
on 
postgraduate 
courses. Of 
the total 
12,480 were 
on full-time 
courses (83%) 
and thus more 
likely to have 
moved to the 
area to study.” 
7.54 “Of the 
total student 
population at 
the University 
of Surrey in 
2011/12, 69% 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

are domiciled 
in the UK with 
the remaining 
31% 
comprising 
foreign 
students 
(4,610 in 
number).” 
7.55 “Figure 
44 below 
tracks trends 
in full-time 
students over 
the period 
since 2007/8. 
It shows that 
total full-time 
student 
numbers rose 
from 10,805 in 
2007/8 to 
13,575 in 
2010/11 but 
fell to 12,480 
in 2011/12 
(driven by a 
reduction in 
postgraduate 
students).” 
Hearn 7.53 
(pg116) 
•Hearn states: 
Population 
growth grew 
most quickly 
from 2005-12; 
a reason is “a 
notable growth 
in net 
international 
migration”; and 
“57% of 
international 
in-migrants are 
students” 2.50 
(pg29). 
“The research 
also highlights 
that 
international 
migration has 
been the key 
driver of 
population 
growth in the 
recent past 



 

23 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

and that this 
has increased 
over the past 
few years.” 
Hearn 4.4 
(pg59) There 
are no 
statistical 
grounds 
whatsoever for 
taking and 
applying 
student 
international 
migration 
levels as a 
determinant of 
population 
growth for the 
whole 
Guildford 
Borough Area 
over the 2011-
2031 Plan 
period. 
 
•“The 
University’s 
Strategy 2012-
17 however 
seeks to 
increase 
student 
numbers – 
particularly 
numbers of 
international 
and 
postgraduate 
students. The 
University is in 
the process of 
developing a 
master plan for 
its land 
holdings at 
Blackwell 
Farm and 
Manor Farm 
which is 
envisaged to 
include 
housing, 
academic and 
research 
buildings and 
student 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

accommodatio
n.” Hearn 7.61 
(pg118-9) 
 
•The 
deliberately 
unfulfilled 
construction of 
2,400 student 
residences 
(already with 
planning 
approval) by 
the University 
has put 
excessive 
pressure on 
the private 
rental market 
in Guilford. 
Shared private 
residences, 
currently 
accommodatin
g students, 
would be 
eminently 
suitable to 
accommodate 
under 35’s 
(Benefit 
change up 
from 25 yrs). 
Hearn 5.60 (pg 
82). 
Further a GVA 
Report in 2012 
stated: “With 
the cost of 
higher 
education 
about to 
increase 
significantly for 
UK students, 
students and 
more 
importantly 
parents will 
wish for 
accommodatio
n to be of a 
quality that 
reflects that 
cost, shifting 
the emphasis 
towards 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

purpose built 
student 
accommodatio
n, managed 
directly by the 
university or in 
partnership.” 
•“One and two 
bed properties 
‘to let’, located 
in the town 
centre, near 
the Surrey 
Research Park 
and the 
University are 
particularly 
popular.” 
Hearn 3.42 
(pg55) 
Are these filled 
by unmet 
student need? 
Without doubt 
student 
accommodatio
n needs to be 
provided on 
campus. 
Guildford 
Borough must 
adopt a similar 
policy to City 
of Oxford  
which requires 
the 
Universities to 
provide 
accommodatio
n for all 
students. 
 
•“The public 
sector also 
continues to 
represent a 
significant 
source of 
employment 
across Surrey, 
accounting for 
22%. Given 
the outlook for 
the public 
sector, 
particularly in 
relation to 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

increasing 
downward 
pressure on 
Government 
funding, this 
remains an 
economic risk 
moving into 
the future.” 
Hearn 2.68 
(pg37). This 
could result in 
a reduction in 
housing need 
not an 
increase. 
 
•“Moving 
forward the 
pace and 
timing of 
growth in 
student 
numbers 
(particularly 
full-time 
students) 
should be 
monitored 
against growth 
in student bed 
spaces. The 
balance 
between these 
will influence 
housing 
market 
impacts, 
particularly on 
the private 
rented sector 
in the wards 
most affected. 
GL Hearn plan 
to further 
engage with 
the University 
of Surrey and 
providers of 
student 
accommodatio
n to 
understand 
this issue 
further. This 
may affect 
findings 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

regarding 
housing need 
and the mix of 
homes in the 
final report.” 
Hearn 7.62 
 
Change of use 
•The NPPF 
(51 pg 13) 
clearly states 
that 
Councils...sho
uld normally 
approve 
planning 
applications to 
residential use 
and any 
associated 
development 
from 
commercial 
buildings 
(currently in 
the B use 
class) where 
there is an 
identified need 
for housing in 
that area. 

Shere Parish 
Council  
(Joy Millett) 

        Shere Parish Council does not have a resident statistician 
with time on their hands to analyse the primary and 
secondary data, upon which the forecasts reported in CJ 
Hearn’s draft report have been based. 
Our objections and concerns thus focus on C.J Hearn’s 
conclusions and recommendations regarding the scale of 
annual additions to housing stock that are deemed 
necessary. 
 
We believe the numbers arrived at are unsound because 
a)They are the result of trend analyses and projections 
based on data components that are aggregated for analysis 
rather than treated segmentally 
b)Some conclusions have been reached, and actions 
proposed, on the basis of assumptions made not on the 
basis of reliable researched prime local data but, in its 
absence, on broad secondary sources. We believe some of 
these assumed relationships and conclusions are unproven 
and unsound. 
 
We believe the above means decision makers will be 
unable to safely and satisfactorily quantify and assess the 
policy options and priorities that will be called for when 
considering the Plan produced, based on this evidential 
report 
 

The 
requirement 
of the SHMA 
are to use 
the SNPP as 
a base from 
which to 
produce a 
locally 
derived 
objective 
assessment 
of housing 
need.  We 
are therefore 
required to 
use trend 
based 
projections of 
need.  We 
are not 
allowed to 
infer capacity 
constraints to 
our 
calculations 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Our focus is on the following CJ Hearn conclusions / 
recommendations: 
1.that 670 houses per year reflects a baseline (ie minimum) 
level of housing provision to meet objectively assessed 
needs. (Ref 8.19) 
2.consideration should be given to higher levels of housing 
(than 670 ) to support improvements in the affordability of 
market housing and to meet identified affordable housing 
needs. (Ref 8.19) 
3.that the Council should test the ability to deliver 800 
homes per annum (Ref 8.24) 
 
Our Objections / Criticisms 
1. In relation to the need for 670 houses per year. 
a. Firstly we would contend the following: 
1. there is no, or any insignificant, ‘homeless’ population 
within the Borough at present 
2. with a modest 3.7% of homes classified as overcrowded, 
but 71% seen to be under occupied, it is clear that current 
‘housing stock’ provides sufficient homes to satisfactorily 
house the Borough’s current population. 
A minor ‘nudge’ to encourage some ‘house transfers’ might 
well fully align bedroom availability to household need. 
Certainly there is more than adequate bedroom 
accommodation available to sleep the Borough’s residents 
appropriately (Ref Table 2) 
Hence current housing stock is adequate, and sufficiently 
well enough balanced, for the Borough to satisfactorily meet 
what must surely be its first and most immediate housing 
and strategic priority – ensuring that the housing needs of 
its current resident community are met. 
b) Secondly as the current population organically evolves 
there are of course the ‘future housing needs’ of this current 
community to consider. 
As the size of the population changes, (through births and 
deaths) and its age profile shifts. The current teenagers 
start to become independent and then move on to become 
prospective new householders. This will ‘probably call for 
the provision of additional housing 
 
The draft report states that to meet this housing need 
requires 204 houses per year (Ref table 12 – Net nil 
Migration Projection ) This interesting but not used number 
is of course an overestimate of the real future housing need 
of this current community. A significant proportion, of the 
prospective new householders will in fact choose to move 
away from the Borough, as will over time some of the 
already established households - so in reality leaving a 
proportion of the current stock, and of these annual new 
houses, available for new inward migrants. – What 
proportion is not estimated. 
 
c)Thirdly we recognise that the current community needs, 
and the Council seeks to encourage and sustain, a vibrant 
local economy and a growing industrial / commercial 
presence. Each is important for providing employment 
opportunities for both the resident community, and the 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

surrounding area, and for servicing the needs of the 
community itself. 
 
This calls for growth - which calls for more people - which 
creates a housing need – a need for an increase in housing 
stock over and above that utilized to meet the current and 
future housing need of the evolving current community. The 
size of this additional need depends on the number of 
additional jobs created each year within the ‘Borough 
located economy’ and what proportion of  these new jobs 
are taken by workers needing or choosing to newly house 
themselves within the Borough (rather than commute 
inwards on a daily basis). We see no ‘specific’ breakout and 
recognition of this additional ‘job led’ inward migrant 
housing need that should then be added to the actual need 
arising from the internal organic population development. 
i.e. that future housing need of the current population which 
is net of those who will choose not to remain/ establish 
themselves as resident in the Borough. 
 
A specific figure comprising of these two elements - as 
defined by b) and c) above is, we think, important.  
Important because only then can policy makers establish 
how many of the 670 population led housing requirement 
(ref 8.19) is in fact demand based rather than need based.  
A demand based on people choosing to migrate into the 
Borough.  Some simply ‘to live’ but not being economically 
active.  Others, for lifestyle / quality of life / location appeal, 
to live in the Borough but commute out of it for their 
economic activity. These we would contend represent a 
‘demand’ for housing not a ‘need’ 
 
We believe for policy decisions – and housing target 
numbers - the distinction between need and demand is very 
important. 
 
How can the Borough policy / decision makers make 
appropriate policy decisions, where hard choices are to be 
made, when the provision targets proposed do not provide 
an appropriate segmented analysis. 
 
A second instance of where we believe aggregated analysis 
and projections could lead to invalid or inaccurate 
identification of housing need relates to the treatment and 
impact – past and future – of students. 
 
Current student numbers at the University – and future 
numbers - are determined by the Policy / commercial 
decisions of the University. Such student numbers are not 
predictable by trend analysis, nor discernible by reference 
to a settled and deliverable University Long Term Plan – 
there is not one at present.  Neither is it possible at present 
to know exactly what the University’s land utilization plans 
are or its intentions about provision of student 
accommodation in University provided accommodation.  All 
we can be certain of is that a University is in the business of 
bringing ‘bodies’ to its site. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

 
It appears to us that student numbers have been 
aggregated into the demographic and population data upon 
which trends have been identified and forward population 
projections and profiles made. Yet at 10% of Guildford’s 
population they will represent a significant ‘segment’ within 
these projections – projections which are a key determinant 
of identifying ‘housing need’.   And certainly at 10% of the 
community they will have a significant impact both directly 
and indirectly on the local market and housing stock 
utilization.  But just what the scale of that impact will be will 
depend on their choices and options for accommodation.   
Will it be in University provided Halls, privately rented 
individual flats, high density shared occupancy of current 
housing stock? 
 
Questions difficult to answer; but the basic translation of 
undifferentiated population numbers and demographic 
profiles into projections of household formation rates and 
consequent additional houses needed in the Borough, 
based on standard assumptions regarding household 
generation dynamics is certainly not going to produce a 
reliable answer for difficult decisions about how many 
additional houses to build each year until 2031. 
 
2. In relation to increasing from 670 to improve ‘affordability 
and’ 
3. in relation to (the need and logic) of testing for 800 per 
year 
We believe that in the context of looking to determine, 
control, and direct new house building within the whole area 
covered by the SHMA report, and in Guildford Borough 
specifically, the impact and consequences of the following 
already identified factors are inevitable, and in many 
aspects not capable of being significantly changed by the 
Borough’s actions 
1.Guildford has 87% of its area essentially rural in character 
and largely protected by the Green Belt legislation. The 
balance of 13% contains a significant and growing 
University, a major Research Park and regional Hospital, 
the majority of its housing stock, and an even greater 
proportion of its population. It is an employment hub for its 
community and much of its surrounding area, and is a 
transport hub for non-road commuters in and around the 
area 
2.By the very nature of its protected and rural countryside, 
its good road connectivity and closeness to the Country’s 
two major airports, and its urban areas excellent fast rail 
facilities for London commuting, it is a location of extremely 
high appeal, convenience, and even affordability for the 
following groups 
a)Young professionals – natural flat dwellers – whose 
employment may equally as well be London based as local. 
b)Well-off families looking for safe family housing, near to 
good schools and with either open countryside around 
them, or situated within the environs of a County Town type 
area. – but whose work / economic focus is London/City 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

based or Internationally orientated. 
c)Wealthy often non economically active households, 
wanting to move out from within the M25/South west 
London conurbation for improved quality of living after 
retiring or downsizing – either physically or economically. 
d)Plus of course we should not forget the continuing appeal 
and convenience – but less so perhaps affordability – it 
holds for its already established community, including in the 
rural areas a significant proportion with long standing family 
connections 
 
Guildford is a geographically defined micro-market. One 
adjacent to areas that offer, in many instances, similar 
individual living/lifestyle options, but perhaps not in quite 
such unique combination or proximity. 
 
In this context the scale of the potential demand – 
supported by its wealth and the options this facilitates – 
represented by a), b) and c) above, is inexhaustible. 
Certainly the fixed space that represents the Guilford 
Borough could never accommodate all the potential 
external demand for a ‘piece of it’ – and all increases in 
open market housing stock are likely to find ready buyers 
who will add to the population and thus add to population 
trends so indicating a growing demand for more houses In. 
SHMA terms an increase in assessed ‘need’ 
 
Population led projections of ‘assessed need’ where the 
term / definition of need has been set to include demand, 
will always identify a growing need to the extent that 
previous attempts to meet demand will have produced more 
houses and so an increase in population. At some point it 
has to be recognised that total demand cannot be met 
within a particular assessment area and therefore policy 
decisions must be made to identify real need and see how 
this restricted and prioritised requirement should be 
addressed in relation to current community verses potential 
inward migration. 
On this basis attempts to determine and cater for additional 
housing targets - over and above real need – 
With the aim of achieving, in a free market, ‘better’ 
affordability ratios 
Or 
A shift in the housing stock proportions such as to give 
more ‘affordable houses’ (which we agree are needed, 
especially in the traditional rural areas) 
 
are doomed to do nothing other than damage the current 
living environment of the current population, and potentially 
destroy the countryside environment which the Green Belt 
was set up to protect for the benefit of the whole London 
conurbation (not simply those fortunate enough to already 
be living within it) 
 
There are no detailed local based econometric studies to 
show the price / demand relationship and ‘sensitivities’ in 
this area , and which reliably hold true when looked at in 
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Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

relation to the particular constraints and demands referred 
to in 1 and 2 above 
 
We would contend therefore that it is unsound : 
1.To propose additional housing targets (670) that look to 
meet both need and demand over and above a policy 
determined need. 
2.To then suggest consideration of even further provision 
(over 670) in order to impact ‘theoretical’ affordability ratios 
that are already evidentially proven to be irrelevant/ not 
reflective of what is actually happening, or can in fact be 
coped with, in real life. Proposals that would in any case be 
double counting of the type of need you have already 
identified 
3.Unsound to consider even further provision the purpose 
of which is to achieve a modification in reported/identified 
ratios when there are no models or evidence showing the 
quantitative relationship between housing supply and price 
within the particular circumstances, and demographic and 
geographic environment applicable to the specific area you 
are carrying out your assessment for. 
4.Provision of affordable housing is surely part of your 
original overall assessed target of 670 it should not need, 
an addition to it. To propose there should be a general 
addition to the basic build target in order to produce a 
particular increase in; affordable’ houses are surely 
unsound and ineffective. In the type of environment being 
assessed the only way to ensure provision and delivery of 
affordable housing – i.e. housing that is less profitable to 
deliver in a commercial free market environment – is for the 
relevant bodies to specifically commission its building. A 
commission that will be easier to achieve, and less costly, if 
land values have not been driven up from demands from 
unbridled free market competition, whose aim is to meet the 
more profitable ‘discretionary’ demand referred to earlier 
5.And to then pluck from the ether an even greater number 
– 800 – that is recommended to be part of the target range 
is simply not reasonable. 
The above comments and observations represent Shere 
Parish Councils response to your draft SHMA consultation 
document. 

Cobham 
Conservation and 
Heritage Trust (Mr 
David 
Bellchamber) 

        The Trust writes to comment in this consultation. The Trust 
has more than 1100 members, some from within the 
Borough of Guildford. Most of that membership that resides 
in the Cobham area uses and enjoys the resources of the 
Borough of Guildford (“Guildford”), including the villages 
and the countryside for recreational purposes. 
 
The Trust is concerned about the short consultation period 
for this exercise (and whether that meets the criteria in the 
Localism Act) and the methods used to calculate the need 
for housing. The South East Plan was suggesting on 
information gathered in 2004, at the height of the housing 
boom, 422 new units per annum for Guildford. Guildford 
successfully challenged that figure in the courts in 2010 and 
then considered a figure of 322 to be appropriate. Both 
Woking and Elmbridge have adopted figures for their 

The SHMA 
does not set 
the housing 
target 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

housing needs based on the South East Plan and have had 
those accepted by the Inspectorate as part of their Core 
Strategies (now part of their Local Plans). The exercise 
undertaken by the consultants appointed by Guildford 
would appear not to take sufficient account of those and 
other Surrey and North East Hampshire boroughs in 
projections and of course the Trust is particularly concerned 
about the imposition of a suggested need in the district 
around Cobham and particularly a suggestion of 
development on nearby Wisley Airfield. There is a need to 
revert to the figures as assessed by the South East plan 
 
Whatever the reason for Guildford falling behind in a 
timetable for adopting a Local Plan, it is not equitable or 
indeed right that it should in any way be penalised by 
Central Government for that. The Trust has not seen any 
legal advice tendered to the Council but it would be 
surprised if it was not to the effect that the Process for 
drawing up the South East Plan, which undertook a more 
holistic approach than has been adopted by the consultants 
appointed by Guildford, was not robust. 
 
As the Trust sees it, the approach of the consultants is to 
have an assumption of growth that stimulates housing 
demand that in turn stimulates growth etc. Demand could of 
course be limitless given that people will always be looking 
to move out of London. This appears to be one of the 
reasons why the consultants hit on such a high figure. It 
was for the purpose of limiting the effect of that, that the 
Metropolitan Green Belt was created. Account does need to 
be taken of such constraints on land supply both for 
employment purposes and housing when assessing the 
number of new houses required. 
 
The Trust understands that among other overestimates the 
consultants are using figures that relate to a temporary 
increase in the student and international immigrant 
population which will not be sustained and indeed will fall 
back due to Government policy. 
 
The Trust’s views on this and other aspects of the drafting 
of the Guildford Local Plan are in development and it 
hopes, inter alia, to take part in the forthcoming Forum to 
express further views. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

David Ogilvie 
Design (Mr David 
Ogilvie) 

        I have had a brief read through the GL Hearn report my 
initial thoughts are as follow: 
. 
G L Hearn recommend 670 to 800 new dwellings pa. this 
would be in the order of at least 2000 people added to 
Guildford p.a. or 100,000 over the next 50 years this will 
approximately double the borough population in that period. 
 
The study is flawed because takes no account of the large 
number foreign of university students who register with GPs 
on arrival but do not de register on leaving the country. 
. 
The figure of 670dph is unsustainable for the following 
reasons: 
 
1 Bearing in mind that each working day there are traffic 
queues into Guildford of about a mile in each direction due 
to congestion in the traffic gyratory system this The 
infrastructure is inadequate 
2 The Borough is 92% green belt does not have the space 
3 The County of Surrey is already one of the most densely 
populated in the country. 
4 The growth rate proposed is double the historic growth 
rate of the borough 
5 The St Albans legal decision accepts that boroughs that 
are predominantly green belt can not be expected to satisfy 
need. 
6 There is no evidence that building more houses will 
reduce house prices 
7 Housing need does not constitute a "very special 
circumstance" for building in the green belt. 
8 Guildford is a beautiful borough in an excellent location 
therefore demand will continue to exceed supply until the 
borough has lost its' beauty and thus attraction. 
9 Doubling the size of Guildford Borough in the next 50 
years would be likely to cause coalescence of towns and 
villages 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage.  
We have 
however 
revised our 
report to look 
more closely 
at the 
Student 
housing 
numbers 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Mr Eric Morgan         I have read the document and fail to see how any houses 
can be considered without first studying the infrastructure. 
This is putting the cart before the horse. Guildford already 
grinds to a halt frequently after only a minor problem. I have 
written twice – Local Plan and Water Management. The 
same objections I stated there apply. Not everybody needs 
to live in the South East though government seems to think 
they should. 
 
Clay Lane is flooded again today. How are these new 
houses (occupants) to travel Around? 
 
Developers seldom use the word NEED. It is always 
DEMAND. If so many more houses are needed why are 
estate agents windows full of houses to sell? 
 
We do not need or want to be joined to London. Therefore 
leave the green belt to do what it was intended to do- a 
buffer state to separate the country from London. 
 
We may need a few houses but not the thousands 
proposed. Your job is to protect Guildford Borough not ruin 
it . 
 
My final points;- 
 
Ignore Estate Agents and Developers in deciding house 
numbers. They are only out to make money. Parish 
Councils and Resident Associations are about the people 
who live here. These are the ones who know where the 
problems are. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage.  
We are 
required to 
assess both 
need and 
demand 

Woking Borough 
Council (Ernest 
Amoako) 

Yes This is in line 
with the 
National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
requirement 
that Local 
Planning 
Authorities 
should ‘use 
their evidence 
base to ensure 
that their Local 
Plan meets the 
full, objectively 
assessed 
needs for 
market and 
affordable 
housing in the 
housing 
market area, 
as far as is 
consistent with 
the policies set 

N/A No 
Answe
r 

Please enter any additional 
comments below: No view, 
however note G L Hearn make 
such the link in paragraph 3.37 
between undersupply and rising 
house prices. It is also 
worthwhile to note that housing 
supply is not the sole 
determinant of the cost of 
housing. 

Yes Where identified 
needs exceed current 
supply of affordable 
homes, in line with the 
National Planning 
Policy Framework, as 
explained above. 

Various implications 
contrary to sustainability 
objective, including A 
failure to address the 
strategic needs of the 
local community of an 
area. Inadequate 
housing supply leading 
to reduced quality of life 
(overcrowding etc.) 
Potential limits upon 
labour supply, 
constraining the local 
economy Increased 
commuting patterns Risk 
of Local Plan being 
found unsound, 
consequent vulnerability 
to unplanned 
development. 

Overall the draft document appears a clear and 
comprehensive study, addressing national planning policy 
and guidance, and providing a strong basis for plan 
preparation. 
The National Planning Policy Framework makes clear that 
SHMA should cover the Housing Market Area (HMA) and 
recent decisions underline the importance of planning to 
meet the needs of the HMA as a whole. However the draft 
SHMA does provide an overview of the selected HMA 
(Waverley, Guildford and Woking boroughs) before 
focusing in on Guildford Borough. This is understandable 
given the differing timetables of our plan-making processes. 
It also recognises the view which both of our councils 
expressed last year during preparation of the Waverley and 
West Surrey SHMA by the same consultants; that a lack of 
clarity could result regarding the overall HMA and individual 
borough housing need figures if later SHMAs were to 
identify differing figures from those which your SHMA show. 
Whether the approach adopted would meet the 
requirements of the NPPF is a judgement that can only be 
made at the Examination. 
The report refers (paragraph 4.3) to our three authorities 
working together to iteratively develop a joint evidence base 
on housing need. Woking Borough is supportive of future 
joint working at the appropriate time to help to align our 
respective SHMAs once these are all completed. Our 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

out in this 
Framework, 
including 
identifying key 
sites which are 
critical to the 
delivery of the 
housing 
strategy over 
the plan 
period’ 
(paragraph 
47). 
Where an 
element of 
housing needs 
remains unmet 
after an 
authority has 
thoroughly 
tested all 
sustainable 
development 
opportunities 
in the borough, 
including 
through robust 
analysis of 
Green Belt 
and 
countryside 
land, joint 
working 
‘should enable 
local planning 
authorities to 
work together 
to meet 
development 
requirements 
which cannot 
wholly be met 
within their 
own areas’ 
(paragraph 
179). Failure 
to follow 
national 
planning policy 
builds in 
significant risk 
of a local plan 
being found 
unsound at 
examination. 

forthcoming meeting will help us map the process for this 
alignment. 
As indicated through earlier discussions, a commonly 
agreed methodology including clearly identified common 
data sources, is essential to data comparability and 
successfully aligning our SHMAs. In doing so, it is important 
that common assumptions including any adjustments (for 
example to address national projections) are applied 
consistently across every SHMA in the HMA. We would 
also like to make the following more detailed points. It is 
important that policy officers understand how the figures are 
derived and exactly the assumptions used in such a study, 
therefore some of the questions raised are for this purpose. 
Comments are provided under the relevant SHMA heading: 
1 Introduction 
Paragraph 1.24 warns against reducing migration 
assumptions based on economic evidence unless this 
approach is agreed with other local planning authorities 
under the Duty to Cooperate. We would not consider such 
an approach appropriate. 
2 Characteristics of the Housing Market 
Woking Borough Councils has previously confirmed its 
agreement with the core Housing Market Area (HMA) 
identified in the draft SHMA, during engagement on the 
earlier Waverley and West Surrey SHMA. 
Whilst mindful of the difficulties of identifying HMA 
boundaries in a region characterised by often complex 
functional interrelationships between boroughs such as this, 
the Guildford Waverley Woking HMA is a sensible basis on 
which to proceed. It is noted that Woking Borough is 
included primarily by virtue of its functional connections with 
Guildford Borough. 
We welcome the draft SHMA’s references to the relevance 
of adjacent HMAs, including those in north east Hampshire, 
north-west Surrey, and the influence of London (at 
paragraphs 1.6, section 2.0 including paragraph 2.7, 
Appendix A and paragraph 8.3). In challenging ourselves, 
as the core West Surrey HMA boroughs, to explore every 
avenue to meet identified housing needs in full, we may 
need to work not just within the core HMA but also across 
other administrative boundaries having regard to this wider 
hinterland. 
Paragraph 2.8 - discusses migration patterns expressed in 
people moves per annum, but refers to Woking’s strongest 
commuting relationship being with Guildford. 
Paragraph 2.25 - refers to an ‘other’ category in Figure 3, 
however this is not shown. Perhaps the reference is to 
Figure 4? 
Figure 6 on page 26 - relies on Annual Monitoring Report 
data of net housing completions in the three boroughs. The 
completions figures for Woking Borough appear to have 
been taken from the 2011/12 and earlier AMRs. One of 
these figures has since been updated through the Woking 
Annual Monitoring Report 2012/13 (2010/11 should now 
read 146 not 147). In addition, the 2012/13 completions 
figure is given as 321 homes, however this should read 273 
homes. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Paragraph 2.42 - refers to a target of 417 homes, should 
this read 317? 
3 Housing Market Dynamics and Market Signals 
Paragraph 3.17 - should the reference to Figure 17 read 
20? 
Paragraph 3.18 - should this read January 2014, given the 
announcement referred to was made in November 2013. 
4 Overall Need / Demographic Projections 
Paragraph 4.8 – agree that the range of requirements cited 
does not include the ‘net-nil migration’ scenario figure. 
Paragraph 4.11 – we accept that the original West Surrey 
SHMA 2009 is becoming dated, however most of its 
findings have been relevant for issues at any given time 
and we note the new emerging data is not dissimilar in 
some respects from the earlier study findings. This 
evidence was accepted by the Woking Core Strategy 
examination inspector in 2012, within the context of the 
NPPF, and was also found robust by an independent PAS 
review. We accept that, like any evidence base, it will need 
to be reviewed to ensure that it serves its purpose. In the 
same way, the Guildford SHMA will 
provide the information needed to support the Guildford 
Core Strategy. It is likely at the time Woking decides to 
review its Core Strategy that even this current information 
will need to be reviewed, to ensure it best serves its 
purpose at that time. 
Paragraph 4.22 – can you please clarify how the 817 per 
annum net in-migration figure was identified. 
5 Affordable Need 
Paragraph 5.22 states ‘it is estimated that some 391 
already live in affordable housing..’, how was this estimate 
made? 
Paragraph 5.31 - refers to the plan period, for clarity it may 
be helpful to state the relevant start and end years for this 
period. 
Footnote 24, page 79 – suggest should read December 
2013. 
We note that the matter of private rented stock is a local 
policy decision (paragraphs 5.58, 5.66). 
Paragraph 5.63 – identifies a ‘net affordable housing need 
in the Guildford HMA of 12,931 over the period from 2013 
to 2031, equivalent to 718 households each year’. In light of 
references elsewhere in the draft SHMA (appendices) to 
the West Surrey HMA as a ‘Guildford-centric HMA’, to avoid 
confusion it may be helpful to clarify that this finding relates 
to Guildford Borough, as opposed to the whole Guildford 
Waverley and Woking HMA. 
6 Need for Different Sizes and Types of Homes 
Paragraph 6.11 – an update is required to the Figure 
reference from 29 to 32. Updates also suggested to similar 
references at paragraphs 6.23, 7.18 and 7.26. 
Paragraph 6.53 - for information, the Woking Core Strategy 
similarly recognises and supports (for example, Policy 
CS12 Affordable Housing and paragraph 5.87) a need for 
family homes (two or more bedroom houses / flats), based 
on the SHMA 2009. 
Paragraph 6.54 – we note the proposed national changes 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

may change the guidance on the size of affordable homes 
(in light of the Housing Standards Review consultation) and, 
in the Autumn Statement, it announced a forthcoming 
consultation on a ‘new 10-unit threshold for section 106 
affordable housing contributions’. 
7 Housing Needs of Specific Groups in the Population 
Section 7 provides a very clear explanation of the needs of 
specific segments of the community. 
Paragraph 7.74 – we understand planning permission has 
been granted for redevelopment at Princess Royal 
Barracks. 
We note the draft report advises that further work is being 
undertaken on the issue of student accommodation 
(paragraphs 7.62 and 8.39). 
8 Draft Conclusions and Recommendations 
Paragraph 8.4 – suggest additional wording to read ‘A 
review of the evidence base and current or emerging 
policies regarding housing provision within and in adjoining 
areas to the core HMA is set out in Appendix E’. 
Paragraph 8.18 – suggest additional word ‘Enterprise M3 
LEP’ 
Paragraph 8.28 – for the purposes of plan-making a clear 
distinction will have to be drawn between housing need and 
housing requirement. Housing need is a statement of fact 
based on a clear methodology for assessing need, whilst 
housing requirement is the capacity for a local area to 
accommodate housing against all reasonable constraints. 
Whilst Woking accepts it is underproviding against its 
housing need, its housing requirement has been critically 
examined and supported at examination to be the level that 
can be provided to ensure the sustainable growth of the 
area and that provision includes a review of its Green Belt 
boundary to identify sufficient land to meet the requirement. 
That is the approach that every authority will need to justify. 
Paragraph 8.32 – with regard to grant funding availability, 
we note the HCA’s approach is now to request funded 
schemes set rents at affordable rent level. 
Appendix A: Defining the Housing Market Area 
Paragraph 1.1 - erroneously refers to Waverley in the final 
line. 
Paragraph 1.12 - refers to data being available in 2014, is it 
possible to update this information. 
Paragraph 1.45, final sentence - is information now 
available in respect of commuting flows since opening of 
the Hindhead Tunnel in July 2011. 
See also comments under section 2.0 above. 
Appendix B: Demographic Projection Methodology, 
Assumptions and Inputs 
As the draft SHMA acknowledges, any readjustment from 
the national projections must be clearly evidenced and 
justified. 
Figure A1.8 on page 27 – should read Figure B.8? 
Appendix C: Affordable Housing Definitions 
Appendix D: Survey of Entry Level Housing Costs 
No comments. 
Appendix E: Summary of Plan Preparation, Housing 
Targets And Evidence within and Surrounding the HMA. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

To clarify Woking Borough’s plan status, paragraph 6.19 of 
the Woking Core Strategy indicates that ‘the outcome of the 
monitoring process will inform whether or not the Core 
Strategy and/or other complementary plans and strategies 
should be reviewed’. Monitoring to date has not highlighted 
a need to review the Core Strategy. 
Can you please confirm that the CLG-2011 household 
projections cited in the table - 633 per annum for Guildford, 
463 for Waverley, 411 for Woking, etc. - are equivalent 
figures from the projections. Also note a figure of 663 for 
Guildford is cited paragraph 8.6 of the main report. 
Other comments 
There are a number of typo’s in the draft SHMA report and 
appendices which we have not commented on as the 
document is still in draft and has yet to be finalised. 
In doing so, consideration could be given to using the same 
colour for each area in every graph, to assist 
comprehension. It is also difficult to read the black text on 
the dark blue graph columns (for example in Figure 5, page 
22). 
Can all figure / table sources be dated, in the report and in 
the appendices. 
It would be helpful to state explicitly where a graph 
concerns Guildford Borough only and not the HMA area (of 
Waverley, Guildford and Woking). For example, Figures 7 
and 8 on pages 27 and 29, Appendix D Figure D1 page 35. 
We hope that these comments are of assistance. We would 
be grateful for acknowledgement of their receipt and to 
learn of GL Hearn’s response in due course. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Fiona Curtis No By normal 
definitions of 
the word 
NEED, the 
answer would 
be yes, but the 
report 
combines 
'NEED' with 
'DEMAND' and 
hence real 
need is 
obfuscated. 
Maximising 
housing 
delivery 
becomes a 
euphemism for 
'build as many 
houses as we 
can'. 

Both need 
and 
demand 
are 
required to 
be 
assessed in 
line with the 
NPPG 

No This is unnecessary. Better to 
ensure adequate numbers of 
employment opportunities, 
appropriate salaries and 
support for employers so that 
young people have stable 
incomes and good 
infrastructure to permit 
movement within regions. In 
light of failing pensions and 
volatile shares and low interest 
rates, many existing home 
owners are relying on equity in 
their property in order to be able 
to retire. The question pre-
supposes the needs of the 
young outweigh those of 
everyone else? As the cost of 
housing is intrinsically linked to 
demand, I don't believe this is 
actually achievable in areas that 
are within one or one and a half 
commute of London or major 
centres of employment, where 
demand is constant. 

Yes Yes, providing the 
'needs' are not open 
ended and the factors 
restricting inability to 
pay market prices are 
not of their own doing / 
choice. It is also 
important to avoid 
building unnecessarily 
in order to acquire a 
small percentage 
quota of affordable 
housing, which seems 
to be the current 
format. 

Enough homes for what 
/ whom? This is a 
leading question and I 
don't believe it is a valid 
one. 
 
Rightmove reveals that 
the number of homes to 
rent and for sale within 
10 miles of Guildford are 
too numerous to list 
(both exceed 1000). The 
number of properties 
that fall into an 
'affordable' category 
based on average 
earnings in Guildford 
and assuming 2 average 
salaries or one average 
salary and one low 
income salary still 
exceed 1000 for rentals 
(at £1k rental a month) 
and equate to just under 
1000 properties for sale 
below £200k. This is 
today's figure. The 
number in Spring / 
Summer is higher. 
 
The adverse question of 
'What happens if we 
build too many homes' 
might counter-balance 
this question i.e 
Changing the character 
of our towns and villages 
forever, losing greenbelt 
and in turn AONB, which 
once lost is lost forever, 
losing much needed 
agricultural land, 
removing soak away 
land which would lead to 
more flooding, 
increasing the pressure 
on utilities, services and 
infrastructure which are 
already over stretched. 
 
Building market rate 
properties in an effort to 
agree a small percent of 
'affordable properties' for 
those who do need them 
does not seem the best 
way forward. Many 

In short; 
 
Public consultation over the SHMA has been inadequate 
with short time frames and until 7th February unavailable to 
anyone without internet access. 
The Hearn report fails to distinguish adequately between 
housing need and housing demand. 
The definition of the Housing Market Area (HMA) is 
arbitrary. 
The report’s housing numbers calculations are inflated and 
unsound. 
Where is the strategy for making fuller use of existing 
buildings to mitigate the need for new-build? 
Agreeing methodology before publication of draft 
documents would go some way to avoiding public dissent 
over published drafts. 
Clear explanations should be given to justify the proposal 
for the enormous increase in housing that is being 
suggested in the SHMA. 
NEED is no longer properly defined. It is combined with 
DEMAND, which may be justifiable from an accounting 
perspective but is misleading from any other perspective, 
even if the 'guidance' notes permit this. 
 
In detail 
 
The recent SHMA is confusing, focuses heavily on 
economy and doesn't differentiate NEED from DEMAND. 
Previous data (approved and substantiated) is either 
ignored or cast aside as irrelevant, without ANY proof of 
changes that justify the enormous housing numbers that 
have been suggested. The population of Guildford 
[<http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/mro/news-release/census-
2011-result-shows-increase-in-population-of-the-south-
east/censussoutheastnr0712.html>] has increased by 7,400 
in the last ten years, from 129,800 in 2001 to 137,200 in 
2011 (increase of 5.7%). Based on current household 
proportions of 2.4 people per average household, Guildford 
would only need 3,083 extra homes to cater for this growth 
over a ten year period. If we double that figure to represent 
20 years, this would equate to approx. 6166 homes or 308 
a year, which is in line with the number agreed by courts, 
GBC and SE in 2009 (actual figure was 322). 
 
It is understood that some growth would be beneficial to the 
town and would permit more housing for single unit 
households. There is also a need to address homelessness 
and overcrowding. Thankfully, the numbers are small for 
both issues in this region. Increasing the housing stock to 
422 (GBC) (or 442 as per spread sheet analysis for S.E in 
2008 [<http://www.howmanyhomes.org/5.html>] per year 
which amounts to 8440 over 20 years would provide 122 
homes per year above and beyond that needed for 
increases in Guildford's population. 
The figure of 800 homes per year (as presented by 
Consultants G L Hearn for GBC) represents 160% more 
housing than is actually required to meet local need and a 

The 
requirement 
of the SHMA 
is to assess 
housing need 
and demand.  
The HMA is 
based on a 
best fit of 
local 
authorities 
for practical 
plan making 
purposes.  
The report 
recognises 
wider and 
more 
localised 
links to other 
neighbouring 
authorities.  It 
is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
review the 
source of 
additional 
housing 
delivery. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

builders are now 
challenging this doctrine 
and winning. 

level of growth that will undoubtedly harm the character of 
our town and countryside. Even with constraints applied 
(greenbelt, geographical, environmental inc. flood risks, 
impact on infrastructure etc.) it is clear that this baseline 
figure is too high and if accepted the figure produced after 
constraints have been applied will also be too high. 
 
Why is it 'too high'? 
 
Student accommodation has not been accounted for and it 
was somewhat disconcerting to find that the Consultants G 
L Hearn did not know that the planning minister had 
confirmed that this number could be included in the housing 
number? This should have been accounted for before any 
consultation exercise. 
 
Empty housing stock (966 of which, 449 has been vacant 
long term) is also unaccounted for and published data 
indicates that only 33 of the 449 long term vacant homes in 
the Borough have been brought back to market? I 
understand this can be a difficult exercise but greater efforts 
must be made to address this before consideration is given 
to building elsewhere. 
 
Have prisoner numbers been excluded from the equation? 
It appears they may not have been? 
 
I can't see that housing numbers for existing planning 
permissions have been deducted. 
 
It would appear that a percentage deduction has not been 
made for windfall applications either. 
 
Confusion arises over the shortfall mentioned in the report, 
as GBC exceeded its targets between 2001 and 2011 GBC 
delivering 3187 completions compared to a target of 3180. 
 
Estimated housing need is extrapolated and manipulated 
upwards at every turn, without justification or reference to 
reasons why. Shouldn't it in fact be reduced? i.e. population 
blips due to EU entry dates, and the increase in University 
entrants immediately prior to policy changes for free places, 
the change in capital gains tax, due next year, which will 
undoubtedly release investment property back into the 
market by owners not based in UK. 
The report switches sources (example Edge economics & 
Experion) taking the highest figure. Figures are then 
increased, without proper justification. Example, Experion 
projects 1% economic growth, but GL Hearn suggests 
increasing this to 1.7% despite the fact that 27% of 
employment is in the public sector (falling category) and 
internet shopping is increasing over high street shopping. 
 
The G L Hearn report makes a number of false statements. 
The report states that Guildford prices are substantially 
above the regional average for all property types. General 
speaking they are on a par with other areas in W Surrey 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

and flats are cheaper. Data is manipulated upwards to 
account for supply falling below target, when targets were 
met. Has overcrowding really increased, or has the 
definition of overcrowding changed? How many people 
would have read the definition before answering yes to the 
question? Is the figure for overcrowding actually 
substantiated or is it based on opinion? 
 
It is also unclear as to how much migration rates are due to 
the student population, which is of course transient. 
 
The last SHMA was less than 5 years ago but is deemed 
out of date. Yet, G L Hearn excludes long-term population 
data in favour of short-term 5 year data which include well 
known 'blips' to accentuate a point. Acknowledgement is 
made of circumstances leading to some blips in statistics 
but they are not later accounted for by way of reduction. 
 
4.13 The report indicates that 495 additional jobs will 
require 502 homes. Does this assume one person per 
home or that everyone given these jobs will live locally or 
not already be living locally? Given that 50% of people 
commute in and out and that the average number of people 
per home is 2.4, i do not understand the logic to this 
statement. 
 
The 'amended demographic data' seems contrived. 
Amended data might be a projection, an estimate, a best 
guess or just a guess. Data is data, proven and 
substantiated. To me, the term is an oxymoron and any 
figure derived from it (8.7) cannot be deemed a housing 
'need' as it cannot be objectively assessed, as it is 
hypothetical and hence subjective. 
 
I do not follow the mathematics used to demonstrate that 
housing costs are beyond salaries in the lower quartile. It 
appears to exclude (no rationale is given) options for 5% 
deposits (assuming 10% only) and excludes 5x salary 
options. 
 
Some figures used at different parts of the report do not 
equate with one another. The number of discrepancies is in 
fact too numerous to recall in this format. 
 
The question must be asked as to why GBC have not 
employed the services of an agent who is entirely 
independent. G L Hearn's links with developers and 
investment and property management do not make them 
wholly independent. 
Is the Localism Act really working here? 
 
Government policy appears to be encouraging greater self 
sufficiency at local level. Given our close proximity to 
London we could build and build, increasing funds for local 
Government in the hope that some of this might make its 
way to more schools and better infrastructure, more jobs, 
more houses, more income, all of which would create even 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

more and before we know it, we are outer London? 
 
Or, we limit growth potential to what is really needed and 
grow organically so that cause and effect can be 
determined. 
There is a strong feeling that decisions relating to growth 
have already been made and that GBC are simply not 
listening to members of the Public, who have petitioned and 
continue to petition against proposals, which have to date 
not been upheld, despite the opinions of thousands of 
residents. The situation as explained by Mr. Mansbridge in 
the Surrey Advertiser on 14th Feb, describes a no win 
situation. If residents do not wish to accept figures by 
Consultants (who have manipulated data and who appear 
to be far from independent) or would like a reasonable time 
period to understand the myriad of paperwork that is 
involved, then we are threatened with the notion that 
developers will make our lives even more difficult. 
 
If localism is to work, Local Government (inc Parish 
Councils) MUST be given time to properly consult and do 
the job properly and if there is an economic reason, why our 
coalition government wishes to pursue this agenda, then 
please spell it, out loud and clear. 
 
The report is so confusing, erroneous in parts and badly put 
together that it is far from clear how the figures suggested 
(up to 800 houses per year) came to be? Can we have less 
smoke and mirrors and greater clarity please? Greater 
clarity is also needed around the NPPF and NPPG before 
plans are put into place, not after. 

G Mansbridge No The 'need' of 
the present 
population will 
be far 
outweighed by 
the influx of 
other people 
from 
elsewhere, 
particularly 
LONDON, who 
will flock here 
to fill up any 
available 
housing. 

Both need 
and 
demand 
are 
required to 
be 
assessed in 
line with the 
NPPG 

No Parkinson's Law will apply. 
Demand will always be 
increased by increased supply. 
Cost will be increased by 
increased demand. 
i.e. Enabled cycle. 

No 'Affordable housing' is 
already paid from 
taxes raised from 
everyone else. How 
much more tax 
revenue will be 
needed to support this 
proposal in 
perpetuity.? 

Wherever industry / 
employment 
opportunities arise there 
will be a need for 
housing. 
Why is there a fixation 
with developers who 
wish to build in the 
South East, driving up 
cost to industry which 
leads to much increased 
cost of business, 
houses, transport, 
infrastructure and a 
wage spiral in the South 
East. 
Surely it would make 
sense to target the rest 
of the country for first 
consideration. 

If the People and Communities Consultation comes up with 
the 'wrong' answer, will it be the developers who have the 
casting vote to dictate the development plan.? 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

The Guildford 
Society (Gillian 
Cameron) 

        [The Guildford Society's response contains several length 
documents and so will not fit in the comment box- please 
search 'Julian_Lyon (The Guildford Society)' on sharepoint 
to find the response in full] 
 
The Guildford Society response to the Draft SHMA 
We have reviewed very carefully the context, content, 
methodology and findings of the draft SHMA and we have 
concluded that it is based on unexplained and/or unsound 
data. The ONS figures do not seem to make sense in the 
context of Guildford’s demographic profile and, in order to 
understand the anomalies we discovered, we have 
prepared a preliminary demographic analysis alongside our 
SHMA response. You will note from both documents that 
we are calling on Guildford Borough Council to commission 
a careful forensic study of the data and the assumptions 
behind the ONS and CLG population and household 
projections which seem to be contaminated by statistical 
anomalies for the age-group 18 to 33 in particular. We 
would be happy to discuss this response and these 
attached papers with you, your officers and any Councillors. 

Response 
reviewed 
separately 

Crownhall Estates 
Ltd (Hamish 
Robbie) 

Yes The Council 
should seek to 
deliver above 
the 671 
minimum 
identified 
threshold in 
GL Hearn 
report 

Not the 
remit of the 
SHMA 

Yes You must release land on the 
edge of settlements both 
beyond and within the green 
belt 

Yes The delivery of 
affordable housing to 
meet the profound 
annual identified need 
of 700+/- units is a 
function of the delivery 
of private housing. 
 
It is almost impossible 
to achieve one without 
the other. 

Higher house prices 
Social and economic 
exclusion 
Homelessness 
Employers will 
eventually go elsewhere; 
so that they can recruit 
workers with income 
aspirations that allow 
them to buy / rent in the 
area in which they are 
employed. 

The Council needs to provide a 'step change' in housing 
delivery 
350 was a low and unrealistic easily achieved target 
The shortfall in housing supply is a direct consequence of 
pursuing low delivery as a politically expedient method of 
housing supply 
If Guildford is to remain 'vibrant' in both economic & social 
terms a significant increase in housing supply is required. 

n/a 

Mr Harry Eve No The “need that 
has been 
identified” is 
mostly based 
on an unsound 
projection of 
future net 
inwards 
migration. 
Future net 
inwards 
migration is 
either market 
want (not 
housing need 
of local 
people), or the 
effect of 
growth in 
student 
turnover. 

Effect of 
student 
population 
has been 
reviewed 

No Guildford is overwhelmed in 
market price and demand terms 
by Greater London and building 
vast amounts of extra housing 
locally will have little effect on 
local prices apart from the 
impact of making Guildford 
over-populated and a much less 
attractive place to live. UK 
housing has been made less 
affordable by mass immigration 
over the years and selling off 
social housing stock. 

No 
Answer 

The answer depends 
on whether you have 
identified a genuine 
shortfall within the 
existing population. 
 
If you have then make 
more affordable 
housing available for 
local people but do 
NOT do this by doing 
a deal with developers 
to build luxury homes 
to meet external 
market demand. Other 
solutions include 
making sure GBC 
does not leave its own 
residential property 
unoccupied (over 4 
years so far in one 

This question is loaded 
and you should also 
consider the implications 
of, for example : 
 
building more luxury 
homes than the existing 
Guildford population 
needs 
 
not building enough 
affordable homes for the 
existing Guildford 
population 
 
building more affordable 
homes than the existing 
Guildford population 
needs 
 
allowing unrestricted 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to consider the 
draft SHMA. 
 
It was not easy to work through a document of this nature in 
the time available and it would have been helpful if a 
glossary of abbreviations and sources had been included. 
 
Here are my comments : 
 
Fundamental Flaw 
 
The Draft SHMA is fundamentally flawed because it makes 
a sweeping assumption about net migration that cannot be 
justified. The reason offered for the figure that contributes 
by far the most to the supposed future housing need is that 
it is the average of five recent years. It completely ignores 
the fact that the five years chosen happen to cover a period 
of high immigration. To suggest that the figure will remain 
this high is to assume that the government will fail in its 
objective to bring immigration under control. Does GBC 
also believe this to be the case ? 

The 
migration 
figures used 
are national 
statistics 
which outline 
immigration 
patterns.  
While we 
agree that it 
is a 
particularly 
high period, 
there is no 
evidence to 
suggest a 
return to pre 
2004 levels. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

case locally as pointed 
out in my response to 
the Local Plan 
consultation), how we 
accommodate 
students, and the way 
we redevelop existing 
sites. 

growth in university 
student intake 
 
infrastructure failing to 
keep pace with 
population growth 
 
jobs failing to keep pace 
with population growth 

 
No real attempt has been made to assess the impact of 
student turnover on net inwards migration. 
 
I would suggest that, in this case, the past is not a realistic 
guide to the future. 
 
Looking at GL Hearn’s projections in another way, they 
suggest that population will increase by 20.7% over the 
period from 2011 to 2031 whereas rough calculations using 
the ONS principal projection suggest, to me, an increase of 
a little under 14% for England as a whole. Most of the 
growth in the GL Hearn figure is driven by projected 
immigration (not mortality/fertility in the existing population) 
suggesting that they expect Guildford to take a much higher 
rate of immigration than England as a whole, or that there 
will be a significant shift of existing population into 
Guildford. GL Hearn’s assumption for immigration to 
Guildford appears to me to be more than twice the rate, as 
a proportion of current population, than that assumed in the 
ONS principal projection for England. Where does GBC 
believe that the projected growth in population will come 
from ? 
Employment 
 
The document includes two main population projections – 
one is jobs-led and the other, which is significantly higher, is 
“trend-based”. GL Hearn prefer to use their trend-based 
projection. If the jobs-led projection turned out to be correct 
and you allow building as suggested by GL Hearn then we 
will either have very high levels of unemployment locally or 
a large increase in commuters adding to congestion on our 
overcrowded roads and trains. 
 
The Experian forecast that GL Hearn use for jobs growth is 
not available to me so I cannot see how it is derived. For 
example I cannot see the extent to which GL Hearn are 
using jobs growth driven by population growth to predict 
population growth – a circular argument. 
 
The projections include employment rates for each age 
band. There is a very large discrepancy between the figures 
for age 65 to 74 in Appendix Fig A1.8 and those in the 
graphs in Figure B7. I assume this is an error in A1.8. It is 
well-established that people will have to work longer due to 
the changes in state pension age and deteriorating private 
pension provision and so a significant increase in those 
seeking work in this age group is inevitable. Unfortunately, 
due to age discrimination, this group will find it difficult to 
compete and this will be exacerbated, locally, if immigration 
(international or national) is allowed to outstrip jobs growth. 
To put this another way – existing householders will need 
more jobs but they may all have been taken up by inwards 
migration if GBC builds at the rate that GL Hearn are 
suggesting. 
 
Student Population 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

 
The student population has a highly significant impact on 
occupancy and the local market and yet no real effort 
seems to have been made to separate the student and non-
student population for projection purposes. In my view this 
is essential in trying to understand Guildford’s future 
population and the options for accommodating it. 
 
Mortality Assumptions 
 
Under the expected fertility rates, the nil-migration 
population of Guildford will rise to a peak only a little higher 
than the current figure. The timing of the peak and its 
magnitude depend on the mortality rates assumed. The 
ONS provide various tables including rates for future years 
that allow for significant improvements in mortality year on 
year. The ONS make projections on a range of 
assumptions so that the sensitivities can be understood. 
 
The assumption that mortality rates will continue to improve 
significantly could be considered optimistic. In effect you 
are assuming that the trend will not be broken by any of the 
many events that could upset this rosy viewpoint. 
As far as I can tell from my own population projections, GL 
Hearn have used an optimistic assumption for local 
mortality. GL Hearn may well be justified in assuming this 
because Guildford still has some countryside and surely 
suffers less from pollution and stress than more urbanised 
areas. However, even under optimistic assumptions, the nil-
migration population will peak at around the end of the 
period under consideration. If mortality does not improve 
the peak is lower and could occur significantly earlier. 
Rather than make a single assumption it is more 
informative to consider a range of possible outcomes. 
 
I thank and acknowledge the ONS (Office for National 
Statistics) for providing English Life Tables that can be 
readily copied into a spreadsheet. 
 
Way Forward 
 
In my view the draft SHMA needs some fundamental re-
work as follows : 
 
Projections to be separate for the student population, the 
existing resident population and inwards or outwards 
migration. 
 
All results to be subdivided by 3 sources (student, existing 
resident & their offspring, inwards migration) 
 
Quantify the sensitivity of the results to different 
assumptions. 
 
A range of results to be presented in respect of projected 
inwards migration because a single assumption is not 
objective. This will show the extent to which the figures 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

cater for bottom-less market demand rather than the 
housing needs of local people. This aspect is important 
when we come to consider sustainability. 
 
The result for each source to be subdivided by housing type 
required. 
 
All abbreviations to be fully explained. 
 
All data sources to be fully referenced and freely available. 
 
All assumptions used in the projections to be stated in full, 
and justified, so that residents are in a position to verify 
them. 
The work should be carried out (or audited) by experts 
independent of the property market with no financial interest 
in the outcome. 
 
I trust that you find this feedback helpful and repeat two 
questions included above : 
 
Does GBC believe that the government will be unable to 
bring immigration under control ? 
 
Where does GBC believe GL Hearn’s projected growth in 
population will come from ? 

Ian Macpherson No Unfortunately 
the 
Assessment 
has not 
distinguished 
'need' from ' 
demand'. This 
follows from 
equal 
confusion 
between 
Government 
guidances [ eg 
Estimating 
Housing 
Needs CLG 
2010, and the 
NPPF CLG 
2012].The 
figures derived 
from the 
Assessment 
studies quite 
substantially 
represent 
'demand': 
households 
who would like 
to live in 
Guildford [ eg 
immigration 

Both need 
and 
demand 
are 
required to 
be 
assessed in 
line with the 
NPPG. 
Assessmen
t of 
capacity is 
not remit of 
the SHMA 

No This is a slightly odd question. It 
has been argued by some that 
a substantial increase in 
housebuilding across the South 
East would lower costs, though 
other economists have 
challenged this strongly, as, for 
example, any practical increase 
could not be sufficiently 
substantial to make a market 
difference, and that the 
delivered increase, in a market 
economy, would be dependent 
on housebuilders perception of 
the market, which at the 
moment delivers more profit 
from raised prices and smaller 
output. 
However this is largely 
irrelevant. It is the South East 
region as a whole that dictates 
prices, Guildford is a small 
fraction, and anything we do 
here will make no significant 
difference. 
Note also that Guildford's costs 
will always be above the 
Region's average because of its 
'overall attractiveness' [paras 
55,56 of the West Surrey HMA]. 
This simply has to be accepted. 

No 
Answer 

This question is 
unanswerable as it 
stands. More than 
what? 
 
The papers suggest 
that there is a specific 
shortage of affordable 
housing, though 
dealing with other than 
the highest priority 
needs comes up 
against both the 
general 'Green Belt' 
constraints on 
housebuilding and a 
more specific 
'constraint' issue. The 
limitation at the 
moment is, I 
understand, not 
planning constraints 
but the present 
Government subsidy 
structure. The ways of 
funding such housing 
is by way of the 
'affordable' 
requirement that goes 
with planning 
permissions, or by the 

Basically, this means 
that people who would 
like to live in Guildford 
will have to live 
elsewhere [ or remain 
overcrowded]. 
The relevant studies 
show that will not 
present substantial 
difficulties to the local 
economies. It is noted 
that the work/workers 
travel patterns suggest 
that the Borough 
boundaries are 
irrelevant markers in a 
relatively 'flat' 
indeterminate 
geographical pattern, 
and that only the most 
major decisions will 
make a significant 
difference to the 
'commuting' implications 
'Elsewhere' in this case 
means, as the original 
Town Planning theories 
proposed [eg G London 
Plan 1944], jumping to 
outside the ring of the 
Metroplitain Green Belt - 

There seem to be two major flaws in this study. 
These, perhaps, lie more with the brief than the actual 
paper, and result from not taking much account of the way 
Guildford Borough is largely Metroplitain Green Belt; so 
only available for building in 'very special circumstances'. 
Seemingly a shortfall in land availability against housing 
'need' is not sufficient reason in itself [Court of Appeal – St 
Albans – SofS – Hunston (eg para 29) ]. 
1- if housing land is to become available in quantity then it 
has to be sought from the fields beyond the Green Belt - eg 
Blackwater Valley and North Hampshire. as the original 
Town Planning theories proposed [eg G London Plan 
1944]. Although it is understandable that relevant Planning 
Authorities would be unwilling to be drawn into such an 
analysis, this study is meaningless as it stands. The study 
HMA [ Guildford, Woking, Waverley] is based on historic 
consultant studies of historic patterns of growth and rate of 
increase of demand, which, looking forward, have ceased 
to be relevant. 
2- It was known before this Study started that the gross 
figures of housing 'demand' [ put like that] would greatly 
exceed non-Green-Belt land availability, and that hard 
decisions would have to be taken by politicians about the 
balance between 'need' and the Green Belt. 
'Plan makers should not apply constraints to the overall 
assessment of need, such as limitations imposed by the 
supply of land for new development, historic under 
performance infrastructure or environmental constraints. 
However, these considerations will need to be addressed 
when bringing evidence bases together to identify specific 
policies within development plans.' NPPG Beta draft 2013 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage.  
The SHMA 
does not set 
the housing 
target 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

from within the 
UK and 
notably from 
overseas, 
voluntary 
household 
formation], as 
distinct from 
those who 
must live in 
Guildford for 
family or work 
reasons. While 
for many 
towns the 
distinction is 
not of the 
greatest 
importance, 
Guildford 
Borough is 
largely Green 
Belt, and 
available 
building land is 
exceeding 
scarce. The 
NPPF criteria 
for alienating 
Green Belt for 
housing 
remain the 
same, whether 
for a single 
building site, 
or for a 
substantial 
area of land 
considered as 
part of a 
revision of the 
Local Plan [ie 
'very special 
circumstances'
], and simple 
'demand' is not 
a sufficient 
reason. It was 
inevitable that 
the gross 
figures of 
housing 
'demand' [ put 
like that] would 
greatly exceed 
non-Green-
Belt land 

profit from the direct 
sale by social housing 
providers of new 
'market' houses, and 
this is heavily 
constrained by the 
builder's and the 
Inspectorate's views 
on viability. This was 
discussed at some 
length in 'Building' 
magazine for 24jan14 
p32et seq. 
Note that there now is 
a further parallel 
limitation also set by 
the Government, 
which is the rent 
deemed to be 
affordable. 
In present 
circumstances, 
therefore, the options 
available to GBC are 
not open-ended, as 
the question would 
seem to suggest, and 
the available building 
programme will be 
determined by external 
market factors. 

eg Blackwater Valley 
[Rushmore] and North 
Hampshire [eg Hart]. 
Already Aldershot 
provides much of the 
cheaper housing for 
Guildford workers [cx 
the rail commuting 
services]. And, in a 
market economy, there 
is no 'dirigist' way of 
ensuring that cheaper 
market housing is built in 
Guildford anyway, where 
the natural tendency of 
the developers is to 
build 'mansions'. 
For some wholly unclear 
reason [?politics?], this 
present study restricts 
itself to 'West Surrey': 
Guildford, Waverley and 
Woking - each of which 
is be-devilled by the 
Green Belt, AONB and 
'wildlife' issues. As a 
result it seems to be 
fatally flawed for the 
present purpose of 
drafting a Local Plan. 
More generally, 'not 
enough homes' is a 
general question 
affecting the whole 
greater London region [ 
'London itself a shortfall 
of 20,000 in its current 
draft Plan] and most of 
the rest of the South 
East. Guildford is a 
small piece of this, 
whose solution, if any, 
lies in the hands of the 
Westminster 
Government 

This study seems to offer little direct information for the 
politicians on the analysis of 'need' – the implications of 
'slicing' demand at various points. The earlier GBC study, 
'How Many New Homes', is much more informative [ even if 
detail is perhaps overtaken by later figures]. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

availability, 
and that hard 
decisions 
would have to 
be taken by 
politicians 
about the 
balance 
between 'need' 
and the Green 
Belt. This 
study seems 
to offer little 
direct 
information for 
the politicians 
on the 
implications of 
'slicing' 
demand at 
various points. 
The earlier 
study, 'How 
Many New 
Homes', is 
much more 
informative [ 
even if 
overtaken]. 
 
On clarity, the 
extent in the 
Assessment to 
which 
'demographic' 
demand is 
contiguous 
with 
'affordable' 
need is not 
wholly clear to 
this reader 

Ian Symes No We should 
only be 
building to vital 
needs (and 
this needs a 
more robust 
evidence base 
than in the 
present 
SHMA). 
Housing 
numbers 
should be 
sustainable 
and green belt 

Both need 
and 
demand 
are 
required to 
be 
assessed in 
line with the 
NPPG. 
Assessmen
t of 
capacity is 
not remit of 
the SHMA 

No No Guildford is one part of the 
South East. It is not up to 
Guildford to change market 
conditions in this large area and 
no matter how many houses 
Guildford builds it will not 
reduce the price of housing in 
the SE. Guildford should be 
building to the Borough. 

No We should be 
delivering the same as 
now - as current 
policy. Current policy 
is for 35% of housing 
to be affordable. 

I am not sure this is the 
right question. There 
must not be unrestricted 
building especially in the 
green belt and Guildford 
should only take on its 
own share of housing 
not try and build housing 
for the whole of the SE. 
In the Borough house 
building is set currently 
at 322 units per year. 
The previous SE Plan 
required 422 units pa 
and GBC challenged 

The SHMA is based on too many estimates, predictions 
and assessments to convince me it is robustly evidence 
based. Some Parish Councils eg Effingham have 
undertaken parish-wide Housing Needs Surveys which I 
see as providing harder evidence than the SHMA. Are 
these being looked at for the harder evidence they will 
provide? The migration figures in the SHMA seem to be 
based on figures before Government policy to restrict 
migration into the UK. I see no statements that this policy 
has been considered when setting a figure for international 
migration. I am not convinced with the assessment of 
affordable homes, the SHMA makes no mention of people 
coming off GBC's housing list (as a significant number do 
as circumstances change in their lives) or the effect of new 
Government policies (eg benefits caps) will have on 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

should be 
protected. 

this figure in court and 
won. The 322 pa was 
the number adopted by 
Guildford following the 
court case. Since then 
market demand has 
reduced and fewer 
houses than the 322 are 
now being built. Indeed 
is the 322 pa figure too 
high? 

numbers able to afford housing in Guildford. When we get 
to the number of affordable homes required the SHMA 
starts to lose its grip on reality. The numbers of affordable 
homes mentioned are so high that they will be unachievable 
without significant public money being invested - and where 
will this come from during this time of austerity? And I 
cannot see developers building these numbers of affordable 
homes without public money to assist? 

Spelthorne 
Borough Council 
(John Brooks) 

        Thank you for consulting Spelthorne on your draft SHMA. 
We have not been able to make an exhaustive assessment 
of its contents but have the following observations which we 
trust will be of assistance as you now seek to finalise the 
document and move on to decide what level and type of 
housing provision you need to make. 
 
Our comments are as follows: 
 
1. Whilst the title of the document and the description in 
para 1.5 refer to the SHMA covering Guildford and West 
Surrey (Guildford, Waverley and Woking) we were unable 
to find any data to say what the needs were across the 
whole HMA or its individual parts. The document seemed to 
be focussed on providing data only for Guildford rather than 
the whole Housing Market Area. We are unclear about the 
extent to which the SHMA meets the guidance set out in the 
NPPF and NPPG and specifically enables people to see if 
needs in the HMA as a whole are going to be met. 
2. The logic for defining the SHMA area that has been 
taken is unclear. Para 1.6 acknowledges the influences of 
North West Surrey and North Hampshire and also from 
London. In respect of London it is noted that Guildford has 
significant commuting to London and has therefore 
something of a ‘dormitory’ town function. We were surprised 
that the SHMA area did not at least include all the adjoining 
Districts. We noted Elmbridge and Mole Valley Districts, 
which abut the east of the Borough, were not mentioned in 
the report. 
3. Employment led housing demand – we note the use of 
Experian projections and variations on these which model 
patterns of employment change. However, there was no 
consideration of current and future employment 
development proposals which might either limit the scope 
for employment growth or, on the other hand, accentuate it. 
The report did note for example, in relation to student 
accommodation, the plans for the University of Surrey to 
expand further. It may be helpful to reflect on whether the 
plans for employment growth may require additional 
housing over and above that suggested by the 
demographic and employment projections. 
4. We noted the work on dwelling mix in Section 6 and offer 
the following observation. As presented the analysis makes 
assumptions about the growth and likely changes in 
household type and size and in turn the mix of dwellings 
that may be required. In our past work on housing 

This is being 
produced 
elsewhere 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

needs/dwelling mix we have done some work to establish 
the extent to which the extension of existing dwellings 
changes the overall housing mix and in turn the type of new 
dwellings then required. A large proportion of planning 
applications (and we would now include Prior Approvals) 
are for extensions to residential property and many involve 
adding 1 or more additional bedrooms. Whilst Spelthorne 
has a much smaller housing stock than Guildford, even 
during the recession in the 3 years 2008-2010 we approved 
an average of 74 applications a year involving 1 or more 
additional bedrooms. We also took account of existing 
properties that were converted to smaller units to establish 
the overall net impact of changes to the existing stock. This 
did not include those extensions where only Building 
Regulation approval was required – but previous work 
suggested you could nearly double the planning permission 
figure. The effect of extensions was to result in a net loss of 
2 and 3 bed dwellings but a significant net gain of 4+ 
bedroom dwellings. This demonstrated for us that the 
amount of 4+bed new build required to meet projected need 
was much less and conversely more 2 and 3 bed dwellings 
were required to achieve the right level dwelling mix overall. 
The significance of this is not only in getting the housing 
mix right (avoiding more bigger properties overall than you 
intend) but also that if more smaller dwellings are required, 
because they take less space, it is likely you may have 
capacity for more dwellings on the sites that you have 
available – and less need to go into the Green Belt. 
 
I trust the above observations assist you in your work. 

johanna gerrard No According to 
the Council's 
own figures 
housing need 
has remained 
static for the 
last 5 years. If 
more houses 
are built then 
the majority of 
the uptake will 
be from people 
moving from 
other areas 
most probably 
London as 
London prices 
are higher. 

Both need 
and 
demand 
are 
required to 
be 
assessed in 
line with the 
NPPG. 

No More housing won't necessarily 
reduce prices as people will 
move in and developers will 
cash in. 

No Affordable housing is 
higher density 
therefore increasing 
pressures on 
infrastructure and 
services. 

See previous answers We feel it was essential that residents were consulted in the 
drafting of this document not just builders, developers and 
estate agents so that a more balanced view was 
considered. This local involvement obviously wasn't seen 
as important. 
 
The report suggests that up to 800 houses need to be built 
every year for the next 15 years. There is no way in this 
projection that Green Belt land will remain untouched - 
there is literally not enough space available. This will have a 
huge impact on wildlife and the environment. 
 
More housing will result in more commuters causing even 
more congestion on our already congested road systems as 
well as overcrowded trains. 
 
There will be higher pollution. No mention, in the document, 
has been made concerning how already overstretched 
services will cope with the increased demand eg. Hospital, 
Surgeries, Schools, Fire services, Dentists, Leisure facilities 
etc. etc. 

Local 
residents are 
able to 
comment on 
the draft 
report. It is 
not the remit 
of the SHMA 
to calculate 
the housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Mr J A D 
Wetenhall 

No 
answe
r 

130 pages of 
statistics (+ 42 
pages of 
appendices) 
does not to my 
mind provide a 
reliable guide 
to the need. 

n/a No 
Answe
r 

It does not necessarily follow 
that costs (to the resident) 
would be reduced by "boosting" 
house building. 

Yes But not to an absurd 
amount. There will 
always be a demand 
for low housing cost so 
that more can be 
spent by residents on 
other items, eg. 
holidays. 

Without extra jobs, 
encouraging new 
residents by migration 
from other parts of the 
country (or overseas) is 
just asking for trouble. 

Yes, I am disappointed by the document & do not accept it 
as a basis for housing policy. 

n/a 

Janet Regemortel No It depends 
who has 
identified this 
need for our 
particular area 
. Government 
or local 
accurate 
assessment 

n/a No Boosting housing does not 
lower the cost of housing in this 
area 

Yes Stop allowing huge 
houses to be built on 
green land and 
increase the number 
of small affordable 
houses preferably on 
brown field sites 

People will have choose 
not to live in Surrey. 
Young people will have 
to remain in parental 
dwellings which is not 
necessarily a bad thing 

I would like a much more thorough investigation of brown 
field sites and compulsory purchase of perfectly good 
houses standing empty. Also some business premises in 
Guildford centre should be used for housing ,not business 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

John Baylis No We should aim 
to deliver 345 
homes per 
year, as 
argued in the 
Guildford 
Society 
response to 
the Local Plan 
Issues and 
Options paper. 
This number 
recognises the 
various 
environmental 
and 
infrastructure 
constraints 
which control 
the number of 
houses that 
can be built 
without 
causing 
damage to the 
environment 
and reducing 
the quality of 
life in the 

Not remit of 
SHMA to 
take into 
account 
developme
nt 
constraints. 

No This is a national issue. 
Guildford alone cannot reduce 
the cost of homes by building 
more. It is like climate change: 
no one Local Authority, or for 
that matter one country the size 
of the UK, can make a 
significant contribution to 
reducing climate change. It has 
to be a joint effort. As regards 
housing, we should be playing a 
part equal to that of other 
nearby Local Authorities. With a 
couple of exceptions, nearby 
authorities are planning to build 
about 1/2 to about 1/12 of their 
SHMA number. We should do 
likewise, perhaps aiming at 
about 1/2 to 1/3 of our SHMA 
figure, whatever it finally is. The 
table below gives my best 
estimate of the current situation. 
Is it correct? 
 
Comparison of SHMA, SSP, 
SEP and Local Plan Housing 
Figures 
 
Local Authority; Housing 

Yes The present delivery is 
lamentably low. We 
should aim to deliver 
35 to 40% of the 345 
figure given in answer 
to Question 1, i.e. 
about 130 affordable 
homes per year. 

Enough for what? The 
question has no 
meaning. We should aim 
to build what we can 
without causing damage 
to the environment and 
reducing the quality of 
life in the Borough. Our 
estimate is 345 per year. 
Inevitably in this part of 
the UK, there will 
continue to be housing 
problems. This situation 
is the same the world 
over in favoured places. 

1. Definitions 
 
The NPPF gives no definition of the words ‘needs’ or 
‘demands’. It uses the word ‘needs’ in 
 
Para 14: 
"Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with 
sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change, unless: 
–– any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 
against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or 
–– specific policies in this Framework indicate development 
should be restricted." 
Para 47: 
"Local planning authorities should: 
use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan 
meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and 
affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is 
consistent with the policies set out in this Framework, 
including identifying key sites which are critical to the 
delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period;" 
Para 159: 
"Local planning authorities should have a clear 
understanding of housing needs in their area. They should: 
prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess 
their full housing needs, working with neighbouring 
authorities where housing market areas cross 
administrative boundaries. The Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment should identify the scale and mix of housing 

The NPPG 
defines need. 
It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Borough.. Target; SSP; SEP; SHMA; 
SHMA/Target; Notes 
Guildford; (322); 317; 422; 671; 
2.08; Interim target, draft SHMA 
Waverley; (250); 187; 250; 470; 
1.88; Interim target, draft SHMA 
Woking; 292; 223; 292; 594; 
2.03; 2012 Plan, 2009 SHMA 
East Hampshire; 592;;none; 
275; 520-610; 0.88 – 1.03; Draft 
target, 2013 SHMA 
Surrey Heath; 190; 185; 187; 
980; 5.44; 2011 Plan, 2008 
SHMA 
Rushmoor; 374; none; 310; 
1,010; 2.70; 2011 Plan, 2008 
SHMA 
Hart; (236); none; 220 1,459 
6.18 Interim target, 2012 SHMA 
Mole Valley; 188; 155; 188; 
2,512; 13.36; 2009 Plan, 2008 
SHMA 
Elmbridge; 225; 225; 281; 
2,379; 10.57; 2011 Plan, 2008 
SHMA 
Runnymede; (220); 135; 286; 
1,316; 5.98; Draft target, 2009 
SHMA 
Epsom & Ewell; 181; 200; 199; 
908; 5.02; 2007 Plan, 2008 
SHMA 
Reigate & Banstead;(460); 419; 
500; 981; 2.13 Draft target, 
2008 SHMA 
Spelthorne;166; 172;166; 119-
183; 0.72 – 1.10; 2009 Plan, 
2007 HMA 
Tandridge; 125; 141; 125; 773; 
6.18; 2008 Plan, 2008 SHMA 
 
Notes: Accuracy not 
guaranteed and great difficulty 
pasting my Word table into your 
format. 
Bracketed Housing Targets are 
interim or draft. The others are 
from agreed Local Plans or 
Core Strategies. 
SSP is 2004 Surrey Structure 
Plan, SEP is 2009 South East 
Plan. 
Elmbridge, Epsom & Ewell, 
Mole Valley, Reigate & 
Banstead, Tandridge all 
covered by East Surrey 2008 
SHMA. 
Woking relies on West Surrey 

and the range of tenures that the local population is likely to 
need over the plan period which: 
–– meets household and population projections, taking 
account of migration and demographic change; 
–– addresses the need for all types of housing, including 
affordable housing and the needs of different groups in the 
community (such as, but not limited to, families with 
children, older people, people with disabilities, service 
families and people wishing to build their own homes); and 
–– caters for housing demand and the scale of housing 
supply necessary to meet this demand;" 
 
Note the use of ‘demand’ in the last line. Presumably the 
definitions of these words, which are crucial, are a matter 
for case law. The Draft SHMA in para 1.20 refers to CLG 
(August 2013) Draft Planning Practice Guidance – 
Assessment of Housing and Economic Development 
Needs: 
: 
"What is the definition of need? 
Need for housing in the context of the guidance refers to 
the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that 
is likely to be needed in the housing market area over the 
plan period - and should cater for the housing demand of 
the area and identify the scale of housing supply necessary 
to meet that demand. Need for all land uses should address 
both the total number of homes or quantity of economic 
development floorspace needed based on quantitative 
assessments, but also on an understanding of the 
qualitative requirements of each market segment. Any 
assessment of need should be realistic in taking account 
the particular nature of that area (for example geographic 
constraints and the nature of the market area). Assessing 
development needs should be proportionate and does not 
require local councils to consider purely hypothetical future 
scenarios, only future scenarios that could be reasonably 
expected to occur. 
 
Can local planning authorities apply constraints to the 
assessment of development needs? 
The assessment of development needs is an objective 
assessment of need based on facts and unbiased 
evidence. Plan makers should not apply constraints to the 
overall assessment of need, such as limitations imposed by 
the supply of land for new development, historic under 
performance infrastructure or environmental constraints. 
However, these considerations will need to be addressed 
when bringing evidence bases together to identify specific 
policies within development plans." 
 
The above definition of ‘need’ is circular and so does not 
help. There is also some apparent conflict between the 
requirement to be ‘realistic’ and the requirement not to 
apply ‘environmental constraints’. 
 
2. Population 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

2009 SHMA which covered 
Woking, Waverley and 
Guildford 
Much of the data is from 
Appendix E of the Guildford 
draft SHMA 2014 
. 

Chapter 2 of the draft SHMA is full of data. Fig 8 is odd. It 
shows a falling population for Guildford between 2001 and 
2004 which gives a misleading figure of 8.3% rise over 
2005-12 (1.2% per year). The figure for 2001 to 2011, the 
census dates, is 0.58% per year. As in ‘How many new 
homes’ (‘HMNH?’), the dominating effect of international net 
immigration is noted. 
 
In Spring 2010 Experian predicted a growth in employment 
of 0.4% pa to 2031 (see ‘HMNH?’). The draft SHMA quotes 
Experian April 2013 as predicting 0.8% pa, which is said to 
be pessimistic. This doubling just goes to show how difficult 
and untrustworthy such predictions are. 
 
3. Housing Market 
 
Figure 22: ‘Mortgage Payments as a % of Monthly Income’ 
is of interest. It shows by this measure housing is now as 
“affordable” as it was in the late 1990s. 
 
Concerning the concluding paragraph on p 57 of the draft 
SHMA, it should be noted that housing is no less affordable 
in Guildford than in Woking and Waverley. Indeed the draft 
shows that there are great similarities in the statistics for all 
three Boroughs. This is not brought out in later sections of 
the draft SHMA. 
 
4. Demographic Projections 
 
The draft SHMA refers to ‘HMNH?’ and in Table 12 quotes 
the Edge findings. The four cases giving 649, 470, 666 and 
633 housing numbers equate directly to the four entries in 
Table one on p 23 of ‘HMNH?’ (The 204 figure is taken from 
Option 4 of ‘HMNH?’). Edge’s chosen estimate based on 
migration trends is its Option 3, namely the 633 estimate. 
Edge explains carefully why they choose this, and the draft 
HMA’s comment that it is not robust seems a bit trite. They 
prefer the 5yr 649 figure; admittedly this is not very 
different. However five years is rather a brief period on 
which to base a 15 year (to 2031) projection. 
 
A great weakness of this and other SHMAs is that there is 
no sensitivity analysis, there are no error bars and there is 
no consideration of different scenarios. The trustworthiness 
of all the predictions is likely to decrease significantly with 
time ahead. Generally one might give some trust to 
predictions five years ahead based on five years data. In 
the draft SHMA the statistical difficulties are so great that 
even five years is problematical (see below). 
 
The draft SHMA then quotes Edge’s three job-led housing 
numbers: Experian 392, IER 614 and Average of the two 
502. The draft refers to Experian’s revised employment 
growth prediction (see above). 
 
The draft SHMA does the best it can with some shaky 
government predictions (see Fig 29) and plumps for a net 
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seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
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GLH 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

migration figure of 817 pa. This is almost entirely 
international. There is a huge uncertainty here which the 
SHMA should acknowledge. 817 pa is 0.6% of the March 
2011 population of 137,183. ‘HMNH?’ predicts 0.14% pa 
(ref Fig 11 of ‘HMNH?’, equivalent to 190 pa) which is very 
much less. Natural growth is estimated by both to be about 
630 pa (0.46%). So in total the draft SHMA predicts 1.06% 
pa and Edge 0.6%. The 0.6% is similar to the 2001 to 2011 
figure and is thus a better historic norm. The SHMA should 
have taken the Edge figures as an alternative scenario, or 
should have used them to deduce error bands. 
 
It is statistical bad practice to ignore probable error in 
analyses of this kind. The SHMA should include probable 
error and should include recommendations as to when the 
predictions should be reviewed (every five years perhaps). 
 
Fig 5B of Appendix B is revealing. It shows a predicted 
large net inflow of 15-19 year olds, presumably students, 
but no corresponding net outflow of 20-24 year olds. Where 
have the graduating foreign students gone? Are they 
actually students (see 7 below)?. There is some outflow for 
the 25-29 year olds. The projections are ONS 2010 and 
must be suspect now given the rapid changes in 
international migration numbers. The SHMA should have 
tested the effect of assuming the Edge figure. Changes in 
government policy to control immigration and overstaying 
could also be taken into account. Or are they mostly EU 
Nationals? 
 
Returning to the 817 figure, it accounts for the majority of 
the predicted need. Thus the majority of the need for new 
homes in Guildford is predicted to arise from net 
international immigration. This should be spelt out because 
of the many uncertainties in this prediction. Appendix B 
notes that 57% of in-migration is students, so 43% is not. If 
changes in student numbers are going to be small, then the 
effect of students on housing demand inthe future will also 
be small. The student contribution to the 817 should be 
estimated in the draft SHMA. It is difficult to see how it 
could be substantial. The balanceof the 817 must be non-
student. It should be broken down into predictions EU and 
non-EU immigration. Non-EU is subject to government 
policy and the government has given national targets. So 
predictions could be made. EU immigration is more difficult, 
and is subject to waves as new countries enter the EU. It is 
also subject to the relative economic performance of EU 
counties. Will any new countries enter the EU between now 
and 2031? The draft SHMA should explore these factors 
and derive the magnitude of the uncertainties. My 
judgement is that on close examination the 817 per year will 
much reduce. 
 
Population growth combined with average household size 
gives the basic housing requirement. So Fig B9 of Appendix 
B of the draft SHMA is crucial. It shows a strange upward 
kink in slope in 2011 followed by a maximum of 2.56 in 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
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housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 
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Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
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2015-17 and then a steady decline right onto 2031, when it 
is 2.47. The logic behind this decline is not given (it comes 
from CLG). It should be explained. 
 
Table B11 of the draft predicts a population rise of 20.7% 
2011-31. This is 0.945% pa compound. It is more than 50% 
up on the Edge figure of 0.6%. As argued above, 0.945% is 
likely to be at the top end of any range of predictions and 
the SHMA should state this. 
 
In Table B15 the population and household size predictions 
are combined to give a housing estimate: 54,183 in 2011, 
67,220 in 2031, growth 24.1%, equals 652 pa. Add 3% for 
vacant homes gives 671. The predicted population rise is 
28,472 (Table 13). The predicted growth in number of 
homes is 13,000 (para 1.31). The ratio of these numbers is 
2.19. The draft SHMA should explain why this number is 
not within the above range of 2.47 to 2.56 in Fig B9. 
 
The draft SHMA goes on to estimate that the jobs-led 
housing estimate is 570 pa. This is based on the 2013 
Experian prediction of 0.78% pa increase in the number of 
jobs, which is less that the draft’s predicted rise in 
population but more than Edge’s. 
 
5. Affordable Need 
 
The draft SHMA deduces a need for affordable housing of 
718 pa over the period 2013 to 2031. It also describes two 
factors which may mitigate this requirement (paras 5.64 and 
5.65). The impact of these factors is not estimated. It should 
be (especially the effect of the private rented sector). 
 
Much the largest contributor to the need of 718 pa is newly 
forming households, at 701 pa. The 701 figure relies in turn 
on the demographic predictions of population growth, and 
are therefore subject to the above queries and 
uncertainties. This should be stated. 
 
6. Sizes and Types of Home 
 
Paras 6.7 and 6.8 highlight the difficulty of the exercise as 
regards owner-occupiers. 
Table 31 gives a total need for affordable households of 
4,563 over 2011-31, 228 pa. I do not understand this, given 
the 718 figure above (except that it reconciles with 652, see 
below). 
Table 33 gives a total need for market housing of 8,474. 
Added to the above 4,563 gives 13,037, i.e. 652 pa as 
above. 
 
7. Specific Groups 
 
Fig 37 is of interest in that it shows the degree of under-
occupancy by non-single pensioners. 
Pages 116 to 119 deal with students. It is the only place in 
the draft SHMA where ward-by-ward analysis is presented. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

There are 15,055 University students, 12,480 on full time 
courses. 31% are foreign students (4,610). Fig B5 referred 
to above shows a total net inflow of 15-24 year-olds of 
about 5,500 pa. The draft SHMA should explain how this 
relates to predicted changes in student numbers. Student 
numbers and student housing provision need to be factored 
in to the SHMA. There is an acknowledgement of this in 
para 7.62 (and in para 8.39). 
 
8. Draft Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The draft SHMA makes it clear that the concept of a MHA is 
a weak one as far as Guildford is concerned. The inability to 
include the effect of London within the concept is an 
obvious shortcoming. The draft deals just with Guildford 
and hence avoids the issue. 
 
All the estimates of need should be based on upper and 
lower estimates of population growth.(Or error bands, 
growing with time ahead should be shown). The upper 
estimate could be the draft’s estimate, and the lower could 
be Edge’s. The effect of international net migration is 
crucial, as shown above. Clearly it is volatile and subject to 
political decisions. The analysis should divide net 
immigration into student and non-student and into EU and 
non-EU. The whole issue should be gone into in very much 
greater depth because the implications are so great. The 
number of 817 should be revised in this further work. In the 
absence of such analysis the draft SHMA lacks credibility. 
 
That said, the draft SHMA is professional and is careful to 
quote its sources. Perhaps it is somewhat naïve in placing 
more faith in some of the CLG predictions than Edge did. 
Edge also were more analytic in that they used an 
elaborate computer modelling tool (POPGROUP), while the 
draft SHMA does not refer to use of a computer model. Use 
of a model facilitates multi-factor analysis. 
 
However in the ‘Overall Conclusion’, paras 8.19 to 8.25, this 
professionalism seems to disappear. The figure of 800 
homes pa is conjured out of thin air. There is no quantitative 
justification at all. It should be withdrawn. (Have any 
neighbouring SHMAs introduced such arbitrary increases?) 
 
An over-riding requirement is to ensure consistency and 
fairness with regard to the predictions for Woking and 
Waverley. This should be covered quantitatively in the 
Conclusions. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Surrey Heath 
Borough Council 
(Jane Ireland) 

        Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Joint Comments on 
Guildford and West Surrey SHMA 
 
This e-mail sets out a joint response to Guildford ’s draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) from the 
authorities of Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath. We 
believe that the authority areas of Hart, Rushmoor and 
Surrey Heath together form a single Housing Market Area 
(HMA) albeit with links to other HMAs, hence the reason for 
the joint response on the key issues of concern. In addition 
each authority may submit more detailed comments on the 
draft SHMA. You will be aware that these 3 local authorities 
are currently working together to update their SHMA 
despite being at different stages of the plan-making 
process. 
 
The 3 authorities confirm that they agree with the 
Waverley/Guildford/Woking housing market area that has 
been identified in the draft SHMA. 
 
We agree that Guildford, Waverley and Woking form a 
HMA. We note that there are overlaps between the Hart 
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath HMA and the West Surrey 
HMA, and that these should be taken into account in plan-
making in both HMAs. 
 
The key issue of concern to Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey 
Heath is that the draft SHMA does not identify objectively 
assessed needs for housing for the whole West Surrey 
HMA, as it only looks at Guildford in detail, not Waverley 
and Woking. Without a clear understanding of what 
objectively assessed needs are for the whole West Surrey 
HMA, we cannot determine whether or not there will be a 
shortfall within the HMA which could result in additional 
pressure on adjoining HMAs. Once objectively assessed 
needs for housing for the whole HMA have been identified, 
Guildford should work with Waverley and Woking in the first 
instance to address any potential unmet need. Only once 
this has been done should Guildford consider asking 
authorities in neighbouring HMAs to accommodate any 
unmet need. Rushmoor, Surrey Heath and Hart are firmly of 
the view that any shortfall in the ability of one or more of the 
component authorities in the Woking, Guildford & Waverley 
HMA to deliver their full objectively assessed housing figure 
should first be addressed within the housing market area. 
 
The need to identify objectively assessed needs for the 
whole HMA was highlighted by the Inspector at Hart’s 
recent Core Strategy Examination, and was re-iterated 
several times in the Inspector’s letter (see attached). 
Paragraph 20 makes the point: “Put simply, for a local plan 
to be considered sound in terms of overall housing 
provision it is first of all necessary to have identified the full, 
objectively assessed needs for housing in the HMA.” 
Paragraph 11 stresses that assessing need for the whole 
HMA should be carried out even if the other authorities in 
the HMA are not willing to undertake a joint exercise: “while 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

I appreciate the potential implications of carrying out an 
assessment of the housing market across the wider HMA 
without input and funding from other authorities, there is no 
reason in principle why such an exercise could not have 
been undertaken.” 
 
In conclusion, in the absence of the SHMA identifying 
objectively assessed needs for housing for the whole West 
Surrey HMA, comprising Guildford, Waverley and Woking, 
strong objections to the draft SHMA are raised by Hart, 
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath. 
 
Sent on behalf of Rushmoor, Surrey Heath and Hart 
Council’s 

J Buckingham No Maximising 
housing 
delivery at the 
expense of our 
landscape and 
green belt is 
not 
appropriate. 

Not remit of 
SHMA to 
take into 
account 
developme
nt 
constraints. 

No The influence of price on supply 
and demand is true in some 
instances but has been proven 
not to be true in housing time 
and time again. Particularly in 
the South East of England. 
Increasing housing stock does 
not reduce the price, houses 
are not the same commodities 
(with the same simple economic 
influences) as chocolates or 
toys and should not be treated 
as such. This type of approach 
is simply lazy and unintelligent 
and would demonstrate a lack 
of understanding of the 
complexities of this market. 

Yes The lack of affordable 
housing is a direct 
consequence of the 
past, large scale sell-
off of council housing. 
However building 
more houses on the 
green belt is not the 
answer, houses in 
these locations are 
simply going to be too 
highly priced (prime 
green belt = prime 
price, this is why 
developers are 
attracted to them over 
brownfield or infilling). 
There is a huge buy-
to-let (2nd home 
ownership) market in 
the UK/South - 
perhaps councils 
should be seeking to 
contract with/use 
these and then sub-let 
to tenants with 
subsidised rents 
(similar to the old 
council house rents 
which were lower than 
market rates). Selling 
off affordable housing 
en masse 20 yrs+ ago 
and then looking to 
build more on our 
treasured green belt 
(as you belatedly 
realised you needed 
the houses you sold) 
demonstrates poor 
forward planning. If 
you got it this wrong 
before…. 

This is highly leading 
question, I hope many 
respondents choose not 
to answer this (as I do) 
and choose not to be so 
blatantly guided down a 
narrow agenda. I insist 
you do not denote this 
as 'no answer' but use 
my comments here fully. 
I have answered. 

I'm surprised at the small set of questions. It's apparent this 
consultation was rushed out, and I do not believe it has 
offered an opportunity for resident's view. Where are your 
questions on residents views of the numbers/statistics 
(high!), the tests applied….? 
I would also comment finally that I live in a small village 
(Effingham) and I struggled to see how this village is being 
treated individually or fits well into this assessment. I 
suspect other nearby villages (Horsleys, Ockham etc) are 
wondering the same. Perhaps it is because the proposed 
removal of the green belt status of such villages - 
suggested in the recent options and consultation - will result 
in these small villages merging and becoming a 
consolidated / core HMA as large as the Guildford centric 
HMA, once the developers are set free on non-green belt 
villages…? 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Burpham 
Neighbourhood 
Forum (Jim Allen) 

        Having read through this document – I do not consider it ‘fit 
for purpose’ it is based on political dogma as opposed to 
stout statistics and fails to provide for the Housing need of 
the borough the basis of the documents principles 
– it brings in ‘outlanders needs’ which are not relevant for 
the ‘Needs’ of the Borough 
– It is an unsustainable number of houses (approx 16,000) 
under the SEA regulations in that it would require approx 
457 hectares of land at 35 homes per hectares over the 
next 20 years or 4.57 km2 
– With this density of peoples this will mean 7000 people 
per km2 which is higher than the density in London of 
4726km2 
– The find jobs ‘requirement’ figure for this figure is 33,250 
which is unsustainable. 
– 28,800 additional cars at 1.8 cars average per household 
in the borough. Is also unsustainable 
 
Thus even if the claimed ‘all in need’ really is 800 per year 
there is simply no room outside the Greenbelt of Guildford 
Borough to meet the requirement without failing A SEA 
assessment or encroaching on the Thames Valley Basin. 
 
I find the document – unrealistic and the numbers 
constantly rounded up as if it was a financial exercise by a 
bank rather than a rational and realistic approach to actual 
need of housing in the area which can be relied upon to 
provide NEED while preventing overcrowding. I am 
extremely concerned this document is actually in existence 
in this mathematical format 
 
Below I attached a paper by Professor  Willaims for your 
consideration [The paper is too long to fit in the response 
box, to view the paper go to Jim Allen's email saved on 
sharepoint] 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Joan Garcia No While I cannot 
fault the 
figures that 
you have 
produced, 
there must be 
an element of 
people moving 
into an area 
because 
houses are 
available, and 
not otherwise. 
I do not 
believe that 
this area 
cannot cater 
for many more 
people, in 
terms of traffic 
volume, 
transport links, 

Not remit of 
SHMA to 
take into 
account 
developme
nt 
constraints. 

No This makes the assumption that 
you wish to see a steady 
increase in our population in 
this already crowded area. I do 
not agree that this should be so. 

Yes I believe that there 
should be a small 
increase in affordable 
housing, to help house 
those current 
inhabitants who 
cannot find homes. I 
do not believe that this 
should be done to the 
extent that new people 
migrate into this 
already crowded area. 

By not building enough 
homes, we restrict 
economic growth to a 
degree, as people 
cannot migrate into the 
area to fill jobs unless 
they commute in. New 
employers will not 
choose Guildford to set 
up new businesses if 
they do not have a ready 
pool of employees. But 
we do not necessarily 
want to see Guildford 
expanding to become a 
bigger business centre. 
It is big enough already. 
 
There are some 
implications for existing 
young residents, and we 
should build some new 

The assessment recognises the needs of active older 
residents to a degree. While it mentions the idea that older 
people may wish to downsize, it gives little understanding of 
what type of accommodation they may wish. Some over 
60s who are still fit and active may wish to downsize, simply 
to have less gardening to do, or less work to keep larger 
homes in order. Their choices are, however, limited, and 
many will not wish to move from a nice house into a flat, for 
example. Maybe some kind of survey of older owner 
occupiers might be of benefit. Some smaller homes might 
free up sales of larger family-sized ones. 

 



 

61 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

parking 
capacity, or 
schools. 
Economic 
growth is not 
always 
beneficial to 
the ambience 
of an area. I 
do not want to 
live in an 
expanding city 
that begins to 
gobble up 
every green 
space 
available, and 
eventually 
joins our 
Surrey villages 
to Guildford 
itself. I do 
believe that 
national 
planning policy 
needs to be 
reconsidered. 
We continue to 
expand the 
population of 
the south east, 
to the 
detriment of 
the wellbeing 
of its 
inhabitants, 
yet further 
north there are 
few jobs and 
poor economic 
growth. 

homes to allow them to 
remain in the area. But I 
do not believe that we 
should encourage more 
migration into the area. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Downsedge 
Residents 
Association (John 
Twining) 

        I wish to inform you that representatives of Downsedge 
Residents' Association have been actively involved in the 
analysis and comment produced by the Guildford Residents 
Association and which has been submitted to GBC. We 
fully endorse the contents of the GRA submission and 
agree that a rework of the draft SHMA is necessary to 
produce a basis for housing over the plan period that the 
residents of Guildford would be prepared to support and in 
which they will have confidence. 
 
In particular we find the way that the student population has 
been considered is incorrect due to the very short time 
frame of 5 years which gives a distorted picture. The 
University has planning permission for 2000 plus dwelling 
units on campus and should be actively encouraged to build 
them. This would free up a considerable number of houses 
for those on the current housing list in Guildford. 
 
We also find the assertion that the price of houses could be 
reduced by building a higher number of new houses as 
illusory as any number of new houses will always be bought 
by London residents who wish to move to the Home 
Counties for reasons of lifestyle, education of children, 
lower cost of houses etc. 
 
We hope that our councillors will appreciate the strength of 
feeling of residents in their wards and take prudent 
measures to agree a sustainable housing figure for the 
Local Plan. 

We have 
reviewed the 
student 
housing 
issue 

John Kings Yes The Green 
Belt needs to 
be redrawn so 
as not to 
include land 
which it is 
unnecessary 
to keep 
permanently 
open. 
There are 
many 
developed 
residential 
areas that are 
not villages but 
housing 
estates. 
Perhaps these 
could be 
extended or 
infilling should 
be allowed. 

Not remit of 
SHMA to 
take into 
account 
developme
nt 
constraints. 

Yes  Yes  For years now the 
borough has not 
provided enough homes. 
This must have 
contributed to the high 
price of all property in 
the borough. 
If the most desirable 
large houses are scarce 
then those prices will be 
very high. This then has 
a knock-on effect right 
down the housing supply 
chain. 
There needs to be a 
supply of ALL types of 
houses. Some of the 
people, that the borough 
need to provide 
successful businesses 
which will give 
employment, aspire to 
larger houses (4/5 
bedrooms) in larger 
plots. I agree with the 
observation in the 
SHMA regarding larger 
houses releasing 

The latest SHMA seems to underline the one produced in 
2009. 
The council's interim housing number of 322 has always 
been far too low. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

smaller ones down the 
chain. 

Keith Childs Yes I agree with 
this in principle 
but I query the 
inclusion of the 
word 
'maximise'. I 
believe the 
word 'achieve' 
is preferable. 

n/a No You should not be trying to 
boost housebuilding beyond 
that called for in Question 1. To 
do so may well lead to 
excessive inward migration into 
the Borough thereby 
excacerbating congestion in the 
town. Building the required 
number of affordable housing 
units should be an end in itself. 

Yes There is an absolute 
need for affordable 
housing in the 
Borough and the 
delivery of more 
should be the main 
thrust of the Local 
Plan in terms of 
housing. This should 
be achieved by 
maximising the 
proportion of 
affordable housing in 
mixed developments 
and by releasing 
certain areas of green 
belt land only on 
condition that the 
housing should be 
affordable in 
perpetuity. 

There will be insufficient 
housing for the people of 
the Borough. The 
waiting list for affordable 
housing will grow which 
means that the council 
will not be fulfilling its 
responsibility of housing 
people in the Borough 
with a range of 
unsatisfactory social 
consequences. The 
prices of houses to buy 
will increase further as 
will private sector rents. 
Young people wishing to 
purchase may well move 
away to areas where 
housing is cheaper and 
people renting may do 
the same to pay lower 
rents. This could lead to 
local businesses finding 
it difficult to attract 
suitable employees and 
this could then lead to 
some of them relocating. 
The economy of the 
Borough could suffer. 
There are also 
undesirable 
consequences of over 
provision of housing and 
you have the difficult 
task of striking the right 
balance, 

Assessment of future housing need is far from an exact 
science and there are no certainties about it. As a layman it 
seems to me that G L Hearn have made a good attempt at 
evaluating all the factors at play in predicting future trends 
and their report provides a valid evidence base for the Local 
Plan. I have some reservations about the conclusions (see 
Q2 above) I believe the figure stated in para 8.19 of 670 
homes/annum is sufficient and It is appreciated that in 
practice this may be constrained by other factors including 
land availability, infrastructure, congestion etc 

n/a 

Ms Jennie Kyte         I am deeply concerned by the SHMA document produced 
by consultants G L Hearn. 
 
Careful assessment shows that incorrect data has been 
used in such a way as to inflate the housing need/demand 
for Guildford. On top of this, housing need figures have 
been further inflated, though there is no scope given in the 
NPPF or its guidance to do this. 
 
The use of incorrect data and improper analysis will lead to 
a flawed Local Plan which could be subject to legal 
challenge. The SHMA needs to use correct data, 

Needs more 
explaination 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

interpretation and methodology to produce a correct 
evidence base for a robust Local Plan that truly reflects 
Guildford’s needs. 
 
If five years instead of ten years population is used and this 
is distorted by student numbers then the methodology is 
flawed. In-migration using student numbers give a false 
impression. (Predicted student growth can and should be 
accommodated on campus.) House prices and over-
crowding as compared to other areas are not based on 
good evidence. The meeting between the Planning Minister 
and Local MPs, as reported, show that the Government 
expects the evidence base to be rigorously justified. 
 
The questions asked appear to be biased to produce given 
answers, without giving both the advantages and 
disadvantages to any answers. For example Question 3: 
“Should we try to deliver more affordable housing?” is open 
ended. Of course affordable housing is needed. The real 
question is how much. Question 4: “What are the 
implications of not building enough homes?” If a proper 
assessment of need is made, then this number can be 
accommodated and there will be no implications. However, 
if numbers are over inflated as in the SHMA, then there will 
be significant environmental impacts. 
 
The South East Plan figure of 422 homes per annum was 
regarded by Guildford Borough Council as too high for 
Guildford and backed by a huge Guildford campaign GBC 
mounted a successful legal challenge, which reduced the 
figure to the 322 dpa figure originally written in the SE Plan. 
The 322 dpa figure was considered the most that Guildford 
could take without damaging its character. This 322 dpa is 
very different from the 800 figure proposed in the SHMA, 
which is a very high starting point from which to begin to 
take into account constraints. 
 
The more homes built the more in-migration there will be - 
and the higher future forecasts of need/demand based on 
past house building will be. Guildford needs to think 
carefully before using evidence in such a way that it 
becomes a continuing treadmill and self-fulfilling prophesy. 
 
Hypothetical future projections based on the past are 
known to be unreliable. There will be times when population 
increases and when it wanes (ie, it is waning in Germany). 
Economic competition may well change, as countries world 
wide level out and areas with attractive surroundings take 
on a new importance. 
 
Strong safe-guards and determination are needed to 
ensure that Guildford’s attractiveness, which is a natural 
asset, is not unnecessarily and irreversibly destroyed on 
false evidence and premises. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Hedleys Solicitors 
(Lewis Hulatt) 

No maximising 
implied only 
priority, rather 
than other 
considerations 
applying. 

n/a Yes with so much over-occupation 
in settled residential and so 
many students, building is only 
one option, although there will 
be projects the authority should 
support. 

Yes It should be targeted 
so as to avoid skills-
shortages, rather than 
just boost general 
population. 

It is possible that the 
local economy would not 
be as dynamic. Some 
people will not migrate 
to the area and some 
may move away. 
Property prices may rise 
further if there is still 
effective demand 
outstripping supply. If 
prices rise and the 
young cannot be housed 
due to price, the 
consequence may be to 
exacerbate an ageing 
local population which 
has less younger people 
to support them. It 
seems unlikely that 
over-crowding would 
result. 

One reason for the need for extra rooms is that couples 
with children separate and need more 'bedroom units' of 
accommodation so as to maintain their role as involved 
parents. For each couple that separates, a minimum of one 
and quite often three additional sleeping rooms are required 
compared to what they had before. If some of the budget 
went into other services, such as counselling or perhaps 
into relationship education, the fragmentation of family units 
might diminish and that would reduce the overall need. With 
a large number of couples separating, a modest additional 
number being able to stay together would reduce the 
number of homes required. 
There may be other social solutions to the need - for 
example the encouragement of people to share homes for 
mutual support. Benefits legislation and social expectation, 
both serve to increase people living alone. We should 
consider ideas from other cultures which might benefit 
individuals and reduce the slack in the system revealed by 
the research. 

N/A 

Laurence 
Edwards 

No A need has 
not been 
identified as 
322 dwellings 
a year have 
been provided 
since 2001 
and this has 
satisfied need 
there is no 
need to 
increase to 
800. 

n/a No By building more houses the 
costs won't fall the spare house 
will be bought by people were 
housing costs are more 
expensive eg people from 
London. 

No Not needed, Council 
waiting lists have been 
static for a number of 
years. More students 
should be housed on 
campus thereby 
releasing affordable 
housing. 

We are building enough 
homes at the rate of 322 
per annum all statistics 
show this is sufficient for 
need. 

The SHMA is fundamentally flawed as a document and 
objects in the strongest possible terms. Whilst I appreciate 
the need to have a plan in place, this document is likely to 
fail a legal challenge during public scrutiny, which will lead 
to potentially more dangerous delays later in the process 
• From a simplistic view the document validates that need 
has been met in Guildford by providing 322 dwellings per 
year since 2001 and then fails to quantify the driving forces 
in a way that is going to be meaningful to the general public 
why this figure should be raised to 800 per year. 
• Yet again the council is paying lip service to the 
consultation process. Stakeholders during the formulation 
have been defined as developers and estate agents not the 
electorate of this council. 
• Every opportunity has been taken to increase numbers, 
rather than decrease the overall total 
• The document is riddled with errors, referring to the wrong 
figures etc. which does nothing to aid readability 
 
• In spite of government instructions students numbers have 
not been catered for in the overall document 
• It should be recognized that the proximity of London 
coupled with the desirability of Guildford as a location 
means that estate agents and developers would be able to 
sell 800 homes a year, but it has nothing to do with NEED. 
More specifically: 
• Vacant homes should be brought back into the stock and 
figures reduced accordingly 
• It is clear from the evidence presented by the document 
that student numbers (including international students) have 
seriously skewed the findings 
• Increasing the provision for students on campus would 
alleviate the position regarding real need 
 
• Given the projections and potential risks of the public 
sector, surely the projections should have been reduced 

This is not a 
like for like 
figure. The 
SHMA does 
not set a 
housing 
target. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Lesley Noble No 
answe
r 

  No This would only work if demand 
was finite, ie as there was more 
supply the level of unmet 
demand would fall and prices 
with it, however because of 
Guildford's proximity to London 
and other high cost areas of 
housing it is likely that further 
provision of housing would 
bring in people from elsewhere 
who can afford the current 
values and maintain the level of 
prices. We moved towards 
Guildford from Claygate some 
years ago to get more space for 
our money, and most of our 
local friends did something very 
similar. Some of our friends 
children would like to live in 
London but cannot afford to so 
they too live as far out as they 
need to. 
 
Unless the housing need is 
being fully met across the board 
within higher cost areas, 
property in Guildford will 
continue to be valued in 
comparison with them and not 
in isolation based on the 
increased level of supply. 

Yes This is an area which 
certainly needs to 
increase to combat the 
effects of the sale of 
Council Houses over 
many years without 
the proceeds of those 
sales being made 
available for further 
building of affordable 
homes. 
 
It is people in this part 
of the housing market 
who are least able to 
move to somewhere 
more affordable and 
commute to work. 

Difficulty in filling jobs, 
both due to lack of 
affordable homes for 
people providing 
essential services on 
low salaries, but also for 
professional people 
moving from other parts 
of the UK where their 
housing costs were 
much lower but salaries 
were comparable. 

I think that it is a well-considered document, albeit 
considering Guildford in isolation from other parts of the 
Housing Market Area as stated in the report. 
 
I do not think that the term 'Bedroom Tax' should be used in 
the report, however well it might be understood by the 
reader. It is an emotive (and factually incorrect) term and 
should be replaced by a more factual phrase such as 'the 
reduction in Housing Benefit based on bedrooms needed'. 

We have 
now referred 
to Welfare 
Reform Act 
and Bedroom 
Tax 

Ms Loraine Austin         Additional Housing in Guildford 
I am very concerned about the proposal to build more 
houses in Guildford. The sites I believe to be in question in 
my area are green belt land and I believe should remain so. 
I can’t understand how Government or local councils can 
undo decisions made about this land in past years; it makes 
the making of them empty and farcical, especially for those 
that vote for them based on principles to protect land. How 
can I, and many people believe in Government and whom 
we vote for when the making of rules can so easily be 
overturned to suit situations? The additional housing is 
housing people from overseas, China is investing in the UK 
by buying up properties and some are left empty just to 
keep them as investments. Why aren’t the Government and 
local Government protecting its own people and its own 
land? It’s beyond me and very sad for the UK. 
Wildlife 
I have lived in my house with my family for 10 years and 
enjoyed the semi-rural status, my son suffered cancer in 
2000 and I felt some comfort in being able to live 
somewhere where traffic congestions was at a minimum 
based on what I could afford; buses and thousands of cars 
coming back and forth all day will cause additional pollution 
very close to our home. One of our upstairs rooms and our 
back garden overlooks the fields you are suggesting to put 
a Park & Ride site or housing (site 64, Keens Lane), it 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
Or to restrict 
who buys 
market 
housing. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

would be devastating to us as a family. We enjoy the 
wildlife, the lane often has foxes and their cubs in it, deer 
and wide variety of bird life including cuckoos, herons, 
ducks, moorhens & woodpeckers to name but a few, as do 
all the other sites you are proposing (site D63 Tangley 
Place Farm, D62 Worplesdon Road, north of Tangley Place 
and the Land at Liddington Hall, Aldershot Road). In March 
I am out in the lane helping frogs and toads across in a 
bucket, there are small ponds on either side of the lane. All 
this wildlife would very sadly be destroyed or chased away, 
there are great crested newts too that are protected in this 
country. We also enjoy the horses that live in the fields, this 
may be irrelevant to government offices but I have a busy 
and stressful job at the Royal Surrey and like the peace of 
home life and my surrounding area brings. A Park & Ride or 
additional housing would change the area completely. 
Recent Building Sites 
We have in very recent years had two building sites at the 
end of the lane for additional housing; the additional traffic 
has been noticed, cars speed up and down Keens Lane 
which is very narrow, there is a path only on one side and 
the bend in the lane accommodates only one car at a time. 
A bus and all the additional traffic the proposal would bring 
would be very impractical for both Tangley Lane and Keens 
Lane. 
Aldershot and Worplesdon Roads 
The current traffic situation in the whole area is very poor in 
the morning already. The Aldershot Road is congested on a 
daily basis, as is the A322 Worplesdon Road going into 
Guildford and if often backed up as a far as the Worplesdon 
Place Hotel; all the problems are reversed in the evening 
when traffic is travelling in the opposite direction. There are 
often accidents on the A3 that leave Guildford and the 
surrounding area gridlocked. The schools on the Aldershot 
Road cause a lot of congestion, St Joseph’s and the school 
next to it, as their car parks, neither big enough for all cars 
so car queue on the main road, for parents are on the front 
of both sites, next to the Aldershot Road. Additional traffic 
will only compound the problem. I use the Park & Ride for 
the Royal Surrey County Hospital, if I leave home at 8:05 I 
still can’t get to it in time for the 8:27 and it’s approximately 
a mile from where I live. I do walk in the summer months. 
Proposal for 500 Dwellings on Fairlands Estate 
If it is assumed that each household has an average of 3 
people living in it this an additional 1500 people, probably 
more and with most families having 2 cars or more an 
addition of in excess of 1000 vehicles. With the traffic 
problem this area already faces how can this even be a 
consideration? Fairlands Medical Centre is already over 
stretched, when I need an appointment I have to call at 
8:00, this morning I called at 7:59, the line was engaged 
until 8:05, when I got through all the appointments for the 
day had been taken bar one at 15:30. This is a regular 
occurrence and now the norm when trying to see the GP. 
Again, how can the addition of all the families on a new 
dwelling on Fairlands be a consideration? It has just been in 
the Surrey Advertiser that the demand on GBC to provide 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

land for travellers and travelling show people is high and 
will increase in future years, where is this land going to 
come from? Worplesdon school is always over subscribed. 
Sadly, the real reasons behind the need for more housing 
and parking facilities I fear will never be addressed, 
immigration both legal and illegal is out of control, the 
increasing population, people choosing to live separately 
rather than staying together as families. Me neighbour now 
has 4 cars and a motorbike to its household and because 
they won’t park away from the house they now resort to 
parking completely on the footpath. Romanian travellers 
now have access to our country and Turkey too. It’s all very 
sad; we can’t accommodate our own travellers. 
I can only send this letter as a plea to you not to ruin our 
surrounding area with a Park and Ride or any more housing 
estates. I would be grateful if you could advise me of 
anything else I can do that might help and go some way 
towards protecting Surrey and preserving it for the county 
so many of us have loved and lived in for many years. 
Incidentally, the land of Egerton Road where the helipad is 
situated is ear marked for parking, more trees and green 
land will go. Where is it all going to end? It would be a far 
better idea for Government to address the causes and not 
the symptoms of over population and congestion. 
I hope to hear back from you. 

Mair L Davis No 
answe
r 

Yes in 
brownfield 
sites & land 
that has NOT 
been 
designated as 
Green Belt. 
NO to Green 
Belt. I note 
Mole Valley, 
Elmbridge and 
Runnymede 
are exceeding 
their quote 
which is great 
news for any 
locality, and 
for folks 
needing 
housing. Boris 
Johnson has 
said that 
London has 
Brownfield 
sites that can 
be used for 
housing which 
would help 
folks who 
actually work 
in London. 
We'd need 

Not remit of 
SHMA to 
take into 
account 
developme
nt 
constraints. 

No No, not as a principal objective. 
However, the working folks of 
London are facing the 
BIGGEST increase in prices in 
London and the Capital MUST 
have more housing on the 
brownfield sites the Mayor says 
exist. 
Those that want countryside 
should steer clear of Guildford 
and this area as if your plans 
come to fruition the Green Belt 
villages will be wrecked. 

Yes Naturally, we all need 
a roof over our heads. 
But surely some 
sensitivity must be 
applied as to where 
they should be built. 
Sustaining the Green 
Belt shouldn't have to 
be the answer. I agree 
with Boris Johnson! 

Homelessness will rise. 
A discontented 
population will bring 
unrest. 

Please spare some genuine village and country life. Green 
areas of woodland and recreation, to say working of 
agriculture, are of value to everyone. City folk enjoy a little 
freedom too. Country folk love a trip to London. But please, 
please don't turn the South East into one colossal blob of 
suburbia. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

less housing 
for commuters. 

Ms Mary Pain Yes Definitely. 
There is an 
especial need 
for affordable 
housing or the 
young will 
move out and 
we shall lose 
their skills, 
hard work and 
taxes. 

N/A Yes Supply and demand will ensure 
this. 

Yes See above answers. House prices rocket so 
becoming unaffordable. 
The young desert the 
area, leaving the elderly 
rocketing about in too 
large houses. 

It is essential to develop the infrastructure- especially roads 
but also schools, hospitals, GP surgeries etc. at the same 
time. P.S. This Swan Lane facility is brilliant! So good to be 
able to talk to council officers. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Michael Bruton No 
answe
r 

This is a 
leading 
question and 
confirms in the 
minds of many 
that GBC will 
set the highest 
annual target 
possible for 
the number of 
new homes 
over the life of 
the Local Plan. 
Why ? 
Because more 
homes means 
more council 
tax for GBC 
along with 
other income 
from the CIL 
etc. (16,000 
extra homes 
would 
generate 
£28,000,000 
per annum in 
extra Council 
Tax at Band D 
– at current 
charging). 
Demand for 
new homes 
within the 
Borough is 
infinite. 
Construction 
of 800 new 
homes per 
annum – given 
the Green 
Belt/Infrastruct
ure/Flood 
Plain 
constraints 
would wreck 
the 
environment. 
We have all 
seen how a 
number of 
once attractive 
medium sized 
towns and 
their rural 
hinterland 
have been 

Not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
capacity.   

No 
Answe
r 

This is another leading question 
because it assumes that more 
homes will lead to lower house 
prices. If one concreted over 
most of the Home Counties that 
might happen but only because 
it would make the Home 
Counties an unattractive place 
to live in. If one built 1000 
homes per annum in Guildford 
Borough for example it would 
not make houses cheaper – it 
would merely boost the 
numbers coming to live here 
from less populous areas and 
from areas with fewer jobs. That 
is what happened during the 
Industrial Revolution - rural 
counties were emptied as 
people flocked to jobs in the 
cities. 
Perhaps GL Hearn could give 
examples where in densely 
populated and small countries 
like England – more housing 
has lowered prices. More 
housing would of course enrich 
house builders with their 
massive land banks and enrich 
landowners able to convert 
Green Belt agricultural land into 
house building land ( e.g. as 
proposed for Wisley Airfield) 
Guildford Borough is a 
commuter town for London and 
a commuting- in town for 
surrounding Boroughs and 
adjoining Counties . Nowhere 
does the GL Hearn study 
appear to tackle the 
complexities of commuting and 
inward migration when 
calculating housing needs 

No 
Answer 

It depends on what 
one means by 
‘affordable housing’. 
Affordable can mean 
social/ housing 
association housing, 
rented housing, key 
worker housing and 
part rent/part buy 
housing. Any large 
scale affordable 
housing will be 
overwhelmed by 
demand. Therefore 
such housing should 
be prioritised for those 
with connections/jobs 
within the Borough. 
Housing numbers 
should also take into 
account the availability 
of student 
accommodation and 
the significant supply 
of rented 
accommodation 
already available 
within the Borough. 
Limited and small 
scale development of 
affordable housing 
would be acceptable in 
Guildford’s villages - 
such as that behind 
Bishopsmead Parade 
in East Horsley. 

Another leading 
question. How many is 
‘enough’ ? Enough 
should be an objective 
assessment of what the 
Borough should permit 
within the constraints of 
its infrastructure and 
environment. After all, 
Ministers do keep saying 
that Localism means just 
that – local decisions by 
local people. 
Unfortunately, GBC 
seems to regard its 89% 
Metropolitan Green Belt 
(MGB) as a problem 
standing in the way of 
massive housing 
numbers. The MGB 
exists for all – and 
especially for Londoners 
, to enjoy The MGB is a 
treasure and GBC’s part 
of it must be retained for 
future generations to 
enjoy. Many London 
politicians might wish to 
solve London’s housing 
needs by massive house 
building in all 
surrounding 
Boroughs/Counties . 
However Guildford 
Borough should resist 
any such pressures 
when undertaking its 
‘duty to co-operate’ 
obligations. 

As a general point I do feel that GBC has already come 
close to making up its mind over the number of homes it will 
permit within the Borough 2011-2031. The figure prepared 
by GL Hearn is c800 homes per annum – making a total of 
16,000 homes over twenty years. On what basis do I hold 
this view ? 
a.Cllr Juneja’s interview with the Guildford Dragon 25/6/13 
b.Comments in the Autumn 2013 Clandon and Horsley 
Conservative Newsletter written by Cllr Wicks. In it she 
writes of ‘unpalatable decisions ahead’ and ‘attempting to 
preserve the majority of the Green Belt’ 
This is despite assurances from Ministers and the MP for 
Mole Valley that the Green Belt should be protected 
strongly and vigorously. Cllr Juneja’s comments talk of a 
government ‘Agenda’ and Cllr Mansbridge writes similarly in 
the Surrey Advertiser of 14 February 2014. Given an 
objective assessment of housing needs Guildford Borough 
need not be damaged irrevocably. 
Introduction 
a.This letter assumes that GBC’s housing needs figure will 
be balanced against the various constraints facing the 
borough – its congestion and infrastructure constraints 
along with environmental constraints. By these I mean the 
Metropolitan Green Belt which should be celebrated as an 
environmental treasure rather than a problem ; and the fact 
that much of Guildford Borough is a flood plain. We have 
seen recently the consequences of building on flood plains 
– both on the Boroughs where houses have been built and 
on those Boroughs upstream/downstream of construction – 
in our case regarding the River Wey . 
 
2/4 
b.Having attended a GL Hearn presentation at GLive and 
read the SHMA documentation I can only conclude that 
neither are robust but are designed to ‘put off’ the average 
citizen such as myself ! GL Hearn’s figures are not robust 
and were found to be so during their somewhat shaky 
presentation at GLive. 
c.800 homes p.a. is not based on robust evidence. 
Previously GBC took court action over 422 homes pa. 
which was reduced to 322 homes per annum. It is not 
fathomable to me that 322 should suddenly jump potentially 
to 800 homes p.a. – a 248% increase – and in what is 
England’s most densely populated county. 
 
Detailed Comments 
 
a.In listening to GL Hearn , I felt that they put a high degree 
of confidence in subjective information/opinion when 
reaching their conclusions. Many facts are in reality merely 
guesswork and should be admitted as such. Migration 
studies are often guesswork as central government has 
found. The biggest single figure relates to student numbers. 
Students generally leave after three years and the figures 
can be used to inflate real inward migration into the 
Borough. 
b.Office/industrial space – this can be more valuable if it is 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage.  
The SHMA 
does not set 
the housing 
target 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

wrecked by 
overdevelopm
ent. I would 
recommend 
the ‘tongue in 
cheek’ book 
‘Basingstoke 
and its 
Contribution to 
World Culture’ 
as a stark 
warning to 
GBC about the 
consequences 
of its housing 
agenda ! 
GBC should 
take into 
account the 
NPPF’s 
(para14) 
environmental 
constraints, 
recent 
Ministerial 
letters on the 
Green Belt 
and 
specifically to 
Guildford’s MP 
and press 
releases by 
the MP for 
Mole Valley 
when 
considering 
housing 
numbers. The 
Planning 
Minister has 
made it very 
clear that the 
Green 
Belt/AONB/AG
LV should 
continue to 
receive the 
strongest 
protection 
possible. 

converted/rebuilt as housing. The conversion of such space 
does not appear to have been taken into account 
c.Retail space – traditional retail is in decline and within a 
decade about 30% of shopping will be on line and be home 
delivered. This will free up vast areas in all our towns and 
cities. I do not see the impact of this behavioural change in 
the GL Hearn study 
d.Housing need is infinite – the more homes built within the 
attractive parts of the Home Counties the more inward 
migration will result – starving other areas of economic 
prosperity. Guildford is attractive to homebuyers because it 
is currently a medium sized town with beautiful 
countryside/Green Belt etc surrounding it. Given its 
infrastructure restraints – and the recent Arup study by 
GBC makes no major recommendations for new 
infrastructure – GBC will become the victim of its own 
success if 800 homes per annum – or a number 
approaching that - are part of the final Local Plan. 
e.Housing List – I gather this stands at c3,700 and remains 
constant. I gather also that anyone can put their name 
down on the list for social Housing and at several locations. 
Given that there is no central control to avoid duplication, 
little reliability can be placed on such lists. 
f.Empty Housing – there are c800 empty houses within the 
Borough. It appears that these figures and the implications 
for any housing numbers in the Local Plan have been 
excluded/overlooked. 
g.Rented housing - the growth in housing stock nowadays 
is through buy to let as well as from individuals buying their 
own home . Renting v buying is on the increase in the UK. 
Have the number of homes to rent within the Borough been 
taken into account in deciding on housing numbers ? 
 
h.Student accommodation - Nick Boles MP, the Planning 
Minister has confirmed very recently that student housing 
units should be taken into account in the overall numbers 
when devising the Local Plan. I gather that Surrey 
University has planning permission for 2000+ housing units 
which it is yet to start building. The University has large 
areas of surface parking which could be built on – whilst still 
keeping the ground areas for parking. There is no need for 
the University to expand beyond its current footprint given 
the vast open spaces available for housing on the existing 
campus. 
 
i.Windfall Sites – I gather that the Government will now 
permit the inclusion of windfall sites within the housing 
targets. The retained consultants should be able to project 
such potential sites based on historical data. 

Gleeson Strategic 
Land (Mark 
Jackson) 

        Gleeson would like to highlight various problems with the 
draft Guildford Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA) as currently presented. The most significant issue 
relates to the fact that the document identifies objectively 
assessed needs for Guildford only, not the whole housing 
market area. This is a fundamental problem with the 
approach that has been taken. 

This is being 
rectified in a 
separate 
document. 



 

72 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires local planning 
authorities to “use their evidence base to ensure that their 
Local Plan meets the full objectively assessed needs for 
market and affordable housing in the housing market area.” 
Guildford’s SHMA has identified the housing market area 
(HMA) as comprising Guildford, Waverley and Woking, yet 
only identifies what the authors believe to be objectively 
assessed needs for Guildford. Even though Waverley and 
Woking may be unable to participate in a joint study, the 
study should still cover the three authorities (assuming this 
is the correct definition of the HMA). Without the study 
covering all three authorities of the HMA, it will not be 
possible for Guildford to understand what the full objectively 
assessed needs are for the HMA, so they will not know how 
many dwellings to aim to plan for between the three 
authorities. 
It is wrong to approach the assessment of objectively 
assessed needs by identifying needs arising in one 
authority only when there are three authorities within the 
HMA. The objectively assessed need figure for the HMA 
should be identified first, then a decision should be made as 
to how that figure is to be distributed across the three 
authorities. It may be that one authority is contributing 
significantly to the need across the HMA but cannot 
accommodate all this need, and therefore another authority 
or a combination of other authorities in the HMA will need to 
try and accommodate this need. It is not as simple as 
saying Guildford contributes X to the objectively assessed 
need of the HMA, therefore that is how much Guildford 
should plan for. 
A lack of understanding of the full objectively assessed 
needs across the HMA and potentially disagreement with 
the other two authorities over what the objectively assessed 
needs are in the HMA will make it difficult, and potentially 
impossible for Guildford to meet the duty to co-operate. 
This was a key part of the reason why Hart District 
Council’s Core Strategy failed at examination – because the 
SHMA Update they had prepared covered Hart only, not the 
other two authorities in their HMA (Rushmoor and Surrey 
Heath). At the Hart examination the Inspector indicated that 
Hart should have prepared a SHMA covering the whole 
HMA, even if the other two authorities were not willing to 
participate in the study. 
It is acknowledged that a lot of the statistics provided in the 
report do cover the whole HMA, but the conclusion where 
objectively assessed needs are identified covers Guildford 
only. The key section of overall need/demographic 
projections also covers Guildford only. Affordable housing 
need is also calculated for Guildford only. 
Although the identification of Guildford, Waverley and 
Woking as representing the HMA is not necessarily 
incorrect, the section on identifying the housing market in 
the main report does not provide a very robust evidence 
base for this. Presentation of information in tables and 
maps would be useful to gain a clearer understanding of the 
workings of the housing market in the three authorities, and 
with other nearby authorities so that the reader can more 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

clearly see why the conclusion has been drawn that 
Guildford, Waverley and Woking form a single HMA. Where 
reference is made to other reports, it would be useful to 
provide extracts, such as relevant maps from those reports. 
Without this section being strengthened, it may be difficult 
for the Council to defend the identification of the HMA at 
examination. 
Appendix A provides further information on the housing 
market area but would be better placed within the main 
report, and paragraph 1.1 shows evidence of GL Hearn 
having cut and pasted the work they have done on 
Waverley’s SHMA as it states that “The first question is 
therefore, what housing market(s) cover Waverley as a 
borough.” Clearly this should have referred to Guildford in 
this context rather than Waverley, and leads us to be 
concerned that the report for Guildford is not necessarily 
accurate as it may contain other elements that actually 
relate to Waverley instead. 
In chapter 4 on overall need/demographic projections there 
are many cross references to the work by Edge Analytics. 
Further explanation of each scenario listed within the 
chapter would be useful, rather than relying on the 
appendices. 
Chapter 4 highlights that the starting point for establishing 
need is the household projections published by CLG, and 
the report states that these are currently the 2011-based 
CLG household projections. Gleeson would challenge the 
assumption that these figures on their own represent what 
is needed as these figures are specifically labelled as 
“interim.” These figures run only to 2021, not to 2033 like 
the 2008 CLG household projections. Although it is 
accepted that the 2011 interim figures should be 
considered, they should be considered alongside the 2008 
CLG household projections in order to facilitate a more 
robust assessment, and to provide figures which run for a 
sufficiently long period of time that would cover at least a 
fifteen year time horizon which would be needed for any 
Local Plan being prepared (which will run way beyond 
2021). This fact is highlighted in the draft National Planning 
Practice Guidance which states that “The 2011-based 
Interim Household Projections only cover a ten year period 
up to 2021, so plan makers would need to assess likely 
trends after 2021 to align with their development plan 
periods.” Paragraph 4.26 of the SHMA does make 
reference to the 2008-based figures, but the 2008-based 
figures are not presented in the report, which is an omission 
which should be rectified. 
As a result of the 2008-based CLG household projections 
being omitted from the SHMA, it is not clear how GL Hearn 
has come to the conclusion that the housing requirement 
for 2011-2031 is 671 dwellings. It is stated that this figure is 
close to the 2011-based CLG projection figure and is 
consistent with the five year trend based projection by Edge 
Analytics, but it does not relate the figure to the 2008 CLG 
household projections. 
Gleeson does not agree with the conclusions on the Edge 
Analytics projections in chapter 4. The projection linked to 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

trends over the past five years is not particularly robust in 
terms of establishing an objectively assessed need for a 
plan period of fifteen years or more. The time period 
covered by the statistics is not sufficiently long enough to 
inform the setting of a housing target. Gleeson would also 
disagree that economic growth is unlikely to put any upward 
pressure on housing needs. As acknowledged in the 
SHMA, the Experian figures used in the Edge Analytics 
work are now quite out of date, and more recent Experian 
figures provided in the SHMA indicate an increase in jobs of 
720 per annum which could put upward pressure on 
housing needs. It also needs to be taken into account that 
(as highlighted in the SHMA) Guildford already has net in-
commuting, so is already failing to meet the needs of 
economic growth in the area. There is therefore effectively 
a shortfall in existing housing to match jobs, something 
which needs to be addressed. Net in-commuting statistics 
should be added to statistics on the increase in jobs to 
come up with an overall figure that represents what the 
HMA should be providing for in order to avoid constraining 
economic growth. Gleeson therefore also disagrees with 
the overall conclusions at the end of chapter 4 where it is 
stated that the economic-led projection does not provide a 
basis for considering increasing housing provision. Further 
work is needed to fully understand the interrelationships 
between employment and housing. 
Affordable housing need, covered in chapter 5 indicates a 
need for 718 households a year. This provides further doubt 
as to the robustness of the 670 figure which the SHMA 
concludes represents a baseline for objectively assessed 
needs. A figure lower than the affordable housing need 
figure of 718 households per year would clearly mean that 
affordable housing needs could not be met even if 100% of 
the housing provided was to be affordable. Clearly in order 
to meet both market and affordable housing needs a figure 
significantly higher than 718 dwellings per annum would 
need to be considered. The assertion made that there are 
likely to be households who are adequately housed whilst 
paying more than the 30% income threshold used in the 
report is difficult to accept. The report should be based on 
appropriate assumptions and appropriate definitions of what 
constitutes affordable housing need – if the authors of the 
report do not agree with the income threshold they are 
using then they should not use it. 
It appears that there has been an attempt to downplay the 
amount of affordable housing need there is in Guildford in 
the SHMA, in addition to the point made in the previous 
paragraph, the report also tries to suggest that the private 
rented sector will contribute towards meeting affordable 
housing needs, but no evidence is provided to establish 
how the private rented sector is contributing, or how much 
need this might be making provision for. 
It is not entirely clear from the report what figure is 
eventually settled on as representing objectively assessed 
needs. In several parts of the report a figure of 670 
dwellings per annum is stated, but then in paragraph 8.25 a 
range of 670-800 homes is suggested as representing an 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

assessment of the Borough’s needs. We would suggest 
that the findings of the report need to be made clearer, and 
ensure that this is consistent with other parts of the report. 
Gleeson welcomes the opportunity to comment on the 
Local Plan evidence base as it evolves and would be keen 
to be involved in any subsequent consultations Guildford 
Borough Council carries out on this matter and other 
consultations relating to the Local Plan. 

English Rural HA 
(Nick Hughes) 

Yes   Yes Would be a desirable goal, but 
it is important that any boost is 
accompanied by thoughtful, well 
planned developments which, 
especially in rural areas 
contribute to the local 
community. Anonymous larger 
scale developments on the 
outskirts of a settlement, would 
be of little benefit in the longer 
term. 

Yes The Policy should 
continue its support for 
affordable housing in 
rural settlements, 
particularly those such 
as rural exceptions 
policy, which are 
achieved with support 
of the local 
community, typically 
through the Parish 
Council. 

Many rural settlements 
will become a enclave of 
the elderly and wealthy, 
with an adverse impact 
on local employment, 
schools rolls and 
community life. 

Some further discussion, on what the models within the 
"intermediate" tenure might be and to what extent these 
would contribute to the supply of affordable housing. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Cllr Nikki Nelson-
Smith 

        I think the SHMA report is a thorough document but I am 
concerned that it and its covering letter/briefing note must 
allay the concerns we know the public have - in particular 
why the number is high and how it relates to the SE Plan 
number as well as why the derivation of the housing NEED 
number takes housing DEMAND into consideration as 
demand in this area can be seen as "insatiable" (which was 
highlighted by the speaker for the e-petition to save Wisley 
from development). 
 
Much of this could be explained in a better introduction. 
 
Otherwise there are issues of consistency, particularly in 
terms of stating Guildford Borough each time (as opposed 
to Guildford Town) particularly in sections 5 and 6, but also 
of some data. In addition some of the document is really 
tailored to Guildford Borough, using specific data, then 
some is much more general when it could be more tailored 
e.g. the section on affordable housing where our housing 
dept have done a lot of work on this already. 
 
Where sensitive issues are touched on they need to be 
addressed carefully - e.g. university expansion in para 
7.59/7.60 need to mention subject to policy decisions and 
planning permissions etc. 
 
An introduction should be more like the presentation we 
received on Thursday night. Some of the paragraphs from 
the conclusion could be used, particularly the beginning and 
8.8. 
 
It should make really clear that the 2009 SHMA number 
was 650 which equates to the 671 but then the 671 has to 
be overlaid with the three other factors. A para should be 
added to make this clear and to explain that the SE PLan 
number was a constrained number. It should make clear 
whether the 800 is inclusive of the buffer 20% or whether 
this might be added at some later stage. 
Also it should be made very clear in the introduction that 
each of the factors overlaid on the 671 to make it 800 will 
be tested at a later stage - so the report doesn't have to be 
100% correct, as each bit will be tested. 
The next stages should also be clear - test against 
constraints such as land supply (AONB, flooding that 
cannot be mitigated etc), infrastructure and deliverability. 
Then the plan targets will be set with other boroughs 
through duty to co-operate. All this will likely bring the 
number down (won't it?). Lastly perhaps it should be put 
into context 800*16 years = 12,800 homes. We have 
56,200 or 54,183 households in 2011 so this would mean 
an increase of around 23%, which is about 1.2% p.a. 
----------------------------------- 
In terms of the document itself: 
1.16 is unclear as to when and to which figures the 20% 
buffer must be added. 
 
Section 2 

Introduction 
has been 
amended. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

para 2.5 needs to include an explanation of the differences 
between the SE plan and SHMA - i.e. that SE plan number 
is a constrained number and base 2009 SHMA number 
didn't include the three factors overlaid.. 
 
para 2.45 - measures delivery against SE Plan - which pre-
supposes SE Plan was an ok target - could cause issues... 
para 2.47/8 international net migration has increased - is 
this due to university in the main? I think a para on uni 
would be good, particularly to note the increasing desire to 
attract overseas students as pay higher fees that has been 
the case for a while already and para 7.52 notes 4610 
foreign students there in census. 
2.57 - qualification and skills - surely we should note the 
effect of having a university here 
Consistency: number of households in the borough, 
sourced from 2011 census data - table 3 pg 24 says 56,220 
while para 6.12 on pg 85 says 54,183!! If they are meant to 
be different, then it needs to explain why, otherwise looks 
as if other data could also be wrong. 
Similarly para 6.13 says vacant properties are typically 3% 
of properties while para 2.36 pg 24 says 4%. Why not use 
the known 4% for our borough? 
 
typos section 2 
para 2.37 Figure 6 not 5 
para 2.51 last line - "falls" not needed. 21% of the 
population is over 60,.... 
 
section 3 
First paragraph needs to explain that although HMA is to 
define housing need, this number is also based on housing 
supply and demand ("housing need is not the same as 
housing demand"/ "insatiable" demand) 
 
para 3.15 - reducing loan to value ratios is seen as a good 
thing, returning some prudence to the markets after the 
bursting of the bubble where people and banks were 
burned. 
similarly 3.16 - the BoE and govt do not wish to see 
mortgage lending back at 2007/8 levels.... 
Figure 21 title - this does not show base interest rates! They 
could be added to the graph to make it more interesting, but 
the title of this should read Mortgage rates: tracker and 
variable rate tracker. 
3.34 Elaborate on number of university of students thought 
to be in the private rental sector in Guildford borough. This 
is in para 7.57. 
3.40 buyers will look at Aldershot, but Aldershot is not in our 
Housing MArket Area. How will this information then be 
incorporated into our assessment ... through duty to co-
operate - may be worth mentioning. 
Summary of key findings bullet point 4 : for consistency use 
"price-earnings ratio" as in 3.48 rather than here calling it a 
"price-income ratio". 
 
typos section 3 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

para 3.3 figure 17 (14 is written in the text) para 3.7 line 2 
the importance (important is written) para 3.15 line 3 This 
sharply reduced liquidity in the financial markets and credit 
available and RESULTED IN A TIGHTENING OF lending 
criteria (not "and in tightening lending criteria") para 3.17 
Figure number wrong 17 should say 19. 
para 3.22 line 1 influenceD by... Line 5 THis increase (not 
.... 2012. is the increase...) figure 25 should add "by 
volume" in the title to link with para 3.30 where it talks of 
volumes but directs you to the value figure (24 - should 
read 25). 
 
Section 4 
Each time Guildford is mentioned it should say Guildford 
Borough or else it will be assumed that it relates solely to 
Guildford town (and if it does it should say Guildford town!) 
e.g title for table 12, title for table 13, para 4.18 line 1, 4.23 
line 3, 4.25 line 3, table 15 para 4.28 line 3 and line 6, table 
16, 4.31 line 1, 4.34 line 2. 
 
Section 5 
Our housing department has worked on a report on 
affordability which compares different areas across the 
borough, so it needs to be clear whether you are referring 
to Guildford Borough as a whole or Guildford town. 
e.g table 17, para 5.13 line 2, table 19, table 20, tables 
21,22,23,24,26, 29, para 5.55 last line, para 5.58 first bullet, 
para 5.63 
5.23 and 5.25 - why is the "Housing Needs Assessment" 
discounted as not being comparable? Why did the council 
commission it if it was not done in line with the guidance. A 
sentence is needed to explain this a bit better. 
para 5.30 should give the full name for CORE - it comes 
later in para 5.35! 
para 5.57 line 3 makes little sense. 
para 5.60 needs some input from Guildford Borough 
evidence, where in actuality, the trend is being bucked. 
This might also impact on 5.62 
 
typos section 5 
para 5.8 last line to afford to buy A home (not at home) 
5.13 line 1 A distribution (not an) 
5.36 on the basis of past trend data, IT has been (not IS) 
5.45 line 2 WHO should read WHICH. 
5.47 line 2 particularly sensitive (not sensitivity) 
 
section 6 
Consistency of data across the document is paramount to it 
being found "robust" - 
- households in borough table 3 pg 24 56,220 while para 
6.12 pg 85 says 54,183 
- vacant properties 4% in table 3 pg 24, but use typical 3% 
in para 6.13 pg 87 Figure 33/figure 34 - Guildford needs to 
read Guildford Borough - also table 34, 35, 37,38,39 
 
Typos section 6 
Para 6.23 there is an A missing in line 3 "there is expected 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

to be A slight shift..." 
 
Section 7 
7.17 omits to mention that a number of over 55's choose to 
retire abroad. Being wealthier than the national average, 
this is something they can afford to do. Any data on that? 
Might change the forecasts. 
7.59/7.60 - since this is such a contentious issue, it should 
be mentioned that this may not happen, that there exist 
caveats to it like policy decisions and planning permissions. 
Similarly 7.82 - should be written sensitively. 
 
Typos section 7 
Para 7.1 groups, which require (line 2) and line 3 for which 
(not for whom) 
7.2 similarly which not who 
7.5 at a high level OF potential demand 
Table 45 Guildford Borough and figure 39 while tables 47 
and figure 40 don't state where... 
Para 7.65 whilst...., however....? this doesn’t read right. 
Para 7.70 line 2 basis should read 'bases'. 
 
Section 8 
This could be clearer! 
 
Typos section 8 
Para 8.2 line 3 ...converges on THE BOROUGHS of - 
needs to be added to be clear! 
8.3 again "borough" is needed. Line 3: For Guildford 
Borough, relationships with the boroughs of ....! 
8.8 bullet 2 ... boost delivery OF affordable homes Test 2 - 
similarly the OF is missing. 
8.15 (2) line 1... the affordable housing need identified 
provides (s missing on provides). 
Test 3 should be a new paragraph 
8.17 last line - including in Guildford Borough's case to 
London (add Borough!) 
8.30 line 2 in THE future (add the) 
8.34 line 2 remove 'from'.... this would service to meet the 
needs 
8.35 line 4 ..., in applying THE mix (add the) 
 
Hope this helps. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Normandy Parish 
Council (Leslie 
GA Clarke) 

No A balanced 
approach 
should be 
taken in order 
to take 
account of the 
harm to the 
environment, 
infrastructure 
and 
congestion in 
so doing. The 
Parish Council 
is concemed 
at the use of 
the word 
'maximise" 
which implies 
that the 
Borough 
Council is 
seeking to 
take on more 
obligation then 
they are 
required to do 
by the NPPF. 
The Council 
should meet 
"objectively 
assessed 
housing needs 
which can be 
robustly 
justified" 
Unless The 
adverse 
impacts of this 
would 
outweigh the 
benefits of 
providing the 
new homes or 
be restricted 
by specific 
policies in the 
NPPF 
(paragraph 
14). 
The figure is 
too high and 
cannot be 
justified. 

Not the 
SHMA role 
to assess 
environmen
tal impact 

No The Parish Council is of the 
view that this could not be 
achieved in any event. 
Guildford is an area which 
attracts individuals from London 
and elsewhere because the 
housing is cheaper than that in 
the city and it is convenient to 
travel to work in the city. It is not 
thought that in any event this 
would assist as by significantly 
boosting house-building in the 
area one would destroy the 
openness of the countryside 
which is one of its main 
attractions. 

Yes It is quite reasonable 
to assume that the 
Borough will try to 
meet the need of 
those who cannot 
house themselves. 
The Parish Council 
would encourage the 
Borough to find 
different ways of 
assisting people to 
become homeowners 
as well as making 
available property for 
rent. The Parish 
Council believe that 
the role of the private 
rented sector is a 
useful tool in assisting 
those who will never 
be able to afford to 
buy their own homes. 
It is wrong in the 
Parish Council's views 
for the assumption to 
be made that all young 
people can afford to 
and want to purchase 
a home rather than 
rent it. 

This question is 
impossible to address. 
To lower income people 
who would like to 
relocate to Guildford it 
may means their ability 
to gain housing may be 
more difficult. For those 
people who are on 
middle to higher 
incomes they have a 
choice of whether they 
wish to move to 
Guildford and pay the 
higher price or move to 
another area close by. 
These questions relate 
to aspiration and not 
housing need. 

[Normandy Parish Council have issued an observation on 
the draft SHMA, although it is too long to fit in this comment 
response box. Please search 'SHMA 2014 Leslie GA Clarke 
(Normandy Parish Council).] 

Response 
prepared 
elsewhere 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Compton Village 
Association (D W 
Crick) 

Yes   No 
Answe
r 

 Yes  Guildford will still grow 
by maintaining existing 
housing targets and the 
infrastructure 
improvement costs will 
be affordable. 

Providing more housing than natural growth will be self-
defeating due to the resultant degradation of the local 
environment and infrastructure. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

East Horsley 
Parish Council 
(Nicholas 
Clemens) 

        Title As set out in The Neighbourhood Planning (General) 
Regulation, 2012 
The Area 
The application refers to the Civil Parish of East Horsley 
with boundaries as marked on the map below. 
Statement 
East Horsley is a civil parish within the administrative area 
of Guildford Borough Council. The area coloured yellow in 
the map at Appendix is the defined parish boundary. 
East Horsley is a parish that covers 740 hectares, lying 
between the parishes of Effingham, West Horsley, Ockham 
and Abinger. It abuts the parish of West Horsley on its 
western boundary but otherwise is surrounded by farmland 
and open spaces, some of which is Woodlands Trust; Great 
Ridings Wood. Surrey Wildlife Trust; Holliers Wood and 
Green Belt. 
The settlement is partly on the A246 between Leatherhead 
and Guildford. Developments are largely around the two 
roads that are north of the A246. 
There is a wide array of medium-sized individual home 
plots typically of 0.4 acres (0.16 ha). 
The population of the village is 4,290 (2011 census), - 
Children up to age 15 represent 20.2% of the population 
9.1% of these are aged 10-15, Young Adults 16-24 
represent 7.5%; Age 25-64 represent 49.5%; Older age 
groups make up 22.8% of these 18.4% are 65-84. In the 
age group 16-74 64.9% are economically active. 
The 2011 census showed that East Horsley had 1,343 
detached homes (of which 1,309 were inhabited) and fewer 
than 183 of any other dwelling types. 
 
Area Detached Semi-detached Terraced Flats and 
apartments Caravan /temporary/mobile home Shared 
between households 
 
East Horsley (CP) 1,309 151 50 183 4 0 
The average level of accommodation in the region 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

composed of detached houses was 28%, the average that 
was apartments was 22.6%, showing that East Horsley had 
significantly higher proportion of detached houses, and half 
the ratio of apartments, reflecting both the rural nature of 
the area and the history of building in the village. 
 
Area Population Households % Owned outright % Owned 
with a loan hectares[1] 
East Horsley (CP) 4,290 1,697 51.8 35.4 740[1] 
The proportion of households in East Horsley where the 
home was owned outright was 19.3%, above the regional 
average. The proportion who owned their home with a loan 
was 0.3% greater than the regional average; providing 
overall a lower proportion than average of rented residential 
property relative to the average in Surrey as a whole. 
 
The parish includes social housing in a range of locations 
and has recently developed a small amount of affordable 
housing in the centre of the village. 
 
Section on history of the village and buildings of interest – 
Roy Procter. 
 
Horsley and Effingham Junction railway stations are on the 
railway line in the parish (connected to London Waterloo 
and both have a line direct to Leatherhead, Epsom and 
Sutton). There is a limited bus service to Guildford, 
Leatherhead and Kingston. Road usage is an ongoing issue 
as the road though East Horsley is constantly used to 
access the M25 resulting in large lorries coming through the 
narrow roads. 
 
Facilities within East Horsley include two shopping areas 
plus additional single shops as well as a range of 
professional businesses. It also has a medical centre, 
dentist and opticians, the two railway stations referred to 
above, a petrol station, hotel and public house, village hall 
(as well as additional community rooms), amateur theatre, 
two churches, one primary school (private). There is a large 
range of community groups and activities. 
 
For children and young people there is a long running youth 
club, access to scouts and girl guides (with West Horsley) 
and by the village hall a BMX track. Secondary school 
children primarily travel to the State comprehensive at 
Effingham and primary school to the Raleigh (in West 
Horsley) although there is a private primary school within 
the village. A pre school nursery has recently opened, 
replacing an earlier one that closed down . 
 
Sports facilities for young people and adults is good, with a 
private tennis club, as well as public courts, a cricket and a 
football club. There is a private health club within the 
village. Sports and keep fit classes are held within the 
village hall. 
 
There is a strong artistic interest within the community. East 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Horsley has the Nomad Theatre which is a high quality well 
equipped amateur theatre in a new building funded with 
National Lottery grants in 1998. In addition there is an art 
shop and gallery as well as a very large range of 
community groups. 
 
The village has a range of businesses and hosts a 
Business Networking Group jointly with West Horsley. 
Waiting for input from HBN. 
The Parish Council serves the community within the parish 
boundary and works with other local parishes and other 
authorities. The council is effective in maintaining the 
villages environment, past projects have protected 
woodland, improved road safety and promoted access for 
all to facilities provided with in the area. 
 
For planning purposes the village is in the Green Belt. The 
settlement area is semi-rural and is defined by Ockham 
Road North and South, Forest Road and Epsom Road 
(A246). To the south of the A246 the Parish is rural, the 
boundaries are shared with Effingham, West Horsley and 
Shere. 
 
Current issues relevant to the whole Parish include the high 
cost of housing and the lack of affordable housing for single 
people and young families. 
 
Whilst there is excellent rail services to Guildford, 
Leatherhead and London, there is poor public transport for 
routes other than these, with a high reliance on private cars. 
 
Ageing population 
The 2011 census shows that the elder population (65 +) 
make up almost 23% of residents. How much this figure will 
grow is not definable but with 49.5% of the population in the 
25-64 age group it will increase. This will put additional 
pressure on public transport and, health facilities. 
 
The Parish Council has already established a Steering 
Group to take forward the Neighbourhood Plan and has had 
expressions of interest from the a large number of the 
community to assist in development work in order to take 
this forward. Involvement of all areas relevant to the village 
is being actively sought. 
 
S616 Statement 
 
1 As set out in the requirements for Neighbourhood Area 
applications in The Neighbourhood Planning (General) 
Regulations 2012, East Horsley Parish Council is making 
this application as a relevant body (as specified under 
section 61G of the 1990 Town 7 Country Planning Act). 
 
2 The area specified within this application is wholly 
contained within the parished area. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Mr Wally 
Gathercole 

         The draft SHMA is highly technical and almost unintelligible 
to the layman- and it is quite impossible for busy people to 
try to understand it and comment in the timetable you have 
set. 
 
But one point stands out. I understand that the SHMA gives 
a figure of 204 houses per annum which relates to the 
needs of the people who live in Guildford. It then inflates the 
figure to anything between 600 and 800 houses p.a. to 
accommodate people who would like to live in Guildford – 
incomers from London, the rest of the UK, the EU and 
world. This is not need. 
 
Such a huge increase would be very damaging to SW 
Surrey and with the necessary infrastructure to accompany 
it would destroy the amenity for ever. Any increase over the 
204 or the higher figure accepted some years ago would 
need the most careful examination of need and the 
alternatives. It is not something to be undertaken lightly. 

The 204 
figure should 
not be used 
and is a 
purely 
hypothetical.  
The 
guidance 
states that  
assessing 
development 
needs should 
be 
proportionate 
and does not 
require local 
Councils to 
consider 
purely 
hypothetical 
future 
scenarios, 
only future 
scenarios 
that could be 
reasonably 
expected to 
occur.  The 
SHMA also 
requires to 
assess 
demand as 
well as need 

Environment 
Agency (Jonathan 
Fleming) 

No 
answe
r 

  No 
Answe
r 

 No 
Answer 

  With regards to our remit, we do not wish to make any 
comments on the SHMA. 
 
We acknowledge that the SHMA does state that the 
document is "an objective assessment of housing need and 
takes no account of land supply or development constraints 
within the Borough, such as land availability, environmental 
constraints, the feasibility of delivering infrastructure to 
support sustainable development or of Green Belt policies". 
 
We look forward to working with you to assess suitable 
sites on which you may be able to achieve the desired 
housing numbers based on the appropriate and up-to-date 
evidence. 

n/a 

Enterprise M3 
(Rachel Barker) 

        Enterprise M3 is the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) 
covering an area extending through Hampshire and Surrey, 
including the Guildford borough administrative area. The 
LEP is keen to engage with and support Guildford Borough 
Council (GBC) through the emerging replacement Guildford 
Local Plan. A key LEP objective is to ensure that the 
borough continues to play its part in ensuring that the 
Enterprise M3 area achieves its vision to be “the premier 
location in the country for enterprise and economic growth, 
balanced with an excellent environment and quality of life” 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

The LEP welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) consultation 
document published in January 2014. GBC’s decision to 
publish an updated SHMA is regarded by the LEP is a 
critical step in the plan making process. Enterprise M3’s 
draft Strategic Economic Plan recognises the importance of 
housing for the local workforce to the economy of the area 
and the resulting focus is to ensure that there is an 
adequate level and mix of housing in support of the 
economy. Enterprise M3 recently commissioned additional 
work to understand the role that housing plays in economic 
development across the Enterprise M3 area and housing 
will be a key feature in our final Strategic Economic Plan 
which we will submit to Government at the end of March 
2014. 
Housing need and affordability With regard to the quantum 
of housing required, Enterprise M3 believes that Guildford 
Borough Council should maximise housing delivery to 
support future economic growth based on the evidence 
provided in the draft SHMA. This concludes that whilst the 
provision of 670 homes per annum (13,420 homes) 
represents a minimum level of housing, there is a case for a 
much higher level of housing and that Guildford Borough 
Council should test the ability to deliver this level of 
housing. Enterprise M3 LEP is concerned about the need 
for new housing in the borough and at a strategic level 
supports the SHMA’s findings that there remains a high 
demand for affordable homes. Enterprise M3 agrees with 
the SMHA conclusion that there are strong affordability 
pressures in Guildford with many people unable to gain 
access to housing at an affordable level. 
Supporting the evidence base In parallel to Guildford 
Borough Council’s work on the Local Plan, Enterprise M3 
has undertaken study work to support its Strategic 
Economic Plan and this has spanned housing, 
infrastructure, employment and skills. When this work is 
complete Enterprise M3 will provide a more detailed 
response as part of future consultation on the Local Plan. 
Our aim is to ensure that the evidence gathered is made 
available to support Guildford Borough Council’s on-going 
work and can be fully taken into account in the borough’s 
decision making process. 
At this early stage in the Local Plan process Enterprise M3 
has reviewed the evidence presented by the draft SHMA, 
commissioned by Guildford Borough Council, and supports 
the broad findings of this work in terms of the scale of the 
overall annual requirement for new homes and the need for 
these to help tackle the affordability issues prevalent across 
the borough. 
Enterprise M3 would welcome the opportunity to work 
closely with GBC during the Local Plan preparation and 
provide relevant supporting information. Its aim is to 
establish a robust and credible Local Plan evidence base, 
ensuring that the Local Plan is capable of being found 
‘sound’ under scrutiny by an independent examination, and 
establishing a spatial development strategy that makes 
adequate provision for sustainable housing and economic 
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seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

growth. I trust that the above comments are helpful to the 
council in progressing its draft Local Plan proposals and is 
happy to engage with the council to discuss any of the 
above comments. 

Biodiversity 
Working Group 
(Raymond Smith) 

        Unfortunately the Forum has not had the resources to 
provide a comprehensive (and referenced) review of this 
document. The following is therefore a somewhat cursory 
set of reflections on the Draft Report and the thinking 
behind it. 
Fundamentally economic projections based on the last ten 
years are misleading. This period saw the retail boom of the 
early 21st century, with growth that was caused partly by 
economic conditions that are not likely to be repeated, 
especially the industrial boom of China (and other East 
Asian economies). Building this level of growth into the 
projections for future population growth will therefore 
precipitate a spiral of construction that attracts people to the 
area, and that is clearly beyond the area's immediate 
needs, in a positive feedback process. 
A similar problem arises with the expectation that the rate of 
migration to the area will be continued. This increase can 
be substantially attributed to a short term influx of migrants 
from the EU. Whilst this migration is ongoing after the initial 
rapid increase, it is fluid with a high turnover of individuals, 
and is potentially highly responsive to economic changes. 
By definition migrants are mobile and are likely to relocate 
to opportunities elsewhere in the UK or indeed Europe, so 
providing housing on the basis of a growing future demand 
will also lead to excessive new building. 
Clearly the internally generated increase in population 
implies new dwelling construction at a far lower level than 
the figures that are being considered, and new building 
should be more in line with this figure. [Table 12 gives a 
home building rate of 204 dwellings annually, based on Net-
Nil Migration]. It is not appropriate to reject this option out of 
hand as is done in the report. Future net inward migration 
would be due to ongoing economic growth. In an area 
where building growth is for very good reasons, 
constrained, it is not appropriate to aim at economic growth. 
It is also obvious that for net immigration to occur in one 
area there must be net emigration occurring in other areas, 
(for example the North of England). 
Incidentally on a technical point, the assumption behind 
“analysis of National Insurance Number Registrations from 
overseas nationals, which have averaged around 2,000 
persons per annum since 2005/6.” [para. 2.50] is 
questionable. Many of these registrations may be from 
students who come from outside the UK to work in the area 
only during their academic vacations. The use of 
projections needs to be checked against the reality. For 
example it must be clarified why a building rate that only 

The SHMA 
must assess 
need and 
demand.  
The 
economic 
projections 
are from a 
nationally 
recognised 
source 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

just met the past projections for approximately the last 
decade, did not lead to significantly greater over-crowding 
(according to the report) in spite of high migration levels in 
the early part of this century. 
Nothing in the preceding paragraphs should be interpreted 
as indicating hostility to migrants, whether from within or 
beyond the UK, either individually or collectively. Nor does it 
constitute a comment on national or European level policies 
on migration. It appears from the report that there is a 
relatively greater increase in the need for smaller housing. 
Para. 4.11 seems to assume that the response to this 
would be in increasing the total number of dwellings built. 
However, a more appropriate response may be a 
requirement that all developments include smaller dwellings 
at a proportion greater than in the current housing stock. 

Church of 
England (Robert 
Cotton) 

Yes   No 
Answe
r 

Unlikely to be effective. Target 
resources rather to affordable 
housing (answer to Q3) 

Yes Some of this housing 
can also be targeted to 
specific groups within 
the community (and as 
nurses and those who 
work in Emergency 
Services) 

Community will be 
damaged by people in 
essential services not 
living in the 
neighbourhood that they 
serve. Guildford will 
increasingly become a 
dormitory and shopping 
centre, separated from 
the useful daily needs. 
Danger of implosion of 
waste-land. 

There is an urgent need to increase public ownership of the 
requirements for more housing (which is balanced and 
overwhelmed (?) by desire to protect green belt). 

N/A 
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housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Runnymede 
Borough Council 
(Richard Ford) 

        Thank you for your email advising of the publication of the 
draft Guildford and West Surrey SHMA (GWS) for an 
engagement period, during which comments are invited. 
 
I would like to forward to you the officer comments as 
below; the matter has not been considered by Council 
members. 
 
Runnymede notes the proposal for the GWS to cover the 
combined areas of the Boroughs of Guildford, Waverley 
and Woking and also the acknowledgment at para 8.3 that 
there are “overlaps between surrounding authorities and 
markets in this area. Although weaker than the core 
relationships, there are identifiable and important functional 
interactions with adjoining authorities of Rushmoor, Surrey 
Heath and Elmbridge”. Runnymede has not yet defined an 
area for any update to its existing 2009 SHMA (covering the 
area of Runnymede only), but it may be that one or more of 
the authority areas referred to above may come to be 
included. This is not problematic, as the GWS makes clear 
at para 8.1: “ … as the draft Planning Practice recognises, 
there is no ‘hard and fast’ approach for defining a housing 
market area and, in practice, many housing areas overlap”. 
 
During 2013, Runnymede made overtures to Guildford in 
terms of joining the same SHMA. A justification for this 
approach was the consideration that both our authorities 
were included in the CLG-defined Guildford and 
Basingstoke HMA (using 2001 Census data), as set out at 
para 1.14 at Appendix A of the GWS. However, this 
suggestion was not welcomed by Guildford at the time and 
has made no progress subsequently. 
 
The Council would appreciate being kept updated of 
progress on the GWS. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if any clarification is 
required. 

We are 
preparing a 
HMA wide 
SHMA 

Ripley Parish 
Council (Alison 
Jones) 

        In the introduction of the draft SHMA it is stated that the 
purpose of the SHMA is 
• to develop a robust understanding of housing market 
dynamics 
• to provide an assessment of future needs for both market 
and affordable housing and the housing requirements of 
different groups within the population. 
Ripley Parish Council considers that these two purposes 
have not been achieved in the draft SHMA produced by 
G.L. Hearn. There are serious flaws in the draft SHMA 
which result in an inflated housing figure of 800 homes per 
annum being recommended. Under the SE plan 422 homes 
were recommended which Guildford Borough Council 
successfully challenged so that the number was reduced to 
322 homes per annum. 
Ripley Parish Council recognises that constraints have not 
yet been applied to the figure of 800 but the figure is 
overlarge due to the errors in the document and so should 
not be used as a starting point. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
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seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Section 2. Characteristics of the Housing Market 
Comparisons are difficult between the different figures 
because of changes in the colours used. For example in 
Figures 3 & 4 Change in tenure profiles, the colour for 
Guildford is blue in fig 3 and yellow in fig 4. 
GL Hearn has adjusted household formation rates to reflect 
some evidence that household formation has been 
suppressed in the past and ensure that this is not projected 
forward. However their own statistics state that only 3.7% of 
households are overcrowded which is below the average 
for the South East and also below the National Average. 
(SHMA 2.31) It is stated that, "Overcrowding has increased 
by a modest one percentage point using the occupancy 
rating in Guildford Borough over the 2001-11 period; a 
notably lower increase than seen across the South East 
region. This change is of a scale which is insignificant." 
(SHMA P.40) The adjustment for suppressed household 
formation is not justified. No evidence is provided that 
household formation has been suppressed and there is no 
indication of by 
how much the figure has been adjusted. 
Section 3. Housing Market Dynamics and Market Signals 
In the summary of key findings, it is stated that," Lower 
quartile (LQ) affordability worsened significantly over the 
last decade. Affordability pressures are acute, with a lower 
quartile price income ratio in Guildford Borough in 2012 of 
10.6. Coupled with the evidence that supply fell below 
targets and that overcrowding has increased (albeit in both 
cases relatively modestly), this would provide some 
evidence suggesting that an upwards adjustment to 
housing provision to improve affordability could be justified 
by the evidence." SHMA P.57) 
But at 2.44 it is stated that over the period 2001-2011 GBC 
delivered 3187 completions compared to a target of 3180. 
Supply did not fall below targets. Overcrowding has not 
increased. 
3.47 shows that lower quartile affordability is in line with 
Surrey as a whole and so there is no particular pressure on 
affordability in the Guildford Area. 
Therefore the report provides no evidence of a need to 
adjust the housing figure upwards because of the housing 
market supply. 
Section 4. Overall/ Need Demographic Projections It is 
stated that, "The demographic projections show a range of 
requirements for between 470 and 
666 additional homes to be provided per annum." (SHMA 
4.8) but it is acknowledged that population growth in the 
Borough has been overestimated 2001-2011. International 
migration (57% students) has been overestimated. (SHMA 
4.4) The university also expanded considerably during 
2008-2011 which will not happen again. 
The next population projections are due to be published in 
2014 and will include the full detailed information from the 
2011 Census. These should be used as they will be more 
accurate than the interim projections currently available. 
Therefore Ripley Parish Council can see no justification for 
choosing a housing figure of 671 (SHMA 4.34) rather than 

or heritage.  
It is not a like 
for like 
comparison 
with the 
previous 
housing 
targets 
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seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
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GLH 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

470. The adjustment for supposed suppression of 
household formation is not justified for the reasons 
described previously. 
Section 5. Affordable Need 
In the How Many New Homes? background paper it states 
that," The need for affordable housing should not be used 
as the sole justification for any one particular housing 
number. The provision of affordable housing can be 
achieved in a variety of different ways which are not 
necessarily inextricably linked to the overall level of market 
housing" 
The SHMA report take no account of the number of vacant 
properties in the Borough and the development of a 
strategy to ensure that as many of these as possible are 
brought back into use. A large number of students are living 
in properties in the town which could be used for families if 
Surrey University provided more accommodation on the 
campus. The level of accommodation provided by the 
university is low (5,000 out of 12,000 full time students) 
when compared to other universities. 
The calculations in the appendices assume that at 10% 
deposit is required. Under the Help to Buy scheme a 5% 
deposit is sufficient and this has led to increased demand 
which may not be sustained. 
Appendix C 1.5 states "In total, some 71% of homes 
advertised for sale had three or more bedrooms compared 
with just 39% of homes to rent. It is also notable that a fifth 
of homes to rent had only one-bedroom (compared with just 
6% of sale properties). The Figure D2 shows 62.4% homes 
advertised for sale had 3 or more bedrooms compared to 
43.8% homes to rent. 18.3% of homes to rent had one 
bedroom compared to 11.9% of sale properties. Why does 
the report not state the 
numbers shown in the figures? 
Ripley Parish Council carried out a survey of housing need 
in 2013. This information and the results of other surveys in 
parishes around the Borough would give a better indication 
of the level of affordable need. A copy of this survey is sent 
with this letter. Section 6. Need for different sizes and types 
of homes The housing figure of 671 is used in these 
calculations even though it is already inflated as described 
previously. The Ripley Parish Council housing need survey 
showed that there was a local need for 14x1 bed units, 6 x 
2 bed units, 5 x 3 bed units and 1 x 4 bed units. This shows 
a much higher need for 1 bedroom properties (53%) than 
the 38.3% shown in the modelling in table 31 on page 92 of 
the SHMA. This reflects the need of young people and the 
elderly in Ripley. 
Ripley Parish Council considers that the housing need 
survey when combined with other surveys carried out 
around the Borough gives a more reliable picture of housing 
need than the projections from secondary data. SHMA 2.27 
states that, "Guildford has a comparatively low proportion of 
terraced and flatted properties (at 13.9% and 18.3% of 
homes respectively) than both the West Surrey HMA and 
particularly the regional average." However on SHMA p .94, 
the housing market model recommends only 10% of 
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seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
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GLH 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

properties are 1 bed and a further 28% are 2 bed. Ripley 
Parish Council considers that a higher proportion of smaller 
properties should be recommended than shown in the 
SHMA. This will allow elderly people to down size and free 
up larger properties for families. 
Section 7. Housing Needs of specific groups in the 
population The needs of an increasingly larger proportion of 
elderly people support the need for a greater proportion of 
smaller properties. However 20% of the population have 
long term disabilities so specially adapted properties need 
to be included in the mix. More campus based properties 
for students will free up housing within Guildford for 
residents. The needs of Gypsies and Travellers, whilst not 
addressed in the SHMA, must be considered in order to 
discourage unauthorised encampments being developed 
across the Borough. There is no evidence of any demand 
for housing in Guildford Borough by Service families. 
Section 8 Draft conclusions and Recommendations 
SHMA 8.7 states that" an alternative demographically-
driven projection has been developed, based on updated 
information on levels of migration (based on trends between 
2007-12) and slightly higher rates of household formation. 
This indicates a need for 671 homes per annum (giving a 
total of 13,420 homes over the 2011-31 period). This 
represents a robust starting point for assessing housing 
needs in Guildford Borough." Ripley Parish Council 
reiterates that 671 is not a robust starting point as it is 
based on trends between 2007-12 when there was a large 
increase in students numbers which has since reduced and 
a one off increase in inward migration. Looking at trends 
over a 10 year period would give a much more robust 
projection. SHMA 8.11 states that "There is some basis for 
considering an upwards adjustment to housing provision in 
order to improve the affordability of market homes". On the 
basis of this 800 homes per annum is recommended as a 
starting point for the Local Plan Prices of homes in 
Guildford Borough are driven by the desirability of living in 
this area and not solely by supply. It is not correct to 
assume that houses are likely to become more affordable 
through an increase in the housing number. The 
recommendation of 800 homes per annum is not based on 
a robust analysis of the data. 
 
[Ripley PC have also attached a rural housing survey report 
from 2013 in their response, but it is too long to fit in the 
comment box; please search 'Alison Jones (Ripley Parish 
Council)' on sharepoint to find the response in full] 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Roger Newland         Please find below my comments on GL Hearn’s SHMA 
report. 
 
Comments - 
•Its not clear what GL Hearn’s brief from GBC was. 
•Why GL Hearn - known in the South East market place as 
a Central London development agent. Why not an rural 
planning consultant. 
•No CV’s of those preparing the report. GL Hearn's planning 
department is small compared with their development team. 
•The report links the assessment to adjacent urban areas 
rather than rural areas which is inappropriate and 
unsubstantiated. A linkage to Waverley or adjacent rural 
areas given GBC’s 87% green belt would be more 
appropriate. 
•The report refers to demand as need. This is not the same 
thing. There is little attempt to identify local need. 
•The assumption seems to be that they could sell as many 
houses as could be built as GBC offers good value to 
London buyers. 
•There is little reference to issues associated with 
infrastructure, environmental, or very special circumstances 
associated with the green belt. 
•The rational for the conclusion and housing numbers is 
flawed and inflated – as might be expect from a developers 
bias. 
•There is little attempt to consider whether this vast 
increase in numbers of housing could be accommodated 
within the borough. 
•The conclusions are no supported by subjective argument. 
•The suggested number of housing is arrived at in a 
arbitrary way linked to data that is just one possible source. 
•There is little reference to the impact of student 
accommodation. 
•Here s no reference to community participation in the 
preparation of the report. 
•The report concludes with a range of housing numbers that 
are nearly twice that of surrounding boroughs and more 
than twice targets that are only three years. (unless of 
course that what is what they were asked to do). 
•The report is poor and therefore consistent with the poor 
evidence base that GBC have commissioned to date. 
Surely somebody should take reasonability for this failure 
on such an important matter. 
The Borough deserves better and GBC should make sure 
that it gets a proper assessment done based on real need. 

N/A 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Roger Jones No The Figure 8 
appears to 
show Woking 
and the South 
East above 
Guildford, not 
below? 

n/a Yes Yes but not to 800 pa Yes Yes but this should not 
be reliant upon the 
delivery of mixed 
market housing. 

We will lose out on 
businesses coming to 
Guildford because they 
will not be able to 'offer' 
suitable housing for their 
employees. 

Page 57. Summary of Key Findings 
I am mystified about the content and purpose of this 
section. In particular, if the section is going to be used then 
the 3rd para at least needs attention as it does not appear 
to make sense. What is the relationship between yields 
being strong and rental growth below average? 
If we need this section at this point I believe that it could be 
much clearer and inclusive of the preceding 56 pages. 
Otherwise I would drop it. 

Amended 

S R Grainger Yes In order to 
maximise 
housing the 
town of 
Guildford 
should be part 
of the 
equation, not 
just the 
villages. The 
recent storms 
have 
emphasised 
the need for 
flood 
management 
and lack of 
maintenance 
of ditch 
clearing. There 
needs to be 
proper studies 
of areas likely 
to flood or 
cause flooding 
to existing 
residential 
areas. Putting 
large areas 
under concrete 
is not a viable 
proposition in 
many of the 
proposed sites 
because of 
lack of 
drainage. 

Not remit of 
SHMA to 
assess 
capacity 

Yes Lately, many new 
developments have been for 
large expensive houses, we 
need cheaper smaller houses in 
small developments to diversify 
the population. Many people do 
not want to live in rural villages, 
so apartments in Guildford 
Town also need to be built. 

Yes  The population of 
Guildford a Guildford 
and its surrounding area 
will become "top heavy" 
with existing ageing 
residents. Homes 
suitable for young 
families and the 
specialist professionals 
hopes to attract need to 
be built in places with 
good facilities, i.e. 
schools, public transport 
and good roads. 
Indiscriminate 
development in places 
where the roads are 
already congested is 
short sighted. 

I realise the problems Guildford is facing with the problem 
of needing to build hundreds more houses in the Borough, 
but I think any major development is going to be hampered 
by the poor transport links. The A3 needs upgrading so that 
it doesn't get shut every time there is an accident and all the 
other roads and Guildford town become gridlocked. The 
approach to the Surrey Research park is just one road 
which also serves the Royal Surrey County Hospital. Every 
morning it is gridlocked. The Hogs back A31 is also prone 
to closures due to adverse weather or an accident, the 
traffic then clogs the adjacent roads, i.e. the roads through 
Normandy and Puttenham become blocked and the main 
A323 is at a standstill. I know this is not something 
Guildford Borough Council has any control over, but it is 
relevant when considering major housing projects. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

The Ripley 
Society (J W 
Molyneux-Child) 

        It must be made crystal clear to the cabal that appears to 
be running Guildford Borough Council that any damage to 
the existing Green Belt boundaries will not be tolerated 
under any circumstances, Guildford is FULL & a huge 
majority of the residents are not prepared to destroy their 
pleasant countryside & quality of life to provide housing for 
anyone without close existing ties to the borough- 
especially not for immigrants & London overflow! 
Guildford Borough Council apparently seem to want some 
800 extra homes per annum to 2031- an enormous figure 
when compared to the 322 per annum envisaged in 2008, 
only six years ago. Just to cope with a genuine local 
requirement, some 100 per annum homes should be 
contemplated, solely constructed on brownfield sites. 
So far, many of the Guildford Borough Council figures 
quoted have been worryingly inconsistent indeed & many 
believe that there may well be a hidden agenda. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage.  
The SHMA is 
an objective 
assessment 
of need it is 
not directly 
related to the 
322 figure. 

Sylvia Evans No 
answe
r 

1.15 draft 
SHMA: 
'National 
thresholds for 
affordable 
housing 
provision are 
removed as 
are national 
brownfield 
development 
targets.' 
a) Neither the 
national nor 
the local 
brownfield 
development 
targets appear 
to be given. 
Could this be 
remedied in 
the final plan, 
please? 
b) I am 
concerned that 
a conflict of 
interest 
appears to 
have 
developed 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
direct 
developme
nt to any 
type of site.  
Brownfield 
relates to 
any 
previously 
developed 
land. 

No 
Answe
r 

I suggest it is unwise to boost 
house building per se without 
following the guidelines laid 
down in the draft SHMA which 
sets out all sorts of provisos. 
Not all developers have the 
interests of the community at 
heart. 
I am concerned that in the rush 
to satisfy housing demand, the 
veto on garden grabbing, for 
instance, may slip, particularly 
in small town gardens where 
garden sheds could be given 
the status of a building which 
may then lead to a residential 
classification where no 
classification existed. 
The classification system was 
as I understand it established to 
protect inner city from 
development. The D1 label in 
particular allowed no residential 
house building, and protected 
church grounds - and school 
playgrounds over a certain size. 
I do not think it is always 
scrupulously followed now, 
resulting in a dilution of the 
town's historic impact. 

Yes Again, what is 
'affordable' in the 
south east? All 
sections of the working 
populations must be 
able to afford to live 
together; otherwise, 
the community dies. 

There is a real danger 
that, as people cannot 
afford to buy or rent, 
overcrowding in existing 
houses will lead to slum 
dwellings. Also, that 
building homes without 
infrastructure to support 
them, whether in town or 
country will have the 
same consequence. 

Well, it is very long but it seems to be very thorough. I am 
interested that it is based on 'a duty to cooperate;' that is, 
'engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis 
with other authorities and relevant bodies,' and that the 
primary legislation is the 2011 Localism Act.(1.8) 
I do not think planning on any topic can be undertaken 
without an underlying holistic approach in combination with 
the opportunity for local public debate. 
Given this criteria, and although I know it applies to local 
authorities/relevant bodies in the immediate vicinity, could 
there also be an opportunity to liaise with our more northern 
cousins to encourage house buyers up there where there is 
vacant property? People want to live where there's work, 
and I see nothing wrong with 'twinning' with a less-
populated town when it is to mutual benefit.(See my reply to 
question 1) 

We are 
preparing a 
joint SHMA 
with 
neighbouring 
authorities 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

between urban 
and rural 
dwellers; that 
is 'greenfield' 
is worth 
preserving and 
'brownfield' is 
expendable. Is 
it possible to 
clarify this in 
the final plan 
to give both 
factions the 
chance to 
agree on a 
housing policy 
of mutual 
benefit? 
c) As I 
understand it, 
'brownfield' 
was originally 
a term used in 
a White Paper 
to describe 
land unfit for 
human 
habitation. It 
now seems to 
be used by 
some 
developers to 
describe any 
urban land, eg 
windfall land. 
d) As to 
housing 
requirement: 
this is a 
numbers game 
without 
resolution in 
the crowded 
south 
east.(Pity that 
urban and 
rural dwellers 
cannot 
combine to 
support cities 
up north in a 
bid to vie with 
London's 
supremacy, 
and thus 
attract house 
hunters. After 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

all, Liverpool 
has seen a 
surge in its 
economy since 
winning a 
cultural crown, 
not, I believe, 
to London's 
detriment).(Se
e my reply to 
question 5) 

Sonia Miller No This appears 
to be far in 
excess of any 
population 
growth. The 
current 
proposal 
would change 
Guildford in it's 
entirety. 
Reports 
starting point 
is incorrect 
and are very 
misleading 
Without back 
up evidence 
the report 
claims to "test 
the ability to 
deliver 800 
homes per 
annum" 
suggesting 
that this is 
what the 
borough need 
with a sudden 
addition of 
130dpa, 
unsupported 
by any 
evidence. All 
highly 
subjective 
statistics. 
Overcrowding 
is used as an 
argument to 
increase 
housing yet on 
a local level 
this is not the 
issue, we are 
below national 
average. 

This report 
does not 
test 800 
homes per 
annum.  It 
sets this 
amount to 
be tested in 
other 
evidence 
base 
documents.  
We not 
required to 
take into 
account 
supply 
factors 
such as 
vacant 
properties.  
Overcrowdi
ng is an 
increasing 
issue in the 
Borough 

No We are one element of the 
provision for the whole of the 
South East. By reducing the 
cost of housing in Guildford we 
simply bring in further buyers 
from London and the South 
East increasing population. 

No The affordability ratio 
applied to the report is 
not adjusted for the 
nationally, relatively 
high income levels in 
this area with 
adequate space for 
those with lower 
income. Park Barn and 
Bellfields being 
examples. 

Cost of homes is based 
on supply and demand 
and should Guildford not 
produce it will simply aid 
the growth in other 
areas which may be 
struggling. Guildford on 
it's own is not one of 
these areas. 

Evidence is inconclusive and data is produced to argue for 
a higher housing provision. It is not an un-biased document 
and with little substantiating evidence I cannot support it. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

There are 
many 
properties 
already 
existing in the 
borough which 
are vacant. 

Nigel Sturgess Yes   Yes  Yes  Stagnant communities, 
resentment, exodus of 
young from the borough 

No n/a 

Mr Roger Lindsay         I am writing with further comment on the housing policy 
study.I have read the consultants study with some difficulty, 
I have to say.I have to admire the tenacity of the 
participants. 
There is a huge amount of data which when put together 
seems just to say that we expect, that the population will 
grow more than foreseen in the previous survey and we will 
need more houses and that most of the work for these 
people will be in London, but nothing more revealing than 
that. 
I was surprised that there was no overall scenario into 
which the Guildford study could be placed. 
I was surprised that the time scale of the review was so 
short:nothing apparently happened before 2005 that might 
provide insight. 
There is considerable guessing/speculation about numbers 
of students from abroad and no indication of whether the 
University of Surrey or other educational bodies have 
contributed. 
There is no mention of airports and whether new runways 
will have an effect. I can imagine for example that an East 
Thames airport would result in a huge reduction in the 
perceived desirability of Guildford as a residence. 
One of the main influences on the population locally is the 
Army which is currently subject to major reduction, not a 
mention! The local MOD 'land bank' and soldiery would 
surely deserve a mention This is a report that smacks of 
being carried out by undoubtedly clever people that tries to 
argue a case on the basis that if you have enough 'data' 
then the 'answer ' will fall out. 
In my opinion, despite an enormous amount of analysis, the 
conclusions drawn are shaky. 
To the extent that this work has led to proposals for 
development which would have dramatic effects on existing 
populations to say nothing of vast costs, it needs to be re-
worked and better justified and written in plain language 
that we all can understand. 

We have 
amended the 
student 
section 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

CPRE Surrey 
Branch & 
Guildford District 
(Tim Harrold) 

        1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Many members of CPRE Guildford District are actively 
concerned with town planning and countryside issues at 
Parish Councils, Residents Associations and other Amenity 
Groups across the Borough. They have a good 
understanding of the interdependence of the urban and 
rural environment. A large number of our individual 
members have signed the SHMA petition submitted to the 
Guildford Borough Council which will be debated at the 
forthcoming Extraordinary Council Meeting on 26th 
February. 
 
It is apparent that this CPRE submission on the SHMA will 
be one of many from community organisations across the 
borough who are anxious about whether the newly 
published G L Hearn document can be considered “sound” 
as an evidence base for the draft Local Plan now in 
preparation, and reliable in terms of the objectivity of its 
judgements. We share the concerns expressed in many of 
the consultation responses that we have seen. As an 
Advisory Member of the Surrey Hills AONB Board, we value 
highly the analysis made by its Planning Adviser who was 
formerly Head of Planning at Mole Valley District Council 
and is a Guildford resident. We believe that the issues and 
inconsistencies he brings forward for attention must be 
reviewed and where necessary corrected in the interest of 
the whole community. 
 
It is impressive also that so many submissions are being 
made to GBC which are well informed and detailed in their 
analysis of the SHMA. This reflects a great deal of hard 
work given on a voluntary basis and a determination to 
protect and enhance the environment of individual 
communities both within and beyond the Metropolitan 
Green Belt. 
 
We therefore welcome the way in which the Council has 
agreed to allow an extra period of consultation in order to 
ensure a wider input from the community and to help 
establish an objective assessment of the work done. It 
should be recognised from the outset that demographic 
forecasting and the estimation of housing projections for the 
future, that reflect need rather than demand, are a very 
unreliable and inexact study. We are aware that the 
consultants will have sought to follow the governmental 
guidance provided in this context, but it is our experience 
that, rightly or wrongly, it is often felt by the general public 
that the conclusions reached may reflect to some degree 
the views of those who commission the work concerned. 
There are many uncertainties in the SHMA data and the 
assumptions made in processing it. For this reason it would 
be prudent and sensible for GBC to consider any figures 
that GL Hearn are putting forward in their recommendation 
with considerable caution. 
 
2. HOUSING NEED CALCULATION 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

 
CPRE was not surprised that the draft SHMA study came 
forward with a very high housing figure. In fact, this was 
what we were told to expect by those “in the know”. It 
appears to us that there is a background of external 
pressure for growth which encourages the housing need 
figure to be overstated. In our opinion, it is essential that an 
objective assessment is made now of how this figure was 
calculated, and an evaluation of whether the apparent 
subjective decisions to ratchet up the total are really 
realistic and stand up to robust scrutiny. Much of the basic 
data is unreliable. Relying on suspect past trends to deliver 
future estimates is bound to lead to criticism of a flawed 
process. 
 
CPRE played a role in the consultation process that led up 
to the previously proposed South East Plan. We therefore 
consider that there is every justification to start from an 
assessment of the figures discussed at that time. Some 
councillors will no doubt recall the process well which 
ultimately led to a High Court decision which rejected a 
“net” housing figure of 422 after all planning policy and 
other constraints had been taken into account. As we all 
know, ultimately an interim figure of 322 was used by the 
Council. It is our opinion that the years of recession since 
have not resulted in significant change in the circumstances 
regarding the need for housing and the severe constraints 
on development which are apparent to everyone. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) now 
provides the essential guidance required as to the policy 
approach that should be followed when assessing how to 
calculate housing need for Local Plans. It would seem that 
evidence prepared before its publication in March 2012 will 
need careful re-evaluation. The net need figure arrived at 
must be “realistic and proportionate”. It is our view that 
proposing a gross figure of 800 per annum is far too high 
for Guildford to fit these requirements and this view is 
reflected in many other submissions. 
 
Even during the period that district councils have been 
preparing their local plans, the policy rules have been 
changed. This is reflected in the contrast in housing figures 
accepted for the districts in Surrey : Elmbridge 225, Epsom 
& Ewell 181, Mole Valley 161, Reigate & Banstead 460, 
Runnymede 161, Spelthorne 166, Surrey Heath 191, 
Tandridge 125 and Woking 292. The situation at Waverley 
remains unclear after their original plan (230) was declared 
unsound; the G L Hearn estimate for Waverley’s assessed 
housing need at 470 now seems to be currently used which 
is the figure before constraints have been considered. 
Although G L Hearn worked on both the Guildford and 
Waverley SHMAs, their approach is inconsistent. In 
Waverley, the figure of 470 includes affordable housing 
whereas in Guildford the housing figure is calculated as 670 
to which a separate affordable housing figure of 130 has to 
be added. This calls for some explanation. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

 
It is the view of CPRE that if the government’s localism 
policy is to have any meaning, the extent of the well argued 
reaction at grass roots level to the SHMA has to be taken 
into account as a material planning consideration. Everyone 
is aware that Guildford’s infrastructure is in dire need of 
attention. It is unrealistic to suggest that more housing 
should be built on the scale envisaged if nothing is done 
about our road and rail system. To build more houses as 
proposed in the SHMA is a circular argument which will 
lead to increased traffic congestion, require more schools 
and other services, and harm the environment with growing 
problems of noise disturbance, air and light pollution. It will 
also undermine national policy for the Metropolitan Green 
Belt which makes clear that its characteristics are 
permanence and openness. 
 
CPRE is concerned that additional pressure for housing 
growth is being built up by linking infrastructure investment 
to increased housing growth via LEPs. It is clear to us that 
financial inducements to local communities will have little 
impact in speeding up planning applications until the overall 
infrastructure deficit is tackled first. 
 
3. WHAT TYPE OF HOUSING DO WE NEED 
 
It is generally agreed that there is a need for more 
affordable housing in Guildford District which is not being 
met. Developers tend to choose to build more expensive 
larger capacity housing which provides a better return on 
their investment, especially when high land costs are 
involved. In our experience there is often delay in the 
development of affordable housing sites and the 
requirement to provide a percentage of affordable housing 
on larger developments leads to project postponement. It is 
unclear why so many houses remain empty for prolonged 
periods and this would appear to require further 
investigation. 
 
One of the reasons why many larger homes are under-
occupied is that older people do not necessarily wish to 
leave their Guildford community but cannot locate more 
appropriate smaller accommodation in their neighbourhood 
suitable for their age group and with easy access, 
preferably on foot, to shops and other services. In our view 
it is important that older people are encouraged to remain 
independent for as long as possible and this requires the 
provision of high density flats to be available on the open 
market on brownfield sites. It would seem that a fresh 
investigation should be made as to the amount of 
“employment land” reserved in the light of this priority. 
 
New planning is in process to allow derelict farm buildings 
to be remodelled for housing rather than only for business 
purposes. Excellent examples of development of this type 
on country estates such as Hamptons indicate the potential 
for this kind of residential accommodation 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

 
4. WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF MULTI OCCUPANCY 
STUDENT HOUSING? 
 
We welcome the decision taken at Ministerial level that 
student accommodation should be included in the SHMA 
calculations for Guildford. CPRE considers that a better 
analysis needs to be made of the student age population 
statistics for the town and those relating to inward migration 
which is notoriously difficult to estimate. We anticipate that 
this will be an important area of work for G L Hearn to 
address urgently. We have to ask why trends in the past 
should continue at the same level in the years ahead. 
Insufficient account appears to have been taken of possible 
future changes in political policy and in economic 
circumstances. It also needs to be emphasised that a 
circular argument will be the result if more dwellings are 
built to satisfy inward migration as this will encourage 
further movement into Guildford which requires additional 
building to meet more demand regardless of constraints on 
development to protect the environment. There is a 
capacity limit to growth if the heritage character and quality 
identity of Guildford and its countryside is to be maintained. 
 
We argue that a comparison should be made with the 
housing strategies for multi occupancy student 
accommodation at other important university cities such as 
Oxford and Cambridge. It is our view that the University 
should provide more accommodation on its existing 
campuses so that fewer formerly affordable homes are 
occupied by students in wards such as Onslow Village and 
Park Barn. A more detailed analysis needs to be made of 
the private rental market in Guildford. 
 
5. QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 
 
5.1 Should we be seeking to maximise housing delivery to 
meet the need for housing that has been identified? 
 
No. CPRE does not agree that the need for housing that 
has been identified in the SHMA is justified. 
 
5.2 Should we be trying to reduce the cost of housing by 
boosting  house building? 
 
No. CPRE considers that this is an over-simplistic 
approach. We do not believe that any possible cost saving 
will be passed on to the consumer by the developer by 
following this strategy. We should be concerned about need 
rather than market demand. The priority problem we face 
relates to on the one hand “capacity” on the other 
“infrastructure”. 
 
5.3 Should we try to deliver more affordable housing? 
Yes. The shortage of affordable housing has to be carefully 
assessed in the light of the inward-migration issue and its 
relationship to students. This has to be handled in a highly 



 

102 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

professional manner to ensure that a sufficient amount of 
housing is supplied of the right type. 
 
5.4 What are the implications of not building enough 
homes? 
CPRE considers that this question is again too simplistic in 
approach. It is not possible for Guildford to meet the market 
demand for housing in this area. We need first to make sure 
that the SHMA is accurate as evidence for use in 
preparation of the draft Local Plan, and secondly in 
establishing what the need for housing really is in this 
district. 
 
5.5 Do you have any other comments about the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment? 
CPRE has severe reservations about the draft SHMA and 
has outlined some of its concerns in sections 1 to 4 of this 
document. There is in our opinion nothing in the SHMA to 
justify building on the nationally important countryside of the 
Surrey Hills AONB and AGLV, especially as it has been 
demonstrated to Natural England in preliminary work from 
outside consultants that there is a case for AONB boundary 
adjustments within Guildford District. CPRE also maintains 
that encroachment onto the Metropolitan Green Belt should 
be resisted as unmet need is not a justification for harming 
its openness and allowing urban sprawl to spread further 
into the rural environment of Guildford or for permitting 
linear development between neighbouring towns and 
communities. The reasons why the Green Belt was 
established in Guildford are still fully relevant today which is 
why one of its fundamental characteristics is its 
permanence. We do not understand why the SHMA refers 
only to the University of Surrey strategy for growth since 
there was a clear understanding when Manor Park campus 
was established 10 years ago that no further expansion 
onto the Green Belt was envisaged. 

Trevor Foster Yes   Yes But not likely to be effective Yes  Not enough residents in 
the borough to support 
economic growth. 
Increase in commuters 
into the borough causing 
transport problems. Big 
increase in price of 
existing dwellings. 
Downward spiral of 
towns fortunes. 

 n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

WBDRA. (David 
Bird) 

No The SHMA 
exercise 
needs to 
identify NEED 
a lot more 
critically than 
the efforts 
produced by G 
L Hearn. 
Some 
mathematical 
precision 
would not go 
amiss, neither 
would a re-
examination of 
the Evidence 
Base. Some 
proper 
consultations 
with 
Stakeholders 
in the Borough 
(ie residents) 
is paramount - 
if you ask 
Estate Agents 
& Developer 
they will 
naturally say 
build and sell 
more houses 
(a self-evident 
truth not 
evidence!) - 
this seems to 
have the 
underpinning 
of GL Hearns 
Draft so far. 
WBDRA does 
not believe the 
"Need" has 
been properly 
attempted let 
alone 
identified, 

Need is 
evidence 
through 
Borough 
data 
including 
waiting list 
and trends 
in the Relet 
of Social 
housing. 

No It really is fallacious economics 
to believe that this will happen - 
where is the evidence that this 
has actually happened 
anywhere in the South East or 
indeed the UK?. The only 
noticeable price reductions in 
Guildford in the last 25-30 years 
have been largely due to 
Recessions or over-optimistic 
pricing by Estate Agents NOT 
boosting supply. Substantial 
developments in Stoughton (QE 
Park etc etc) & Epsom Road 
(just 2 examples) did not have 
any effect on House prices in 
the Borough. 

No What GBC should be 
doing is to make better 
use of GBC's own 
Housing Stock eg 
means-testing of 
occupants (eg 3 
Income families in a 
Council House?); 
analyse actual needs 
(eg why should 1 
person occupy a 3-bed 
family home?) and a 
stripping-out of the 
Housing Register (ie 
how many of the 4000 
on the Waiting List are 
actually still cases of 
need?). Incentives 
need to be offered to 
developers to build 
low-cost Starter 
Homes not Social 
Housing. 

People will simply live 
elsewhere. We are in 
Commuter-land and 
there is very limited 
employment potential in 
Guildford Borough. 
People are used to not 
living where they work - 
it's what makes the 
South East tick. One 
could easily argue 
Guildford has enough 
homes already - the 
Housing Stock (Public & 
Private sector) is pretty 
poorly managed and 
planned. 

In a nutshell, it is a lot of expensive verbiage masquerading 
as research. Its' assumptions seem largely based on 
outdated forecasting by Experian and 3-year old 
Census/Population statistics, an unvalidated Housing 
Register and wish-list demands of Estate Agents & 
Developers. The University, whose growth has dramatically 
affected the Housing Market (i.e. many family homes 
occupied by Students and short-term Academic Staff), is 
now experiencing a dramatic in numbers - why no mention 
of that?. What about the effects of the UK's notorious 10-
year Boom & Bust economic cycle - no mention of that 
either? How can GL Hearn state with any certainty that over 
700 jobs will be created annually for the next Local Plan 
period - is Guildford to become a new Industrial Zone - 
where is the evidence for that assertion?. For Guildford to 
have a useful SHMA, it needs to have some serious 
research carried out with proper and up-to-date Evidence 
and some clear, critical & incontrovertible economic & 
mathematical analysis. 

We have 
used the 
most recent 
forecasts 
from 
Experian 
which are 
nationally 
recognised 
source and 
the MYE.  In 
some cases 
the Census 
is the most 
up to date 
data.  We 
have 
amended the 
report to take 
account of 
student 
dynamics. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Burpham 
Community 
Association (Sir or 
Madam) 

        I write on behalf of the Burpham Community Association in 
response to the SHMA. We wish to make the following 
points. 
 
•The report by GL Hearn is 173 pages of dense 
impenetrable wording, full of jargon and abbreviations, 
comprehensible only to professional planners. If you truly 
wish to engage in debate with the wider community, 
publishing a report that is accessible only to a small 
minority is perhaps not the best way to go about it. 
 
•The report was released on 27th January 2014 with an 
initial response time of two weeks, later extended by ten 
days after protest. Even this extra time hardly allows for a 
considered response to a document so unintelligible, which 
is disgraceful, given that the future of the Borough depends 
on this so called consultation. 
 
•In your email introducing the SHMA, you state that: 
“The draft SHMA does not set a housing target for the 
Borough. It looks at the homes local 
people will need up to 2031but does not consider the 
constraints that may prevent us 
meeting that need.” One constraint that should surely have 
been applied at this stage is the 
fact that Guildford is a gap town with well-defined 
geographical boundaries. As to local 
needs, Hearn’s report seems to do precisely the opposite. 
 
•They first offer a reasonable figure of 204 dwellings per 
annum which relates to the needs of the people who live in 
Guildford. That figure is then inflated by various arcane 
methods to anything between 600 and 800 houses p.a. 
apparently to accommodate the needs of people who wish 
to migrate to Guildford. That is not need; there is a world of 
difference between need and want. 
 
•We note that in 2010 Guildford Borough Council were 
prepared to go to the High Court to reject a proposal to 
build 422 houses p.a. A figure of 322 was accepted as a 
target so why, just four years later, would they even 
consider doubling that number? In fact, the average number 
of houses built over the last ten years is 321 and there is no 
apparent housing shortage in Guildford. 
 
•The Hearn report relies on modelling work and projections, 
both of which can be inaccurate; they note that themselves, 
so one would imagine they would take care over their own 
figures. Not so. To give one example, their student numbers 
have been garnered from statistics for the period 2008 to 
2011, a period of high growth in numbers due to changes in 
grants. Numbers have reduced in the last two years so 
future need should not be calculated on a growth blip. 
Furthermore, they presume that students remain in 
Guildford when they have completed their course, failing to 
appreciate that many students come from overseas, as well 
as other parts of the United Kingdom. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

•Another anomaly occurs on page 23, point 2.31, dealing 
with overcrowding. Hearn’s report shows that 3.7% of 
houses are overcrowded – a figure well below the England 
average. They then infer that household formation has been 
suppressed so they adjust the figures – upwards – “to 
reflect some evidence that household formation has been 
suppressed in the past.” There is no evidence offered, so 
this is arrant nonsense. 
 
•Confusion is compounded in point 2.34 which notes that 
the rate of increase in overcrowding is less than the rate of 
increase in SE England. So – overcrowding is less, the rate 
of overcrowding is less, there is less overcrowding than 
most of England therefore we will adjust the housing 
numbers upward. It would appear that logical thought is not 
a requirement in consideration of Guildford’s housing 
needs. 
 
•The report seems to feel that Guildford Borough Council 
should increase its yearly targets to accommodate the 
unmet needs of neighbouring boroughs. Why? This would 
seem to be a good argument for re-instating Regional 
Planning Authorities. 
 
•There is an underlying assumption that Guildford needs to 
grow and enlarge. That may be good for business and 
housing developers but smothering a pleasant part of 
Surrey in thousands of houses will destroy all the 
characteristics that make it a pleasant place to live. In 2011 
there were 54,183 households in Guildford; that could be 
increased by a quarter if Hearn’s higher estimates are 
accepted. Guildford would become an urban sprawl, 
precisely what the Green Belt was designed to prevent. 
 
It is neither realistic nor desirable to increase the dwellings 
in Guildford by a quarter over the next 16 years; that is the 
equivalent of two major housing developments per year, 
every year. Using a report based on “amended 
demographics” - or should that be “distorted evidence” - 
that can extract housing figures from a blip year seems 
extraordinary. We need a totally objective assessment of 
housing needs that uses rigorous and transparent 
methodology and is presented in a form accessible to the 
majority. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

West Clandon 
Parish Council 
(John Stone) 

        It has been stated repeatedly by representatives of 
Guildford Borough Council (GBC) that the evidence base is 
critical to the formulation of the Local Plan and that without 
such a plan the Borough would be under pressure to allow 
all “sustainable” development, even development that GBC 
did not want. The SHMA is probably the most critical 
element of the evidence base as it will lead to the 
determination of the scale of housing development in the 
Borough for the next 20 years. The PC fully understands 
that the conclusions of the SHMA are the starting point for 
determining the housing number in the Local Plan and not 
the final number. Clearly the GL Hearn SHMA will carry 
great weight with an inspector because it was specifically 
commissioned by GBC and is the most recent assessment. 
The Parish Council is also led to understand from GBC 
representatives that further work will be done to assess 
what could realistically be delivered. This latter 
determination is obviously easier, the lower the starting 
point. It is therefore of the utmost importance that the 
starting number is based on need which is realistic, robust 
and determined by a transparent process. West Clandon 
Parish Council is concerned that the GL Hearn report does 
not seem to meet these criteria in many respects. The 
Parish Council does not have the resources or the expertise 
to do the necessary critical appraisal of the SHMA but we 
urge GBC to carry out such a review before the SHMA is 
admitted to the evidence base. The Parish Council has 
noted the following points about the SHMA which give rise 
to concern. Is The Number Realistic? 
The SHMA concludes that GBC should use 800 homes per 
annum as the starting point (in fact several further 
unquantified suggestions are made which would increase 
this figure if adopted). GBC’s working figure is 322, the 
defeated South East Plan had a target of 422 and the 2009 
SHMA figure was around 640- increases of 148%, 90% and 
25% respectively. Clearly something must have changed 
dramatically if these figures were justifiable in their own 
time. The number of 800 implies that the past is no guide to 
the future and that there is a crisis in GBC current housing 
provision and/or that a very significant increase in housing 
need is predictable. According to Table 19, half of all 
households are unable to afford market rate housing. The 
evidence is not presented in the report and it certainly does 
not align with experience. 
Is The Number Robust? 
The SHMA uses the last 5 years to project demographic 
changes. This is only justified if there is evidence that this 
period is typical or not distorted. In fact it is badly distorted 
by student numbers. Most students will not end up living 
and/or working in the GBC area. The demographic changes 
predicted are thus not sound and hence any housing 
number based on them is also not sound. It seems 
inherently unlikely that each new job equates to a need for 
one new home. The report itself shows that 
approximately 50% of the current work force commutes in. 
No evidence is presented that this is likely to change 
significantly. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Many of those who will come to live in Guildford and take 
up employment, will live in households with two or even 
more people in employment. On this basis the employment-
based housing requirement given in the draft SHMA is 
significantly too high. The employment growth proposed is 
high in historical terms without justification. Both the public 
sector and retail are significant employers in the area and 
for good reasons employment is expected to reduce in 
both. The draft SHMA incorporates further factors in 
supporting the proposal that 800 dwellings per annum is an 
appropriate target. One of these is that to increase the 
supply of dwellings would “support improvements in 
affordability”. Where is the basis in either the NPPF or 
NPPG for this? In what circumstances would it be 
appropriate for GBC to conduct what amounts to an 
experiment in national planning policy using the scarce, 
geographically constrained land in the borough? This is 
considered a completely inappropriate basis to increase the 
number of dwellings required per annum. Mention is made 
of consultation with other areas and that this may increase 
the target dwellings per annum still further to accommodate 
unmet need in adjoining authorities. Firstly, their targets 
appear to be lower than that proposed for GBC and 
secondly no mention is made of reducing the GBC target by 
such authorities taking on need in Guildford. 
Is The Process Transparent? 
For consultation to be meaningful, the report needs to be 
clear about how conclusions have been reached and the 
evidence on which they are based. In a number of cases 
figures and trends are cited from other work and then 
subjected to unspecified and apparently unwarranted 
adjustments without clearly stated justification. It is striking 
that in almost all cases upwards adjustments are made. 
Significant conclusions in the SHMA appear to be founded 
on assertion or data that is unverifiable to consultees. 
Doubtless, G L Hearn has developed its own methods and 
processes but these need to be available for scrutiny, given 
the far-reaching consequences of the conclusions. The 
consultation period is very short for such a complex and 
critically important part of the evidence base that requires 
detailed understanding and analysis prior to discussion and 
decisions on the responses. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Martin Grant 
Homes (Haydn 
Payne) 

        We are pleased to submit the enclosed response on behalf 
of our client, Martin Grant Homes to the draft Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) consultation 
undertaken by Guildford Borough Council. 
We note that the consultation details advises that the draft 
SHMA is intended to identify the full objectively assessed 
housing needs for the Borough, in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), but does not 
take into account any constraints in meeting housing need. 
As such, the Council advises that it will need to consider all 
the evidence to assess what level of housing can be 
provided sustainably. In this regard, representations were 
previously submitted on behalf of Martin Grant Homes in 
response to the Council's issues and options draft Local 
Plan Strategy and Sites consultation in November 2013. 
This identified the potential of land at Gosden Hill, Guildford 
to provide a sustainable new community, helping to meet 
the housing, economic and infrastructure needs of the 
Borough. 
Gosden Hill, Guildford is capable of delivering a mixed use 
development including up to 2,000 homes, a range of local 
services and community facilities including a new primary 
school, retail and amenities, mixed employment, new 
publicly accessible open space and a substantial area of 
Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG). The 
development will deliver or help to facilitate new strategic 
transport infrastructure, including a new access with the A3, 
a new Park and Ride and a 
new train station at Merrow. 
Overall, the potential development of Gosden Hill would 
bring forward a sustainable development with a range of 
benefits serving both new and existing residents. Against 
this background. we encourage the Council to give due 
weight not only constraints but the opportunities and 
benefits which could result from sustainable growth. 
We trust the enclosed response is of assistance to the 
Council and its consultants in finalising the SHMA and 
informing the selection of a proposed housing figure for the 
Borough. We look forward to commenting on this in more 
detail through future stages of consultation on the Local 
Plan. 
 
[Barton Willmore have submitted a response on behalf of 
Martin Grant Homes, although the response is too long to fit 
in this comment box- to find the response in full search 
'SHMA 2014 Martin Grant Homes (Michael_Knott)' on 
sharepoint. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Shalford Parish 
Council (Bill 
Birkett) 

        Please find below the comments of Shalford Parish Council 
regarding the recently published draft SHMA. 
 
1. We all recognise the attractiveness of Guildford Borough 
as a place to live and the problem of balancing the needs of 
local residents against the desire of others to benefit from 
such an attractive environment. It is interesting to note in 
the letter from Monica Juneja which invites comments on 
the SHMA, that she refers to the needs of local people - 
those who elect their councillors and other government 
representatives - but the SHMA appears mainly to be 
designed to meet the needs of individuals who are not 
currently local, but who, apparently, will choose to settle in 
the borough. 
 
2. Table 12 in para 4.7 shows that, with migration excluded 
from the calculation, there is a housing need of 204 per 
annum. This however does not take any account of the 
need to provide social and affordable housing to meet 
current unmet need within the borough. The report gives a 
clear indication of the net need within different categories of 
Affordable Housing and we would strongly support any 
initiative to deliver appropriate housing to meet these 
needs. 
 
3. However the difference between the housing need of 204 
p.a. and the "robust starting point" in para 8.7 of 671 new 
homes p.a. appears to be due to the predicted migration 
figures. This hardly seems to be "robust". We note that GL 
Hearn states that international migration data is “the most 
difficult to measure”. This is borne out in the report in Para 
1.5 on Page 20 of Appendix B, which refers to the over-
estimation of net international migration into the borough in 
the decade to 2011, in the amount of 7000 individuals due 
to an over-recording of inward migration, and an under-
recording of outward migration. In the flexible arrangements 
regarding mobility of labour within the EU it should be 
remembered that many migrants may only be temporary 
and this factor may not have been taken fully into account. 
 
4. Looking at the alternative approach based on the growth 
in jobs rather than demographics, again it appears that GL 
Hearn is extrapolating from an insecure platform. They 
acknowledge that public sector employment at 27% of total 
employment in the borough is high, but appear to ignore the 
fact that such employment is targeted to reduce as a result 
of government policy, as the government seeks to balance 
its budget. Thus the growth in jobs described is 
questionable. Furthermore there seems to be an 
assumption that each additional job required nearly one 
new home. This does not accord with normal housing 
density of individuals per home, which typically exceed 2 
per home both within the borough and elsewhere. 
 
5. The SHMA, due to its date of issue, does not take 
account of the recent statement from the Government 
Minister, Nick Boles, that student housing is to be taken into 

The remit of 
the SHMA is 
to assess 
need and 
demand 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

account in meeting housing needs. If GBC were to approve 
and encourage the construction of purpose built student 
accommodation in Guildford then this could dramatically 
reduce the pressure on short term student accommodation 
within the borough, and release such accommodation to 
meet LOCAL housing needs. 
 
6. GL Hearn consulted with local estate agents and 
developers in formulating the SHMA. We think that it would 
have been valuable for them to have consulted with Parish 
Councils and other local interests within the borough in 
addition to such parties, who could clearly be seen to have 
a vested interest in the development of new homes. 
 
7. In para 2.44 it is shown that 3187 homes were built in the 
borough in the 10 years to 2011 against a planned 
provision of 3180, being approx 319 new homes p.a. 
Further in para 2.46 it is stated that in the 12 years 2001 to 
2013 "overall delivery across the HMA (including Woking 
and Waverley) has been successful" with "oversupply of 
349". 
 
8. After the appeal by GBC against the SE plan the revised 
target for new housing in Guildford was determined as 322 
p.a. This quantum sits well with the average of 319 over the 
decade to 2011 but the GL Hearn calculation of a housing 
need of between 671 (strangely rounded up to 680) and the 
further inflated number of 800 p.a. does not appear credible 
and for the reasons of uncertainty described above does 
not appear advisable or prudent. 
 
9. Whilst we accept that the SHMA has been carried out for 
GBC alone when the HMA should cover both Waverley and 
Woking boroughs, each of these boroughs has a duty to 
cooperate in this process. Therefore would it not be feasible 
to revisit this process with the full cooperation of the 
adjacent boroughs within the HMA? This could determine a 
joint plan with the objective of producing "overall delivery 
across the HMA" in order to meet the needs of LOCAL 
people. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to 
discuss any of these comments further. 



 

111 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Worplesdon 
Parish Council 
(Gaynor White) 

No No, the more 
homes that are 
built and the 
more people 
that live in the 
town the 
greater the 
need for 
affordable 
housing will 
become. It is a 
circular 
argument. 
 
Consideration 
must be given 
to the 
significant 
harm that 
building too 
many houses 
will have on 
the heritage of 
our medieval 
town as well 
as the 
environmental 
harm that will 
come with the 
additional 
population. 

Not role of 
the SHMA 
to assess 
environmen
tal or 
heritage 
impact of 
developme
nt 

No No, the housing market would 
have to be flooded with new, 
empty homes before it would 
have any impact on the cost of 
housing. Developers always 
build in phases and ensure that 
each phase is fully occupied 
before commencing the next 
phase. Developers will not want 
to flood the market by building 
houses they are unlikely to be 
able to sell. In Ireland too many 
homes were built. Housing 
Estates are now being torn 
down. In addition if too many 
houses are built we may return 
to the negative equity situation 
that arose in the late 1990s. 

Yes Yes, as it is affordable 
housing that is 
required within the 
Borough, however, the 
current approach of 
providing 35% 
affordable housing on 
developments over 15 
homes is obviously not 
providing sufficient 
affordable housing. 
Therefore the 
approach to the 
delivery of affordable 
housing should be 
changed from 35% for 
developments above 
the trigger threshold to 
a minimum of 50% 
with no trigger 
threshold. 

Surely it is a question of 
not building enough 
affordable homes that 
holds implications for the 
town. It is the low paid 
that require assistance 
with their 
accommodation. It is the 
low paid that are on the 
housing register and the 
low paid who cannot 
afford to commute to 
work and therefore need 
accommodation close to 
their work. The 
implications of building 
too many homes could 
result in the loss of 
Guilford’s medieval 
heritage. The well-being 
of the town’s residents 
depends on a reduction 
in congestion, pollution 
and stress caused by 
overcrowding. Guildford 
has always been a 
highly desirable place to 
live with its easy 
commuter access into 
London, high levels of 
predominantly well-paid 
employment, excellent 
private schools and 
access to magnificent 
countryside. If too many 
houses are built the area 
will become even more 
overcrowded and traffic 
congestion will become 
even more of a problem. 
Guildford has already 
dropped off the list of top 
ten towns and shopping 
destinations and major 
employers have 
threatened to move out 
of the area due to traffic 
delays. The continued 
overdevelopment of the 
town will result in it 
continuing to become a 
less desirable location in 
which to live, work and 
shop, which could 
potentially have 
significant 
consequences on the 

This is a very technical document and the Parish Council 
does not have the requisite planning knowledge to be able 
to comment on the accuracy of the methodology used by 
GL HEARN, however, the SHMA Guidance Version 2 
states that a robust and credible evidence base is 
necessary for a plan to be sound. GL Hearn’s 
recommendation that the Council tests the ability to deliver 
800 homes per annum within the Borough over the plan 
period to 2031 as they “consider that this scale of provision 
would be sufficient to support improvements in affordability; 
and to make a tangible difference to meeting affordable 
housing needs” does not appear to be based on credible 
evidence which therefore makes the SHMA unsound and 
risks being challenged at an Examination in Public. The 
Parish Council notes that in accordance with the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) the SHMA assesses 
the Borough’s housing need only. It does not set housing 
targets for inclusion in the draft Local Plan, nor does not 
take account of any constraints in being able to meet this 
need. Nonetheless, environmental/planning designations, 
topographical constraints, sustainability, site availability and 
infrastructure capacity are an important element of the 
planning process and will ultimately be applied to reduce 
the number of houses to be built within the Borough. The 
Parish Council’s comments are based on the belief that the: 
• GL Hearn SHMA report lacks credibility, contains errors 
and is subjective not objective; and • proposed baseline 
figure of 800 per year cannot be justified. All reference 
numbers within this document refer to the paragraph 
numbers within the GL Hearn report. 
 
[The report is too long to fit in the comment box, go to 
Worplesdon Parish Council's (Gaynor White) response on 
sharepoint to view the full pdf document.] 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

economic viability of the 
town. 
 
It is vital that the current 
planning designations 
i.e. Green Belt, AONB, 
AGV, TBHSPA are 
maintained and that the 
need to take into 
account the lack of 
infrastructure are fully 
taken into account when 
developing the Local 
Plan. 

Julian Cranwell No No, the SHMA 
is flawed in 
every respect. 
It focuses on 
demand, 
particularly 
from 
developers 
and their 
consultants, 
rather than 
qualified need 
from Guildford 
residents. 
Annual 
housing 
numbers have 
been arbitrarily 
inflated 
upwards 
throughout the 

The SHMA 
needs to 
assess 
need or 
demand 

No No, there is sufficient affordable 
housing  in Guildford, if one 
includes student 
accommodation in private 
residences. Building bespoke 
student accommodation close 
to SU would release these 
properties. The assumptions 
made in the SHMA are flawed 
in terms of cost of housing and 
income levels. 

Yes Some, but in high 
density developments 
on brownfield sites 
around Guildford 
centre. No sites should 
be targeted in the 
green belt, as this is 
not needed. 

Developers will not be 
able to line their 
pockets, at the expense 
of the green belt. 
Demand is not 
interchangeable with 
need. The SHMA 
includes faulty 
assumptions on how 
many homes are 
needed. GBC went to 
court to reduce the 
number of houses to be 
built per annum very 
recently. The SHMA 
now proposes double 
the number that was 
then agreed upon at the 
time of 322, without 
demonstrating how this 
has changed or why. 

Yes. It is not fit for purpose, and I completely endorse the 
submission of the GGG, which I have helped to formulate, 
and those of the GRA. The SHMA is based on faulty 
assumptions, which are not backed up with facts. It reads 
like a developer's charter, rather than something that meets 
the needs and aspirations of the residents of Guildford 
borough. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

document.  
The main implication of 
building less homes will 
be to preserve the green 
belt a s proven soak-
away for the Thames 
basis. Flooding risks 
would be significantly 
increased, should 
massive development 
take place in the green 
belt. 

Kay Mackay No 
answe
r 

It seems to me 
that we have 
sufficient 
housing needs 
in Guildford 
area, there is 
no great wish 
for people to 
move from 
London to 
Surrey and no 
where in all 
the 
documentation 
is there one 
mention of 
how the 
infrastructure 
would cope - 
why has this 
been left out of 
the 
documentation
, i.e. hospitals, 
schools, GPs 
Dentists and 
roads. It also 
is clear that 
the biggest 
need (apart 
from student 
accommodatio
n which is the 
reason we are 
short of 
properties) is 
for the elderly 
although being 
over 55 I 
would dispute 
the fact that a 
55 year old or 

Not the role 
of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e capacity.  
Not 
required to 
specify the 
type of 
elderly 
housing.   

No 
Answe
r 

You will not reduce the cost of 
housing in Guildford area by 
house building. The University 
is a big factor in housing and 
any spare University land 
should provide their own 
accommodation. No one wants 
to live next door to a house full 
of students. Nor was there any 
factor to show how much 
housing needs are required by 
hospital staff? 

No 
Answer 

It appears that the only 
affordable rented 
accommodation is for 
students if we did not 
have such a large 
student population 
there would be 
sufficient housing. 
Does the University 
and Local Authority 
not agree of what is 
feasible for residents 
of Guildford town and 
surrounding area 

Does not appear to be 
that greater problem. 
The requirement is far 
less than the vast 
amount of proposals 
from the Horsleys down 
to Clandon and 
surrounding areas. The 
implications of building 
more houses than 
necessary are very 
serious, i.e. infastructure 
and no proposals to deal 
with that issue. If more 
student accommodation 
was built existing 
houses in the private 
rental sector could be 
re-used for families. We 
seem to have a great 
many properties in the 
area that are vacant 
which will be 3 years of 
the 5 year plan if 
utilised. The proportion 
of actual ageing 
population is fairly low 
when you remove the 
55-70 age group and 
these could be 
addressed by 
Retirement Villages with 
fit for purpose properties 
which seems to be 
lacking at present. 
Having been looking to 
buy a single dwelling 
myself of a reasonable 
size I have come to the 
conclusion that unless I 
want to move into an 
older property with lots 

Yes it lacks many aspects that I would have expected to be 
there, you have covered the University, but not the impact 
on the Hospital staff. Nor have you even mentioned the 
infrastructure and problems with schools, roads, travel in 
fact every aspect that goes with increased homes in 
villages as it appears that most of your proposals do not in 
fact include Guildford itself but the surrounding districts of 
Merrow, Burpham, Clandon and down to the Horsleys yet 
there is not one mention of this fact and all the difficulties 
that go with building in these areas. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
We have 
also 
reviewed the 
student 
housing 
questions.  
Key workers 
are no longer 
catered for 
within the 
SHMA 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

even a 65 year 
old is "ageing 
population" 
particularly 
when many at 
65/70 are still 
working and 
even over that 
age. 
Government 
and LA's can 
not use the 
"ageing 
population" 
one way and 
not consider 
the facts. The 
need in 
Guildford 
however from 
your document 
is for 
Retirement 
Villages, it is 
not right to put 
single old 
people in a 
one 
bedroomed flat 
and the survey 
has clearly 
shown that 
there are 
many disabled 
people in 
Guildford as 
well as 
"elderly". 
There seems 
to be little 
money for 
"elderly and 
disabled" 
people to be 
cared for 
properly in 
their own 
homes so the 
answer must 
be to build 
private 
"retirement 
villages" with 
help on hand if 
needed. The 
next 
requirement is 

of possible bills there is 
not the property 
available. Yet other 
counties have large 
bungalow estates. So if 
homes are to be built 
they need to be for the 
"ageing" population, 
disabled and families 
with 2/3 children in a 
house of the size they 
need. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

for families 
with 2 or 3 
children in 
some houses 
in the area 
there is 
insufficient 
room for 
families of 
even 4 in the 
small housing 
that has been 
provided, tiny 
gardens and 
these are not 
fit for purpose. 
Previously 
people with 
families would 
have moved 
but now many 
even with a 
good income 
are stuck 
because they 
cannot afford 
to move to a 
larger property 
in the area. 
People WHO 
WORK IN THE 
AREA should 
take 
PRIORITY 
over anyone 
coming from 
outside there 
area and that 
includes 
Students and 
people who 
work at the 
University. The 
University has 
grown in 
proportion 
even since I 
worked there 
when we had 
8000 students. 
Travellers are 
just that and 
anyone who 
claims 
"travellers 
status" moves 
around and no 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

extra provision 
should be 
provided for 
them if we 
cannot afford 
to build 
houses for 
families and 
older "ageing 
population" 
and particular 
disabled 
people. 

Steve Maher No   No  Yes  House price increases, 
adults having to live with 
parents after 18 years 
old 

To consider the Guildford housing situation in isolation from 
existing infrastructure issues is nonsensical. The biggest 
problem facing Guildford is traffic which is appalling and 
getting worse. The A3 cannot handle the number of cars 
using it and is clogged up every day causing knock on 
issues for the town. As a result Ladymead and the town 
centre one way system are quite often a daily car park. To 
drive from one side of the town is an every day nightmare 
journey. Increasing the housing in Guildford will only 
exacerbate the situation unless something is done to 
resolve the gridlock that has beset Guildford. To consider 
increasing housing without first addressing the town's 
existing traffic problems needs a rethink 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

InterCall (Mark 
Coomber) 

No   No 
Answe
r 

Why should Guildford be 
identified to increase house 
building, this will not create 
cheaper housing in Surrey 

Yes This should be 
considered without 
spoiling green belt 
land in the process 

If referring to Guildford, 
look in another 
borough!!! 

What are the next steps once completed??? The next 
steps are to 
formulate a 
housing 
target for the 
Borough 
based on this 
and other 
evidence 
bases 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Robert Lucy Yes   Yes Subject to building enduring 
and sustainable property.. 

Yes  An unbalanced, 
polarised Community. 

This is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to deliver an 
integrated, sustainable, and aesthetically attractive solution 
to the growing pains of a beautiful and (relatively) unspoilt 
town. 
Creating imaginatively and mixed price-point environments 
that will improve the long-term quality of life and 
surroundings for all of the Community and visitors to it. 
Lets be careful about densities, maximise 
natural/complimentary materials, and create spaces that 
residents want to live in; an inclusive, enduring legacy that 
will mature and compliment its natural surroundings. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
densities or 
materials. 

Andrew Sincock No Leave villages 
e.g. Shalford 
in the 
Greenbelt and 
do not develop 
further as the 
infrastructure 
cannot cope 
e.g. school, no 
doctors etc. 
Current sites 
in Guildford 
should be 
developed 
where this 
infrastructure 
exists. 

Not role of 
SHMA to 
assess 
location or 
environmen
tal impact 
of 
developme
nt or 
capacity 

No This is a failure to understand 
housing economics. 

No  The economic balance 
finds the market level 
and will remain so. 

Leave Shalford in the Greenbelt and do not develop further 
as the infrastructure cannot cope e.g. school, no doctors 
etc. Current sites in Guildford should be developed where 
this infrastructure exists. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

P.J Smith         Once again I feel the need to make my views known as to 
the housing requirement for Guildford. I am totally against 
any building on Green Belt land especially in view of the 
recent weather and the flooding of the proposed land 
around Fairlands. It is not necessary to use Green Belt land 
with so many Brown Field sites available. 
Secondly, if the University houses its own students it would 
free up hundreds of affordable homes for rent and to buy 
which would tidy up the area and also give the council a 
large income from council tax. 
Thirdly, Guildford’s roads are a complete disgrace with pot 
holes everywhere you go and with extra traffic the roads will 
become even more congested and in a far worse state than 
they are at present. 
I would be obliged if you would consider the above points in 
your appraisal of the SHMA. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment, 
potholes or 
heritage.  We 
have 
however 
revised our 
report to look 
at students 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Rosemary Smith         I write with reference to the above and would like to make 
clear that I am totally against any building on Green Belt 
land especially in view of the recent weather and the 
flooding of the proposed land around Fairlands. I do not feel 
it is necessary to use Green Belt land with so many Brown 
Field sites available. 
Secondly, if the University housed its own students there 
would be many affordable homes for rent and to buy which 
would tidy up the area and also give the council a large 
income from council tax. 
Thirdly, Guildford’s roads are a complete disgrace with 
potholes everywhere you go and with extra traffic the roads 
will become even more congested and in a far worse state 
than they are at present. It regularly takes 45 minutes to 
travel the three miles into Guildford during the rush hour. 
Fourthly, why were the residents not consulted about the 
proposed development at Fairlands instead of just builders 
and estate agents? Surely Worplesdon Parish Council 
should have a say in the Parish’s housing needs. 
(According to the Council’s own figures, housing need has 
remained static for the last 5 years). I would be obliged if 
you would consider the above points in your appraisal of 
the SHMA. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment, 
potholes or 
heritage.  We 
have 
however 
revised our 
report to look 
at students 

Kes Heffer         The Draft SHMA is flawed principally because it over-
estimates future migration trends. 
 
Paragraph 159 from the National Planning Policy 
Framework requires the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment to identify the housing that the local population 
is likely to need over the plan period which meets 
household and population projections, taking account of 
migration and demographic change. 
The problem for this task is that projection of migration is 
extremely uncertain at the moment. This is particularly 
important because, as noted by the report by Edge 
Analytics in 2013, international migration has been a large 
proportion of population growth in Guildford Borough over 
the past decade, increasing over the past few years, 
especially since 2009 (see also figure 9 of the draft SHMA). 
GL Hearn consider that the past 5 years is a good guide to 
future projections of migration and this follows through into 
the future projections of the draft SHMA as a net in-
migration rate of 817 people per annum (paragraph 4.22), 
equivalent to about 355 homes per annum. However, stated 
Conservative Party policy and current Government intention 
is to reduce national net immigration numbers down from 
‘hundreds of thousands’ of the previous Government to 
‘tens of thousands’ by the end of this Parliament (viz. 2015). 
The Conservative Party is also committed to a referendum 
on whether the UK remains within the EU in 2017. A 
reduction in EU migration can result if either an opt-out from 
free movement into the UK is negotiated prior to, or if an 
‘out’ vote is delivered in, the referendum: these are likely 
alternative political outcomes and therefore immigration is 

We have 
reviewed 
various 
levels of 
migration 
trends and 
have 
assessed the 
most 
appropriate. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

more likely to fall than not in future years. Estimates of the 
numbers of homes required for net immigrants in Guildford 
Borough should reflect the strong possibility of these 
migration reductions and be themselves correspondingly 
reduced: the assumption by GL Hearn of an extrapolation of 
recent numbers must be a worst case scenario. A factor of 
1/10 (say 10,000/100,000) in migration is more appropriate, 
leading to a reduction of 9/10*355 = 320 in the total 
required number of homes per annum. Intuitively a policy of 
no net migration might be more widely supported by the 
local population, despite it being labelled ‘inappropriate’ 
according to the GL Hearn ‘specialists’. 
 
Comparing the increases in housing stock with projections 
of national population is illuminating (one would have 
thought that GL Hearn would have applied this sense-check 
themselves). The range of annual home additions 
recommended by GL Hearn of 671-800 equates to total 
additions of 13420-16000 over the 20 years 2011-2031. 
The 2011 Census shows that there were just under 54,000 
households in the borough; so GL Hearn’s 
recommendations are equivalent to a 25-30% increase over 
that level. But the population of the UK is projected to grow 
from 64m to 73m over the 25 years from 2013 to 2037. 
Proportioning this growth, population increase over 20 
years is only ca. 11%. In other words GL Hearn are 
recommending that Guildford Borough cater for housing a 
population growth that is 2 to 3 times the national average! 
So a borough which provides some of the most beautiful 
scenery in the UK (certainly in the over-populated South-
East), and which comprises 89% Green Belt on which the 
Government places great importance, is to take 2-3 times 
its share of the national population growth! This is 
nonsensical, if not perverse. Has anyone seriously 
considered the implications of that sort of expansion: 
another 30% school places required; another 30% cars on 
the roads, constricted in many places by continual 
roadworks as the network attempts to cope; another 30% 
patients and medical staff at surgeries; another 30% 
passengers crowding onto already over-crowded trains; 
another 30% pressure on sensitive natural areas? Over the 
20 years daily life being constantly disrupted by the 
development. This is not sustainable. Already, as GBC 
themselves admit, ‘This growing population places pressure 
on our existing infrastructure and services like roads and 
schools. The demand for school places is high and access 
to amenities such as open spaces struggles to keep pace 
with Guildford borough’s popularity. Travel demand is 
concentrated in certain parts of the borough, creating high 
levels of congestion during peak times.’ 
 
Migration does not equate to housing ‘need’: by definition it 
is extra to indigenous need. Migration should be catered for 
in terms of housing plans only if that migration is generally 
seen to be of positive benefit to the local community, in both 
economic and social terms. But even the question of 
economic benefit from migration is a hotly contested 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

subject: although studies show that, initially, immigrant 
young working people make a positive contribution to the 
economy, over the longer term immigration is a net drain on 
the public purse (to the tune of £95 billion nationally over 
1995-2011) . 
 
That the housing ‘need’ is indeed a very subjective quantity 
is clearly evident from the document ‘Guildford borough 
How many new homes? Background paper, October 2013’. 
That document gave 11 estimates of housing ‘need’ for the 
borough, each based on different premises. Figure 18 of 
that report gives a summary plot of the estimates of yearly 
housing ‘requirements’ over the next 20 years, which 
makes 2 points crystal clear: 
a) The large spread in the distribution of estimates of 
annual ‘need’, and therefore how subjective the figure is. 
There is no ‘right’ housing number for the local plan as the 
Lead Member for Planning and Governance so naively 
thinks: estimates of ‘need’ will be a function of the 
respective priorities subjectively placed by individuals upon 
factors such as business development, staffing 
requirements, migration, adequacy of infrastructure, 
permanent sanctity of the Greenbelt, political considerations 
in Westminster etc. 
b) How large the GL Hearn estimate of ‘need’ is compared 
with most of the others. 
 
In other words the future ‘need’ for housing is anybody’s 
estimate: GL Hearn has erred on the high side given their 
predilections; to predict and provide for such a large 
housing number could well be a self-fulfilling prophesy, but 
producing little benefit to, even a negative effect on, the 
borough’s economy. 
 
Pertinent again here are the words from the Ministerial 
Foreword to the NPPF which encourages local participation 
in planning: ‘This should be a collective enterprise. Yet, in 
recent years, planning has tended to exclude, rather than to 
include, people and communities. In part, this has been a 
result of targets being imposed, and decisions taken, by 
bodies remote from them. Dismantling the unaccountable 
regional apparatus and introducing neighbourhood planning 
addresses this. In part, people have been put off from 
getting involved because planning policy itself has become 
so elaborate and forbidding – the preserve of specialists, 
rather than people in communities’. 
 
If these words are to have any meaning in this context then 
local views on the benefits of local immigration should be 
taken into account in producing the SHMA and housing 
target. GL Hearn themselves pronounce in paragraph 8.26 
that their estimates of future housing ‘need’ are objective: 
they seem to be unaware that their approach is based on a 
particular viewpoint of how the balance between economic 
growth and other factors should be weighted. Despite the 
fog of uncertainty about future trends, apparently the 
Department of Communities and Local Government is to be 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

attributed the best soothsayer prowess (paragraph 1.21 of 
the Draft SHMA), but that’s just a reflection of power 
structure rather than science. Given the subjectivity, it takes 
the biscuit that GL Hearn specialists should criticise the 
prior output of Edge Analytics specialists (section 4.7 and 
Table 12), who, in turn, themselves criticised the first draft 
produced by GBC specialist(s), adding into the mix the 
specialism that only the POPGROUP computer programme 
can provide. Is this not the perfect example of how planning 
has become the ‘preserve of specialists rather than local 
populace’? Returning to the apparent market-leaders and 
winners in this housing arms-race, GL Hearn, their 
predominance in churning out these assessments is a 
dangerous concentration of national planning power in what 
is essentially a biased company with no interest in 
protecting the countryside, Green Belt or other. As with 
choice of Pegasus Group to perform the ‘Green Belt and 
Countryside Study’, another flawed document in the 
Guildford Borough ‘evidence’ base, every commercial, or 
‘professional’, incentive, of GL Hearn is to promote 
development, as is easily ascertained from their website. 
People in communities can assess the migration trends that 
they want for their localities: these would be no more 
subjective than the development-biased view of GL Hearn 
specialists. 
 
It is often stated that increased house building will lead to 
lower prices that will be more affordable by the local 
population: this is fallacious. The mechanisms of house 
prices are complex, but to a large extent they are governed 
by the availability of money for potential buyers; at the 
moment with very low interest rates, mortgages are cheap 
and prices have risen as a consequence . Such low interest 
rates are unlikely to continue for much longer. In addition, 
there is effectively an infinite market for housing in the 
borough given its current attractiveness and current 
immigration numbers: build more houses, such that their 
prices drop infinitesimally, and more migration will occur to 
fill them and sustain the prices. The process is self-
defeating and would lead to exponentially increasing 
housing numbers. 

Carlo Kraus No   No  No  My concern is primarily 
for our villages. By not 
facilitating urban sprawl 
we maintain all those 
characteristics that 
make living here 
worthwhile: maintaining 
our heritage, character 
of villages, sustainable 
environment from lower 
pollution and lower 
traffic levels, etc. 
 
If it is decided to 
concrete over green 
areas, commons, etc., 

We should not sacrifice our Green Belt or AONBs. Careful 
consideration has to be given to infrastructure implications. 
I would also welcome a vote on any particular development 
plans in and around my own area. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

one implication is likely 
that people like me may 
decide to relocate. I did 
not move out of London 
to a nice quiet village for 
that village to be 
urbanised and its 
character and 
environment changed. 

infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Don Cruickshank Yes Guildford 
could quite 
comfortably be 
a bigger, more 
vibrant city, 
with better 
infrastructure 
and yet not 
despoil its fine 
country 
surroundings. 

n/a Yes Boost housebuilding - but not 
because to reduce the cost of 
housing. The better a city 
Guildford becomes, the higher 
the relative house prices. 

Yes Stupid question. Who 
could possibly say no. 

People who could 
contribute to Guildford 
being a bigger, better, 
more economically 
sound and socially 
diverse city will go 
somehwhere else in the 
South East. Guildford 
and its inhabitants would 
suffer. 

If anything, it's too modest in its ambition. Almost timid in 
the face of the anticipated opposition. Write something 
bigger and bolder and take on the nimbys. 

n/a 

John and Susan 
Burge 

        I am very concerned at the recommendations contained 
within this report and how they were arrived at. 
 
1. The report is based on a number of assumptions and 
trends. It may attempt to be objective but the selection of 
trends and other data for computer modelling purposes is in 
itself subjective and open to doubt. 
 
2. Recent population growth estimates have been shown to 
be inaccurate. 
 
3. The SHMA fails to distinguish adequately between 
"need" and "demand". Many people would like to move to 
the Guildford area but in too many cases the so-called 
demand is not "effective demand" because those same 
people cannot afford the size of property they want. 
 
4. Affordable housing is needed. There is a tendency to 
seek to justify large developments by offering a modest 
number of affordable homes as well. This is wrong and 
simply distorts the market. Affordable housing needs to be 
made viable by other means and not by private sector 
subsidy. 
 
5. Environmental factors, infrastructure issues and amenity 
protection must be rigorously applied to the highly 
speculative figures produced by the SHMA. 

We have 
used 
nationally 
produced 
datasets.  
We have 
tried to 
amend the 
forecasts to 
take account 
of these 
inaccuracies.  
We are 
required to 
assess both 
need and 
demand 

Michael Aaronson No You have not 
convincingly 
identified the 
need for 
housing that 
you claim to 
have. 

n/a No That is an issue for central 
government policy rather than 
for a local authority in isolation. 
It is absurd to suggest that 
Guildford should boost 
housebuilding in order to bring 
the cost of housing down; 
Guildford should be attempting 
to ensure that we have enough 

Yes But the way to do this 
is not by forcing 
developers rather 
grudgingly to include 
social housing in their 
plans. It requires a 
more strategic 
approach. 

Prices go up and only 
those who have lots of 
money can afford a 
home. But you need to 
be clear about what 
'enough homes' means, 
which this SHMA 
notably fails to do. 

This SHMA is a poor effort. It reads as though it has been 
designed to retrofit the proposals that were implicit in the 
Local Plan Issues and Options paper, namely to take 
villages out of the Green Belt and thereby give developers a 
free hand to build houses without any concern for the 
nature of our environment. This is sloppy and lazy; GBC 
needs to exercise its stewardship of our heritage more 
responsibly and mindfully. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

houses to meet the housing 
needs of the Borough, nothing 
more and nothing less. But first 
you have to define 'need' rather 
better than you have done so 
far. 

or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage.  
The SHMA 
was 
produced in 
an objective 
way 

Dagero Ltd (David 
Roberts) 

No This is a 
loaded 
question. The 
draft SHMA is 
unsound and 
the need 
identified in it 
is 
exaggerated. 
In any case, 
delivery 
needs, 
according to 
the NPPF, to 
take account 
of constraints, 
which this 
document 
does not. 

Not rhe role 
of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
constraints 

No This would be futile, because 
boosting housebuilding would 
merely increase the supply-pull 
of population from London, 
leaving prices in the same 
position. Half the people in 
Guildford live or work 
elsewhere, so costs are not 
determined locally. So this is a 
another loaded question. 

No 
Answer 

 This is yet another 
loaded leading question. 
What does "enough" 
mean? Homes should 
be built only if they are 
needed. Building more 
than this would damage 
the housing market, the 
economy and the 
environment. Green Belt 
protections must be fully 
respected. The Green 
Belt is an inter-
generational covenant 
which does not belong 
to Guildford Borough 
Council to give away. 

There is not enough space in this box to reply. I am 
therefore emailing my response to 
planningpolicy@guildford.gov.uk, with a copy to 
laura.howard@guildford.gov.uk. 
 
PLEASE ACKNOWLEDGE WHEN YOU RECEIVE THIS. 

Response 
made 
elsewhere 

C.J Messer         My wife, Ann Messer, has received various letters regarding 
the SHMA. I have received none but I wrote with objections 
to the draft Local Plan as it related to Normandy and I 
answered the Questionnaire. I now write on behalf of my 
wife and myself. 
 
I have had considerable difficulty trying to see a copy of the 
SHMA on the internet. With the help of your office I have 
brought up the 2009 version but finding the present SHMA 
simply led me on a paperless chase. I have, therefore had 
to rely on the introduction and various commentaries. Being 
physically handicapped I am not able to view the SHMA in 
Swan Lane or a library. 
 
The SHMA may well be biased in support of the Local Plan 
and the figures it displays. That would depend largely on 
how the consultants who produced the SHMA were briefed. 
Obviously it can be in some interests not to question 
Government pressure to build widely in south-eastern 
boroughs such as Guildford and it can be in interests to see 
Guildford expand hugely with a consequent expansion of 
local government. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

 
Nobody should suggest that there should not be building in 
response to changing social patterns but the word "need" is 
used indiscriminately without definition. Often it is used 
when it is confused with "want" or aspiration and Guildford 
cannot and must not aim to satisfy "want" if it is to retain its 
character. 
 
If Guildford is to retain its character it is firstly essential that 
the Green Belt is preserved. We fully support the views of 
"Guildford Green Belt Guardians" who indicate clearly that 
the SHMA's proposal for building is far too high. Using your 
own words Guildford can only sustainably accommodate a 
very limited building programme and if this means resisting 
Government pressure then so be it. 
 
There are of course many other reasons why the SHMA's 
proposals for building are far too high. The infrastructure is 
not there to support the proposals and cannot be developed 
without destroying character and without turning Guildford 
into a kind of urban borough. Taking one example Guildford 
already has major traffic problems without any obvious 
ways of solving the problems. The SHMA's proposals would 
produce an enormous increase in traffic and make the 
increased problems just about impossible to solve. 
 
You indicate that the Council will need to focus on four key 
questions. If in the first question "need" means "want" then 
clearly the Council should not seek to maximise housing 
delivery but rather ask itself what Guildford can sustainably 
accommodate without affecting character. On the second 
question we doubt whether building can reduce cost but to 
a degree this must depend on the kind of building and its 
extent and again that extent must be contained if character 
is not to be adversely affected. As regards the third 
question a limited building programme can deliver some 
increase in "affordable housing" but again not to satisfy 
"want". The implications of not satisfying "want" which 
probably equates to "enough" are that those who are not 
satisfied must look elsewhere. 

Holmwood Close 
Residents 
Association (Liz 
Drew) 

No I believe the 
proposed 
levels are too 
high. 

n/a Yes But not at the levels identified. 
Some affordable housing 
schemes are required but these 
should not negatively impact on 
the green belt. 

Yes  Loss of younger people 
as they cannot afford to 
live in area. 

I think the levels are too high. I accept some additional 
housing is required but not 800 houses per year. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Philip Ashfield         We, the undersigned, living at South End House, Ockham, 
Surrey GU23 6PF petition Guildford Borough Council to 
prepare a new SHMA and reject the consultant’s draft 
report as inadequate. 
 
We understand that there is a deadline of 7/2/2014 so we 
merely set down below headings for of our objections which 
cover the environmental effect of the development on the 
former Wisley Airfield and surrounding area. 
 
Traffic . The local roads can hardly cope with the current 
heavy traffic and 2500 new homes will produce far too 
much traffic for the current roads to cope without very 
considerable widening and rerouting. 
 
Flooding. Already a serious issue which the Council seem 
unable to control. 
 
Air quality , Ecology and Wildlife all of which will be 
destroyed by a development of the size suggested 
 
Amenities, noise, views and public access to the rights of 
way on and around the airfield all of which will be 
disastrously effected. 
 
Access is another of the many major problems. We believe 
that the current intention is access from the A3 roundabout 
(Ockham Road North) and Old Lane from the A3. Already 
the A3/M25 junction records dangerously high NO2 
readings. 
 
This summarises our comments on the development plans 
which obviously have not been intelligently conceived . We 
feel that there are many better ways of providing housing 
which may or may not be required in the future. Surely the 
requirements must be assessed sensibly and correctly prior 
to any hare brained scheme being produced by any 
“developer”. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Frances King No 
answe
r 

How can you 
give a 'yes' or 
'no' answer to 
such a 
question 
based on the 
information 
provided by 
the draft 
SHMA? It 
gives three 
different 
figures based 
on different 
approaches. It 
should be 
weighted to 
take account 
of those 
different 
methodologies
. 

n/a No 
Answe
r 

You should build the houses 
that are needed not try to 
manipulate the market, refer to 
para 4.10 of the Draft SHMA, 
that is not the job of a Borough 
Council. The Borough Council 
provides the objective overview 
so that all matters can be taken 
into consideration before 
building projects are approved 
and there is not a developers 
free for all or on the other hand 
or no building at all. 

Yes If there is anything the 
GBC should be doing 
it is to provide more 
social housing and it 
should concentrate its 
efforts on this aspect. 
It is the one area 
where the Council 
does have some 
leverage with 
developers. 

The implication is that 
house prices will rise. 
Low income households 
will find it even more 
difficult to find suitable 
accommodation close to 
their workplace putting 
pressure on transport 
and public services and 
it will be difficult to fill 
lower paid job 
vacancies. 

My faith in the accuracy of what is produced in connection 
with the Local Plan is not helped when the covering ‘Note’ 
from Cllr Juneja has such an obvious error as to the date by 
which comments are required. 
 
The date in the ‘Note’ is 10 January 2014 when it should be 
10 February 2014. Does no one proof read these days? It 
shouts at you. 
 
Having now read the document, which I had not when 
submitting the above comment, I would suggest that G L 
Hearn go through it very carefully as there are numerous 
errors of language and at para 3.19 there is an incorrect 
reference. Indeed I found para 1.22 unintelligible, and was 
not sure what the point being made. 
 
I appreciate that this type of forecasting is likely to be an 
inexact science, however it would seem from a little 
manipulation of say percentage of gross income spent on 
housing you could come up with almost any answer you 
like! 

Amended 

Nigel Wicks No The need for 
housing in 
such a good 
place to live as 
Guildford is 
virtually 
unlimited. The 
approach 
should be to 
define the 
number of 
houses that 
can be 
accommodate
d without 
reducing the 
amenity value 
of the area, 
and in 
particular the 
preservation of 
the Green Belt 
and the 
integrity and 
present 
character of 

Not the role 
of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
environmen
tal or 
heritage 
impact 

No certainly not. Such an approach 
would result in shoddy, 
crammed in developments of 
the rabbit hutch variety and 
spoil the amenity value of the 
areas affected. The best way to 
reduce the cost of houses 
(which I assume is what you 
mean, not the cost of building 
the house) is by better labour 
productivity, more efficient 
construction methods and 
reducing developers' profit 
margins. 

Yes yes, this should be the 
priority subject that it is 
done in a way which is 
compatible with the 
local area, without 
reducing the amenity 
value of the area, and 
in particular in a way 
which preserves the 
Green Belt and the 
integrity and present 
character of the 
villages. 

This will reduce the 
incentive to live in 
Guildford and provide 
incentives for new 
housing and economic 
development to take 
place in less advantaged 
and less privileged parts 
of our country. The 
incentive for migration 
into the Guildford area 
will be reduced. 

It is most unclear why the SHMA has been produced in 
addition to the voluminous and no doubt expensive studies 
which supported the initial consultation. Since it is intended 
to be a strategic document, common sense would suggest 
that it should have been produced at the very first stage, 
and not seemingly as an afterthought. 
 
More generally, this document, like previous documents, is 
biased in favour of housing development and takes as its 
starting point the need for more development. An equally 
valid starting assumption is to evaluate the level of 
development that the Borough can accommodate without 
altering its present and widely appreciated character. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

the villages. 

Alistair Calder No I accept the 
need for 
Council rental 
property in a 
location close 
to employment 
and shopping 
for retirees but 
question the 
distortion of 
the demand 
from buy-to-let 
landlords and 
property 
speculators 
who inflate 
prices out of 
the hands of 
the younger 
buyer. 
Currently, the 
Government 
has fuelled a 
panic over 
rising house 
prices in 
London and 
the South 
East. Housing 
demand has to 
be linked to 

Not role of 
the SHMA 
to identify 
resident 
employmen
t 
opportunitie
s or the 
pace of job 
creation. 

Yes Unfortunately I doubt that will 
work as the key driver is the 
cost of credit/ mortgages and 
their availability. As mentioned 
in my response to the previous 
question, prices in London and 
the South East are being 
heavily driven upwards by 
overseas investment which is 
hugely damaging for the young 
British worker. Personally I 
would impose heavy non-usage 
taxes on empty property and 
the same level 40 % level of 
Inheritance Tax as we pay on 
death on overseas investors/ 
opportunists given that for most 
British people, their largest 
asset is their home. 
 
 
Suggest shared and fractional 
ownership with GBC owning 
51% and leaseholds to reduce 
newbuild costs. That will deliver 
cheaper homes and dampen 
speculation. 
 
Deliberately trying to reduce 
house prices may be achieved 
by this massive housing plan 

Yes GBC needs a much 
larger housing stock 
especially as buying 
your own home is 
increasingly 
unaffordable. 

With high birth rates and 
free movement of 
citizens in Europe can 
there ever be enough 
homes in Guildford ? Its 
an open equation. 
 
Statistically we fail to 
account for returning 
migration to Europe and 
Asia as the economic 
job prospects improve 
because it is the 
opposite of our 
experience. Within the 
timespan of this plan I 
am sure it will occur. 
Some of my young 
Indians and Europeans 
friends are hoping to do 
just that as soon as 
economic conditions 
improve as it offers them 
a better future. The 
quality of life in Surrey 
has deteriorated a lot in 
the past 5 years through 
overpopulation and 
congestion in and 
around West Horsley 
and Guildford. Journey 

We have lived in West Horsley for 30 years. It has seen a 
change towards family occupation in that time and and its 
roads are gridlocked by the traffic from three local schools 
twice daily plus cars traffic to the Howard of Effingham. The 
Horsleys have only two B roads running through them 
which act as the arteries and two A roads on their 
boundaries. There are few street lights and no bike lanes or 
space for them. The roads are prone to severe flooding and 
the pavements mostly poor. West Horsley has one shop 
and bus transport to Guildford a few times a day. 
. 
The two shopping areas in East Horsley are full most days 
and so is the station car park. There is not the capacity or 
jobs to absorb a development of 100 homes in West 
Horsley let alone 600. One has to be alarmed at the 
potential impact of 2500 homes for 8 -9000 people if Wisley 
Airfield were it to be developed. That alone makes it 
meaningless to consider development of any of the 
surrounding villages in isolation and without infrastructure 
solutions to relieve the existing and potential congestion. 
 
The impact of housing developments in adjoining villages to 
Wisley Airfield is not being communicated to the public but 
without that this Engagement, whilst most welcome, is 
incomplete. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

jobs, the 
needs of the 
disabled and 
retirees and 
not inflated by 
the current 
high levels of 
inward 
migration and 
the insatiable 
appetite of 
property 
speculators. 
 
What are all 
these new 
residents 
going to do to 
pay their 
taxes. New 
jobs are not 
being created 
at a pace so 
will it fall to 
GBC through 
the Benefits 
system to fund 
them to a 
much greater 
level that it 
does now ? 
Thus I 
question the 
need for 
significant new 
housing in the 
Green belt 
based on long 
term economic 
and population 
growth 
projections 
which usually 
prove to be 
totally wrong. 
Just look at 
London and 
the unlimited 
flow of 
investment 
into property 
from overseas 
that has priced 
living in or 
near our 
capital City 
beyond the 

alone. Property for sale locally 
is not selling easily and it could 
become unsaleable at current 
market prices if the attractions 
of living in the Green Belt are 
lost. Those families who had to 
take out large mortgages to buy 
here could find themselves in 
'negative equity ' and GBC has 
as a responsibility not to blight 
their futures. They help to fund 
GBC after all through Council 
Tax and indirectly through other 
taxes. 

times continue to 
increase. England is a 
small and overpopulated 
country which is why 
protection the Green 
Belt and not ruining it for 
future generations is 
more important than 
ever. 
 
If we build beyond the 
capacity of our 
infrastructure and jobs, 
life with be wretched for 
all and outward 
migration will soar, 
bringing down property 
prices. Detaching jobs 
and infrastructure from 
this question about 
homes is misleading as 
without good transport 
and jobs, new housing 
developments could 
become areas of 
unemployment. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

reach of young 
workers. We 
must learn 
from this and 
realise that for 
Guildford to be 
successful, 
local workers 
must be able 
to live close to 
the work hub 
and commute 
quickly. 
 
Council rental 
property in a 
convenient 
location 
spares further 
strains on our 
overburdened 
local 
infrastructure. 
It is plain that 
our roads and 
railways are 
over capacity 
now and 
adding to that 
is 
irresponsible. 
 
Are there jobs 
The jobs and 
avail 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Rosmarie 
Roberts-Kunz 

        [The stakeholder's response is too long to fit in the 
comment box- search Rosemarie_Roberts-Kunz on 
sharepoint to find the response in full. Below is the 
introduction of her response.] 
 
Summary: an alert to Guildford Borough Council 
 
The Hearn report contains so many errors that it is certain 
to fail scrutiny by the Inspector. Rather than waste two 
years of planning effort, as Waverley has done, GBC 
should allow time now for a more rigorous draft SHMA to be 
compiled. 
 
It should not be left to the public to point this out. GBC 
urgently needs to establish a more inclusive Local Plan 
process. Councillors should vote on 26 February in favour 
of the public petition aimed at achieving this. 
 
Shortcomings of the Hearn report 
 
1. The report’s housing numbers calculations are inflated 
and unsound. 
2. The Hearn report fails to distinguish adequately between 
housing need and housing demand. 
3. The definition of the Housing Market Area (HMA) is 
arbitrary. 
4. There is no analysis of how non-house building 
measures could drastically reduce unmet housing need. 
5. Public consultation over the SHMA has been opaque and 
inadequate, requiring a fresh approach prioritising the views 
of residents. 

Response 
made 
elsewhere 

Ockham Parish 
Council (Helen 
Jefferies) 

        We have some serious concerns about the quality of this 
consultant’s report. It is apparent that it has neither been 
checked properly by the authors nor has it been reviewed 
properly by the planning department at GBC prior to being 
released to the public. It is not for members of the public, 
nor parish councils nor other representative groups to spot 
basic errors. 
 
Under the NPPF and NPPG the requirement is to produce 
an objective assessment of housing need. In order to do 
this the statistics have to be consistent and over a similar 
time scale. The use of a mix of five and ten year data sets 
appears to be random. We would suggest that a minimum 
of ten year data sets are used particularly because this 
helps to smooth the bulge in the 15-24 age group which 
appears largely due to one-off circumstances of a structural 
change in student fees. 
 
GL Hearn’s report does not produce an objective number. 
At each opportunity the numbers are rounded up either by 
mixing data sets or by using unaudited methodology and 
more importantly by disregarding completely 
www.howmanyhomes.org . 
 
Examples of basic errors include over six different values 
for the number of households in the 2011 census ranging 

We 
recognise 
there are 
some 
spelling and 
grammatical 
areas and 
have 
amended 
them where 
appropriate.   
We have 
produced 
projections at 
10 and 5 
year and a 
mixture of 
both.  
However, we 
believe the 
figures 
chosen are 
the most 
robust given 
changes to 
migration 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

from 53,973 to 56,220; a graph on page 27 of the 
appendices which bears absolutely no relation to the data it 
is supposed to show. There will be other examples and it is 
not for us to find all the errors. 
 
There are a number of key issues which have not been 
taken into account including: 
 
- Vacant properties 
- Unbuilt permissions 
- Net completions 
- Windfalls 
- Student housing 
- Prisoner population 
 
There are other sources which also do not get proper 
consideration including: 
 
- Social housing stock currently occupied by those in the 
65+ age group. This represents something in the region of 
2000 properties. 
- The private rental sector which could contribute to the 
supply if policy allowed. [we note that there are significant 
numbers of properties available to rent which are available 
at a lower cost that the current housing cap] 
 
There are a number of claims relating to affordability, 
population growth, overcrowding and household formation 
which are generally erroneous. The price of housing in the 
borough is below the average for the south-east and at the 
midpoint for Surrey. Overcrowding is below average and we 
therefore refute the statement that household formation has 
been suppressed. Population growth is inflated by students. 
 
We believe that the cause of a large percentage of the 
errors is the treatment of students at the university and 
other higher education establishment in the borough. These 
represent 10% or so of the total population but can only be 
viewed as temporary residents. Fifty-seven percent of 
students are from overseas and these inflate the in-
migration numbers. Most of these will be unable to remain 
in the UK following their studies and GBC should not be 
building a housing need number on this basis. 
 
It is also clear that double standards are used when looking 
at the occupancy levels of houses. We do not believe that 
the same “bedroom standard” is used when looking at 
social housing need as that used to look at whether market 
housing is overcrowded or under-occupied. 
 
This is a very poor report, littered with errors and omissions. 
We would like to see clear objective data sets which are 
accurate and then see sensitivity analysis applied. We 
would recommend that a simple supply and demand 
spreadsheet would go a long way to solving the problem, 
for example: 
 

dynamics 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Supply 
 
Vacant properties 1000 
unbuilt permissions - university 2400 
Unbuilt permissions - others 500 
prisoners 
Windfalls 200 
properties vacated by elderly residents 7000 
social housing vacated by elderly residents 500 
private rental sector 
 
subtotal 11600 
 
Demand 
 
Affordable 0 
Increase in population 0 
Increase in in-migration 0 
 
subtotal 0 
 
In summary, borough residents are truly fed up with dealing 
with substandard reports and evidence. Each inadequate 
report that is issued only helps to inform interested 
residents of the arguments. This means that they will be 
better able to argue that any plan is not fit for purpose and 
be able to list numerous evidential points to demonstrate 
the facts. It is time that GBC took this on board and adopted 
a new approach engaging with local people, parish councils 
and community groups at the terms of reference stage so 
that there is less conflict and anger going forward. Agreeing 
to a scrutiny forum on one day is not sufficient. 

Camilla Gosden No Already too 
many houses 
for 
predominantly 
rural area 

n/a No Rather than build more houses, 
should make better use of 
existing houses 

Yes Need more part-
rent/part-buy houses 
(eg provided by 
housing association) 
to help young people 
get on housing ladder 

Would prevent/reduce 
overcrowding in South-
East and encourage 
spread of excess people 
to other parts of country 
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seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

M E Thomas         I cannot understand why we require so many houses in the 
Guildford Area and what appears only one side of the town 
is being developed all the time. It would seem that the more 
affluent area is being protected. 
 
The Aldershot Road is already severely congested from 
about 8am onwards every day. 
It would seem clear that the housing in the Guildford is 
being driven by property developers and builders and not 
by what is probably a far smaller requirement. Which could 
be deal with the problem without using farmland and green 
belt land . 
 
Guildford was once a lovely country town and that is why 
people came to visit and shop here. I can see that if the 
proposed developments take place. Then it won’t be the 
local residence gaining but developers and builders who 
don’t live any where near Guildford and could not care less 
what the effect will be to locals. 
 
A very important factor that should be considered is the 
amount of crime that most certainly will occur and from 
what we learn of the funding of the Surrey Police it begs the 
question how are they to cope. 
 
The infrastructure of the area involving the Fairlands, 
Normandy, Wood Street cannot cope with what is 
proposed. Why not consider other parts of the Guildford 
Town Area. Dunsfold Aerodrome was thrown out on the 
grounds of lack of the infrastructure so why are you so keen 
on developing the Wood Street Fairlands areas. 
 
Lastly in view of the results of the recent flooding in the 
country surely vast housing 
developments should be very carefully researched before 
any action is taken. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

John Harryman         I have not read the report in absolute detail but my 
observation would be that there appears to be great detail 
given over to the demographic projections resulting in a 
number of 671 homes required per year until 2031. 
 
Then suddenly a number of 800 homes per year is 
postulated with little evidence apart from estate agent 
commentary!! 
 
From my observation with Guildford having excellent 
transport links to London there will never be sufficient 
housing as London prices escalate and the population 
continues to move away to more affordable properties 

The increase 
is justified to 
increase 
affordability 
and meet 
affordable 
housing 
need.  This is 
in line with 
the NPPG. 
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housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Ewa Thomas         Fairlands is a small closely knit community. Surrounded by 
fields and common land. 
Visitors always admire how restful and beautiful it is to live 
here. 
This proposed development will destroy a lot of peoples 
lives./especially old peoples lives. / We have a very high % 
of old people living on Fairlands Some people live here for 
more than forty years .Those Iives will be completely 
destroyed .Where do these people go. 
 
You are talking about being environmentally friendly all the 
time. So it means in your eyes digging trees up and 
bulldozing fields destroying greenery and fresh air around 
fairlands replaced by concrete and tarmac in the of name of 
progress is this the way forward. 
 
I feel that the following points listed below may be of 
interest . 
1 .Why has all the development got to be on this side of 
Guildford. Will you give reasons 
as to what is so special about FAIRLANDS. 
2 .Will any trees be destroyed and if so why./Peruse tree 
preservation orders/ 
3 .Surely the increase in traffic that is already making our 
lives a misery caused by the amount of traffic entering the 
surgery and the school run will be intolerable. 
4 .The Aldershot Rd at the moment cannot cope with traffic 
at peak times and backs up to Merrist Wood roundabout at 
9 00 am and is impossible to get to Guildford. 
5 .The roads in Fairlands would not be able to cope with the 
traffic that will occur. 
6 . How about the problem with flooding and sewage. We 
already have that problem. 
7 . Road traffic accidents would surely increase. Would 
there be any increase in the provision of adequate police 
protection bearing in mind the cut backs that are likely to 
happen in the future. 
8.Who are these homes being built for and what nationality 
are they. 
9.Lastly in the light of the enormous flooding problems 
encountered by parts of the country, 
surely to develop farmland and take away the land and 
replace it with concrete will make the flooding problem 
insurmountable, because you are taking away areas where 
water can drain away. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
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housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Rita Rowland         Following receipt of your letter of the 5th February relating 
to the above, I attach a copy of my letter dated 29th 
October, 2013 which set out my concerns regarding the 
future development in relation to Fairlands sent to your 
“Local Plan Consultation Feedback" and these still remain 
the same. 
 
In connection with the consultation by the Council on future 
development within the Borough and in particular Fairlands, 
I am writing to say my particular concern in this 
connection would be that my property adjoins the 
Worplesdon School, and at the present time, the constant 
traffic flow during the day, makes for considerable 
difficulties, (a) because of the parking to drop and pick the 
children up and the fact that that the road is so narrow at 
this point in Envis Way, barely room for two cars to 
pass so that an automatic "one-way" system is unofficially 
used to save congestion. Presumably, this would also mean 
that the school, itself, would have to have 
additional class rooms built. When the additional 
classrooms were built in the playing field at the back of my 
property, the school planted a six foot high hedge to 
screen the same. This is now fully grown and my neighbour 
and I have to also trim the same because, probably having 
the smallest gardens in Envis Way, it cuts down 
the light into our properties. Should the building be 
extended nearer to our properties, this would be a real 
problem. 
The constant power cuts also now are a problem, again 
additional usage of electricity would no doubt also 
contribute to making this an even bigger issue. There are 
obviously other considerations, volume of traffic getting 
on/and using the Aldershot Road, there being only one 
access road into the estate, waterworks and flooding, 
together with changing the character of Fairlands situate in 
a Green Belt area with attendant Ranger for wild life. The 
volume of properly to be developed of between 519 and 
733 dwellings, does seem disproportionate to the services 
that serve and barely cope with Fairlands' properties at the 
moment. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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GLH 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Nuala Crampin         With regard to the recent SHMA I have the following 
comments to make: 
 
The SHMA has been produced by G L Hearn, a property 
development consultancy company, with a presumption in 
favour of development; they seem to have scant regard for 
the environmental, social and aesthetic effects of the level 
of development being advocated. 
 
The level of housing need or demand can be determined by 
the borough council because it is decisions of the council 
that determine the amount of business growth, and the 
consequent extra demand for employee housing that 
results from it. 
 
Most people who live in Guildford value the market 
town/semi-rural nature of the area and if the council 
continues to drive economic growth at the current rate this 
desirable quality of the area will be lost; it would be within 
the power of the council to conserve the area's desirable 
environment by limiting business growth and expansion. 
 
The level of house building, development and business 
growth which the council is contemplating will transform the 
town into a city with many suburbs; this is not what the 
residents of Guildford want. 
 
One of the reasons for the high demand for housing in 
Guildford is its pleasant semi rural ambience; this will be 
destroyed by the building of the number of houses 
proposed. It is inevitable that there will be a high level of 
demand for housing in such a desirable location as 
Guildford, but that is not a reason for building more houses. 
 
The council should be representing the wishes and desires 
of the Guildford electorate who have chosen to live here 
because they do not wish to live in an inner city 
environment. 
 
The vulnerability to the town centre to flooding indicates the 
inadvisability of concreting over areas such as Blackwell 
Farm which currently absorbs rainfall which would 
otherwise become surface water run-off exacerbating the 
flooding risk to the town centre. 
 
The building of houses at the rate being proposed would 
necessitate massive road building projects and other huge 
infrastructure development to satisfy the needs of the 
increased population, causing further destruction to our 
environment. 

GL Hearn 
have not 
presumed in 
favour for or 
against 
development.  
It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Neville Bryan No The document 
is 
fundamentally 
flawed, 
seeking as it 
does to 
INFLATE the 
numbers with 
no reason at 
every 
opportunity. 
Even GBC 
fought against 
422 and won 
in 2010. 
 
[Please find on 
sharepoint a 
longer letter 
concerning Mr. 
Bryan's 
opinions on 
the draft 
SHMA- search 
'SHMA 2014 
Neville_Bryan' 
on sharepoint; 
the response 
is too long to 
fit in the 
comment box]. 

This report 
is in line 
with the 
guidance 

No The argument does not work. 
Demand is close to infinite due 
to proximity to London. Worse, 
if you do many people will have 
negative equity, this starting 
another recession. 

Yes Yes - no brainer, but 
this report does not 
show anything about 
how many or where 
needed. As virtually no 
homeless, and no 
growing waiting list n 
evidence there is a big 
need. This type of 
housing come with 
social risk if done the 
wrong way too. 

None. We have built 
very few and the list has 
not grow. The university 
though needs to build on 
campus, so any needs 
for non students can be 
met. 

Analysis of document follows: 
It should be noted when reading this 
1. Many arguments are circular, and assume growth, which 
in turn assumes a housing demand. Demand is always 
going to be there because of proximity to London 
 
2. GBC in fact argued successfully against the South East 
Plan for 422 houses in 2010. The Inspectors had raised the 
housing target from 322 to 422 and after GBC's appeal, the 
figure reverted to 322 houses. GBC themselves argued 
SUCESSFULLY FOR 322 houses in 2010. Nothing has 
changed and the arguments used at that time still apply. 
 
3. A real concern is that within the report that EVERY 
opportunity has been taken to inflate the numbers, with no 
evidence. The report as will be show does not stand up to 
scrutiny. 
 
4. The consultants used “G L Hearn” exist to promote new 
development. Their report gives scant consideration to 
alternatives to new house-building in the overall 
development mix. It is not clear at what stage, if at all, GBC 
plan to take an informed, all-round view on the balance to 
be struck between new-build and promoting a more rational 
use of existing property in the ways described. This is a key 
element in the planning equation, requiring a focused 
cost/benefit analysis. 
 
5. While recommending that the standard methodology is 
used to frame an SHMA, the draft NPPG also makes clear 
that “establishing future need for housing is not an exact 
science. No single approach will provide a definitive 
answer. There is no one methodological approach or use of 
a particular data set that will provide a definitive 
assessment of development need”. 
 
DETAILED ARGUMENTS 
 
1. The report’s housing number calculations are inflated 
and unsound 
1.1 Basic Recommendation not Logical 
 
1.1 As a baseline requirement, the Hearn report 
recommends building up to 800 additional dwellings per 
annum (dpa). This equals 12,000 over the Plan period, or 
16,000 over the 20-years (2011-31). This would add 30% to 
Guildford’s housing stock by 2013. This is far in excess of 
any population growth and is excessive. 
 
1.2 Calculation Issues on the 800dpa figure 
 
1.2 The report’s starting point is wrong 
 
1.2.1 Point (4.7) is that “the demographic projections show 
a range of requirements for between 470 and 666 additional 
homes to be provided moving forward”. This cannot be 
assumed. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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identified? 

GLH 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

 
1.2.2 The report then inflates these figures, extrapolating 
from a temporary population surge over a limited period 
(2006-11) when there was a fee-related temporary peak in 
projected student numbers, while failing to discount 
Guildford’s high housing vacancy rates. This produces a 
baseline figure – also misleadingly portrayed as a 
“minimum” – of 671dpa. Using a more representative 10-
year period (Table 12), as the NPPG recommends, the 
figure would be only 470dpa. This is a critical piece of data. 
 
1.2.3 Without any explanation the report (8.24) 
nevertheless goes on to recommend that GBC “tests the 
ability to deliver 800 homes per annum”, asserting that “this 
range (670-800 homes) represents an assessment of the 
Borough’s needs”. The sudden addition of an arbitrary 
130dpa, coming near the end of the report, is unsupported 
by any evidence and looks like it’s made up. 
 
1.3 Other Local Authority Needs 
 
1.3 The report suggests that Guildford might accommodate 
unmet needs from other local authorities. There is no 
mandate to do this, just consult, and with 89% Greenbelt 
this looks to be creative number inflation. It finally 
concludes (8.26) that this is “an objective assessment of 
housing need”. 
 
1.4 Number Inflation 
 
1.4 The report’s progressive inflation of the supposed 
housing need figure is highly subjective, taking every 
opportunity to maximise the dpa total. From GBC’s interim 
target, accepted by the courts in 2010, of 322dpa and the 
legally overturned South-East Regional Plan quota of 422, 
G L Hearn’s report increases Guildford’s assessed housing 
need from 470 (Table 12) to 666 (Table 12, 4.8) to 671 
(4.27, Table 15 etc.) to 680 (4.20, 4.33) and finally to 800 
(8.24). 
 
1.5 Errors in the methodology and evidence 
 
1.5 Community representatives are providing fuller 
information on how the Hearn report is full of statistical 
errors, exaggerations and false assumptions on housing 
need. The following summary shows just some of the 
issues on which G L Hearn appear to distort the data to 
produce an inflated housing need figure: 
• Overcrowding: This is used as an argument to increase 
housing provision, even though it is below the South-East 
average, “notably” below the average for England, and 
increasing more slowly – and with higher under-occupancy 
– than the rest of the Housing Market Area (HMA). 
 
• Migration. The study’s calculations on in-migration 
account for the majority of the resultant housing need total. 
Paragraphs 4.20 – 4.22 discuss migration trends. The in-
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

migration projection has been adjusted downwards to 
accord more closely with the 5 year average between 
2007/8 to 2011/12. Although the preceding 2 years of in-
migration were roughly consistent with the 817 people per 
annum average used, the 4 years before 2005/6 were 
significantly less. Between 2001 to 2003/4 in-migration was 
about minus 800. So, choosing the last 5 year average of 
817 has resulted in a higher figure than if a longer period 
had been used.(Note 57% being students should not 
contribute anyway). Misleading and again bias towards a 
higher number. 
 
• Household formation: No evidence is given to support the 
report’s repeated claim (para.2.31, 4.24, 4.34) that 
“evidence of household formation has been suppressed in 
the past”. The projected rate has fallen since 2008 (4.5). 
The report appears not to count the 6-7,000 properties 
likely to be vacated by Guildford’s elderly relatives over the 
plan period. 
 
• Vacant properties: Recent Freedom of Information (FOI) 
data show a total of 996 vacant properties – 3 years’ 
housing supply at the current interim rate – 449 of them 
empty for more than 6 months. This is 4% of the housing 
stock (2.35). These vacancies are not deducted from the 
housing requirement, contrary to Government policy. 
Councils are required to bring them back into residential 
use (NPPF para.51, and draft NPPG). The report (4.20) 
even boosts the housing need total by including an invalid 
“3% vacancy allowance”. 
 
• Net completions, which have been higher in Guildford than 
in the rest of the HMA, and often above target, with no 
overall shortfall in the period 2001-11. In backdating 
housing need totals to 2011 (6.5) the report fails to deduct 
completions and planning permissions since then. 
 
• Prisoner numbers, apparently not deducted from the 
housing need calculation; 
 
• Student numbers: Counting students as permanent 
residents and heads of household hugely inflates housing 
need totals. When he met local MPs and Councillors on 15 
January, the Planning Minister made it clear that “all 
student accommodation, whether it consists of communal 
halls of residence or contained dwellings and whether or 
not it is on campus, can be included towards the housing 
provision”. Mr Boles’s (undated) follow-up letter to Anne 
Milton MP. Reiterated in Sir Paul Beresford MP’s press 
release of 16 January 2014. It was made clear that this was 
not considered in presentation of draft SHMA meeting on 
27th January 2014. 
 
• Affordability: The report’s claims that housing provision 
needs to be increased to support affordability (e.g. 4.37) are 
unsupported by the evidence presented. The report (3.21) 
states that housing is “as ‘affordable’ now as it was in the 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
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Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

late 1990s”. The appendices (1.23) confirm that “median 
house prices in Guildford are average relative to other 
areas…Recent house price growth has also been average”. 
The affordability ratio applied in the report is not adjusted 
for the, nationally, relatively high income of Guildford’s 
lower quartile population (2.60 and 2.64). Nor are income 
levels and housing need adjusted to the fact that Guildford’s 
employment level has remained stable while in the region it 
has fallen by 2%. Calculations in the Appendices assume a 
house-buying deposit of 10%, despite the rapid take-up of 
5% deposits under the Government’s Help to Buy scheme, 
and an income-to-mortgage multiple of 3.5, when 5 is the 
South-East norm. In sum, there is nothing to support the 
Summary of Key Findings conclusion that “an upwards 
adjustment to housing provision to increase affordability 
could be justified by the evidence”; 
 
• Employment growth, which the report inflates to 1.7%pa 
despite historically flat-lining at 0.4%, Experian’s 1% 
projection and the continuing fall in public-sector 
employment – 27% of total – and retail jobs. No account is 
taken of limits to local growth from existing congestion and 
overheating. Table 13 absurdly claims that a projected 322 
additional jobs per annum would require an additional 392 
additional homes per annum, calling this “a reasonable 
baseline”, although the report also says “there would not 
need to be any uplift to housing requirements to meet job 
growth” (4.13). A commonsense way to estimate future 
housing requirement would be to deflate the projected 
growth in jobs by 50% to account for outbound commuting, 
plus about 30% to account for joint-income households. On 
this basis, growth of 0.4% would imply just 5,000 more jobs 
over the Plan period, not 14,000 – or only 100 additional 
homes a year, not 570 (4.31); 
 
• House prices, which are below the mean and median 
price for the whole of Surrey. Market sources (e.g. Zoopla, 
Primelocation and Rightmove, apparently not consulted by 
G L Hearn) confirm the report’s admission that they are 
“relatively affordable”, much more affordable than 
analogous parts of Greater London and no less so than in 
the 1990s. The report’s claim that they are “substantially 
above the regional average” (3.32) is misleading as many, 
less prosperous parts of the South-East – such as the 
Thames estuary, decayed seaside towns and non-
commuter areas – are not comparable to Guildford; 
 
• House sales are declining, according to estate agents 
(3.36), but the report dismisses this as unimportant; 
 
• Population growth in the past (2001-11) “has been over-
estimated” (4.4) and so does not justify major increases in 
housing. International immigration is declining. In any case, 
“57% of international in-migrants are students” (2.57), who 
are only temporary residents and should be discounted. 
The use of CLG data at paras 4.26-27 is too slapdash to be 
taken seriously as evidence. Paras 4.28-29 assume – 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

preposterously for a commuter borough – that everyone 
who works in Guildford needs to live here. 
 
• Waiting List Not Changed. The housing waiting list is 
understood to have remained constant for about 4 or 5 
years at around 3700 when during this period of the 
recession fewer homes (slightly above 200 dwellings a 
year) have been built. The Council’s website refers to an 
average of between 300 to 400 properties for those on the 
waiting list becoming available affordable homes becoming 
each year. This indicates that housing need has not got any 
worse during a period when relatively few dwellings have 
been added to the housing stock. This tends to undermine 
the case for seeking to reduce the numbers on the housing 
waiting list through building as many more homes as put 
forward in the study. 
 
• Windfalls. Whilst not affecting the total housing need 
figure, the consultants could assist the Council in justifying 
the inclusion of a significant rate of windfalls in its balanced 
local plan housing provision. This is provided in their 
evidence that net completions between 2001 and 2009 
exceeded planned targets. Between 2001 and 2011 the 
3187 homes built within the Borough exactly matched 
planned housing provision of 3,180 homes (para. 2.43). 
This figure interestingly included the blip period of the 
recession from 2008 to 2011 when provision was less. This 
house building rate in the Borough may have contributed 
towards there having been an 8.3% increase in population 
between 2005 and 2012 compared to 6.7% in Surrey and 
6.4% in the South East (para. 2.9).. 
 
1.6 Evidence is being Manipulated 
 
1.6.1 Evidence is Twisted 
 
The report systematically twists the available data to argue 
for a higher housing provision on as many grounds as 
possible: demographics, economic growth, house prices, 
affordability etc. One technique employed is selective use 
of census statistics: 2001 and 2011 figures are swapped 
about to fit the argument for greater housing provision. 
Another is to ignore authoritative sources that generate 
lower housing figures. E.g. http://www.howmanyhomes.org/ 
 
 
2. Definition Confused between « housing need » and « 
housing demand » 
 
2.1 Demand Vs Need Being Confused in Report 
 
The NPPF (para. 47) requires GBC to meet the “full, 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable 
housing in the Housing Market Area” (subject to the other 
policies it sets out) and to prepare an SHMA that “caters for 
housing demand” (para. 159). Although there is some 
ambiguity here (repeated in the draft NPPG), recent 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

planning case law makes clear that need and demand are 
different or even, in metropolitan commuting areas like 
Guildford. 
While taking account of demand patterns, therefore, it must 
not be Guildford’s goal to try to meet aspirational demand 
for new homes, which (by stimulating demand pull from 
London) is pointless anyway 
 
2.2 No Logic - Conclusion After Recession Higher than in 
2010 
 
Why the baseline target of 800dpa is so high when, as 
recently as 2010, GBC won a legal challenge to overturn 
the former Regional Plan target of just 422dpa as excessive 
and substitute an interim figure of 322dpa: what has 
changed so dramatically in 5 recession-filled years to boost 
this to 800? Even as a technical starting point, before 
commonsense constraints are applied, this target poses a 
serious danger of stirring up exaggerated developer 
ambitions. 
 
 
3. The definition of the Housing Market Area (HMA) is 
arbitrary 
 
3.1 Housing Market Area Definition and Use 
 
G L Hearn’s remit was to "develop a robust, transparent 
and credible methodology" and "justify all assumptions, 
judgements and findings in an open and transparent 
manner". Their definition of the HMA fails these tests. 
The draft NPPG says an HMA should reflect “the key 
functional linkages where people live and work”. It details a 
range of metrics for defining an HMA including “house 
prices… household migration and search patterns… [and] 
contextual data (e.g. travel to work boundaries, retail and 
school catchment areas)”. 
 
3.1.1 Definition of Housing Market Area in the Report not 
Logical 
 
Defining an HMA in simple terms as “a geographical area in 
which the majority of people, who move, will move within” 
(2.2), the Hearn report fails to examine these metrics, 
simply adopting the ready-made hypothesis of a “West 
Surrey Housing Market” adopted in a 2004 report by the 
property company DTZ. There is no reason why a market 
area should be thought to correspond to local government 
districts (any more than to a postal district, river valley or 
diocese) rather than distance, journey time or other NPPG 
metrics. 
This point is important, since an artificially restricted HMA 
boundary appears to produce a perversely unbalanced 
focus on development in Guildford, with an assessed 
housing need of up to 800dpa, compared with Woking and 
Waverley (currently only 292 and around 472 respectively). 
 



 

143 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

3.1.2 Commuting Distorts the position 
 
In terms of residents’ lifestyles, drawing an HMA boundary 
line around Guildford, Woking and Waverley is 
meaningless. As the Hearn report acknowledges, 
commuting both in and out of the tri-borough zone is 
extremely common, and roughly half Guildford borough’s 
resident population commute out, while half those working 
here commute in. 
 
3.1.3 Natural Links are Everywhere! 
 
GBC’s online FAQs concede only that there are “strong 
linkages” with the adjoining areas of Rushmoor, Surrey 
Heath and Elmbridge. The Hearn report (1.6 and 2.13-14) 
merely recognises that “there are influences on the housing 
market from other areas, including from the North West 
Surrey and North Hampshire Housing Market Area, and 
from London”. The former South-East Regional Plan saw 
Guildford as part of both the “London Fringe” and “Western 
Corridor and Blackwater Valley” housing sub-regions. 
 
3.1.4. Council Duty to Cooperate 
 
A workshop with other Surrey councils and adjoining 
Hampshire ones reportedly took place on 27 January but is 
not publicly documented. It is doubtful, in view of recent 
case law, that this would go far to satisfy the GBC’s “duty to 
cooperate” across the HMA under the NPPF and Localism 
Act. In para.14 of a letter rejecting the Waverley Local Plan, 
the Inspector wrote, “A new SHMA is required. However, 
this would require your Council to work with other 
authorities – given that the HMA crosses administrative 
boundaries – as well as with other stakeholders”. The 
Hearn report for Guildford fails to do this and could be 
therefore be scrapped too. 
 
 
4. No analysis of how non-housebuilding could drastically 
reduce unmet housing need 
 
4.1. Building new homes is not the only way to fulfil unmet 
housing needs. 
 
The report ignores how infrastructure improvements and 
making better use of existing buildings could dramatically 
reduce the need for new-build. 
 
4.2. Occupation patterns not considered. 
 
With higher occupancy levels, fewer vacant properties, 
greater multi-occupancy and urban density, more shared 
ownership, a bigger rental sector and change of use, the 
need for new houses would be much smaller. Modern, 
mobile lifestyles favour the flexible tenure offered by these 
options compared with conventional owner-occupancy. The 
report fails to evaluate them. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

• Vacancy levels are higher than in the rest of the HMA, 
especially Woking (2.36). 
• Houses in multi-occupancy (HMOs) and urban densities 
are much lower than in prosperous and attractive parts of 
Greater London with a comparable social composition. 
• Shared ownership is up 40% up in a decade and still 
rising. 
• Guildford’s private rental sector is growing but is still 
underweight at just 15.8% of tenures, with rents is rising 
more slowly than in Woking. 
 
4.3. Building Conversions 
 
The rapid trend towards internet shopping is opening up 
unprecedented scope to revive high streets by converting 
retail and office space to attractive residential 
accommodation. 
 
4.4. Un-built Housing – e.g. “The University” 
 
It was directed that un-built accommodation such as the 
University also contribute to housing stock and should 
count against unmet need, as the Planning Minister made 
clear to local MPs and Councillors on 15 January. Refer to 
the joint press release of 21 Jan 2014 from Jonathan Lord 
MP, Anne Milton MP and Sir Paul Beresford MP. 
 
Note 1 - In the case of the Tandridge and Mole Valley core 
strategies, Inspectors have already agreed that this is 
justified. 
 
- Unfilled planning permissions should also be discounted. 
These include Surrey University’s permission to build 2,400 
rooms in halls of residence, which should therefore be 
deducted from the unmet housing need total. These would 
be high density too. 
Note 2 – The University has scope to increase the number 
still further. GBC and the University are encouraged to 
commence this process. 
 
4.5. Tax Incentives for Landlords not considered. 
 
Small changes to rental incentives (e.g. Council Tax breaks 
for resident landlords) or requiring (Council Tax-exempt) 
students to live on campus could make thousands of 
housing units available to (Council Taxpaying) families far 
faster and more cheaply than building new homes. GBC 
should also exploit the New Homes Bonus and other help 
which the Government announced this month to bring 
vacant properties back into use. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/policies/increasing-the-
number-of-available-homes/supporting-pages/empty-homes 



 

145 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Karen Stevens No GBC's 
approach 
should be to 
meet 
objectively 
assessed 
housing needs 
unless the 
harm caused 
by doing so 
would 
outweigh the 
benefits of 
providing 
additional 
homes. In 
some areas, 
particularly 
those which 
include an 
AONB or 
which provide 
the setting for 
an AONB, the 
harm would 
indeed 
outweigh the 
benefits of 
increasing 
housing levels. 
 
The demand 
for housing in 
the South East 
is high, but this 
doesn't justify 
overturning 
green belt 
policy, indeed 
it's the reason 
why we have a 
green belt in 
the first place. 
I would like the 
Council to take 
into account 
Guildford's 
landscape 
constraints in 
drafting the 
Local Plan, as 
well as the 
town's 
infrastructure 
constraints, 
and in 
particular the 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
heritage or 
environmen
tal impact 
of 
developme
nt 

No I don't believe that building 
more houses will reduce the 
cost of housing in Guildford. 
This has not happened here in 
the past and it has not 
happened in London. For an 
attractive borough in the South 
East, within commuting 
distance of London, the 
potential demand for housing is 
almost unlimited. Building 800 
houses a year would not bring 
down the cost of housing. 
 
The cost of accommodation in 
Guildford is influenced by the 
cost of living in London - and 
not influenced significantly by 
the availability of property at 
any point of time. People will 
continue to be drawn to the 
surrounding areas of London as 
people seek more 
accommodation for their money 
for as long as property prices 
outside London are lower. 
 
I am also concerned that this is 
a leading question - its 
suggestion that the cost of 
housing would be reduced by a 
boost to house building might 
prompt a positive answer from 
respondents. I believe that this 
assumption is erroneous and 
might prejudice responses to 
this consultation. It would take 
vast numbers of houses to flood 
the market and bring down 
house prices. 

No The number of people 
requiring affordable 
housing is not rising. 
However, by 
introducing a policy 
whereby the University 
is not granted any 
further planning 
permission unless the 
vast majority of its 
students live on 
campus, would 
encourage the UniS to 
build the student 
residences it had 
planning permission 
for and free up 
affordable homes in 
the town for those who 
need them all year 
round. It would also 
enable the 
redevelopment of 
Hazel Farm for 
affordable/social 
housing to go ahead. 
 
The study seems to 
overlook the role of the 
private rental sector in 
providing housing that 
is affordable for many. 

Again this seems to be a 
leading question. For 
example, why not ask 
what the implications of 
building too many 
homes would be? 
 
The main implication of 
not building a surfeit of 
homes would be that the 
borough would remain 
an attractive place to 
live, work and visit, and 
congestion on its 
already busy road 
networks would not 
become significantly 
worse. Businesses 
would not be driven out 
of the town by the 
increasing traffic jams, 
which would result from 
house building on 
anything more than a 
very modest scale. The 
local economy would not 
be strangled by having 
housebuilding without 
the infrastructure to 
sustain it. 

 - Overall the SHMA's analyses appear to misinterpret the 
available data to argue for a higher housing provision. I 
cannot see how the figure of 800 homes pa was arrived at. 
This would equate to 12,000 over the period of the Local 
Plan or 20,0000 over 20 years, adding nearly 30% to 
Guildford's housing stock. This rate of increase is way 
above any population growth and seems excessive and 
unrealistic. It is unlikely that Guildford's housing need 
should have more than doubled from the last adopted figure 
of 322 homes pa, especially as the GBCs housing register 
has remained static since 2008. 
 
The report suggests that Guildford might accommodate 
unmet needs from other local authorities. There is no 
mandate to do this, just to consult, and with 89% of the 
borough comprising green belt this appears to be adding to 
the housing figure unnecessarily. 
 
There is no analysis of how non-housebuilding measures 
could reduce unmet housing need and making better use of 
existing buildings. 
With higher occupancy levels, fewer vacant properties, 
greater multi-occupancy and urban density, more shared 
ownership, a bigger rental sector and change of use, the 
need for new houses would be much smaller. 
 
The report fails to deduct vacant properties (4% of the 
borough's housing stock), which councils must bring back 
into residential use; yet it boosts housing need by including 
a 3% vacancy allowance. 
 
The report also fails to deduct: i) UniS student numbers; ii) 
prisoner numbers, iii) private rental properties. 
 
Many of the reports conclusions are subjective, eg para 
8.10`: "affordability pressures are relatively acute"; and 
contradictory, eg para 3.21 "housing is now as affordable as 
in the late 1990s". 
 
Paragraph 7.61 states:" The University is in the process of 
developing a master plan for its landholdings at Blackwell 
Farm, which is envisaged to include housing, academic and 
research buildings and student accommodation," This is the 
only reference to a landowners strategy for growth and 
seems to support the University's proposed development at 
Blackwell Farm, which is inappropriate in this document. 
The NPPF requires Guildford’s housing need to be 
assessed “objectively”. It is therefore inappropriate for this 
statement to be included and it was even more 
inappropriate for the University to be involved in GL Hearn's 
consultation in any other capacity than providing student 
numbers and projected student numbers. It is wrong for a 
landowner to have any influence whatsoever on the SHMA 
as the results would no doubt be biased in favour of a 
higher housing figure. It should also be noted that the line of 
the Green Belt was moved in 2003 to allow for any future 
growth of the University (next 50 years). I therefore would 

These 
figures are 
not 
comparable.  
The SHMA is 
not a housing 
target.   
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

congestion 
which would 
result from 
'maximising' 
housing 
delivery. A 
significant 
increase in 
traffic, 
generated by 
800 houses pa 
would bring 
Guildford's 
roads, and its 
growing 
economy, to a 
halt. 
 
The housing 
figure offered 
by the SHMA 
is based on a 
misinterpretati
on of data. It is 
too high. 

be interested to know why GL Hearn has made the 
statements that it has. 

Lisa Wright No No, your 
sentence is 
misleading. 
GBC should 
not be 
'maximising' 
housing 
delivery. It is 
your job to 
maximise the 
usage of 
available 
brownfield 
land and then 
see how many 
houses you 
can fit on it. 

n/a No no, Historically builders only 
release small amounts of 
housing for sale at any one time 
so they can keep the price high. 
GBC has no power to enforce 
the quantity of houses released 
to market in any one time and 
even if it did it would only 
encourage more in migration. 

No If the University built 
all of there flats and 
apartments that it 
already has 
permission for and 
filled them with 
students and freed up 
the local housing for 
those that need it, we 
could then do a further 
assessment on the 
true need for 
affordable housing. 
Currently, the figures 
are affected by the 
amount of students 
occupying local 
houses. 

Stupid Question that has 
no real meaning and 
even less of an answer. 
 
What you mean 
is....what are the 
implications of GBC not 
being able to build 
thousands of houses in 
the Borough and the 
short answer is, people 
will live elsewhere, pay 
council tax to someone 
else and GBC wont 
receive a huge housing 
bonus which will then be 
quickly swallowed by the 
ever needs of the new 
residents. 

Data. 
 
Whilst reading the data throughout the document, I notice 
that the baselines for collecting trending data has been 
manipulated to draw conclusions in favour of building 
houses. When collating and then publishing data in this 
manner it is better to use the same sets of criteria, dates etc 
to then make an informed judgment on its findings. Those 
that you have used seem to be 'hand picked' for the benefit 
of GBC, the University and other developers. 

The SHMA is 
an objective 
assessment 
of need.  We 
have made 
further 
consideration 
to the 
student 
housing 
issue 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Pauline Morton         Draft Strategic Housing Market Assessment. 
As requested by you, I am commenting on the above. The 
Street in West Clandon is extremely busy and there are 
occasions when lorries and cars mount the pavement to get 
by. Any further building of property would increase this 
dangerous hazard. Building in surrounding villages would 
also increase the volume of traffic. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

E Chamberlain         Replying to your letter of 29 Jan, I wish to emphasize again, 
that the Green Lane area, West Horsley/Ockham, is on the 
Flood Plain, and we are suffering with difficulty of areas 
onto the B. Road A/3. Any development and plans for this 
area, needs to take this into consideration in the 
infrastructure and traffic problems. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
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GLH 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Radian (Rob 
Cummins) 

Yes   Yes  Yes An increased delivery 
of affordable housing 
is vital, however the 
proposed mix of 10% 
intermediate 90% 
rented is unwise as it 
creates issues of 
viability (especially 
without grant funding 
on s106 sites) and 
issues around 
sustainability. It is not 
considered good 
proactive to have a 
concentration of 
rented homes as these 
normally house the 
most vulnerable 
households and create 
management 
problems. A split of 
40% intermediate and 
60% rented would 
create a more 
appropriate balance. 

Ongoing affordability, no 
homes for workers 
whom play an essential 
role in the local 
economy, reduced 
standard within the 
private rented sector as 
potential tenants 
become more desperate 
for homes and some 
landlords may take 
advantage of this. 
Increased levels of 
overcrowding will also 
impact on educational 
attainment, health 
outlooks and family 
breakdowns. Social 
inequality in the area will 
increase. 

The SHMA is generally well thought through, robustly 
argued and creates a reasonable view of the current 
housing market in the Guildford area. It could have 
benefited from a more holistic view with input from 
Waverley and Woking. 

We are 
preparing a 
review of the 
West Surrey 
HMA 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

David Rolph No The report 
does not 
address the 
issue of what 
really drives 
demand for 
housing in 
Guildford. I 
could have 
lived anywhere 
in the SE of 
England within 
a reasonable 
commute to 
London. I 
chose 
Guildford 
because of its 
special appeal, 
being its 
strong identity 
independent of 
London, its 
excellent 
schools, its 
beautiful 
surroundings 
and its range 
of local 
facilities. For 
these reasons 
there will 
always be 
orders of 
magnitudes of 
difference 
between 
demand from 
people who 
would like to 
live here and 
the housing 
supply. 
Whatever you 
do, short of 
destroying the 
very appeal of 
the place, you 
will never bring 
this into 
balance, and 
housing will 
always be in 
short supply. 
Apart from 
some very 
unattractive 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
heritage or 
environmen
tal impact 
of 
developme
nt or 
infrastructur
e capacity. 

No Guildford has a special appeal 
because of its strong identity 
independent of London, its 
excellent schools, its beautiful 
surroundings and its range of 
local facilities. For these 
reasons there will always be 
orders of magnitudes of 
difference between demand 
from people who would like to 
live here and the housing 
supply. Whatever you do, short 
of destroying the very appeal of 
the place, you will never bring 
this into balance, and housing 
will always be in short supply. 
Apart from some very 
unattractive parts where house 
prices are forced down by 
social problems, most of 
Guildford will never be 
somewhere for first time buyers. 
They will continue to get on the 
housing ladder in Ash or 
Aldershot or Frimley. This is 
fine and people living in those 
areas are an important part of 
the labour pool for developing 
the Guildford economy. 
Affordable housing provision 
must inevitably be centred in 
those areas since they 
currently, and in the future, 
carry much less of a premium to 
live there. 

No I would support 
ensuring that 
development in 
Guildford covers a 
range of housing types 
/ sizes in order to 
maintain some 
diversity in population 
and character of the 
place. We should 
avoid building sterile 
gated communities of 
£1+million pound 
properties all over the 
borough. 
Nevertheless, property 
of whatever type will 
always carry a big 
premium if it is located 
in the more attractive 
parts of town and 
eventually, once initial 
protection is lost, even 
'affordable' homes will 
become 'unaffordable'. 

There needs to be 
enough homes to 
ensure there is 
adequate labour to 
develop the local 
economy. Most of this 
labour (if the person is 
the main earner in the 
household) will 
inevitably be at salary 
levels insufficient to 
afford to live in the 
desirable parts of 
Guildford and these 
people will commute 
from the less expensive 
areas of Aldershot, Ash 
etc. Where the job 
holder is a second 
income provider, then 
they well live in the 
desirable parts provided 
the primary income 
contributor has a well 
paid job or plenty of 
housing equity. So the 
key for Guildford's 
economy is the 
expansion of housing 
provision in the 
important and more 
affordable feeder 
localities such as 
Aldershot, Ash and 
Farnborough / Frimley. 

A lot of money has again been wasted on consultants, who 
have produced an expensive report with masses of detailed 
statistics. However most of these are irrelevant to the task 
at hand because the model of housing supply and demand 
has been constructed on the wrong foundations. Why can't 
the council's own staff, who know how the world of 
Guildford really works, do this kind of study themselves? At 
the moment it seems that the standard reaction to having to 
produce a piece of work is to get consultants to do it - if this 
is the norm, why do we need anybody in the planning 
department? 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

parts where 
house prices 
are forced 
down by social 
problems, 
most of 
Guildford will 
never be 
somewhere for 
first time 
buyers. They 
will continue to 
get on the 
housing ladder 
in Ash or 
Aldershot or 
Frimley. This 
is fine and 
people living in 
those areas 
are an 
important part 
of the labour 
pool for 
developing the 
Guildford 
economy. 
Affordable 
housing 
provision must 
inevitably be 
centred in 
those areas 
since they 
currently, and 
in the future, 
carry much 
less of a 
premium to 
live there. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Irene V Renney         My most sincere “thank you” for extending the time until 21 
Feb. for my reply. 
I am 93 years old and disabled and because of very severe 
arthritis (especially in my hands) I cannot always do what I 
want within a time limit. 
As I have previously stated I am 100% against any 
dwellings being reconstructed on the land at Fairlands. The 
land is classified “Green Belt” so that should be the end of 
the matter! 
The land is frequently flooded and so is my garden which 
abuts the land in question. The area is so wet it is not 
suitable for development. There are so many brown sites 
and other sites which should be used. There are many 
properties in and around Guildford which are either boarded 
up, neglected or used by squatters bringing absolutely no 
financial gain to the Council. These often have the roads 
and services already there so surely it will be more 
beneficial financially to the council to make the properties 
habitable as then the tenants would have to pay council tax 
like the rest of us. 
It would also be helpful to remove people who have no right 
here- occupy properties which could go to people who 
rightfully belong here- rightful to the area in so many ways. 
The areas would be clean and tidy and they would not 
overcrowd the premises with possible illegal immigrants etc. 
I agree we do need more dwellings for our people. There 
are so many adults still living at home with parents when 
they would prefer to be either buying or renting homes of 
their own- if only they were available. It is hard on the 
parents too, they have worked hard, looked after their 
property, paid all their taxes and well looking forward to a 
peaceful and happy retirement, they did not expect adult 
children, and sometimes even grandchildren to be living 
with them, of course they really love their families but they 
were hoping for a quiet and enjoyable retirement. These 
people certainly would like more homes available. 
There are so many alternatives, why concrete over a small 
remaining area of Greenery- there are so many ugly parts 
in our lovely land, let us have some beautiful bits left, 
please leave Fairlands as it is- it is a unique self-contained 
village & could not possibly sustain at least 100’s more cars 
on the small roads, the school could not cope with many 
more children, the Doctor’s surgery is now very full of staff 
working full out, what about sewers, drains and services? 
Please look around Guildford and note the overgrown 
scruffy areas, places that would benefit from a bit of 
attention and save money by using what is already there 
without lorries having to drive around Fairlands with building 
materials which would be a danger to our children and the 
school. Please leave our lovely Fairlands alone. 
P.S. If the building plan is passed and buildings go up on 
the land in question, and the council is relying to reduce the 
tax land as properties which about the land pay a higher 
purchase price because of the amenities- a good outlook, a 
little bit away from the school, buses and shops, although 
they are near enough to the area and useful. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Darrell Howard         An interesting piece of analysis. However, I fail to see how 
the Borough will be able to physically accommodate 
housing growth of 670 – 800 units per annum until 2031 
without destroying what makes the area attractive to live in, 
in the first place. I trust that the Council will properly 
consider the implications of these numbers in regards to 
existing infrastructure and the protection of Green Belt land 
as described in paragraph 8.26 of the Conclusion section of 
the document. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

TGCG (Martin 
Wingate) 

Yes   No  Yes  being told that we have 
to 

  



 

153 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Jonathan Pedley         As usual it is with a heavy heart that I feel obliged to write to 
the planning department of my borough council. 
Yet again, as an ordinary council tax payer, I feel that a 
planning / development juggernaut is thundering along and 
that there is absolutely no way of stopping its progress. One 
is left with a feeling of total impotence and despair. Steven 
Spielberg’s film “Duel” conjures up the atmosphere. 
I wish to make three points, although I feel that they will 
make little difference to this charade of consultation and 
democracy: 
1. In these times of financial pressure on local government, 
it is a scandal that so much money is being spent on a 
massive project that will result in destroying much of the 
environment that makes Guildford so attractive. How much 
have GBC paid for this draft report from GL Hearn? What is 
the total expenditure so far on the development of the Local 
Plan? What local services could have been maintained 
(even enhanced) had all this money and effort not been 
wasted on this nonsense. 
2. I object to the pseudoscientific nature of the SHMA and 
similar reports. By assembling “data” and going through due 
“process” the impression is given that an “objective 
conclusion” is reached (the SHMA makes just such a claim 
in section 8.26). It is not. The assessment has to make 
many assumptions and projections that could never be part 
of truly scientific assessment. The SHMA is an opinion. 
3. Given that the SHMA is commissioned on behalf of the 
citizens of Guildford, it should be written in clear, jargon free 
English. It is not. Section 8.6 includes this sentence: 
“There are two particular limitations with this projection: it 
only covers the period to 2021 and the analysis by Edge 
Analytics indicates that the projection does not provide a 
suitably robust projection trend as it based on pre-Census 
data which over-estimated migration to (and population 
growth within) the Borough; whilst it assumes that 
household formation rates seen over the 2001-11 period 
continue moving forward.” 
What does this mean? How can one query the conclusion 
when the language and underlying methodology are so 
arcane? Given that GBC has already wasted a fortune on 
the SHMA perhaps it could spend £14.99 on a copy of 
George Orwell’s Essays, attach a yellow Post It note to 
No.31 “Politics and the English Language” and send it to 
GL Hearn. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Matthew Tipper No   No  No  We spread economic 
development away from 
the south east to other 
parts of the UK that 
need it. We intensify use 
of brownfield sites. We 
protect our countryside 

It admits its failure to address what can be delivered 
sustainably .. i.e. within environmental and infrastructural 
constraints. Imagine the traffic, and loss of productive 
agricultural land, and damage to our natural heritage should 
670-800 new homes be built per year until 2031. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Sarah Horsley No Not at the 
expense of 
destroying 
Areas of 
Outstanding 
National 
Beauty. 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
heritage or 
environmen
tal impact 
of 
developme
nt. 

 I don't understand the question. 
Surely it is a given that 
housebuilding should be based 
on sound economics at all 
times? 

Yes  People would have to 
look outside the borough 
which would not 
necessarily be a bad 
thing. Anyone who 
travels around it will 
already know that the 
infrastructure is at 
breaking point. By this I 
mean that the roads are 
clogged at rush hour 
and schools and GP 
practices are over-
subscribed. 

 It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Robert Smyth No Maximising 
housing 
delivery would 
imply an 
uncontrolled 
approach to 
satisfying an 
unlimited 
demand. 

n/a No 
Answe
r 

 Yes There is an increasing 
demand for affordable 
housing and this 
should be satisfied by 
building them in 
affordable areas of the 
town. 

Displacing the demand 
to other, more 
affordable, areas of the 
country. 

Whatever number of houses, flats etc are build it is 
essential that the supporting infrastructure is put in place to 
support it. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

David Fassom No The problem 
here is that the 
more houses 
you build at 
affordable 
prices the 
more demand 
will result. It is 
therefore a 
circular 
proposition. In 
fact the GL 
Hearn study is 
totally flawed. 
House 
demand in 
Guildford area 
will be (and 
should be) 
determined by 
availability of 
incomers to 
work here. The 
published data 
suggests (with 
no slowdown 
in the 
recovery) 
there may be 
between 392-
614 new jobs 
created each 
year in 
Guildford area. 
Now we know 
that most 
modern 
households 
will be 2 
working 
people per 
household(pen
sioners and 
teenagers 
from outside of 
the borough 
won't be 
moving here). 
hence the 
maximum 
number of 
dwellings 
required will 
be between 

GL Hearn 
are not 
property 
developers.  
The SHMA 
is required 
to assess 
need and 
demand for 
housing. 

No Why?. Yes Yes, But not in green 
belt areas away from 
train stations. Most of 
the dwellings for 
immigrants will be for 
care workers, students 
and nurses. these can 
be accommodated in 
high rise flats near to 
their place of work. 
These people will be 
very welcome but 
beware, the 
developers like GL 
Hearn will want to 
build swathes of 
houses on green belt 
to accommodate such 
incomers as this 
makers them more 
money as they can 
include 'luxury housing 
in the development'. 

We will have less people 
moving into the region 
and less congestion on 
an already crowded 
infrastructure. 

It is an utterly misleading piece of pseudo research 
undertaken by a self interested business. One wonders 
what links this business has with those in the council that 
commissioned the study. Hang your heads in shame at 
what you are trying to do, namely ruin our green belt. 

GL Hearn 
has no links 
with the 
commissioni
ng officers. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

181-307 pa. 
This ties in 
very well with 
the previous 
plan of 332. 
GL Hearn are 
property 
developers, do 
you really think 
the people of 
Guildford are 
so stupid that 
we are to 
accept a 
survey on 
required new 
homes 
prepared by 
such an 
organisation. 
This is a stitch 
up and 
whoever 
commissioned 
the study 
should be 
ashamed. 

Paul Tarry No   No  No  people will choose not to 
migrate to this area and 
move out to areas where 
housing is more 
abundant and affordable 

no mention of how new schools, hospital places, doctors 
etc will be funded if all new housing is built 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

George Paton  What does this 
question 
mean? 
Is the policy to 
meet the 
need? If so the 
word 
'maximise' is 
not needed or 
appropriate. 
NO we should 
not build as 
many houses 
as we possibly 
can. That 
would result in 
a situation like 
Ireland's. Rich 
developers. 
Bankrupt 
companies. 
 
I suppose the 
rest of the 
questions in 
this list will be 
as stupid. 

n/a No 
Answe
r 

This is like trying to keep 
Sterling in the exchange rate 
mechanism. It is an impossible 
task. 
The question betrays a 
fundamental understanding of 
the role and real capabilities of 
GBC. 
GBC sets a framework. It does 
not control supply and demand. 
It just provides incentives. 
There is no evidence that the 
market has failed or that the 
incentives do not work. 
Developing housing in the 
borough is immensely 
profitable.There's no shortage 
of people and businesses who 
will provide supply. 
The main determinant of the 
price level in the housing 
market is bank lending and QE. 
Neither are controlled by GBC. 
GBC is the fly on the chariot 
wheel. 

Yes Yes. 
Unlike setting the level 
of house prices this is 
something GBC has 
the power to do. It also 
has a moral obligation. 
Selling off council 
houses was a short 
term policy - which 
was not in the long run 
interests of the 
country. It tried to 
solve the problem that 
councils cannot 
manage assets 
properly by getting rid 
of the assets. The 
underlying problem 
still remains. 
The questions are how 
many and what sort? 
The rpt shows that 
most population 
growth is driven by net 
immigration. If govt 
policy on immigration 
works this will reduce 
housing need. 

Dah! 
Fact is there is no 
shortage of BUILDINGS. 
They are just not 
dwellings. You don’t 
have to build new 
houses to create new 
dwellings. You can 
change the planning 
rules to allows changes 
of use - from redundant 
excess retail capacity to 
housing - for example. 
Let's be clear. GBC is 
not a house builder. It 
only has responsibility 
for a small part of supply 
i.e council houses. 

Yes. 
1) 48 people are responsible for making some decisions. 
what do they do? They hire a consultant. Why? because 
they don’t have a policy of their own. 
2) 48 people get the consultant's report. What do they do? 
They pass it on to 137000 people (the population of the 
borough) and ask them what they think of it Why? because 
they are too useless to provide any analysis or leadership 
of their own. 
The "LEAD" councillor has sent out a 'note'. It contains no 
leadership, no analysis, no policy. Nothing. It is not even 
fully comprehensible. That's not leadership. Its 
incompetence. 
The Head of Planning, has not provided any analysis either. 
Anyone can hire a consultant. What have these people 
done over and above that? 

n/a 

Lucy Meade-King No   No 
Answe
r 

I do not think it is a given that 
boosting housebuilding reduces 
the cost of housing - in this area 
most new builds are high value 
and the market is not just local 
people but also people seeking 
to move out of London and 
commuters into London - 
putting even more pressure on 
an inadequate infrastructure 

Yes  In this area a significant 
number of people move 
into the area from 
London - lack of 
available housing will 
simply deter people from 
doing this which I do not 
believe is a problem as 
more commuters will put 
incredible stress on the 
infrastructure and does 
not particularly 
contribute to the 
economic development 
in the area. However, I 
do agree that more 
social housing and low 
cost housing is needed 
for local people (people 
already here) who do 
contribute to the local 
economy and who work 
in schools, hospitals etc. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

R Attfield         Thank you for providing the opportunity to review this 
document. I have provided more detailed comments below 
but essentially it is fundamentally flawed both in concept 
and execution. The 20 year period being considered is 
excessive even in a strategic context as the variables in 
housing needs due to environmental, economic, social and 
Political dimensions cannot be modelled to the degree of 
accuracy necessary or suggested by this document. These 
factors have a substantial impact on these requirements 
and would in any credible analysis, define error boundaries 
that over the period examined would be substantial. 
 
Similarly, without wider context and companion data across 
the whole of the South east this only considers a very 
narrow view that has made gross assumptions about 
capacity and trends across this region even to the extent of 
adjoining boroughs. Creating this assessment in isolation 
from these areas casts serious doubt as to the credibility of 
the assumptions and estimates. 
 
As a consequence, the assumptions and extrapolations 
stated lack foundation and the figures quoted are subject to 
significant and unstated error bounds making them 
statistically meaningless and invalid. The errors bounds 
need to be determined and used to set the lowest bound of 
real requirement as everything above this is speculative 
and hence unjustifiable. 
 
Further, given the response timescale, i.e. the time to 
deliver new homes is relatively short, in the region of 18 
months then the only reasonable approach is to reduce the 
period being considered to one which is able to more 
effectively respond to near term demand. This model like 
‘just in time’ logistics is widely used 
 
Instead, a proposal that allows wholesale approval to 
developers for homes that, whilst not necessarily required, 
would be built in any case to stimulate and attract migration 
with consequent private sector profit being delivered 
outside of the borough would be irresponsible in the 
extreme. 
 
Alternatives to new builds have not been considered. There 
is substantial evidence from the greater London area of 
more effectively utilising existing stock, specifically in 
conversion of 3 bedroom and larger properties into self 
contained flats that maximises the occupancy level for the 
existing housing stock. 
 
Further, this analysis fails to delineate real housing needs 
from those that are aspirational that are a large proportion 
of the migration patterns, particularly from the greater 
metropolitan areas. Whilst it makes sense to consider 
options for address genuine shortage and needs there is no 
obligation on the borough or its residents to provision 
additional housing for those simply who desire to move into 
the locality. Given the current economic state and outlook 

While the 
report sets 
out a twenty 
year time 
frame it 
should be 
updated 
more 
frequently to 
take account 
of such 
changes. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

there is little evidence to support the need for economic 
provision and hence the proportion of aspirational migration 
is substantial and needs to be discounted. 
 
Specific points: 
 
The report refers to an inexact science that is true but 
makes no attempt to bound the potential error. Indeed, 
specifying housing needs to unit figures is meaningless, 
particularly where they are used for comparatives in some 
cases as low as 6% difference. Given the error there is no 
mathematical basis whatsoever for drawing the conclusions 
made on this basis. 
 
The document cites 28 assumptions but fails to clearly 
explain them or the basis on which they are formed. As a 
consequence the points made are speculative rather than 
definitive. 
 
Much of the data is drawn from ONS and census data that 
is of poor quality and insufficiently recent. Census data – on 
which much ONS data is built is collected once every 10 
years and hence extrapolation of this in intervening period 
carries gross margins of error. In order to determine the 
need within the borough specific data needs to be collected. 
 
The data on jobs growth within the borough from Experian 
is simply unbelievable but without the detail underpinning 
the projections it is impossible to determine the cause. 
However, I seriously doubt whether this projection stands 
alone as competent analyses will provide a range of metrics 
giving a best and worst case scenario. History also shows 
that the median between these is rarely the actual result. 
 
In summary, this report is based on poor data and analysis 
that is subject to a large degree of error. The assumptions 
underpinning the conclusions need to be listed and 
examined and the error margins carefully calculated for 
each case and consolidated made clear. Without this, the 
current conclusions drawn are invalid. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Liz Machtynger No I believe that 
more work 
needs to be 
done on a 
strategy for the 
area before 
working out 
how many 
houses are 
required. This 
just follows 
current trends 

n/a No 
Answe
r 

I am not qualified to answer this 
question as I am not in the 
building trade, of course 
reducing costs are good, 
however not if to the detriment 
of quality and robust 
infrastructure for our future. 

Yes I agree that we will 
require more 
affordable housing 
across the area in 
particular for older 
people who may wish 
to move into smaller 
properties, and people 
working in services. 

Strange question. 
 
The UK should be 
looked at as a whole, 
not just a part of it. 
The number of homes 
required do not match 
the current amounts 
being built so this issue 
is already here. 
It is NOT just about 
houses, it is also about 
well-being, 
infrastructure, services 
and schools etc. 

I think it is nice to keep the public informed of the analysis 
you are carrying out. I found it difficult to wade through the 
many facts and assumptions and I do this kind of thing 
often, I am sure not many will have done so. 
I think the plan goes before the assumptions not the other 
way around. 
I would like to see a more user friendly approach to this 
planning process. I have to say, it does feel as if step by 
step it is driving towards mass development. Clearly some 
development is required, but I really question the scale and 
the suggested locations. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Wendy Stowell No   No  No  Homelessness and 
possibly increased crime 
and rough sleeping 
Supply will out strip 
demand. 

I am not against the development of additional housing but 
it is about proportionality, value and the environment. We 
bought our house due to the attractiveness of the location 
and the greenspace. Since the development of the 
Boxgrove estate the traffic congestion has increased 
considerably around the schools and parking around our 
roads (currently uncontrolled) is becoming increasingly 
problematic. There are numerous occasions when I can not 
reverse my car out of the drive due to cars parking opposite 
the house and on either sides of the road. We have had 
occasions of ambulances not being able to pass down the 
road and rubbish trucks being prevented access. An 
increase in density will only exacerbate these issues and 
will remove the green space from our windows. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Burrows Cross 
Area Residents' 
Assoc (Susan 
Parker) 

No We (Burrows 
Cross 
Residents' 
Association) 
have extreme 
reservations 
about the 
calculations of 
housing need 
that has been 
identified by 
the 
consultants in 
their draft 
report. Some 
of the 
arithmetical 
anomalies are 
identified in 
the separate 
letter that I 
have sent. 
That letter also 
addresses a 
number of 
issues that are 
not covered by 
the questions 
here (including 
a number of 
mathematical 
errors and 
unjustified 
assumptions in 
the 
calculation) 
 
The simple 
answer to this 
question is NO 
- you should 
NOT be 
seeking to 
maximise 
housing 
delivery. This 
is true even if 
the need were 
calculated 
correctly, 
because there 
are 
geographical 
constraints in 
the Guildford 
area that need 
to be taken 

Answered 
elsewhere 

No NO. 
 
The cost of housing in Guildford 
is not likely to be affected by 
purely local factors, even if 
housebuilding is boosted 
exponentially, as seems to be 
proposed by the report. NB it 
should be noted that the report 
is promoting an increase in 
housing of almost 30% of the 
existing housing stock (or at 
least "testing" the ability to 
deliver this -see 8.24 on p 127). 
What does "testing" mean in 
this context? Testing to see if 
the public are willing to accept 
it? The fact that (to date) 933 
have signed a petition to ask 
that the SHMA be re-written 
must be an indication of public 
lack of consent to this process. 
 
Surveys both prepared by GBC 
and externally indicate that 
approximately 50% of the 
population of Guildford 
commute to work elsewhere, 
and 50% of those who work in 
Guildford commute from 
elsewhere. This is a commuter 
town, and as a result, the 
demand is potentially from all 
those who work in London. 
Guildford has approximately 53 
000 households; London has a 
population of 12 million. Is it 
proposed to build over the 
entirety of the Green Belt in 
order to accommodate potential 
demand from London? 
 
Boosting housing locally, even 
increasing the number of 
dwellings in the area by 
approximately 1/4 as is 
proposed in this report, is not a 
mechanism for reducing the 
cost of housing since Guildford 
is not a sealed system. 
Strategies such as cancelling 
the Help to Buy scheme (which 
is supporting prices and 
therefore leading to a short term 
housing bubble) would be much 
more effective. 

No This definition of 
affordable housing is 
limited and it is not the 
general perception of 
what is meant by this 
term. 
 
Affordable housing is 
defined in various 
ways by various 
parties. The definition 
used in the SHMA is 
quite limited. While it is 
desirable to have 
some market housing 
which is less 
expensive, either for 
rent or purchase, this 
can be provided by the 
market; there are large 
numbers of properties 
available for rent and 
purchase as can be 
readily observed. 
Provision of affordable 
housing by the 
definition above 
should be limited by 
actual defined need, 
and should not include 
those who are able to 
access housing within 
the market. 
 
NB there is a legal 
obligation on the 
council to bring back 
empty homes into use. 
Per a FOI request this 
was 996 homes in late 
2013. These homes 
will generate a New 
Homes Bonus if the 
council is driven by 
financial 
considerations (which 
might seem to be the 
case). Such vacant 
homes should be 
deducted from any 
housing target. 
 
The council has a 
legal obligation to 
deliver some 
affordable housing to 
those who are 

This is a loaded 
question, as is also the 
case with all the other 
questions here. Building 
in Guildford should be 
limited to actual need 
because it is a beautiful 
area, constrained by 
enormous development 
pressures. It is largely 
AONB or Green Belt, in 
the metropolitan 
commuter belt, 
sandwiched between 
Heathrow and Gatwick, 
with the M25, M4, A3 
and M3 creating 
developmental 
pressures. There is no 
other national park (and 
AONBs have National 
Park status) that is 
subject to equivalent 
pressure. This is not a 
question that should be 
asked in the preparation 
of the SHMA, but is 
designed to elicit a 
response that will 
increase housebuilding. 
It is an invalid question. 
 
There is a requirement 
on the local authority to 
consider existing 
planning permissions as 
a subtraction from 
housing need in order to 
arrive at a housing 
number. This is done by 
other authorities, and is 
being done elsewhere 
where there is not an 
active housebuilding 
agenda. 
 
It is equally valid to ask 
what the implications are 
of building TOO MANY 
homes. These are 
a. fall in house prices 
leading to negative 
equity and a banking 
crisis due to uncovered 
mortgages (see 2008); 
also Cyprus, Spain, 
Ireland 

This is the first section of the separate email which notes 
errors, inaccuracies, anomalies and mistakes within this 
draft report. It does not aim to be comprehensive list but is 
indicative of the level of error in the draft report, and the 
apparent decision taken by the consultants to seek to 
support a high number without actually investigating the 
results generated by the evidence. 
 
SEP notes on SHMA 
 
1. GBC challenged SE Plan which had a target figure of 
422 homes per annum, and in 2010 was successful, and 
permitted to use an interim target of 322 homes per annum. 
This was supported by all councillors in place at the time. 
Compare to current target of 800 homes per annum. But 
nothing fundamental has changed in terms of 
macroeconomic drivers, and GL Hearn are using 2011 
numbers from central database to drive this calculation. 
 
2. See SHMA page 23 – point 2.31. GL Hearn’s calculation 
shows 3.7% of households are overcrowded – which they 
state is “below the SE average” and “notably below” the 
England average. BUT GL Hearn state that – although 
overcrowding is below the average – they have assumed 
that this implies that household formation has been 
suppressed and therefore they have adjusted (ie increased) 
projections of household formation rates “to reflect some 
evidence that household formation has been suppressed in 
the past”. This evidence is not presented and in fact their 
own statistics would argue that in fact household formation 
has not been suppressed at all. This does not make sense. 
Also note 2.34 the rate of increase in overcrowding is less 
than the rate of increase in the SE region. So a) 
overcrowding is less b) rate of increase in overcrowding is 
less c) so there is less overcrowding than most of England 
d) so GL Hearn adjust the requirement UPWARD. WHY? 
 
3. Vacant properties are noted in 2.35 by GL Hearn as 
around 4% of the housing stock (although in the later 
sections of the report they refer to 3%). The statistics are 
shown in 2.36 referring to 986 vacant properties (this is not 
2nd homes). A FOI request noted 996 vacant properties in 
December 2013. Government guidance requires deduction 
of vacant properties from the housing requirement (see 
National Planning Practice Guidance: How should 
affordable housing need be calculated? This suggests 
deduction of available stock from the assessment of need; 
not done). Compare this with p.40 – summary – there is no 
issue relating to vacancy. Why not? There are approx. 1000 
empty homes which are available; which could be used; 
which should be used per NPPF 51 and NPPG. These 
should not be ignored. (NB FOI request re 996 noted that 
449 had been empty for more than 6 months). 
 
4. 2.38 – Guildford delivered higher net completions than 
either Waverley or Woking 
 

Response 
elsewhere 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

into account. 
Per NPPG and 
other guidance 
geographical 
constraints do 
apply at this 
stage, and 
other 
constraints 
(e.g. Green 
Belt status, 
use of 
agricultural 
land etc) may 
then be 
applied to the 
number 
generated by 
the SHMA. 
 
The "need" for 
housing that 
has been 
identified is 
exaggerated, 
distorted and 
inaccurate. 
The 
calculation is 
not acceptable 
mathematically 
and does not 
hold up to the 
simplest 
inspection (for 
example, 
repeatedly 
things are 
asserted as 
demonstrated 
by tables that 
are 
subsequently 
disproved by 
the data 
shown by the 
consultants in 
that same 
table; it is not 
acceptable to 
argue that 
contrary 
evidence 
supports 
something 
merely by 
stating this). 

registered homeless 
(27 per the Guardian 
register) and to those 
who are on their own 
housing waiting list, as 
in actual need. It is not 
desirable to increase 
the provision above 
this level. 

b. economic stagnation 
c. damage to the 
environment causing 
climate change e.g. 
change in rainfall levels, 
flooding 
d. wreckage of an area 
that is beautiful 
e. damage to historical 
sites and historical 
monuments, areas of 
ecological importance 
e.g. SSSIs, 
environmental balance 
f. over provision of 
housing causes empty 
homes (we already have 
996) leading to public 
health problems, 
infestation with rats etc; 
g. economic damage to 
an area 
h making an area less 
desirable to live in and 
therefore less attractive 
to prospective new 
businesses 

5. 2.44 – over the period 2001-11 GBC delivered 3187 
completions compared to a target of 3180 –ie no unmet 
housing need, no net shortfall (acknowledged elsewhere by 
GL Hearn). 
 
6. 2.51 notes that the increase in the population includes 
the change in definition of prisoners. I hope that GL Hearn 
are not using increased prisoner numbers as a basis for an 
increase in population and then extrapolating the housing 
need – I think the prisoner’s housing dilemma is largely 
resolved?? So these numbers should be excluded. This 
needs to be confirmed. 
 
7. As noted in 2.53 the high population of student age 
residents (8%, highest proportion of any age band) is 
increased by the University of Surrey. However, in the 
housing need, there is no adjustment for this and there 
seems to be an expectation that students should not live in 
HMOs (why not?) and that they should represent heads of 
households (really?). Also note that while the university 
population fell in 2011-12 (acknowledged) it also fell by a 
further 6% in 2012-13 (see Surrey Advertiser w/e 1.2.12); 
but GL Hearn have projected increases for all years. NB 
student population was subject to a one-off increase in 
2010-11 arising from students seeking to avoid £9000 
student loans; this meant that the student population was 
anomalously high in that year alone. There is a requirement 
under NPPG that where the most recent 5 years show a 
non-standard trend a longer period is investigated or 
considered. 
 
8. Note 2.60. 54% of the population of Guildford are 
employed in managerial/professional or equivalent 
employment. However, still using standard percentage 
relationships in relation to lower quartile 
earnings/affordability; surely given higher professional 
population, this should be adjusted? See also 2.64 – lower 
quartile earnings are above average. Gap between lower 
quartile and median earnings is lower in Guildford than in 
HMA. 
 
9. Employment rate in borough is stable while in region it 
has fallen by 2%; but this is not taken into account in terms 
of adjusting income levels or “suppressed” need. 
 
10. 2.68 The study expects a decline in public sector 
employment so GLH anticipate a relative lower employment 
growth rate – but this is not used then to calibrate housing 
need. This does not take this into account?? It notes that 
27% of employment is in the public sector, which is much 
higher than in Waverley or Woking. It notes that there is 
likely to be retrenchment in the public sector and this is an 
economic risk for the future. And then it concludes that the 
1% economic growth as projected by Experian should be 
increased to a pre-recession 1.7% percentage annual 
increase (although there will be a decline in the public 
sector; and there will also be a decline in the retail sector, 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

There seems 
also to be a 
serious 
confusion in 
the minds of 
the 
consultants as 
to whether 
they are 
seeking to 
establish 
housing need 
(affordable 
homes for the 
local 
population, 
basis levels of 
housing to 
meet organic 
growth within 
the 
community) or 
to satisfy the 
housing 
demands of 
developers 
(which are 
potentially 
infinite,and in 
conflict with 
most existing 
home owners, 
residents or 
stakeholders 
within 
Guildford 
borough). As 
was noted in 
the Cherkley 
Court case in 
relation to 
development 
by the judge, 
in this are 
demand and 
need do need 
to be 
differentiated. 
 
So the need 
has been 
exaggerated 
and 
miscalculated. 
Even if this 
calculation 
were right 

neither of which have been taken into account in either 
calculation). It talks about factors which will lead to a 
decline, and then increases the numbers. This is 
unjustifiable. It would seem to be a deliberate distortion of 
the numbers. You cannot talk about reasons for numbers to 
fall and then increase the trend. 
 
11. 3.20 For those with a sufficient deposit (5%, under Help 
to Buy) GL Hearn state: “housing is now relatively 
affordable.”. See also 3.21 – housing [in the SE] is now as 
affordable as it was in the late 1990s. These are remarks 
made by GL Hearn. 
 
12. 3.24 shows that Guildford is below Surrey as a whole 
for both Median and Mean incomes. This is supported by 
GGG’s independent work which shows that it is (slightly) 
below the median. 3.25 notes that price growth is 
comparable with the HMA. THIS IS NOT recognized in GL 
Hearn’s narrative 
 
13. 3.32 states “it is clear that Guildford prices are 
substantially above the regional average for all property 
types”. Well, actually it isn’t even on GL Hearn’s numbers – 
they have asserted this but it is not demonstrated, in fact it 
is very questionable. Look at the prices of flats, and the 
mean price of a flat in Guildford is below the West Surrey 
HMA (£227k compared with £233k). Look at the median 
price of a semi detached home and it is the same between 
Guildford and West Surrey HMA (£310k). The South East is 
too big a region to be a valid comparison; it includes 
depressed areas in the Thames Estuary, and areas beyond 
the commuter belt which have lower prices eg Canterbury, 
Isle of Wight. Make the same comparisons with Greater 
London – which is the comparison actually made by the 
market - and Guildford’s relative affordability becomes 
immediate evident. This is the reason that the HMA needs 
to be carefully considered as a whole, as set out in the 
NPPG but disregarded. 
 
14. 3.36 notes a reduction in recent activity as reported by 
estate agents. NPPG specifically notes that this should be 
taken into account ( See section of NPPG “How should 
market signals be taken into account”) – but it is dismissed 
as seasonal. 
 
15. 3.47 – GL Hearn notes that the increase in the lower 
quartile affordability ratio is in line with Surrey as a whole 
since 1997. This means that there is no need to adjust 
numbers. Also see Appendices, para 1.23: “Median house 
prices in Guildford are average relative to other areas. .. 
Recent house price growth has also been average”. 
 
16. THEN see p. 57. The conclusion is that there is a 
justification for manipulating data in order to inflate apparent 
demand on the basis that a)supply fell below targets (it 
didn’t – see above) and b) that affordability pressures are 
acute (no they aren’t – see above) and c) overcrowding has 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

(which it 
demonstrably 
is not), the 
strategic 
direction of 
maximising 
housing 
delivery is 
undesirable. 
 
Sent 
separately - 
list of errors, 
miscalculation
s and 
exaggerations 
and other 
observations - 
separate email 
from Susan 
Parker to the 
planning policy 
department 
since there is 
insufficient 
space in this 
questionnaire 
to deal with all 
the errors and 
mistakes in the 
consultation 
report. 

increased (actually it noted that overcrowding is below the 
average, remember) – but despite not having proved the 
point, GL Hearn notes “an upwards adjustment to housing 
provision to increase affordability could be justified by the 
evidence”. It is not justified. 
 
17. 4.4 Note the interesting comment that population growth 
in the area has been overestimated in the past, and that 
overestimation of population growth will impact on trend 
based calculations.. 4.5 notes too that there is a lower rate 
of household formation based on 2011 rates than when 
using 2008 projections. It is also noted that the period of 
2008- 2011 is a period of particularly high population growth 
due to expansion of the university and inward migration 
(see 2.48, 2.49 earlier but note in 2.50 around 57% of 
international migrants are students, and there is an impact 
from change in prisoner definitions). This is an extract from 
the appendices (nb incl the errors in that document): 
Regarding international migration the trends are quite clear. 
Over the period 2001-4 there was a small level of net 
international migration but in the most recent years (notably 
from 2005/6) levels have been much higher – including a 
figure of over 2,000 in 2009/10 and an average of 1,536 
over the past five years. Data from ONS suggests in the 
2005-10 period that 57% of international in-migrants were 
students (although data is not available about the 
composition of international out-migrants). It is therefore 
quite probable that levels of net international migration [sic] 
are to some degree driven by international [sic] students. 
Additional data from the Census shows an increase in 
student only households [sic] in the period from 2001-11 
(going from 403 tp [sic] 851 over the decade).[source: p20, 
Appendices] 
 
18. However, GL Hearn then – in the table on p 60 – 
preferentially use the numbers based on the latest 5 year 
period ie generating a number of 649, rather than the 
numbers based on actual growth over a longer regression 
period ie 10 years, excluding the “blip”. If they used the 10 
year period as a basis this would be a starting point of 470 
dwellings per annum. Their analysis is even sketchy here – 
they can’t even get the narrative right and talk about a 5 
year period from 2001-11. This is, however, obviously the 
ten year period which the NPPG instructs councils to use 
instead of a 5 year period if the 5 year period is of unusual 
buoyancy or recession. This is the period that the NPPG 
suggests should have been used – and interestingly this is 
close to the numbers supported by the general website 
which is also recommended as a source database see 
http://www.howmanyhomes.org. While this would still be too 
high, and is high relative to rational economic requirements 
of Guildford, it would be capable of having rational 
constraints applied and be a possible starting point in order 
to arrive at a sane number. Is the end result of a higher 
number prejudicing the process or the logic? Has the 10 
year regression been excluded because it generates a 
lower number, which was considered undesirable by the 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

report’s authors or audience? Remember that 8% of the 
population is 20-24 – ie inflated by student numbers – and 
that student numbers actually fell in both 2011-12 and 
2012-13 and were overstated during the key period of 
calculation due to a one-off factor. THIS IS CRITICAL. 
 
19. See in the appendices in particular the fact that the 
original projections exaggerated both actual inward 
migration and population growth, as compared with the 
Census. (see 1.6-1.8). 
 
20. This is acknowledged, and a downward adjustment is 
made to the outward migration statistic accordingly. But 
then this is adjusted back up again, not really clear why. In 
other words, it appears that the error in the ONS 
projections, which in any event is not covered re 2011-12, is 
preserved in the GL Hearn numbers. 
 
21. 4.9 notes that there is an extra year of data and this 
should be taken into account. How? Is it reducing for the 
impact of adjusting for those overprojections, for the impact 
of prisoners and the student numbers going down? 
Somehow I suspect it isn’t. 
 
22. 4.13 looks at the additional homes required from 
increased economic activity, as proposed by a study by 
Edge Analytics. GL Hearn notes as a preferred sum the 
number that assumes 495 jobs giving rise to a requirement 
of 502 additional homes. I am not at all sure how this adds 
up a) why are there MORE homes than jobs? b) why, given 
that 50% of employees within Guildford commute, is the 
number not nearer – say – 50% of jobs gives rise to a new 
home c) why is it assumed that a new job will require a new 
home, since – on average – many homes have say two 
partners or sharers and those will – on average- both work? 
These would lead to say a calculation that each new job 
might give rise to – say – a requirement of 40% of a 
home?? Certainly it isn’t clear that 495 jobs will give rise to 
a need for 502 homes. And then GL Hearn note that they 
consider that the Edge report is out of date and they are 
using the Experian employment projection data – and so 
calculating a need for 720 jobs (homes??). See 4.15 – the 
Edge projections tend to show that economic growth is 
unlikely to put any upward pressure on housing needs. But 
then they adjust to increase needs… 
 
23. 4.19 refers to CLG data, with a projection of 12.2% 
population growth to 2021 – but this is above the expected 
growth in the South East (10.8%) and nationally (10%). 
Why is the projected growth in the borough HIGHER given 
the geographical and infrastructure constraints we have? 
This generates an increase of 663 homes per annum (NB 
we have higher than SE average growth, remember, on this 
number – but this compares with the proposed 800 homes 
per annum). 
 
24. 4.20 notes this includes a 3% ‘vacancy allowance’. In 



 

166 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

fact I don’t think the NPPF allows for a vacancy. NPPF 51 
notes Local planning authorities should identify and bring 
back into residential use empty housing and building sin 
line with local housing and empty homes strategies and 
where appropriate acquire properties under compulsory 
purchase powers.. NPPG notes that available properties 
should be deducted from the requirement. In view of the 
various constraints in the area, the actual 4% vacancy 
should be fully utilized, especially given that approximately 
50% of vacant homes are vacant for more than 6 months. 
 
25. 4.21 notes that the projections show net inward 
migration of 2000; this is noted as very high and not fitting 
past trends – SO GL Hearn concludes that the appropriate 
figure is net in-migration of 817 per annum on the basis this 
is the average from 2007/8 to 20011/12 (people not 
dwellings, and migration refers to all new inhabitants of the 
borough, not a racial comment). However, as previously 
noted, this period was the subject of a short term “blip” and 
does not fit the longer term regression analysis (see note 
17 above – refer to notes 2.48. 2.49 and 2.50 in the draft 
SHMA). 
 
26. 4.24 notes that they consider that household formation 
may have been constrained and they propose to adjust for 
this. It is NOT clear that this is the case. In 2.31 they state 
overcrowding is notably below the England average. So – 
implicitly – household formation is less constrained than on 
average. But despite this –they adjust upwards. The only 
evidence they have for the household formation being 
suppressed is that household size is larger than earlier 
predictions. BUT if the earlier predictions were anticipating 
single household formation and people weren’t divorcing at 
the same rate, then this would also be true. It is noted by 
GL Hearn in 4.25 that migrant populations do tend to have 
larger households (hence historic over-projection) which 
might explain why household size was larger than 
anticipated, given that the increase in growth was due in 
part to inward migration – it also notes “this effect will not be 
reversed”. It isn’t acceptable to compare actuality with a 
historic over-prediction and then inflate the forecast on the 
basis of implicitly suppressed need only evidenced by a 
previous poor forecast. 
 
27. 4.27. “From these two rates we have developed a 
series of headship rates to apply to our AMENDED 
demographic data.” – ie they then generate 671 on 
AMENDED demographics (which they have acknowledged 
are inflated and which don’t necessarily include an 
adjustment for acknowledged overstatement). 
 
28. 4.29 looks at generating the required number another 
way – on the basis of projected employment. But this is 
inflated too. 4.29 refers to new jobs of 14 340 from 
Experian’s forecasts. But see my note 10 and 2.68 in the 
SHMA. The trends in employment rate table (see p 36) 
doesn’t show aggressive growth – it shows flatlining as a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

percentage of the population. As noted in paragraph 2.68 
the 27% employed in the public sector is anticipated to fall, 
and this will have an impact on total employment. Since 
2008 growth in employment has grown by on 0.4%, not 
1.5% as in the boom years previously. If this is extrapolated 
over the next 16 years, the total increase in jobs would be 
5, 606, not 14430. This is quite a significant difference. As 
noted, 50% of employees in Guildford commute; so this 
would be an increment of 2, 300 new residents over the 
total period, based on growth on historic levels over 2008-
12 on GL Hearn’s own numbers. They are however using a 
projection rate for employment of 1.7%, which is higher 
than any period since 1997, despite the fact that they 
expect public sector employment to fall, and everyone 
expects retail employment to fall. 
 
29. Although the highest projection in GL Hearn’s own 
analysis shows 671 homes per annum, para 4.33 rounds 
this up to “around 680 homes per annum”. 
 
30. 4.34 re-states the assumption – which we have 
debunked, see 16 above – that there is some evidence of 
household suppression. There isn’t. 
 
31. 4.35 rejects the economic led projection of 535 (still too 
high because that is too high) on the basis that it wouldn’t 
meet housing need in full. But the projections are inflated. 
 
32. 4.36 notes that this assessment of need is for GBC and 
it will be shared with neighbouring authorities. BUT Woking 
has agreed targets of 292 dpa; Waverley around 470. Why 
are our numbers so high? As noted by various 
commentators, without a regional plan to share allocations, 
it is almost impossible to manage cooperation across 
boundaries. Certainly this has not been attempted here; 
and that in itself is a procedural problem which means that 
this SHMA may be rejected. 
 
33. 4.37 then states that there is a justification for 
increasing housing provision to support an increase in 
affordability. But see my para 13. This was an unsupported 
assertion that they are repeating but it really wasn’t 
demonstrated even on the evidence they supplied. Start to 
compare with Greater London –which is a comparison that 
every housebuyer in the area will do and can do by 
reference to Primelocation, Rightmove or Zoopla (340 per 
annum inward migrants from London, remember, on GL 
Hearn’s numbers) – and it is clear that Guildford does not 
need its housing numbers inflated by anything re 
affordability. 
 
This space takes account of comments to no. 33 in my 
notes but I am limited by space. The notes itemising errors 
and problems within the SHMA, run to 81 points over 15 
pages. I will therefore attaching the whole summary as a 
separate attachment. Please DO NOT summarise the notes 
of the errors and mistakes; all are valid and should be 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

included in full. The SHMA cannot be accepted with these 
errors which must be rectified. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Peter Buss         I have read the report on future housing needs of the 
borough. 
 
The projected needs of the borough are in my opinion 
unrealistic for the following reason. 
1. Where are we going to get the land from unless the 
borough becomes an urban sprawl with no green belt for 
recreational purposes. 
2. The local roads are struggling to meet the demands of 
traffic flows at the moment let alone coping with 3-4 
hundred extra houses/flats per year. 
3. Schools in the area could not cope with the extra 
children. 
4. The local hospital already has overly long waiting lists 
without the future needs of the ageing population The 
addition of more housing on the scale recommended would 
render the A and E department so overloaded as to be 
inefficient in providing the care needed. Additional hospital 
beds will also need to be found to accommodate the elderly 
and infirm that cannot be dealt with outside of hospital care. 
5. Doctors surgeries are already overcrowded and more are 
needed. Where would they come from with an even greater 
population. 
 
Whilst I appreciate that there is a need for additional 
housing I feel the numbers recommended are unrealistic 
and should be reduced dramatically unless we are going to 
go back to the 60s when skyscraper flats were built only to 
be proved a disaster in the greater London area, and we 
are prepared to overcrowd all the existing public facilities to 
and even greater extent than they are. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Beverly Stratford         As a long time resident of Guildford and in particular 
Fairlands Estate I strongly object to the amount of 
properties to be built that have been arrived at for the 
Guildford Area, especially for Fairlands, using Green Belt 
land. 
 
My objections are: 
 
1. We have never been consulted as to the viability of such 
building on land that at the moment is Green Belt and 
continually floods winter and summer after heavy rain. Any 
building on this land will result in a massive flood plain such 
as the problems now affecting Somerset due to similar 
building programmes. 
 
2. The Parish Council are strongly adverse to the building 
programme around Fairlands but their views have not been 
taken into account. 
 
3. The Council have been unable to deal with the appalling 
state of the roads in and around Fairlands, together with the 
terrible congestion outside Fairlands entrance and the 
traffic jams which are becoming worse and worse making it 
extremely difficult to get into Guildford at peak times. 
Further housing around here will put between 1200 and 
1500 more cars on the roads around here at these already 
difficult times. 
 
4. These houses are not being built for local residents as 
they will be too expensive. They will be bought by Overseas 
Investors, or London and out of town Commuters, thereby 
people who will not be enhancing the local area, instead will 
be partly responsible for its decline. 
 
5. If it is the Council's intention to move the Green Belt Line 
back, surely it makes more sense to build small villages 
further in the Green Belt where the quality of life comes 
before the greed of developers and other bodies who will 
not have to live on top of one another breathing in the 
fumes from cars in stationary jams. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Joseph Harwood Yes   Yes  Yes  Delay of couples starting 
families, increased 
health complications. 
Rising house prices, 
means people spend 
more servicing debt 
rather then spending on 
goods and services. 
More commuting into 
Guildford, putting 
pressure on the  
transport system. 

It is no strongly worded enough about the chronic shortage 
of housing 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Alan Cadge No   No  Yes  Future increased 
housing requirement is 
not an absolute number, 
nor is it independent of 
the desirability of the 
location. If we do not 
have enough homes, 
cost of housing will 
remain high and some 
people will choose to 
live elsewhere. In the 
unlikely event that we 
build too many, cost of 
housing will not rise and 
our location may 
become less desirable. 

Difficult to read! Propensity to utilize elongated wording 
instead of simple words 

n/a 

Graham Moore No a. No. We 
should limit 
housing 
delivery to 
take account 
of “constraints 
imposed by 
capacity, 
environmental 
designations 
and 
infrastructure”. 
To arrive at a 
target of 670 
to 800 homes 
p.a which does 
not take 
account of 
these 
constraints 
defies the laws 
of supply and 
demand. 
b. Let us 
recognise that 
the more 
homes that are 
built the more 
the demand in 
the Guildford 
area will 
increase – 
almost without 
limit. 
c. The 
Government 
has stated that 
building on the 
Green Belt is 
inappropriate 

Not the role 
of the 
SHMA to 
take into 
account 
capacity 
constraints. 

 This is a "Do I believe in 
motherhood" question. It 
depends on many factors - see 
replies to the other questions 

Yes Additional affordable 
housing should be 
built for student 
accommodation, for 
local residents who 
are retiring and for 
those lower paid who 
work in essential 
services in the 
Borough 

What are the 
implications of not 
building enough homes? 
 
a.There will be less 
accommodation for 
people who do not have 
job opportunities in the 
borough. 
b. Immigration into the 
borough will be 
restrained 
c. There will be less 
need to encroach on the 
Green Belt and other 
designated areas; there 
will be no need to merge 
the surrounding villages 
into a “Greater 
Guildford”; and the 
roads and other 
infrastructure will be 
more able to cope 

The forecast increase in demand for houses is largely 
based on immigration. The population of England & Wales 
grew by 2mn in 1991-2001 of which 1mn was due to 
immigration. In the next 10 years it grew by 4mn of which 
3mn was due to immigration. The Government recognises 
that this level of immigration has put a great strain on 
society and is unsustainable. It has therefore undertaken to 
limit it. The SHMA’s projections for the next 2 decades do 
not take this into account. 
 
To say that “the demographic figure is minimum – no 
opportunity exists for downward adjustment” suggests that 
this consultation is meaningless. 

The SHMA is 
prepared in 
an NPPG 
and NPPF 
compliant 
way 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

d. As the 
population of 
Guildford 
increases it 
becomes 
increasingly 
difficult to 
expand the 
inhabited area, 
constrained as 
it is by 
topography – 
the flood plain, 
the Surrey 
Hills and the 
Green Belt. e. 
There was 
little growth in 
the 1980’s and 
90’s In the 
decade 2001-
2011 it grew 
by 322 homes 
per annum, by 
means of 
building on 
nearly all the 
brown field 
sites that could 
be found. 
There are now 
few such sites 
left, and the 
proposal is to 
more than 
double the 
annual rate of 
house 
building. This 
is unrealistic. 

Michael Mortimer Yes Yes, need not 
demand by 
developers. 

n/a Yes Only for social housing need. Yes   That incursion into the Green Belt & AONB'S land should 
not be included in future development plans & there to be 
no reduction in either. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Paul Tubman No 
answe
r 

I don't think we 
should 
automatically 
target the 
maximum 
number of 
housing 
delivery just 
because some 
statistical 
analysis 
suggests that. 
I think it should 
first be 
debated 
whether the 
results of that 
statistical 
analysis 
accurately 
reflect what we 
think the future 
housing 
requirement 
should be, and 
then second 
debate how 
much of that 
requirement 
we are 
prepared to 
target. There 
is a limit to 
how much you 
can do within a 
limited space, 
and we should 
be honest to 
ourselves as 
to how much 
of an 'ideal' 
scenario we 
think we can 
realistically 
achieve within 
the limited 
space we have 
in Guildford 
Borough. Do 

Not the role 
of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
capacity 

Yes Ideally yes, but not at the 
expense of the environment or 
our overall quality of life. 

No 
Answer 

Where possible, yes, 
but again this should 
not be at the expense 
of the environment or 
our quality of life. 

Property prices will 
continue to go up, 
homeless numbers may 
increase, and people will 
have to find alternative 
ways of living, such as 
sharing properties. 
Perhaps we need to find 
alternative 'out of the 
box' ways of dealing with 
the continued increase 
in population, rather 
than the classical 
solution of just building 
more houses / 
properties. Maybe we 
need to consider some 
communal living 
solutions, such as 
dormitories like how 
students live? 

Whilst I have not gone in to the detail of how the required 
households per annum have been determined (i.e. the 
figures of 663 households per annum in section 8.6, 671 
households per annum in section 8.7, etc), I trust that the 
methodologies used to determine these numbers are 
correct, or at least are based on sound logic, and have 
been determined using sound practice. If I trust that the 
methodologies used are correct, then I also understand the 
logic behind the potential increase in requirement to 743 
households per annum (section 8.12) in order to address 
affordability and boost delivery of affordable homes. What I 
do not understand is how this then creates a target range of 
670 - 800 households per annum (section 8.25). It seems 
that 50 odd households have been added on to the top end 
target of 743 households per annum out of nowhere, with 
no explanation of why. If this is due to factoring in statistical 
error in the way the targets have been determined then 
normally this should be a plus and a minus in terms of 
statistical error, i.e. plus 50 houses and minus 50 houses. 
In this case the target should be 620 - 800 households per 
annum. If it is not statistical error that is being factored in 
then the target should be 670 - 750 households per annum, 
in line with the numbers that have been determined by the 
analysis. Either way, there needs to be an explanation as to 
why an additional 50 households have been added to the 
743 households per annum target that is suggested in 
section 8.12. 

743 homes is 
purely the 
affordable 
housing 
need.  It 
does not take 
into account 
market 
housing 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

we want to 
target the ideal 
maximum, or 
do we want to 
decide to limit 
this ourselves? 

Diana Delahoy No Please also 
consider the 
numerous 
environmental 
and social 
issues, road 
traffic, 
drainage etc. 

Not the role 
of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e capacity 
or 
environmen
tal impact 
of housing 
delivery 

No Cost should only be one of 
many issues. 

Yes  People will need to live 
in other areas instead of 
over crowded districts of 
Surrey! 

It does not seem to discuss all the issues involved in 
building houses on what has been Green Belt. 
Environmental issues, road traffic, drainage, GP surgeries, 
schools etc. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Charles Reid Yes   Yes  Yes  Forcing young people 
away from the area, 
leading longer term to 
reduction in the 
prosperity, both social 
and economic, of the 
community. 

Maximum use of brownfield sites. Optimised planning rules. 
Control of housebuilders land banks. Adequate 
infrastructure. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Mandy Pye         I will keep my reply brief as my objections to Guildford 
Borough Council's Local Plan were made very clearly in my 
letter of 15th November 2013. 
 
A lot of work has obviously gone in to the SHMA produced 
by G L Hearn and having read through the 130 pages of the 
Draft Report and then the 43 pages of the Appendices, I 
can't help but feel that procedures have been done the 
wrong way round. The Draft Report would surely have been 
better initiated prior to the Local Plan being put out to the 
residents of Guildford and the surrounding areas. The Local 
Plan's suggestions of the possible removal of Green Belt 
status and building huge numbers of homes in some 
villages, especially in West Horsley which seems to have 
been selected for over 800 new homes without showing 
proof of the need, has caused a deep feeling of being let 
down by Guildford Borough Council. Many people who live 
in West Horsley feel anger that their village life is 
threatened in this way and they could end up living in what 
will amount to 'Urban Sprawl'! 
 
Much of the content of the Draft Report makes a great deal 
of sense, but nowhere does it mention the need to build all 
over our precious Green Belt and completely change the 
village life we all enjoy in the areas surrounding Guildford 
town. Many of us have moved from living in busy towns as 
we wish to live without the hustle and bustle of town life. 
 
May I take this opportunity to remind you of the recent 
decision to decline the proposal for building 20 dwellings on 
the site of Manor Farm Nursery as it is felt 'the proposed 
development is located in the Green Belt outside any 
identified settlement area and represents inappropriate 
development which is by definition harmful to the Green 
Belt'. Therefore the residents of West Horsley would like to 
know why the Local Plan suggests building 821 new 
dwellings in West Horsley alone! We all understand the 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

need for more houses to meet the needs of different 
people, but please don't build so many in the village of West 
Horsley. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Geoff Williams No Your 
document 
talks of the UK 
population 
increasing 
from 60.5m in 
2007 to 71m 
by 2031. That 
is an increase 
of 0.72% per 
annum (not 
compounded). 
At the same 
time the 
document 
proposes an 
increase of 
1.12% per 
annum in the 
existing stock 
of 60,000 
dwellings in 
the borough. 
That is 56% 
greater than 
the national 
average and 
seems 
excessive. 
Also, the 
borough must 
have a large 
percentage of 
commuters 
(although this 
is not defined 
in the 
document) and 
that type of 
person can 
choose to live 
almost 
anywhere and 
will be 
deterred from 
coming to the 
borough if 
there are no 
properties 
available. So 
we should not 
use them as a 
driver of 
housing 
requirement. 
Similarly, 
industry will 

The SHMA 
is required 
to produced 
locally 
derived 
assessmen
t of need.  It 
is incorrect 
to 
benchmark 
it against 
national 
trends.  
Commuting 
trends . 
Additional 
housing 
should not 
result in 
unsustaina
ble 
increases 
to 
commuting 
patterns as 
set out in 
the NPPG. 

Yes  No See question 1. You have failed to define 
the number of homes 
that are necessary, as 
opposed to the number 
of homes that result 
from extrapolating the 
current stock. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

only go where 
there is a 
workforce so it 
will not move 
to the borough 
so creating the 
need for a 
workforce and 
related 
housing. So 
economic 
growth should 
not be a driver 
of housing 
capacity as 
there will be 
no economic 
growth unless 
there are 
people here to 
employ. 
 
The demand 
for affordably 
housing is also 
similarly 
chicken and 
egg. If there is 
no economic 
growth then 
there is no 
increase in the 
number of 
people 
requiring low 
cost 
accommodatio
n. 
 
I do think that 
in many cases 
you have 
mistaken 
outcomes of 
increasing the 
housing stock 
and population 
as drivers of 
the need to 
increase the 
stock. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Robert Hall         Having read through this document it appears to me that 
the growth trends are based on a key false assumption. 
That is that economic and demographic growth will be 
unaffected by capacity constraints. I a week when we have 
seen serious traffic hold ups across Guildford it seems that 
growth cannot continue until this is solved. Traffic 
congestion has grown steadily over the last 20 years and at 
some stage will force development elsewhere. This does 
not seem to have been taken into account. You need to do 
a supplementary study to show what the maximum growth 
can be with existing infrastructure and where the most 
severe constraints will be. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Keith Eshelby No   No  No   Look at the effects of the recent rainfall and housing in the 
south east in general, i will be surprised if this is covered 
given these events 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
weather, 
flooding 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Jean Perrot         I have lived in Fairlands for a number of years and have 
witnessed the increasing amount of problems generated 
over time. These problems are caused by: 
 
-Insufficient existing infrastructures which could not support 
doubling the size of Fairlands. 
 
-Congested roads within Fairlands at school in and out time 
and Aldershot Road at peak time. An increase in population 
and consequently cars would just make traffic a worst 
nightmare than already exists. The roads in and out of 
Guildford are in a very poor state and it is obvious that the 
Council are not able to keep up with the maintenance of 
them as it is, let alone with a substantial increase in traffic. 
 
-Difficulties in seeing a doctor due to high number of 
patients. 
 
I also object to the fact that consultation has been made 
only to builders, estate agents and consultancy firms but 
nothing to the residents. Housing need should be decided 
with Parish Council and not just consultants. I also believe 
that a large house development will attract investors and 
people who are paying premium prices such as London and 
not benefit local residents. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Keith Robinson         Thank you for your communication regarding the draft 
SHMA report which I have struggled through briefly. 
It is difficult to argue against the almost endless list of 
statistics and draft general conclusions reached. I think all 
of us who will be potentially affected acknowledge the need 
for extra housing ,our argument has never been that. We 
also acknowledge that you as an authority have an 
unenviable task to fulfil these needs. What we do ask is you 
consider long and hard over the siting of these 
developments, especially in existing green belt areas, which 
I know are very tempting and possibly very convenient in 
there size and location, but once used are gone forever. 
Also the issue of the local infrastructure regards to access 
and services, I am sure must be on your list, especially 
pertinent in recent months with regard to flooding and 
electrical blackouts. I obviously have a vested interest in my 
particular area and know that we are almost prisoners in 
our road until after the rush hour on the Aldershot road at 
the moment without the prospect of potentially another 
1000 cars generated by an additional large housing 
development opening onto this road. The same arguments 
apply for drainage, services and runoff from all the extra 
downpipes, drives and roadways. My guess is that local 
services will not cope without major upgrading at 
horrendous cost. All these arguments I am sure you have 
heard before but that doesn’t make them any less true. It 
seems to me we have got the cart before the horse again. 
Nothing spent on improving infrastructure until its absolutely 
necessary so it inevitably lags behind requirements, usually 
resulting in chaos. The appalling state of our roads in the 
borough, vis a vie, pot holes you could lose you car in is an 
obvious example. The recent wet weather has highlighted 
the fragility of the electricity supply in the area with 
prolonged blackouts on several occasions which will only 
be exacerbated by additional loading from extra housing 
without major upgrading of the system. Who pays for that? I 
look forward to see your final plans and desperately hope 
you do not allow central government to railroad you into 
making rash decisions in the short term for which we will all 
pay for in perpetuity. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Timothy Bruton No The need fro 
housing has 
been 
exaggerated. 
There is no 
numerically 
based study 
which supports 
the 
consultants 
numbers. The 
historic 
average over 
the past ten 
years would 
forma a better 
basis 

Past trends 
may have 
resulted in 
constrained 
housing 
growth.  

No The cost of housing is 
determined by many factors. 
Increasing the housing supply 
above local demand might 
temporarily reduce process but 
the large demand in the region 
and particularly from the 
London area would simply draw 
in more housebuyers from 
these areas until prices rose to 
historic relative values. 

Yes Growth in the local 
economy requires 
housing for younger 
families. A greater 
supply of affordable 
housing is desirable 

Housing costs will rise. 
Employers will find it 
difficult to attract highly 
qualified staff to the area 
and the public sector will 
also have difficulty in 
recruitment for lower 
paid jobs. The 
population will age 
putting strain on the 
local infrastructure 

• Roads, other transport schools, flooding, hospital 
care/parking, etc, as well as the area being AOB’s etc all 
add constraints to building in already built up areas (towns 
and villages) A new development is needed with good 
roads, access, schools community needs 
• Matching the current housing to actual demand is 
important….particularly under -occupied housing. One 
suggestion could be that housing that is attractive to older 
people is built, integrated into housing developments but 
which is smaller than the original family homes 
• 2.26 states that “ the Guildford market is geared more 
towards establishing family accommodation” 
• The census plus other figures would indicate there is a 
need for more housing in the area but the placing of these 
housing must be targeted so that there is a good infra-
structure to support the developments 
• Tacking new houses on to settlements which are already 
having infra-structure problems is not the answer 
• Encouraging better use of the University land to build 
more Halls of Residences would be beneficial in freeing up 
housing and in freeing up public transport and parking 
spaces 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

S K         Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Draft 
SHMA. 
 
I do not agree with proposals to utilise green belt areas or 
areas of outstanding natural beauty. Once these are 
developed they are lost forever. It is important that these 
areas be protected for future generations. 
 
I am sad to see this report uses false criteria such as 'Under 
Occupied' on which to base opportunity and need for 
increased housing. 
 
I ask that the report not be taken forward. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Brian Yeomans No Firstly, there 
are serious 
problems with 
the 
methodology 
which gives 
rise to an 
identified 
"need" of up to 
800 homes per 
year. Data is 
used 
selectively and 
does not 
adjust for 
major trends 
related to 
international 
students at the 
university. The 
methodology 
calculating 
employment 
related need 
and affordable 
housing need 
is also flawed. 
More sensible 
need numbers 
in my view 
would be in 
the region of 
400 - 450 
dwellings per 
annum 
(supported by 
the long term 
demographic 
trends) of 
which around 
150 would be 
affordable 
(supported by 
the comments 
of GBC's own 
representative
s). 

We have 
reviewed 
the student 
issue in 
more detail.  
We are 
required to 
take the 
SNPP as a 
starting 
point which 
is above 
this figure. 
The job 
growth 
target is 
taken from 
nationally 
recognised 
employmen
t forecasts 
based on 
the local 
economy.  
Previous 
rates of 
developme
nt may 
have been 
impacted 
by the 
recession 
and 
constrained 
household 
formation 
rates 

No It would be lunacy to selectively 
implement a policy which has 
national implications in a space 
constrained gap town such as 
Guildford. GBC has no mandate 
or remit to implement this. 
Prices would not fall 
significantly unless you built a 
couple of Milton Keynes in the 
region, the additional houses 
would be taken by people 
moving out of London 

Yes I think there is a 
shortage. The focus 
should be on one / two 
bedroom economical 
properties in 
convenient locations 
near to transport links, 
probably by 
redevelopment of 
existing brownfield 
sites, targetting about 
150 new homes / year. 

What a strange 
question! I do not see 
the current situation 
(building 322 homes / 
year) as one of major 
crisis, housing is 
reasonably expensive 
but still affordable for 
most, a moderate 
increase in built housing 
with an increased focus 
on affordable homes 
would get Guildford to a 
better position whilst 
preserving the essential 
character of the town. 

1. We need to hear some clearer policy statements from 
GBC. Students are a significant part of the population and 
so where they are housed has a significant impact. The 
university could accommodate far more on campus than at 
present and should be strongly encouraged / coerced to do 
so, freeing up housing for long term residents, much of 
which would be affordable. 
2. We need clarity on whose "need" is being assessed. 
Needs of residents, particularly for affordable housing, are 
quite legitimate and should be addressed, even at the cost 
of some green belt loss and impact on the town, however 
why should Guildford build houses just so more people can 
move out from London, only to clog the infrastructure by 
commuting back again? 

We have 
reviewed the 
section 
relating to 
Student 
households.  
We have 
assessed 
both need 
and demand.  
We have not 
assessed the 
location of 
development 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Roland McKinney No The target is 
much too high, 
especially 
when 
compared with 
the target after 
GBC went to 
court to get a 
lower target. 

This is not 
the housing 
target. 

No This is called a crash - do you 
want to do in Guildford what 
was done in Ireland and Spain? 

Yes The only way to 
deliver affordable 
housing is to cut out 
the large developers, 
their margins are too 
high. GBC should "gift" 
some land to a self 
build group, who 
would either build 
themselves or have a 
small builder build for 
them, but they would 
have to put in 1000 
hours in some way. 
This is the best way to 
deliver high quality 
affordable homes. 
There are some very 
good schemes abroad 
that could be used as 
a template, for 
example, that started 
by Jimmy Carter in the 
USA. 

What is the definition of 
"enough"? This is a silly 
question. 

The target is too high. It is based on flawed statistics - for 
example, the jobs market in Guildford is not as strong as  
given in the report. According to ONS statistics GBC lost 
about 15000 jobs over the last 10 years - so there is no 
strong jobs market to cater for. Nor does the report attempt 
to correct for the impact of high student numbers, either on 
the jobs market or on "housing need". Students should be 
accommodated in halls of residence on campus, the 
university have more than enough room to do this, and 
have not started to implement the project for new halls that 
has been approved. If students were accommodated in 
halls it would free up at least 1000 houses for others in the 
centre of Guildford. In a similar fashion, no mention is made 
of the empty homes that exist in Guildford, according to the 
ONS there are about 400 of these. These should be 
brought back onto the housing market. The council should 
also launch a house share scheme for elderly residents, 
whereby they share a house, with support provided by 
GBC. Encouragement could be provided by way of council 
tax rebates. This would help to free up some family houses 
as under occupancy is common in the area. These are just 
a few examples of what could be done to make better use 
of the existing housing stock rather than building so many 
new. I am sure that part of the reason for this high target is 
that the intent is to meet a market need (not the same as a 
local need) for the overspill from London. London needs to 
solve its housing crisis, GBC (or Surrey) should have no 
part in trying to solve London's housing crisis. 
It is a fundamentally flawed report for these and many other 
reasons. 
Finally, the consultation process is flawed - it has not been 
widely publicized and the documents are much too complex 
to absorb in such a short space of time. GBC should have 
held public seminars on this topic, followed by questions - 
to help people become better informed so that they can 
respond appropriately to the consultation process. 

This is 
incorrect.  
Jobs in GBC 
have 
increased by 
around 
10,000 over 
the last 10 
years.  We 
have 
reviewed the 
student 
housing 
issue. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Kimberley Goss         Back on the 18th November 2013 I wrote an email 
explaining that I am a resident of Fairlands, Guildford and 
detailed how shocked and disappointed I am that the 
proposal of building additional houses around Fairlands 
was being considered. I discussed our Green Belt land and 
asked the question of considering Brownfield sites instead. 
The effects this proposal would have on our wildlife, the 
impact on the local traffic around Guildford, the negative 
effects on the environment, how our local services like 
schools, doctors and even water/electric suppliers will cope 
and flooding in the area, which cannot be over looked given 
the resent weather conditions. 
 
I am now writing as I am aware that there is a plan to build 
12,000 new homes in Guildford. This simply cannot happen 
given all of the reasons I have expressed above. The road 
of Guildford cannot cope with the extra traffic, I also don't 
see how we can put thousands of extra vehicles on our 
roads when we do not have the funds to keep them in the 
condition they should be. 
 
Why do we need these houses, according to the council's 
own figures the need for housing has remained static for 
the last five years. We will end up having more people living 
in these houses that are brought by people who spend their 
time and money in London. Will this benefit our area? 
 
Has consideration been given to providing better 
accommodation to the students of Surrey University, doing 
this would free up additional housing if that is what we 
need. 
 
It is disappointing that these proposals are being discussed 
with builders and estate agents but no the residents of 
Guildford. I would be interested to know where you have 
published this and what invites you have put out to the 
community to discuss these proposals. 
 
Whilst I am writing to you about this I would like to touch on 
the suitable alternative natural greenspace that is also 
being proposed at Frog Grove Lane/Wood Street, reference 
13/P/1453. Why is this needed? Other then to allow nearly 
2 thousand dwellings to be build around this. What is wrong 
with the green space that we have already. It is beautiful 
farmland that should be kept as farmland. 
 
Please think about how these proposals will really effect 
Guildford, I personally cannot see any positives. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

David Williams-
Wynn 

Yes   Yes  Yes  Everybody should have 
the chance to live in 
affordable housing. 

I don't think so at this time. n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Neighbourhood 
Watch (A 
Ackehurst) 

        Thank you for your letter planning the future of Surrey, and 
become more and more sure there are people who would 
build all over it. I understand the population of London is 
now less than 50% Brutish- and the borders of the county 
went up to the river Thames- now it is down as far as 
Esher! 
I was born in the county in 1931- and hope to die in it- but 
am in no hurry- and do think I have a right to be here, but 
there seems a desire to cover it with housing- which is not 
reasonable. 
There are large areas of this country are very under 
populated- these are the areas that should be developed- 
Many NEW TOWNS- NOT COVER THE AREAS WITHIN A 
THIRTY MILE RADIUS OF LONDON WITH LARGE 
AREAS OF DEVELOPMENT. I REST MY CASE. 
PS, unable to visit any sites suggested due to disability. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Rosalind Gleeson         I write to express my strong misgivings over the plans for 
housing in Guildford borough as expressed in the SHMA. I 
am unconvinced by the arguments about future housing 
need (which is - and shouldn't be - confused with demand), 
particularly because so many of the details in the document 
are inaccurate, or purely speculative, so that the 
conclusions are not justified by real evidence. 
 
The decisions made now will effect this part of the country 
for decades to come, and some of them will be irrevocable, 
so that it is extremely important that they are based on the 
most rigorous research, and that where there is doubt they 
should err on the side of caution. We live in a very highly 
populated borough, and there is already great strain on 
services, resources and infrastructure. Simply to assume 
that large numbers of new houses and people can be 
added to the already large total (and something like a 30% 
increase seems to be contemplated) without undesirable 
consequences to the existing population and to a future one 
is irresponsible in the extreme. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage.  
The SHMA is 
an objective 
assessment 
of need and 
demand 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

J F Holtham         At the meeting at Fairlands Community Hall we were 
repeatedly told that all the problems that we could 
anticipate was nothing to worry about as at that time they 
were only ideas being put forward and nothing had been 
decided. What a load of rubbish that was! Judging by the 
speed that this latest plan has come to light it was already 
decided some time ago. 
Why has there been consultation with builders, developers 
and estate agents and not with residents who are the 
people who will have to live with your decisions and 
mistakes. In any case, Parish Councils should decide 
housing needs and according to the councils own figures 
housing needs have remained static for the last five years. 
How many people in Guildford need new homes? I realise I 
probably don’t know very much about this but eight hundred 
houses a year for the next fifteen years seem an awful lot of 
houses. The other worry is that very few if any will be cheap 
enough for first time buyers and that means that people 
from outside the area over from London will move in, and 
Guildford, lovely area that it is, will eventually become a 
suburban sprawl. It seems to me that this plan is mainly to 
make some people a great deal of money. 
All the problems discussed earlier are all still there only with 
the amount of building that is suggested it will be much 
worse than originally thought. 
Why is it that in situations like this you ask for our views and 
then totally ignore our input? 
You will do exactly as you want, you will build as many 
houses as you want and you will build on Green Belt if you 
want and you will ruin our lonely countryside forever. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Michael Allen Yes   Yes  Yes  High prices, lack of 
diversity in population 
(age, wealth and 
variation in employment 
demands), wealthy 
ghettos 

It needs to protect, as far as possible, the existing 
communities. My biggest fear is that thriving villages 
become small towns, the existing houses then become 
flattened to build flats/apartments and the whole area loses 
it's 'feel' forcing people further out into the country. Creating 
new communities, near the M25 and/or A3, seems a way to 
retain the current atmosphere of most villages while offering 
the opportunity to build large numbers of dwellings. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Robert Willis         Please add my name to the list of people that must see the 
how wrong 12,000 new homes in Guildford and how it 
would be ridiculous. 
 
I do believe that local residents have not had a proper 
consultation, and the figures for housing needs put out by  
the council are completely wrong. If the Councils own 
figures state that housing needs in Guildford have remained 
static for the last 5 years , why do we need all of a sudden 
800 houses per year are required. 
 
Free up all these students homes- Build more 
accommodation at the university for their needs and we 
have a solution. Lots of empty houses for rent to the public 
The community at large would be happier too. 
 
Come on GBC think of your community! 

The Council 
are  not 
planning for 
12,000 new 
homes.  This 
is an 
assessment 
of need and 
demand.  We 
have 
reviewed the 
issue for 
student 
housing. 

Lee Wheeler         In November 2013 I wrote an email discussing the proposal 
to build further houses around Fairlands, Guildford. I 
detailed that I am a resident of Fairlands and disappointed I 
am that the proposal of building additional houses around 
Fairlands was being considered. I discussed our Green Belt 
land and asked the question of considering Brownfield sites 
instead. The effects this proposal would have on our 
wildlife, the impact on the local traffic around Guildford, the 
negative effects on the environment, how our local services 
like schools, doctors and even water/electric suppliers will 
cope and flooding in the area, which cannot be over looked 
given the resent weather conditions. 
 
I am now writing as I am aware that there is a plan to build 
12,000 new homes in Guildford. This simply cannot happen 
given all of the reasons I have expressed above. The road 
of Guildford cannot cope with the extra traffic, I also don't 
see how we can put thousands of extra vehicles on our 
roads when we do not have the funds to keep them in the 
condition they should be. 
 
Why do we need these houses, according to the council's 
own figures the need for housing has remained static for 
the last five years. We will end up having more people living 
in these houses that are brought by people who spend their 
time and money in London. Will this benefit our area? 
 
Has consideration been given to providing better 
accommodation to the students of Surrey University, doing 
this would free up additional housing if that is what we 
need. 
 
It is disappointing that these proposals are being discussed 
with builders and estate agents but no the residents of 
Guildford. I would be interested to know where you have 
published this and what invites you have put out to the 
community to discuss these proposals. 
 
Whilst I am writing to you about this I would like to touch on 
the suitable alternative natural greenspace that is also 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

being proposed at Frog Grove Lane/Wood Street, reference 
13/P/1453. Why is this needed? Other then to allow nearly 
2 thousand dwellings to be build around this. What is wrong 
with the green space that we have already. It is beautiful 
farmland that should be kept as farmland. 
 
Please think about how these proposals will really effect 
Guildford, I personally cannot see any positives. 

Daniel Winchester Yes I agree that we 
should plan for 
housing need, 
but the flawed 
report 
produced by a 
company 
whose sole 
aim is working 
for the 
development 
industry, has 
produced a 
report which is 
based purely 
on demand 
from 
developers 
and not local 
need. I very 
much doubt 
this report 
would stand 
up to judicial 
scrutiny. 

Requireme
nt of SHMA 
to assess 
need and 
demand 

No This is a flawed argument that 
does not reflect to true reason 
for high price levels. 
High price levels are dictated by 
interest rate levels and 
government interference with 
the help to buy (votes) scheme. 
This is not helped by allowing 
foreign nationals to buy large 
swathes of London property 
and leaving them empty, thus 
pushing people in each income 
level outwards. There are 
hundreds if not thousands of 
empty properties in London in 
this category which would solve 
the housing crisis overnight if 
we didn't allow this. 

Yes Affordable housing 
should only be in 
appropriate settings. It 
is pointless building 
large areas of social 
housing outside urban 
areas for people of 
limited financial 
means. This will only 
lead to those people 
being stranded from 
relatives and friends 
(causing social 
isolation and 
depression), and 
spending large 
amounts on getting 
into town centres such 
as Guildford, Woking 
or Aldershot to do food 
shopping etc. 

This is a very leading 
question that is not 
appropriate for this type 
of consultation. 

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment is a flawed 
document that does not hold up to public scrutiny. The 
whole local plan consultation documents with their 
fabricated need to build over the Green Belt also do not 
hold up to public scrutiny. I feel that the electorate will be 
voting most of you councillors out at election time next year. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Chris Kelland No 
answe
r 

I do not 
believe the 
housing need 
has been 
identified 
properly. 

n/a No It would be far more effective to 
reduce the cost of housing by 
the occupation of empty 
buildings and the acquisition 
and conversion of empty 
industrial/ commercial 
properties. 

Yes But not necessarily by 
building more houses 
(especially on green 
belt land.) Again it is 
far more effective to 
utilise buildings that 
are currently empty. 

Yes, we need to provide 
homes for all who need 
them (especially 
affordable housing), but 
that does not 
necessarily mean new-
builds. Again, fill the 
empty properties first 
and then build on brown 
field sites before 
considering any new 
development in rural 
areas. 

GUILDFORD STRATEGIC HOUSING MARKET 
ASSESSMENT 
 
With regard to the above draft Report prepared by G. L. 
Hearn, I would like to make the following comments for 
consideration by the Council. 
 
The Hearn report recommends building up to 800 additional 
dwellings per annum This equals 12,000 over the Plan 
period, or 16,000 over the 20-years (2011-31). This would 
add a massive 29% to the number of dwelling houses in 
Guildford. The current infrastructure and connectivity could 
not possibly cope with this increase in terms of transport, 
accessibility, schools, medical (doctors and dentists), 
hospital, bus services, state of roads, lack of local shops, 
drainage (surface and foul water,) energy requirements and 
water supply. 
 
Why is the baseline target of 800dpa so high when, as 
recently as 2009, GBC won a legal challenge to overturn 
the former Regional Plan target of just 422 dpa as this 
would have prejudiced the character of the area and forced 
it to release Green Belt Land. What has changed so 
dramatically in subsequent years to boost this to 800? 
 
Overcrowding is used as an argument to increase housing 
provision, even though it is below the South-East average. 
The projected rate has fallen since 2008. The report 
appears not to count the 6-7,000 properties likely to be 
vacated by Guildford’s elderly relatives over the plan period. 
 
Recent Freedom of Information data shows a total of 996 
vacant properties which is 3 years’ housing supply at the 
current interim rate (449 of them empty for more than 6 
months.) This is 4% of the housing stock, but they have not 
been deducted from the housing requirement. I believe that 
GBC should bring them back into residential use. 
 
Counting students as permanent residents and heads of 
household hugely inflates housing need totals even though 
they are temporary residents and should be discounted. 
 
I firmly believe that we must retain all designated green belt 
land for the enjoyment of future generations. There should 
be no building on green belt land. Bearing in mind the 
recent disastrous experiences of people whose properties 
are built on flood planes, no building work should take place 
in areas which will inevitably be subject to flooding due to 
obvious changes in weather patterns. This should also 
apply to areas where flooding occurs as a result of 
inadequate drainage systems as recorded by local Flood 
Forums. 
 
GBC have so far rejected 3 public petitions calling for 
Green Belt protections to be respected in the Local 
Plan.Building new homes is expensive and disruptive. This 
report gives scant consideration to alternatives to new 

The GL 
Hearn report 
recommends 
testing the 
impact of 
delivering 
800 homes 
per year. It is 
not the remit 
of the SHMA 
to calculate 
the housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 



 

191 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

house-building in the overall development plan. 
 
The answer surely is to provide additional housing firstly in 
unoccupied buildings, of which there are many (even in the 
town centre) and then through the acquisition of redundant 
commercial/ industrial premises and brown field sites. All 
this before any consideration is given to new buildings 
especially where greenbelt land is involved. The rapid trend 
towards internet shopping is opening up unprecedented 
scope to revive high streets by converting retail and office 
space to attractive residential accommodation. 
The evidence shows high levels of under-occupation of 
Guildford’s existing housing stock, with exceptionally little 
overcrowding. 
 
Unfilled planning permissions should also be discounted 
from the unmet housing need total. These include Surrey 
University’s permission to build 2,400 rooms in halls of 
residence, which would enable students to live on campus 
and thus release very many dwellings faster and more 
cheaply than building new homes. 
 
The accelerating trend towards mobile and home working, 
especially among the high-tech, high value-added firms 
Guildford wishes to attract, suggests these options could 
greatly reduce the need for additional local housing. 
 
With higher occupancy levels, fewer vacant properties, 
greater multi-occupancy and urban density, more shared 
ownership, a bigger rental sector and change of use, the 
need for new houses would be much smaller. 
 
I am concerned that G L Hearn is a property company 
which produces SHMAs off-the-peg to suit their business 
interests and their whole business model is pro-
development. So it is no wonder their report does not 
consider alternatives to new house-building nor the views of 
local residents. 
 
It appears that we, the Council Tax Payers, have paid for 
Hearn to provide a Report that suits a pre-determined 
house building strategy favoured by GBC. While meeting 
need is in the public interest, meeting demand is in the 
private interest and ought not to be the main object of public 
policy. 
 
Surely this kind of work should be undertaken by a more 
objective organisation made up of concerned local 
residents as represented by local people, parish councils 
and community groups drawing on their vast, untapped 
local knowledge, instead of constantly forcing them to react 
to reports by unaccountable technocrats and planning 
insiders. 
 
I trust that Councillors will vote on 26 February in favour of 
the public petition which indicates what the people really 
want and take due consideration of the points raised in the 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Questionnaire. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Send Parish 
Council (Howard 
Turner) 

        Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) report 
prepared by GL Hearn Ltd. 
Although I found it a very interesting report, I do take issue 
with some of the methodology used to calculate the 
borough’s future housing requirements and the assumption 
that Guildford borough should be the repository for London 
overspill. The borough of Guildford is essentially a rural 
community providing local employment, rather than 
providing homes for London commuters. 
During the period 2001-11 the Borough Council delivered 
3,187 additional homes, which was slightly in excess of the 
planning target and for this the Council should be 
congratulated. The draft SHMA however arrives at the 
conclusion that the annual target of 322 additional homes 
each year, as set in 2006, should now be more than 
doubled to at least 670 additional homes p.a., and 
additionally, and quite arbitrarily (para 8.24), it then 
recommends that the Council should “test the ability to 
deliver 800 homes per annum within the Borough over the 
plan period to 2031”. 
 
I maintain that the 2006 assessment of housing need more 
closely represents the housing need of the Guildford 
borough’s population and I strongly question the validity 
and rationale behind the conclusions drawn in GL Hearn’s 
report. Nothing in the eco-demographic situation has 
changed significantly to indicate that this scale of increase 
is justified. 
 
I do not consider myself to be qualified enough to question 
the validity of the source data presented in the report, but I 
do question the validity of the assumptions and projections 
made by the consultants from it. In particular; 
• I suspect that G.L.Hearn has not taken due account of the 
significant number of vacant properties (996 in December 
2013 of which 449 have been empty for more than 6 
months) which already exist within the borough, and should 
reduce the assessment of need. 
 
• I consider that (para 2.31) the fact that a lower than (the 
South-East) average number of households in the borough 
are classified as overcrowded clearly demonstrates that 
affordability is not a major problem. The Council should not 
be told to assume that this lack of need may justify 
additional housing, as is G.L.Hearn’s surprising and totally 
illogical assumption. 
 
• Although I recognise that house prices are high in the 
area, I do not think that they are higher than the average of 
areas of similar distance to London. The statistics simply do 
not support such a view. I do not consider that the South-
East as a whole is a valid area for comparison. 
 
Should it be necessary to address the problem of new 
immigration at all, I would suggest that the numbers should 
be limited or conditions imposed to ensure that a proportion 

The previous 
target was 
capacity 
driven.  This 
is no longer 
in line with 
guidance. 



 

194 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

of the new housing (particularly affordable housing) is 
reserved for those who have been resident in the Borough 
for at least 3 years. 
 
With regard to under-occupation, I suggest that the Council 
could insentivise owners of such property to sub-divide their 
properties in order to provide housing for others (i.e. create 
some houses in multiple occupation) or encourage them to 
downsize elsewhere with a discount on another property of 
their choice, perhaps in a smaller but attractive property 
provided for the purpose within a new development. 
 
It is good news that student accommodation will now count 
towards the total target, but in order to reduce the demand 
for student accommodation within the town (and thereby 
increase the availability of affordable housing and parking 
spaces for other residents) it is suggested that more halls of 
residence should built on the University of Surrey’s existing 
land. I also suggest that if this accommodation Ire to be 
provided above additional car parking provision (similar to 
how the WWF building was built in Woking with the re-
opened Brewery Road car park beneath) then the existing 
problem of parking on campus could be resolved. 
 
I note that there has been an indication that the Slyfield site 
(with an estimated capacity for 1000 homes) may become 
available in the first 5 years, rather the last 5 years of the 
Local Plan. I therefore encourage G.B.C. to press for 
quicker release of this and other Borough or County owned 
brownfield sites in the Guildford area to ease pressure for 
development on far less suitable sites. 
 
I recognise that there is a need for new housing in the area 
and that, with the increase in house prices over the past 
decade, a significant proportion of these, possibly as much 
as 30% of all new build should be ‘affordable’. However, the 
siting of these houses needs to be targeted to where there 
is good infra-structure to support it. Tacking new houses on 
to settlements which are already having severe 
infrastructure problems is not the answer. 
I am very concerned that the report has no reference at all 
to the physical geography of the borough or the capacity of 
its infrastructure (including highways, schools and shops), 
both of which provide severe limitations on housing 
development if the Council wish to retain its essential rural 
character. Although I understand from the draft National 
Planning Policy Guidance that excluding such 
considerations may be a precondition of the SHMA, its 
validity as an aid to the Local Planning process is 
significantly abated as a result. In the real world the 
assessment of housing need cannot be a totally objective 
calculation. 
 
I would therefore suggest that the creation of the new Local 
Plan should be a time for new initiatives and not limited to 
adding houses within existing villages or on the edges of 
the town in a way which will make the current problems of 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

traffic movements in the area far worse. New development 
needs to be managed within the limitations of the physical 
geography of the area. 
Guildford town is set in a valley with roads, railway, river 
and canal causing congestion and difficulties for traffic 
movement, and until a very major improvement in highway 
access is available I should not add more people, cars and 
congestion to the bottlenecks that this situation all too 
regularly produces. 
I therefore hope that collaboration between Guildford, 
Waverley, Woking, Rushmoor, Surrey Heath and Elmbridge 
Councils will make the proposal for a new community at 
Wisley airfield a reality. 
 
I encourage Guildford B.C. and the other affected principal 
councils to liase on this exciting project and, should they 
consider it to be viable, to ensure that stipulations are made 
to ensure that the community is adequately serviced with 
newly constructed schools for all the potential age groups of 
children and that substantial improvements are made to the 
A3 and other major access roadways to accommodate the 
additional traffic and help to ease the existing problem of 
congestion at peak periods. 
 
Perhaps such a new development, with good roads, 
accesses, schools and community requirements may also 
help to address the shortage of secondary school places for 
other areas of East Surrey. 
I am sure that all borough Councillors are already Ill aware 
of the fact that the main highways in the borough are 
already filled to capacity. There are significant tailbacks of 
traffic on all major routes at peak times. The prospect of 
increasing the resident population by a quarter by 2031 is 
therefore just not feasible. I hope that the Council share our 
view that the area will be irreparably damaged if the 
ambitions of the few who wish to encourage growth over 
and above the needs of its own resident population are 
acceded to. 
 
I would therefore encourage the Council to require 
G.L.Hearn to correct the misassumptions in their report and 
conclude that the new housing requirement should be 
within the range 350-375p.a., which is the absolute 
maximum which can be supported by the local 
infrastructure. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Marion Garrett No New housing 
in Brownfield 
sites only. No 
Green Belt 
building or 
boundary 
changes. 
SHMA 
numbers 
flawed. 
Impossible to 
predict 
housing needs 
until 2031. 
Trends change 
eg. fewer 
shops needed 
in Town 
Centre as 
more people 
shop online. 
Industry/Com
merce doesnot 
need to be 
localised with 
modern 
technology. 
More 
distribution 
around the 
country 
needed. 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
direct the 
location of 
developme
nt. 

No Impossible in the Green Belt 
area. 

No Only Brownfield sites 
to be used. Again 
SHMA flawed. 

Some, neighbours 
borough have shown 
that sites outstrip 
demand. People will live 
where houses are 
available. Quality of life 
for present residents 
maintained. Tourism and 
Agriculture could 
prosper. 

Home counties do not have a duty to provide for London 
overspill. Mayor of London has publicly stated that there are 
sufficient Brownfield sites in London to supply demand. 

n/a 

John Findlay Yes There is an 
unrealistic 
view by many 
of the reality of 
the needs 
around 
Guildford that 
you are bound 
to get 
opposition and 
some 
proposals will 
be 
unsuccessful. 

n/a Yes Housing should not be an 
investment guarantee 

Yes Without such supply 
the services that many 
want will not be able to 
be delivered. This in 
turn will damage the 
prosperity of all. 

Guildford will gradually 
die and the services that 
people unwisely take for 
granted will not be 
affordable. 

I think you have tried to present a fair picture of the 
demands and rightly remind people that Guildford is an 
urban environment. To hear some people at the meetings 
about the Local Plan you could be forgiven for thinking we 
were in the rural wild of western Scotland. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Rick Day No   No  Yes It is my view that 
house prices are 
exacerbated by buy-
to-let landlords who 
are able to raise 
finance for new 
purchase against their 
existing property. This 
denies property to 
those who do not have 
property and cannot 
raise enough finance 
(just over 50% 
according to this 
report) forcing them to 
pay rents that are 
driven by the required 
yield on the buy-to-
lets. Rent controls 
would reverse this 
trend. 

lower growth and 
increased house prices - 
not necessarily a bad 
thing for most existing 
residents! 

It's apparently comprehensive but who knows the accuracy 
of the various assumptions and projections. The 
combination of these rapidly causes the end numbers to 
become almost meaningless. It is clear that more housing is 
needed and that this needs to be at the lower end. BUT 
tackling this through the supply side would probably be 
contrary to the wishes of MOST residents 

n/a 

Peter Gellatly Yes But not with 
complete 
abandonment 
to preservation 
of the 
borough's 
character 

Not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
impact on 
character 

Yes  Yes With some relaxation 
of the planning rules re 
settlement boundaries, 
for suitable sites. 

Loss of those employed 
in vital services.. 
Stagnation of rural 
businesses and 
communities. 

House builds should steer away from the large executive / 
London rural upsizer and build for family members to 
remain in their locality. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Merrow 
Residents' 
Association (Keith 
Meldrum) 

        You may wish to be aware that the Merrow Residents' 
Association being an active member of the Guildford 
Residents Association has been extremely involved with the 
drafting of the attached GRA response to the SHMA which 
has been submitted to you this afternoon and supports all 
the comments and criticisms that have been made. 
 
We are clear that there needs to be a great deal of 
reworking before the draft SHMA can be regarded as a 
robust basis for the assessment of housing needs in 
Guildford. An approach that is transparent and based on 
Guildford’s circumstances is essential if these projections 
on housing need are to be used in the preparation of the 
Guildford long term Local Plan and influence the many 
other dimensions such as infrastructure that result from the 
number of new houses to be built. 
 
[To view GRA's response, which Merrow Residents' 
Association supports, search for 'SHMA 2014 Merrow 
Residents Association (Keith_Meldrum)' on sharepoint.] 

n/a 

Alan Gilbertson Yes   Yes  Yes  Young people not able 
to start homes/families 
in a proper manner. 

Looks good to this non-expert. n/a 

William Chester         I am a resident of Wood Street Village. 
 
Having read the SHMA, I support the comments submitted 
by Worplesdon Parish Council. 

n/a 

Heather Cousens Yes   Yes  Yes But don't build on land 
just because of piece 
of land is 'available' 

Youngsters have to 
move away from 
families. Areas of elderly 
people making them 
vulnerable to crime. 

Infrastructure surrey roads already a giant car park It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Grahame Todd Yes Yes we should 
plan for 
housing need, 
but the flawed 
report 
produced by a 
company 
whose sole 
aim is working 
for the 
development 
industry has 
produced a 
report based 
on demand 
from 
developers 
and not local 
need. I very 
much doubt 
this would 
stand up to 
judicial 
scrutiny. 

Requireme
nt of SHMA 
to assess 
need and 
demand 

No This naive argument is not 
going to cut it no matter how 
many times you say it. High 
price levels are dictated by 
interest rate levels and 
government interference with 
the help to buy (votes) scheme. 
Also, allowing foreign nationals 
to buy up large swathes of 
London property and leaving 
them empty, thereby pushing 
people in each income level 
outwards. There are hundreds if 
not thousands of empty 
properties in London in this 
catagory which would solve the 
housing crises overnight if we 
didn't allow this. 

Yes Only if in appropriate 
settings. There isn't 
much point in building 
large areas of social 
housing outside urban 
areas for people of 
limited means. They 
will only end up being 
stranded from friends 
and relatives and 
spend large amounts 
on getting into 
Guildford, Woking or 
perhaps Aldershot to 
do grocery shopping 
etc 

Could this question be 
any more leading or 
patronising 

A complete shambles, if you don't up your game I fear the 
electorate will fire most of you at election time next year. 

n/a 

Alexey Kostin No   No More houses in Guildford would 
not reduce house prices 

No You should stop 
selling affordable 
council houses 

There are implications in 
building too many 
houses in the Green Belt 

It needs to be done by completely independent body and 
better consultation with public 

GL Hearn 
have made 
an 
independent 
assessment 
of housing 
need. 

Carolyn Archibald Yes In order to 
provide for 
sustainable 
housing 
growth, to 
meet the high 
demand for 
housing 
(mixed 
tenure), it is 
ESSENTIAL 
that the extent 
of new 
housing is 
complemented 
by the release 
of additional 
land for 
business and 
employment 

Not remit of 
SHMA to 
assess 
location of 
growth 
within the 
Borough 

Yes There is an urgent need to 
provide housing across all 
tenures, particularly in 
Guildford. The provision of 
more housing will not 
necessarily reduce the cost of 
purchase of housing. More 
emphasis should be given to 
not only boosting the numbers 
of houses, but also provides for 
a mix of style and theme of 
housing. Again, there should be 
an emphasis on the provision of 
business and employment uses 
adjacent to any new housing 
areas. This is sustainable and 
has particular merits in 
potentially reducing travel costs, 
with inherent financial 
advantages. 

Yes There is an urgent 
need for the provision 
of affordable housing 
in the SHMA. The 
spectrum of affordable 
housing should also 
include categories of 
housing which are 
provided at a price 
lower than market 
value. This can include 
for example, 
housebuilders 
retaining a percentage 
of equity of the market 
value of the property 
thereby allowing the 
property to be sold at 
a more affordable 
price. 

The implications of not 
building enough homes 
can be categorised in no 
particular order as:- 
1.Increased competition 
for houses, hence price 
increases. 
2.Disincentive to new 
employers and investors 
in the area, hence an 
impact upon economic 
growth. 
3.Restricted movement 
of people. 
4. If the area wants to 
maintain its economic 
status, then new 
housing  is critical. Of 
equal importance is the 
requirement to provide 

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment is the 
framework for the future provision of adequate housing 
supply and type of housing. The provision of housing is 
considered an investment in the local area and also 
provides for additional economic benefit. “If the supply of 
working age population is less than the projected job 
growth, this would result in unstable community patterns 
and could reduce the resilience of local businesses. In such 
circumstances, plan makers will need to consider 
increasing their housing numbers to address these 
problems”. There is therefore a direct correlation in the 
provision of future housing as an integral part of the health 
and wealth of the local areas. There is also a direct 
correlation with provision of employment opportunities and 
an integral part of this submission is for a case to be made 
for not only provision of more housing, but also provision of 
compatible employment and business opportunities. Put 
simply, the more housing that is promoted, a comparable 
amount of land should also be set aside for provision of 
employment and business opportunities. The Guildford 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

opportunities. 
The two land 
uses should 
be considered 
in context of 
best location 
and site 
details. Such 
is the case at 
Nuthill Farm 
where the 
release of land 
for 
business/empl
oyment uses 
would 
complement 
the proposed 
main housing 
land releases 
to the North 
East of 
Guildford at 
Gosden Hill 
Farm. 

complementary land 
uses, most 
importantly, new 
employment 
opportunities. The two 
land uses should be 
considered in tandem. 

SHMA suggests a population expansion increasing by 
25,000 over the next 20 years. In addition, there will be an 
increase in some 30 % of over sixties in the next 20 years. 
It is also suggested that the householders will increase by 
some 24,000 in the same time period. The economy in 
Guildford is service based. In order to maintain the 
economic position that Guildford presently experiences, 
there will require to be investment in employment and 
business opportunities. The economic forecast for Guildford 
suggests that 
there will be an increase in employment from 2011 to 2031 
by some 14,000 jobs. This increase in growth of jobs is 
required to maintain Guildford as an important economic 
centre. These projections however suggests an economic 
growth that would cause Guildford to fall behind the rest of 
Surrey. In this regard, it is therefore important, as part of 
this SHMA process to not only identify additional housing 
opportunities, but also a comparable land release for 
business and employment uses to address the proposed 
economic growth in jobs. 
It would seem that some 720 jobs per annum may be 
suggested, which is more than the proposed number of 
houses to be built. It would therefore seem that there is an 
imbalance in the number of houses proposed within the 
SHMA and the extent of land being promoted for new 
business and employment opportunities. In conclusion, it is 
suggested that there be a comparable and direct link 
between the proposed identification of new land for 
additional houses (which are required) and a similar extent 
of land required for proposed business and employment 
uses. The land at Nuthill Farm, extending to some 40 – 50 
acres is considered an ideal site for such employment and 
business uses. It already has an established use, is 
brownfield in character and has existing access and egress 
arrangements onto the A3. It also sits 
adjacent to the land being promoted for residential 
development to be north-east of Guildford at Gosden Hill 
Farm (Martin Grant Homes). The two sites are considered 
complementary and would have particular benefits in being 
promoted for such land uses. 

Paul Palmer-
Hudson 

No We need to 
bring back into 
use houses 
that are empty. 
We cannot use 
Green Belt 
land or blight 
whole 
communities 
just to build 3 
or 4 houses. 
We have to 
accept that 
Guildford may 
be full up. 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
identify the 
supply or 
location of 
housing 

No It only ever has a short term 
impact, prices then rise again. 

Yes But not the way you 
are going about it right 
now, blighting 
communities. You 
have to realise and 
take into consideration 
parking for EXISTING 
residents, and new 
housing has 
guaranteed parking. 
This has a devastating 
impact on local 
communities when 
they see a massive 
loss of parking for 3 or 
4 people who 
themselves get 

People have to live 
elsewhere, eventually all 
housing not in use will 
be back in use. This 
needs to happen long 
before new housing is 
built. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

parking provided. 

Peter Gray         Hereby object to the conclusions in this report. Cannot 
believe that you want to destroy the nature of The Horsleys 
as villages instead of building new villages. This is against 
human rights. 
The assumption upon which the report starts out are faulty 
and do not include the requirement to maintain the village 
nature by limiting the number of new houses to the current 
housing to area ratio. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Robert Broad Yes In principle 
yes; but first 
priority 
consideration 
should be 
given to 
utilising 
brownfield 
sites, ground 
occupied by 
derelict 
buildings and 
refurbishing 
empty and 
abandoned 
dwellings. Do 
not infringe the 
green belt. 
Quality of life 
is diminished 
with urban 
sprawl and the 
accompanying 
traffic 
congestion 
and pollution. 
More concrete 
equals more 
potential 
flooding. I 
haven't seen 
these 
concerns 
noted in the 
SHMA 
proposed plan. 
Surely after 
almost 3 
months of 
storms and 
resultant 
catastrophic 
flooding, these 
concerns are 
paramount. 
DON'T DO 
ANYTHING 
TO 
ACCELERATE 
CLIMATE 
CHANGE. 
DON'T RUIN 
LIFE FOR 
FUTURE 
GENERATION
S. 

Not the 
remit of the 
SMHA to 
direct 
developme
nt location 
or assess 
capacity or 
impact 

No Again, yes in principle. But in 
practical terms, the more land 
that is used on which to build 
houses, the greater will become 
the cost of the remaining land 
due to a diminishing supply. 

Yes My comments ref 
Question 1 apply here 
as well of course. 

Apart from the 
consequent house price 
increase, maybe it would 
slow immigration down if 
there were to be 
insufficient houses. I 
have read that the UK 
has 2 million plus legal 
immigrants together with 
an unknown number of 
illegal immigrants. Many 
of whom traditionally 
have in excess of the 
2.4 children norm. It is 
therefore easy to predict 
that no matter how many 
new houses are built, 
the housing problem will 
continue to spiral . 

I haven't seen any plans which explain how the consequent 
traffic congestion will be accommodated. If I may venture 
an opinion, I find that attitude Ostrich like. It is obvious to 
me, that aspect is fundamental and consequently should be 
considered first. I have referred to traffic congestion and 
resultant pollution in my 27th Nov.2013 letter regarding the 
Local Plan for Normandy, where I live. All surrounding 
roads are narrow 'B' roads and when built could never have 
envisaged the volume or physical size and weight of current 
traffic, especially at peak times. Cyclists, of whom I am one 
take our lives in our hands. The previous prospect of 700 
plus new homes, would destroy the very unique nature of 
the village, let alone the 1000 dwellings I understand is now 
being considered. Due to the lack of public transport every 
house will no doubt have one or more cars. I hesitate to 
contemplate the effect that will have on our environment. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Martin Robinson 
Dowland 

No We have other 
considerations 
overlying 
these. 

n/a No This will not be the way to 
reduce house prices, this is an 
excuse to build. Evidence has 
been supplied to the Council on 
this matter. 

No This question is 
misleading. There is 
plenty of suitable 
housing but it is being 
overlooked, 
inappropriately 
occupied. 

Building enough for 
whom? The developers? 
Businesses such as the 
University of Surrey with 
its growth at the 
expense of the town 
agenda? Loaded 
question. 
To answer the question 
what are the implications 
of not being enough 
homes of the right sort, 
or the implications of not 
letting the developers 
build the homes they 
want for their own 
wealth, is that we do not 
get swamped by over 
development. Not 
building what the pro-
metropolitan camp 
wants means we have to 
think more carefully 
about the resources we 
have already. 

Yes: The methodology needs to be reassessed. n/a 

Clive Smith No No, a more 
balanced 
approach 
should be 
taken to take 
into account 
the harm to 
the 
environment, 
infrastructure 
and 
congestion by 
so doing. 
 
It is noted the 
question does 
not use the 
words 
“meeting 
housing 
delivery” but 
“maximise”. 
Presumably, 
that is 
because to 
meet housing 
needs in a 
heavily 
constrained 
Borough like 
Guildford 
would be 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
take into 
account 
environmen
t, heritage 
or 
infrastructur
e 
constraints. 

No No, because the notion that the 
“cost of housing” would be 
materially reduced by boosting 
housebuilding is erroneous 
unless the market were to be 
almost flooded by new homes. 
A more balanced approach is 
needed. 
 
Concern is expressed at the 
wording of this question. To 
some respondents the prospect 
suggested within the question 
that the cost of housing can be 
achieved by boosting 
housebuilding would lead them 
to answer yes without 
considering the disadvantages 
of boosting housebuilding. Also, 
it is misleading to suggest that 
the cost of housing would in 
practice reduce in a meaningful 
way if more homes were built. 
The market, dynamics and 
economics of housebuilding do 
not work like that. It would take 
vast numbers of new homes, in 
excess of 800 a year, to flood 
the local market for house 
prices to be materially affected. 
Serious environmental and 
infrastructure problems would 

Yes Yes, for the reasons 
set out in the above 
submission under the 
heading “affordable 
housing”. The issue is 
how many and how 
that is achieved. The 
study seems to 
underplay the role of 
the private rented 
sector in providing 
housing that is 
affordable for many. 
 
Suitable small scale 
affordable housing in 
the Surrey Hills AONB 
and AGLV can be 
acceptable on “rural 
exception sites”. 

What is “enough” and 
should there not be a 
corresponding question 
of “What are the 
implications of building 
too many homes”? The 
question seems to be 
leading. 
 
Presumably “enough” 
means the objectively 
assessed housing needs 
of the Borough. That 
depends upon the 
interests of the 
respondent. The 
implication of less 
housebuilding would be 
conservation of the 
Borough’s protected 
landscapes and setting 
(AONB, AGLV and 
Green Belt), the 
attractive character of 
the Borough, a better 
quality of life for most 
residents, less 
congestion, the ability of 
the Borough’s 
infrastructure to cope 
and less in-migration. To 
lower income people 

[Please see Surrey Hills AONB's response (saved under 
Clive Smith) email and word document uploaded on 
sharepoint for further comments; the response was too 
large to enter in the questionnaire box] 

Response 
made 
elsewhere 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

contrary to the 
NPPF. The 
approach 
needs to be 
that the 
Council should 
seek to meet 
objectively 
assessed 
housing needs 
unless the 
adverse 
impacts of so 
doing would 
significantly 
and 
demonstrably 
outweigh the 
benefits of 
providing the 
additional level 
of new homes 
or should be 
restricted by 
specific 
policies in the 
NPPF 
(paragraph 14 
of the NPPF 
and letters in 
November and 
December 
2013 from the 
Planning 
Minister to 
Anne Milton 
MP and the 
Chairman of 
the Surrey 
Hills AONB 
Board). 
 
For reasons 
set out in the 
above 
submission the 
identified 
housing need 
figure is 
seriously open 
to question 
and is not 
supported. It is 
too high. 

ensue ruining the character of 
the Borough. 
 
The term “cost of housing” is 
unclear. Does it mean house 
prices or something else? If the 
question had been phrased 
“Should we be trying to reduce 
house prices by boosting 
housebuilding?” the public’s 
responses might be different. 
GL Hearn should be asked to 
investigate the degree to which 
they calculate that house prices 
would reduce depending upon 
different levels of housebuilding 
in the Borough. That would give 
a clearer picture of the degree 
of any benefits of boosting 
housebuilding. 
 
The complexities of the housing 
market, commuting and 
migration do not appear to have 
been understood in the study 
and the way they should 
influence housing needs. 

including those outside 
the Borough that would 
like to relocate to the 
Borough it may mean 
their ability gain the type 
of housing to which they 
aspire may be 
marginally more difficult. 
But that latter problem 
can be overstated. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

G Haynes Yes To meet the 
needs of the 
local village 
community 
only on a 
genuine basis. 

SHMA 
need to 
assess 
need and 
demand 

No  No  You keep the Green Belt 
for all to enjoy and land 
must be available for 
growing crops to feed an 
already overpopulated 
island. 

  

S Haynes No   No  No  A better chance for the 
Green Belt of not being 
desecrated, and help 
support the wildlife. 

There should be no change whatsoever to the Horsleys 
Green Belt status. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Peter Elliott         Thank you for your letter inviting me to comment on the 
SHMA report. I attended the meeting last Monday evening 
and a number of good questions were put. The most 
important were, firstly, why has the building target doubled 
since the 2009 allocation? Secondly, as Rob Burch pointed 
out, why has the number on the housing list remained pretty 
much the same since then, despite the number of houses 
being built being only 200 or so per annum? 
Also, why have local parish councils been given such an 
unreasonably short time to look at the document and make 
recommendations, given that this is supposed to be a grass 
roots up, not top down, consultation process? 
It looks as if the council is being held to ransom by the 
developers, and on that subject, the worry about there 
being a developers' free for all is surely being exaggerated 
in view of the recent St. Alban's case, where the fact that 
the local plan was not up to date did not mean that all the 
existing planning legislation was null and void. 
Looking at the bigger picture, and root cause of all this 
demand for development, I enclose a copy of an articles in 
Monday's Independent, which draws attention to the 
detrimental effect the unchecked drift towards London and 
the south east is having on the rest of the country. So the 
proposed mass building program, drawing in more 
migration to the area as it surely will, will not only inflict 
more environmental degradation and traffic chaos on the 
people of Surrey, it will be bad for the country as a whole. 
In view of this I am sending a copy of the Independent 
article to Nick Boles, and urging him to revive the policy of 
giving financial incentives to firms to set up in areas where 
jobs are more needed and houses cheaper and more 
plentiful. 

The housing 
target has 
not been set, 
therefore has 
not changed.   

Helen Cowell         I have read the draft SHMA and cannot find among the 130 
pages real evidence that the housing needs of the borough 
should be 670 - 800 per annum which is an increase of 
25% in the population over the period. The South East of 
England is already overpopulated and I thought with the 
building of he HS2 ideas are that increases in population 
should be made where possible in the north of the country. 
The basic question of whether the area can sustain and 
support such an increase in housing I do not feel has been 
addressed. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Sheila Henniker No A portion of 
the 
development 
of new homes, 
is likely to be 
on the Green 
Belt, which I 
oppose. 
Trains and 
roads are 
already over 
crowded, 
development 
of more 
homes, will 
contribute to 
more 
congestion, 
which I 
oppose. 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
test 
infrastructur
e capacity 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt 

No  Yes  On a positive note, the 
Green Belt will remain 
undeveloped. 

The figures are based on 2011 statistics, this likely to be out 
of date due to the recent increase in migration 

We have 
used the 
most recent 
available 
data.  This 
includes 
MYE post 
2011 

Gail Cook         This report is fundamentally flawed. It suggests a huge 
expanse in house building which cannot be justified, other 
than in complex calculations which bear no resemblance to 
the need for housing. 800 houses per annum would 
increase housing by 30% by 2031. Guildford cannot be 
looked at in isolation, neighbouring areas should be looked 
at together. 
 
We support the detailed response provided by Worplesdon 
Parish Council. 

We are 
producing a 
HMA wide 
SHMA.  This 
is not the 
housing 
target 

Property 
Consultant (John 
Everritt) 

No The target of 
680-800 
homes is 
unrealistic. 
There is no 
cogent [?] 
traffic study. 
Do not forget 
the other 
items. 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
test 
infrastructur
e capacity 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt 

No You will not reduce the cost of 
housing & travellers - it's just 
not in your calculations 

No These are uneconomic 
and the land so FAR 
identified is too 
expensive. NOTE 
Wisley is the best 
location so far. 

Economics! But roads, 
rail, sewage should be 
built first. 

Yes. It is not practical. Should be built in Kent on the 
Thames or EB Fleet [unclear text]- "A New City" 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Caroline Glover No   No  Yes  People will live 
elsewhere. 

I have not been given enough time to read it. I will read it 
now. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

R Brind No The need for 
housing has 
not been 
identified 
either 
objectively or 
accurately, 
e.g. 
UNIVERSITY'
S UNFILLED 
PLANNING 
PERMISSION 
for 2400 
rooms in halls 
of residence 
has not been 
deducted from 
unmet housing 
need total and 
the approx. 
996 VACANT 
PROPERTIES 
have not been 
deducted, 
contrary to 
Government 
policy. 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
identify 
housing 
delivery.  
However 
we have 
taken into 
account 
comments 
relating to 
student 
housing. 

No Boosting housebuilding will 
NOT reduce the cost of housing 
as has been demonstrated on 
previous occasions. The rules 
of supply and demand do not 
apply in these circumstances. 

Yes Yes, but it will only be 
successful if GBC do 
not back down when 
developers apply to 
reduce the number of 
affordable homes in a 
new development. 

You need to define the 
word "enough". Do you 
mean enough for 
developers or enough to 
fulfil genuine affordable 
need or enough to meet 
aspirational demand? 

Cllr. Juneja has stated that an "independent specialist" has 
produced the draft SHMA. Unsurprisingly, this is open to 
question when it is well known that G L Hearn are 
consultants to developers and will always work to maximise 
the size of a proposed development. Indeed they admit that 
they have manipulated the statistics to increase apparent 
demand. This is bias and does not tackle the subject 
objectively. Their proposed housing figure of 671dpa has 
been increased to an arbitrary figure of 800 without any 
evidence. This would result in a 30% increase in housing 
stock and change the character of the area for ever. 
Carol Humphrey states that the SHMA looks at the homes 
LOCAL PEOPLE will need up to 2031 yet the draft goes 
into much detail about potential immigration from London 
and other HMA's; local people are being ignored. 
GBC successfully challenged the South East Plan when 
422dpa were proposed and had the number reduced to 
322dpa as the higher number was not achievable due to 
landscape difficulties and the fact that it would have been 
prejudicial to the character of the area. NOTHING HAS 
CHANGED so 322dpa should be the maximum. 

The increase 
and 
methodology 
is in line with 
the guidance.  
We also work 
on behalf of 
Local 
Authorities.  
We have 
provided 
further 
justification 
for the 
increase.   

Gordon Wylie No   No  No  Guildford is a busy, 
vibrant town. Its 
infrastructure (I.e. roads, 
schools etc) are already 
under pressure in terms 
of use /demand. If 
significant numbers of 
homes were built, then it 
would be likely to reduce 
the quality of life in 
Guildford. Also, there is 
only limited availability of 
brownfield sites in 
Guildford, so large 
numbers of new houses 
would require greenfield 
sites with high amenity 
value to be used which 
would reduce the quality 
of the environment for 
Guildford residents. 

I do not support the objectives, analysis or results of the 
assessment. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Laurie & 
Rosemary Tribe 

        Re Draft Strategic Housing Market Assessment. 
In view of the on-going flooding in Surrey, including 
Guildford- the Government Environment Agency and 
Councils have had problems with this situation. Bearing this 
in mind, it is rather worrying to think of our fields and 
woodland being built on too! The capacity mentioned was 
roughly 4 family size houses per 1/3 acre. 
The site on East Lane opposite the entrance to Northcote 
Road, West Horsley KT24, for a small road including a 
double storey set of flats was turned down? This would 
have been in keeping- excluding the flats. The main 
problem here is surface flooding in this immediate area, this 
has been going on for the last 50+ years. 
The use of Wisley Airfield and other brown sites is the first 
course of action. 
We have filled in your questionnaire (3 hours +), been to 
various meetings, displays at W.H. Village Hall of proposed 
housing site sand numbers. We formed part of the protest 
meeting which took place in November and have written 
“umpteen” letters. 
We are fighting to keep West Horsley in the Green Belt this 
is of tremendous importance- particularly to the next 
generation. We do not need more housing squeezed into 
the Horsleys but it will be inevitable. Someone who is new 
to this village said “it is a special place”, let’s keep it so. 
The state of the roads regarding pot holes here is atrocious- 
we have just had a fairly new & expensive front tyre 
damaged beyond repair! 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Jon Maslin No Guildford 
Borough 
Council has 
overlooked 
crucial 
guidance 
about student 
housing and 
its impact on 
new housing 
numbers 
issued by the 
Department of 
Communities 
and Local 
Government 
(DCLG). This 
oversight 
means the 
new housing 
target in the 
Local Plan is 
at risk of being 
overstated, 
says The 
Guildford 
Society, by as 
much as 600 
homes, if not 

We have 
reviewed 
the student 
housing 
numbers 
calculation 

No  Yes  people will go elsewhere   
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

more. 
 
The Society 
discovered 
that the 
Council’s 
Strategic 
Housing Land 
Availability 
Assessment, a 
key evidence 
base 
document for 
the new Local 
Plan, ignored 
the important 
DCLG 
guidance that 
states that ‘all 
student 
accommodatio
n, whether it 
consists of 
communal 
halls of 
residence or 
self-contained 
dwellings, and 
whether or not 
it is on 
campus, can 
be included 
towards the 
computation of 
housing 
provision in 
local 
development 
plans.’ 
 
The potential 
threat to the 
Green Belt can 
be reduced if 
the Council 
follows this 
advice in the 
DCLG 
November 
2012 
publication 
entitled 
‘Definitions of 
General 
Housing 
Terms’. 
Hitherto, the 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Council has 
not been 
including 
student 
housing in its 
assessment of 
current and 
potential 
housing 
provision. At a 
recent meeting 
between the 
Planning 
Minister, our 
MP and 
councillors, the 
Minister 
confirmed the 
validity of The 
Society’s 
claim. 
 
Not only does 
student 
housing, 
including off 
campus 
housing, count 
towards the 
current 
housing total, 
unimplemente
d planning 
permissions 
also count 
towards the 
total of the 
new housing 
target yet to be 
agreed. 
 
The Guildford 
Society has 
already 
identified an 
unimplemente
d planning 
permission 
that enables 
the University 
of Surrey to 
build over 
2400 new bed 
spaces on its 
Manor Park 
Campus 
during the life 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

of the new 
Local Plan 
(under the 
DCLG 
guidance, four 
to six student 
spaces count 
as one house 
hence The 
Society’s 
estimate of 
600+ houses 
as the 
reduction in 
building need). 
 
The Society is 
hunting for 
other 
unimplemente
d planning 
permissions 
for student 
accommodatio
n in the 
Borough. The 
Society’s 
search will 
also cover 
properties 
capable of 
being 
converted to 
houses in 
multiple 
occupation for 
students 
without 
planning 
permission, as 
these can also 
be used to 
offset the need 
for new 
housing. 
 
Bill Stokoe, 
chairman of 
The Guildford 
Society, says: 
‘Guildford has 
a substantial 
student 
population – 
not just the 
University of 
Surrey, but 



 

213 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

institutions 
such as the 
Guildford 
College 
Group, the 
Academy of 
Contemporary 
Music, 
Performance 
Practice 
Academy and 
the University 
of Law. So the 
total of student 
housing in the 
Borough is 
almost 
certainly larger 
still, thus 
increasing the 
total of current 
general 
housing 
provision and 
reducing the 
need for 
more.’ 
 
The forensic 
approach 
adopted by the 
Society’s team 
of specialist 
planners to the 
evidence base 
for the new 
Local Plan has 
highlighted 
other areas 
where the 
housing 
numbers are in 
danger of 
being 
overstated 
(including the 
distorting 
impact of the 
student 
population on 
the 
 
number of 
people 
migrating into 
and out of the 
borough). The 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Society, 
representing 
nearly 500 
residents, fully 
anticipates 
that its 
representation
s will receive 
due attention 
and weight by 
the Local Plan 
authoring 
team, and it 
will scrutinize 
closely the 
policy 
documents 
and evidence 
base as they 
are presented 
at the next 
round of 
consultation. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Lynn Yeo         I am writing in response to the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA). 
 
I reject the findings in the report for calling for a substantial 
increase in the number of homes to be built in Guildford 
Borough and set out reasons for my objection below. 
 
Inadequate existing infrastructure and lack of creation of 
new facilities to support additional housing development 
Growth in the borough appears to be led by demand for 
housing but issues about urban and rural planning and 
infrastructure are not adequately addressed. I feel that the 
demands of future or aspiring residents outweigh the 
concerns of existing residents. Existing infrastructure 
(roads, schools, medical facilities) is aging and 
oversubscribed and there is little provision for additional or 
upgraded facilities. The lack of a strong master plan for 
growth in the borough, other than housing, is very 
disturbing and short sighted. It will result in unacceptable 
pressures on local infrastructure and a reduction in the 
quality of life in the borough both for new and existing 
residents. 
 
Unsustainable growth and destruction of the Green Belt 
There will always be demand for homes in Guildford 
because of its excellent environment and links to areas of 
high employment. Some of this demand is created by the 
high prices of properties in London. As such, I am 
concerned that the increase in the number of homes is led 
by demand and not need. Instead of trying to accommodate 
everyone who would like to live here, we should look to see 
what is a sustainable amount of growth that the borough 
can support without destroying what makes the area so 
desirable. 
 
Building on land that is designated as Green Belt is very 
short sighted. One of the great pleasures of living in 
Guildford is its green and pleasant surroundings. 
Destroying that would rob residents and future generations 
of a unique and irreplaceable feature. The Green Belt also 
serves an important environmental role, providing habitats 
for wildlife, plants to help maintain good air quality and soak 
away areas for rainfall. The Green Belt helps to preserve 
are the area’s natural heritage and prevents towns, villages 
and cities from growing into each other. The destruction of 
Green Belt benefits only a few at the expense of many, not 
just people but animals and the environment. 
 
Before allowing development on Green Belt sites, all 
brownfield sites should be considered first. Better use of 
urban plots by building well planned 4 -5 story dwellings 
with shared amenities could result in more homes in 
already developed urban areas. A comprehensive town 
plan, including the strategic location of a substantial 
increase in density, for example on Walnut Tree Close, 
could make a substantial contribution to housing numbers 
without altering Green Belt boundaries. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

I do not believe that the SHMA has adequately explored the 
negative effects of growth as little has been mentioned 
about protecting Guildford’s character and heritage. I also 
do not believe that the SHAM takes into account the effect 
of increased growth on existing residents. Growth is not 
always beneficial and it is important to structure potential 
development to an appropriate scale so that economic, 
environmental and social aspects are taken into account. At 
the moment, I feel that only economic concerns are driving 
the SHMA and the environment and community concerns 
are side lined. 
 
Affordable housing or executive housing? Want or need? 
The average house price in Guildford is far in excess to 
other many other areas in the UK, but similar to areas in the 
South East within proximity to London. The lack of 
affordable housing is not just due to lack of housing stock, 
but also level of wages. This is a much larger national issue 
that cannot be addressed in the SHMA. However, if there is 
to be more housing developed, a significant proportion of it 
should be earmarked for affordable housing. At present, it 
appears that many developments are larger 3 – 5 bedroom 
‘executive homes’ with only a small percentage set aside 
for affordable homes. In order to create more affordable 
housing, I believe that for every ‘executive home’ built, 
there should be at least one affordable home created if not 
more. Again, I believe that we need to examine whether it is 
demand or need that is driving housing policy. 
 
Questionable statistics used to support statements 
The Guildford Society and some other local organisations 
have questioned the statistics and data that GL Hearn, the 
consultants who drafted the SHMA, have used to support 
their analysis. I agree with them and I would also like to add 
that despite having a post-graduate degree, I found the 
SHMA to be a very technical document. I believe that the 
inaccessibility of the document will have meant that many 
people will have been put off reading and responding to it. I 
understand that this is a complex matter but I did feel at 
times that the consultants writing the report included jargon 
instead of writing in plain English. 
 
I love living in Guildford and enjoy the green and glorious 
countryside on a daily basis. I hope that the council will give 
more weight to the environmental and community concerns 
related to the pressures created by a significant increase in 
housing. 

David Burnett         I would like to submit my response to the Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment (SHMA). 
 
I reject the  findings in the report for calling for a substantial 
increase in the number of homes to be built in Guildford 
Borough and set out reasons for my objection below. 
 
Inadequate existing infrastructure and lack of creation of 
new facilities to support additional housing development 
As set out in the report the call for more housing in the 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

borough appears to be led by demand for housing, yet we 
shouldn't set out to meet this demand without first 
addressing issues about urban and rural planning and 
infrastructure. In this report the demands of future or 
aspiring residents outweigh the concerns of existing 
residents. Existing infrastructure (roads, schools, medical 
facilities) is ageing and oversubscribed and there is little 
provision for additional or upgraded facilities. The lack of a 
strong master plan for growth in the borough, other than 
housing, is very disturbing and short sighted. It will result in 
unacceptable pressures on local infrastructure and a 
reduction in the quality of life in the borough both for new 
and existing residents. 
 
Unsustainable growth and destruction of the Green Belt 
There will always be demand for homes in Guildford 
because of its excellent environment and links to areas of 
high employment. Some of this demand is created by the 
high prices of properties in London. As such, I am 
concerned that the increase in the number of homes is led 
by demand and not need. Instead of trying to accommodate 
everyone who would like to live here, we should look to see 
what is a sustainable amount of growth that the borough 
can support without destroying what makes the area so 
desirable. 
 
Building on land that is designated as Green Belt is very 
short sighted. One of the great pleasures of living in 
Guildford is its green and pleasant surroundings. 
Destroying that would rob residents and future generations 
of a unique and irreplaceable feature. The Green Belt also 
serves an important environmental role, providing habitats 
for wildlife, plants to help maintain good air quality and soak 
away areas for rainfall. The Green Belt helps to preserve 
are the area’s natural heritage and prevents towns, villages 
and cities from growing into each other. The destruction of 
Green Belt benefits only a few at the expense of many, not 
just people but animals and the environment. 
 
Before allowing development on Green Belt sites, all 
brownfield sites should be considered first. Better use of 
urban plots by building well planned 4 -5 story dwellings 
with shared amenities could result in more homes in 
already developed urban areas. A comprehensive town 
plan, including the strategic location of a substantial 
increase in density, for example on Walnut Tree Close, 
could make a substantial contribution to housing numbers 
without altering Green Belt boundaries. 
 
I do not believe that the SHMA has adequately explored the 
negative effects of growth as little has been mentioned 
about protecting Guildford’s character and heritage. I also 
do not believe that the SHMA takes into account the effect 
of increased growth on existing residents. Growth is not 
always beneficial and it is important to structure potential 
development to an appropriate scale so that economic, 
environmental and social aspects are taken into account. At 

infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

the moment, I feel that only economic concerns are driving 
the SHMA and the environment and community concerns 
are side lined. 
 
Affordable housing or executive housing? Want or need? 
The average house price in Guildford is far in excess to 
other many other areas in the UK, but similar to areas in the 
South East within proximity to London. The lack of 
affordable housing is not just due to lack of housing stock, 
but also level of wages. This is a much larger national issue 
that cannot be addressed in the SHMA. However, if there is 
to be more housing developed, a significant proportion of it 
should be earmarked for affordable housing. At present, it 
appears that many developments are larger 3 – 5 bedroom 
‘executive homes’ with only a small percentage set aside 
for affordable homes. In order to create more affordable 
housing, I believe that for every ‘executive home’ built, 
there should be at least one affordable home created if not 
more. Again, I believe that we need to examine whether it is 
demand or need that is driving housing policy. 
 
Instead of Assessments such as SHMA which are steered 
towards quick and easy new builds, I would like to see more 
efforts go into the better use of existing housing stock. 
Some ideas would be to ditch reduction of council tax on 
empty properties, to put more barriers on ownership of 
freehold properties such as residency requirements and 
deposit minimums, and for the council to convert existing 
buildings into new council home accommodation. 
 
Questionable statistics used to support statements 
The Guildford Society and some other local organisations 
have questioned the statistics and data that GL Hearn, the 
consultants who drafted the SHMA, have used to support 
their analysis. I agree with them. I found the SHMA to be a 
very technical document, and wonder whether the general 
public can digest and respond adequately to such a 
document - and in their own free time without pay. I believe 
that the inaccessibility of the document will have meant that 
many people will have been put off reading and responding 
to it. I understand that this is a complex matter but I did feel 
at times that the consultants writing the report included 
jargon instead of writing in plain English. 
 
I love living in Guildford Borough and love that we have 
glorious countryside on our doorsteps. It would be an 
irreversible act if we were to blur the boundary between 
Greater London our Borough by filling it with an 
unnecessary amount of housing. I hope that the council will 
give more weight to the environmental and community 
concerns related to the pressures created by a significant 
increase in housing. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Geoff Tonks         I am writing to object to the assessment that Guildford will 
need eight hundred new homes each year for the next 
fifteen years. This figure is far too high. I have no doubt that 
estate agents would be able to sell the extra new homes, 
but that does not mean that they are all actually needed. 
 
This degree of building would put extra pressure on already 
stretched roads and services. May I suggest that the 
Council give more weight to the views of the Parish Council 
than to those of developers. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

John Gould         We are still very concerned about the proposed plans for 
the town of Guildford and the surrounding villages, and feel 
that you are still failing to understand the main criticisms. 
 
It is vital that you resist the Government demands to 
increase the number of people living in your area. There 
must be a point somewhere where you have to say “enough 
is enough” and we can take no more people; that time has 
now come! Do you really want to go down in history as the 
Council that ruined Guildford and destroyed the surrounding 
countryside? Big is not always better, you need to aim for 
quality rather than quantity! Do you really want Guildford to 
become another Croydon or another Basingstoke? 
 
Both Guildford and the surrounding villages have reached 
saturation point, and should expand no further. The traffic in 
Guildford is often gridlocked, and there is no room for any 
real improvement of the North-South road system. The 
East-West situation along the A3 is equally bad, especially 
between the Wooden Bridge and the junctions with the 
Royal Surrey and Surrey Business Park, etc.; increased 
activity in this area has made the situation much worse in 
recent years. 
 
Affordable housing is a necessity, and must be provided. 
Space for such housing should be found from some of the 
“brown field” sites in the town and villages. With the move 
to “on line” shopping and vast out-of-town shopping areas, 
there will be less demand for shops within the town and 
some of these should be considered for housing when the 
occasion arises. To ensure a continuation of supply of such 
housing, we need to make it a condition of purchase that 
any future sale can be only for that sum plus a cost-of-living 
increase; any improvements to the property must be agreed 
beforehand so that the price can be adjusted appropriately. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Shackleford & 
Peper Harow PCC 
(Christopher Bell) 

Yes Housing 
Needs of 
Older People 
 
A site that 
certainly 
should be 
considered for 
old people's 
sheltered 
accommodatio
n is the site in 
Shackleford off 
the 
Shackleford  to 
Elstead Road 
(with its 
entrance 
opposite the 
junction with 
Grenville 
Road) which is 
bounded by 
the 
Shackleford to 
Elstead road, 
Norney Chase, 
St Mary's (the 
house with its 
entrance off 
School Lane 
Shackleford) 
and the A3. 
 
Within the 
Shackleford 
area (to the 
west of the A3) 
there just is no 
dedicated old 
people's 
sheltered 
accommodatio
n and with the 
increasing 
aging 
population this 
deficiency 
should be 
addressed. 
 
The site in 
question is flat 
and held under 
charitable 
trusts so, with 
the pending 

Not within 
remit to 
assess 
location of 
developme
nt. 

Yes  Yes  An unsustainable 
shortage of homes 
generally. If one is able 
to increase the supply of 
old people's 
accommodation then 
that will allow down 
sizing by older people so 
increasing the 
availability of housing for 
younger people and 
families within the 
homes that are vacated 
by those downsizing. 

Please put more emphasis on the provision of housing 
dedicated to the needs of old people. 

We have 
added 
additional 
commentary 
to the needs 
of older 
people 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

increase in the 
need for old 
people's 
accommodatio
n generally 
within the 
Borough, is a 
justifiable 
choice for 
designation for 
such 
accommodatio
n. 

Jennifer Rowland Yes housing supply 
in Guildford is 
lacking. 
Although my 
neighbours are 
up in arms 
about the 
expansion. I 
am not a home 
owner but wish 
to be. Even 
with a large 
deposit sitting 
in my bank, I 
cannot find a 
suitable home 
for my family. I 
want to be in 
Guildford, but I 
am unable to 
buy anything 
in the current 
state. If decent 
family homes 
can become 
available at 
reasonable 
prices, that is 
the best case 
scenario. I 
want prices to 
go down, they 
need to go 
down. 

N/A Yes absolutely yes No This is politically 
incorrect, but I would 
prefer to NOT have 
them in the area. The 
increased crime rates 
and insecurity in my 
area concern me. I do 
not wish to make 
Guildford an 
undesirable place to 
live. 

house prices too high 
got first time owners. 
Outrageous rental prices 
from private landlords. 
This is crippling the 
economy. 

people who own homes and worry about their view being 
disturbed believe that their only retirement fund is in their 
house. so they do not want prices to go down.. only when 
their children want to buy a home will they realise the 
problem is too great. Please consider that everyone has 
their own agenda. 

n/a 

Alan Bourne No   No  No  living with parents will 
become more usual, 
people will move to 
where the employment 
opportunities exist that 
suit their abilities 

we should not build on Areas of natural beauty, or areas 
that are currently used for walking or leisure activities 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Julie Putt No   No  No  In the Normandy area 
and on the Hogs Back 
the implications of not 
building more homes 
can only be positive in 
that we already have a 
flooding issue and more 
buildings will make the 
situation even worse! Is 
Guildford Council willing 
to confirm in writing that 
they will cover the costs 
of flood damage to 
current residents' 
properties caused 
because of the extra 
housing built in the 
area?! 

Please ensure you check exactly what facilities the areas 
currently have that you intend to erect new houses in 
because previous data shows implicitly that your 
information has been incorrect! 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Jane Doe No   No Increasing building will not 
necessarily make housing more 
affordable or reduce cost or 
value of current housing stock. 
Particularly where people are 
migrating from more expensive 
inner London areas where 
house costs are considerably 
higher. 

Yes Yes, but this should 
not be build in vast 
quantities in areas 
where this is not the 
'norm'. This will create 
isolated 'estates', 
which would not be in 
keeping with many 
areas of rural surrey 

The demand for housing 
will increase, however, 
as the economy is is still 
slow, the demand for 
housing is not that great, 
the building of houses 
should be done at a 
sustainable rate. To 
flood the market with 
cheaper housing in 
some areas will not 
benefit the local 
community, put massive 
pressure on education, 
medical and social 
requirements for that 
district, which I'm 
guessing local 
government will not 
have the funds to 
sustain. 

It is a bit' pie in the sky'. And not realistic in its 
implementation. The plan should be feasible and realistic 
for the communities to which it will be applied. You cannot 
apply the same plan to the central town of woking or 
guildford as you could to small hamlets and villages with 
limited educational spaces, medical provision and 
infrastructure. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 



 

223 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Burgess 
International - 
Chartered Survey 
(Brian Burgess) 

        Thank you for your e mail of 5 2 2014. Please see our 
comments regarding housing need in Holmbury St Mary 
and Peaslake. 
Note importance of GBC reliance upon Shere Parish 
Council questionnaire which omits the true facilities 
available in Holmbury St Mary! Why does GBC impose 
restrictions on Holmbury and Peaslake when families here 
have same requirements as those in Shere, Gomshall, 
Horsleys etc? 
Has GBC consulted Mole Valley DC and Wotton Parish 
Council? 
Why is both GBC and Shere PC unable to supply me with a 
full copy of Shere PC completed questionnaire? 
What will be available for the Inspector at the EIP? 
There is scope to release land in both villages for open 
market housing which supports affordable housing. 
Kindly address this flawed evidence base and send a GBC 
Officer to the villages to have a look! The officer I met in 
GBC offices had never been here! 
We have three children aged 24 to 33 who require housing. 
There are many more children here although Shere PC 
states otherwise quite incorrectly and misleadingly. Given 
GBC has to look beyond 2032 in terms of green belt 
release it is time to survey the villages needs properly. 
Otherwise communities will wither together with their 
facilities. 
 
 
[To view the email correspondence referred to above, 
search for Brian_Burgess on sharepoint- too large to fit in 
the comment box] 

All 
surrounding 
Local 
authorities 
have been 
asked to 
comment on 
the SHMA.  
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Jonathan Mitchell No The housing 
need figures 
must be re-
considered. 
The numbers 
must be 
shown 
including and 
excluding the 
University's 
plans for 
student 
numbers. 
 
A big factor in 
the SHMA 
lower housing 
need of 671 is 
the need to 
accommodate 
the 
University’s 
ambitions to 
increase 
student 
numbers 
(7.61). 
 
Firstly the 
demographic-
led projections 
in Table 12 at 
4.7 give an 
annual 
housing 
requirement of 
470 using 10 
years’ data, 
but 649 using 
5 years’ data. 
This latter 
number is 
used to 
support the 
671 value. 
 
The difference 
between the 
470 and 649 is 
mainly due to 
higher inflows 
of students in 
the last 5 
years – see 
Appendix B 
1.5 
 

We have 
reviewed 
the student 
housing 
numbers 
calculation 

No The proximity of London 
significantly affects demand 
(not to be confused by need) for 
housing in Guildford (para 2.9). 
This, combined with the 
University's expansion plans, 
mean demand will remain high 
relative to supply. Therefore, 
boosting housebuilding will 
probably not reduce the cost of 
housing relative to the market 
as a whole, at least not until the 
extent of building reduces the 
attractiveness of Guildford as a 
place to live. 

No 
Answer 

The question is not 
clear as to what 
"more" means - does it 
mean more than exists 
at present - or a 
greater proportion of 
new builds? 
 
I support the need for 
a proportion of all new 
housing to be 
affordable. 

People will choose to 
live elsewhere. 
 
Again the question is not 
clear. Does enough 
mean to the number to 
satisfy need or to satisfy 
demand"? 

I would have expected that the mathematical derivation of 
the SHMA figure of 670-800 would be set out in a 
transparent manner which would allow a reader to replicate 
the calculation using the source data. This is a serious 
omission in such an important and influential document. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Tellingly, 7.62 
states “Moving 
forward the 
pace and 
timing of 
growth in 
student 
numbers 
(particularly 
full-time 
students) 
should be 
monitored 
against growth 
in student 
bedspaces. 
The balance 
between these 
will influence 
housing 
market 
impacts, 
particularly on 
the private 
rented sector 
in the wards 
most affected. 
GL Hearn plan 
to further 
engage with 
the University 
of Surrey and 
providers of 
student 
accommodatio
n to 
understand 
this issue 
further. This 
may affect 
findings 
regarding 
housing need 
and the mix of 
homes in the 
final report." 

J Brown         Thank you for your letter dated 29th January. I have visited 
the Swan Lane shop to view the draft SHMA and note that 
the number of new homes to be built up to 2031. I shall wait 
to see the Local Plan regarding infrastructure and 
environmental factors. Thank you for the notification on this 
matter. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Bryan Smith 
Associates (Bryan 
Smith) 

Yes It is important, 
particularly in 
the South East 
Region, that all 
LAs meet their 
obligations for 
housing. Any 
failure to do so 
deprives 
residents of 
the basic right 
to a roof over 
their heads 
and deflects 
the demand to 
other LAs who 
may not be 
able to satisfy 
their own 
demand as 
well as any 
additional 
burden 
inflicted by 
Guildford BC. 

n/a Yes Guildford has one of the highest 
house price to average 
earnings outside of London, 
putting the prospect of 
satisfying demand beyond 
many people, particularly young 
people. The result is that with 
Guildford's healthy economy 
and job prospects this means 
that in-commuting increases by 
numbers and distance as local 
employment has to be met from 
a wider area. 

Yes Critical issue in the 
South East in general 
and Guildford in 
particularly. 

Potentially creates 
additional 
homelessness, extends 
the journey to work 
distances, undermines 
family structures as the 
need to meet local 
demand, especially for 
the young, means 
members of a family are 
forced to live further 
apart than they may 
wish to, increases local 
house prices further 
depriving those wishing 
to enter the housing 
market of the 
opportunity to do so. 

It is important that as an integral part of its Local Plan 
Guildford BC meets its obligations. The BC lags in its 
programme for a local plan and the delay, accepted as 
being not solely the council's fault, but now it has the 
opportunity to produce a realistic policy framework taking 
account of up-to-date population and household forecasts 
and a thorough assessment of housing need undertaken by 
its appointed reputable consultants. Failure to take account 
of the true housing requirements will result in further delay 
to the adoption of an up-to-date Local Plan as experience 
elsewhere in the country suggests that matters are then 
pursued by frustrated house builders and developers 
through High Court challenges. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Jonathan Murphy         I write in a personal capacity as a local resident to comment 
on the SHMA. 
 
It seems clear from the many detailed comments made by 
residents, parish councils, amenity groups and others that 
the current SHMA is a flawed work in progress and not a 
finished product which could form a sound foundation for a 
local plan. At the very least it needs a thorough review and 
reworking by suitably qualified consultants or council 
officers independent of the original authors and those who 
gave the instructions for the original report. 
 
Ploughing on with the current SMHA is likely to lead to 
challenge and delay later. It will be more efficient in the long 
run to produce an SMHA where there is a measure of local 
consensus that the report has a measure of integrity even if 
not everyone agrees the conclusions. 
 
Flaws identified in the report include the following: apparent 
upside bias - estimates and assumptions seem to tend to 
the upside, having a cumulative overall effect; selective use 
of evidence including eg on demographic change including 
ignoring the impact of student numbers; over optimistic 
employment growth figures; lack of evidence for key 
assumptions and conclusions; use of arbitrary unsupported 
adjustments; over simplistic analysis and methodology. This 
is not intended to be a comprehensive list. 
 
There must be a strong suspicion that for whatever reason 
the Council has got off on the wrong foot using a service 
provider which has delivered a shoddy product which will 
cause the Council a great deal of trouble going forward. 
The other possibility is that someone "got at" the 
consultants and asked for a skewed report pointing to a 
particular housing number. 

n/a 



 

228 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Richard Trinick No I do not 
believe that 
increasing the 
housing stock 
by 800 houses 
a year for 20 
years is 
feasible. i.e. 
16,000 more 
houses. 
i.e. an 
increase in 
houses of 
around 30%. 
i.e. an 
increase in 
population 
from 140,000 
by another 
40,000 people. 
Over the last 
20 years 
population 
increased by 
little over 10% 
(census). Why 
should we 
believe 30%? 
It is not 
sustainable, 
schools, 
roads, traffic, 
environmental 
pollution, 
ecological 
harm etc etc 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
sustainabilit
y or impact 
of housing 
delivery.  
The last 20 
years may 
not be 
representati
ve of more 
recent 
trends.  

No Boosting housebuilding only 
fuels higher profits for major 
developers 

No  saving the environment 
and quality of life that we 
treasure for future 
generations 

I do not believe that increasing the housing stock by 800 
houses a year for 20 years is feasible. i.e. 16,000 more 
houses. 
i.e. an increase in houses of around 30%. i.e. an increase in 
population from 140,000 by another 40,000 people. 
Over the last 20 years population increased by little over 
10% (census). Why should we believe 30%? 
It is not sustainable, schools, roads, traffic, environmental 
pollution, ecological harm etc etc 
This document is an attempt to justify mass development by 
blinding the public with a mass of supposed evidence which 
at best is flimsy! 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Martin Sweeting No The house 
need that has 
been identified 
is flawed 

n/a No It is not a case of justifying 
more building in order to simply 
reduce cost 

Yes An appropriate amount 
and in appropriate 
areas with the 
necessary 
infrastructure to 
support it 

Population density and 
impact on the 
environment and 
infrastructure must take 
precedence over simple 
quantity of house 
building. Incentives to 
balance the population 
across less developed 
parts of the country are 
needed rather than 
continuing to overcrowd 
the south east region - 
especially around 
Guildford 

A more realistic assessment needs to be made, taking 
account of the environment, infrastructure and impact on 
village communities to arrive at a limited and sustainable 
growth 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Duncan Ford No   No  No 
Answer 

  I do not see why the overall recommendation is for 800 
extra homes per year (a total of 12,000 by 2031), when in 
2009 GBC challenged the SE Plan housing number of 422 
and got this reduced to 322. Why should the current 
recommendation be double what was proposed then in 
order to maintain the Green Belt? 

This is not a 
like for like 
figure. The 
SHMA does 
not set a 
housing 
target. 

Ramsey Nagaty No GUILDFORD 
HAS 
CONSTRAINT
S DUE TO 
THE HIGH 
LEVEL OF 
SURROUNDI
NG 
GREENBELT, 
AGLV, AONB 
WHICH 
ALLOWS THE 
COUNCIL TO 
MITIGATE 
THE NUMBER 
OF HOUSES. 
GUILDFORD 
ALSO 
SUFFERS 
FROM A 
LACK OF 
ROAD 
INFRASTRUC
TURE AND 
CROSS 
GUILDFORD 
ROUTES 
CONSTRAINE
D FURTHER 
BY THE 
RAILWAY 
AND AONB. 
THESE 
TRAFFIC 
ISSUES 
NEED TO BE 
FULLY 
RESOLVED 
BEFORE 
ADDING 
MORE 
HOUSING 
RESULTING 
IN MORE 
CARS, MORE 
JOURNEYS 
AND 
GREATER 
CONGESTIO
N. HOUSING 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
test 
infrastructur
e capacity 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt 

No IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO 
BUCK THE MARKET AND A 
SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN 
HOUSING CRUCIALLY 
RAISES THE LIKELIHOOD OF 
A HOUSING CRASH. 
INTEREST RATES ARE AT A 
HISTORIC LOW AND CAN 
ONLY INCREASE SUCH THAT 
MANY WILL STRUGGLE TO 
AFFORD THEIR 
MORTGAGES. WE DO NOT 
WANT ANOTHER SPAIN, 
GREECE OR IRELAND WITH 
HUGE DEVELOPMENTS 
EMPTY AND ANOTHER 
FINANCIAL CRASH. 
ACTION TO REDUCE THE 
BUY TO LET, 2ND HOMES 
AND OVERSEAS BUYERS 
PRESSURE ON THE 
HOUSING MARKET THAT WE 
SEE FUELLING HOUSE 
PRICE RISES IN LONDON 
WOULD ASSIST AS WOULD 
ALLOWING COUNCILS TO 
BUILD COUNCIL HOUSES 
AGAIN. 
BOOSTING HOUSE BUILDING 
MAYBE SEEN AS A 
TEMPORARY BOOST TO THE 
ECONOMY AND TO REDUCE 
UNEMPLOYMENT AND 
RESULT IN FAVOURABLE 
ECONOMIC WELL BEING 
FEELINGS COME THE NEXT 
ELECTION BUT THE 
CONSEQUENCES TO THE 
ECONOMY, THE 
COUNTRYSIDE AND 
ENVIRONMENT WILL BE 
FELT FOR YEARS TO COME. 
DEVELOPERS AND HOUSE 
BUILDERS ARE NOT GOING 
TO BUILD HOUSES SUCH 
THAT THEY BRING DOWN 
THE PRICE OF HOMES. 

No INCREASED 
AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING IS OF 
COURSE TO BE 
DESIRED, BUT 
DEVELOPERS WHO 
HAVE EXPRESSED 
INTEREST IN 
TAKING ADVANTAGE 
OF POSSIBLE 
DEVELOPMENT 
UNDER THE NEW 
LOCAL PLAN 
CONSULTATION ARE 
NOT PROFFERING 
AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING NOR 
COULD THEY BE 
TRUSTED ON PAST 
PERFORMANCE TO 
MEET ANY QUID 
PER QUO 
PROVISION. 

GUILDFORD HAS 
SPECIAL 
CIRCUMSTANCES TO 
ARGUE THAT IT 
SHOULD NOT HAVE 
TO MEET HIGH 
TARGETS DUE TO 
THE % OF GREEN 
BELT AGLV AND AONB 
LAND AND THE 
TRAFFIC, ROAD 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
AND OTHER 
RESTRAINTS.AS 
SUCH ANY 
PENALTIERS FOR NOT 
MEETING TARGETS 
CAN BE MITIGATED. 
THE BOROUGH 
WOULD LOSE THE 
ROOF TAX BENEFIT 
ARISING WITH EVERY 
NEW HOME NOT 
BUILT. 
THOSE IN FAVOUR OF 
UNRESTRAINED 
DEVELOPMENT AND 
HOUSE BUILDING 
ARGUE GUILDFORD 
COULD BE HELD TO 
RANSOM BY 
DEVELOPERS WHO 
ARGUE THAT FAILURE 
TO PROVIDE 
SUFFICIENT HOUSING 
AND MEET THE FINAL 
AGREED ANNUAL 
HOUSING 
REQUIREMENT 
WOULD ALLOW THEM 
TO GAIN PLANNING 
PERMISSION FOR 
WHATEVER NON 
APPROPRIATE PLAN 
THEY MAY HAVE, THIS 
IS SIMPLY NOT TRUE 
AND IS A SCARE 
TACTIC . 
FAILURE TO BUILD 
"ENOUGH" HOMES (IS 

THE DRAFT HOUSING MARKET ASSESSMENT IS 
POOR. IT WAS WEAKLY PRESENTED BY GL HEARN TO 
INVITED AUDIENCES. THE PRESENTATION 
HIGHLIGHTED FLAWS IN THE WORK UNDERTAKEN BY 
GL HEARN WITH WRONG ASSUMPTIONS, WRONG 
PREMISES AND A FAILURE TO TAKE ON BOARD AND 
COMPLY WITH STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS. NOT 
UNDERSTANDING STUDENT ACCOMMODATION CAN 
BE INCLUDED. NOT LIAISING WITH PARISH COUNCILS 
ETC (NOT SUFFICIENT TO PRESENT FINDINGS TO 
THEM AND SOLICIT RESPONSES IN A SHORT PERIOD) 
A FULL AND PROPER JUSTIFIED PROGRESSION FROM 
THE CURRENT FIGURE OF 322 THE GBC APPEALED 
AND WON ON TO THE 800 FIGURE NICK IRELAND 
ROUNDED UP TO HAS NOT BEEN CLEARLY 
PRESENTED OR JUSTIFIED. 
HOUSING NEED AND HOUSING DEMAND NEED TO BE 
DIFFERENTIATED. 
STUDENT HOUSING PROVISION SHOULD BE TAKEN 
INTO CONSIDERATION AS OUTLINED BY RT HON NICK 
BOLES MINISTER 
THIS WOULD INCLUDE STUDENT ACCOMMODATION 
BUILT AND WITH OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION AT 
MANOR PARK. 
PROPER ASSESSMENT AND INCLUSION OF PARISH 
COUNCILS AND THEIR ASSESSMENTS OF HOUSING 
NEED IS REQUIRED. 
TAKE INTO ACCOUNT AFFORDABILITY AND DEMAND 
BASED ON MORTGAGE REPAYMENTS NOT THE COST 
OF PURCHASE, BEARING IN MIND INTEREST RATES 
CAN ONLY RISE. 
TAKE OUT THE SUBJECTIVE AND POLITICAL 
CONTENT OF THE ASSESSMENT. 
A FIGURE OF 322 TO 369 IS MORE REALISTIC IF THE 
LETTINGS IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR TO HOUSEHOLDS 
SUPPORTED BY LHA IS TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION. 
THIS FIGURE CAN BE FURTHER REDUCED TO 245PA 
BY APPLYING THE GBC ADOPTED 70% OF MARKET 
LEVELS FOR AFFORDABILITY. 
YOUR QUESTIONS IN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE ARE 
PHRASED TO ELICIT RESPONSES THE PRO 
DEVELOPMENT PRO BUILDING LOBBY DESIRE. 

We have 
reviewed the 
Student 
housing 
issue.  All 
Parish 
Councils 
have had the 
chance to 
comment on 
the draft 
SHMA.  The 
current figure 
is no longer 
fit for 
purpose as it 
is out dated 
and capacity 
led. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

DEVELOPME
NT SHOULD 
BE ON 
BROWNFIELD 
SITES 
PREFERABLY 
WITHIN THE 
TOWN AND 
CLOSE TO 
THE CENTRE. 
INCREASED 
HOUSING 
DENSITY 
SHOULD BE 
CONSIDERED 
AS WELL AS 
UTILISATION 
OF SURFACE 
CARPARKS 
AND 
BUILDING 
UNDERGROU
ND 
CARPARKS. 
THE NEED 
FOR 
HOUSING 
HAS NOT 
BEEN 
CORRECTLY 
IDENTIFIED. 
THE 
HOUSING 
ASSESSMEN
T PREPARED 
BY GL 
HEARN AND 
PRESENTED 
TO US BY 
NICK 
IRELAND 
WAS 
CLEARLY 
FLAWED. 
A FIGURE 
WAS 
PRESENTED 
OF 680-671 
HOMES PER 
YEAR WHICH 
APPEARED 
TO HAVE 
BEEN 
HANDED 
DOWN, 
CONTRARY 
TO NICK 

THERE EVER 
ENOUGH- PEOPLE 
WILL ALWAYS WANT 
MORE) WILL SAVE 
GREEN FIELDS, 
ALLOW WATER TO BE 
CAPTURED AND FED 
INTO THE 
WATERWAYS 
SLOWLY, REDUCED 
FLOOD RISK, LESS 
HOUSES BUILT IN 
INNAPROPRIATE 
PLACES SUCH THAT 
LESS FLOODED 
HOUSES OCCURR. 
MORE GREEN 
SPACES, BETTER 
QUALITY AIR , LESS 
POLLUTION. 
CRITICALLY THE UK 
GOVT ARE UNDER 
PRESSURE FROM EU 
LAW TO REDUICE 
POLLUTANTS AND 
IMPROVE AIR 
QUALITY. 
REDUCTIONS IN 
GREEN BELT AND 
INCREASED HOUSING 
WITH MORE CARS 
AND TRAVEL THAT 
MORE HOUSING 
GENERATES WOULD 
SEVERELY INCREASE 
POLLUTION AND 
REDUCE AIR QUALITY. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

BOLES 
PLANNING 
MINISTER 
WHO STATED 
THAT THE 
FIGURES 
SHOULD NOT 
BE TOP 
DOWN OR 
IMPOSED 
FROM 
CENTRAL 
GOVT. 
MR IRELAND 
FAILED TO 
UNDERSTAN
D THAT 
PROVISION 
OF STUDENT 
ACCOMMOD
ATION 
COULD BE 
USED TO 
OFFSET NEW 
HOUSING 
REQUIREME
NT IN THAT 
STUDENT 
HOUSING 
COUNTS. 
THE NEED 
FOR 
HOUSING 
ASSESSMEN
T SHOULD 
HAVE 
INVOLVED 
DISCUSSION 
AT AN EARLY 
STAGE WITH 
ALL BODIES 
SUCH AS 
VILLAGE 
COMMUNITIE
S AND 
PARISH 
COUNCILS 
BUT THE GL 
HEARN 
STUDY 
FAILED TO 
DO THIS. 
PARISH 
COUNCILS 
HAVE A DUTY 
TO ASSESS 
HOUSING 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

NEED AND 
AS SUCH 
SHOULD 
HAVE BEEN 
AN EARLY 
CONTRIBUTO
R AND 
BUILDING 
BLOCK FOR 
THE STUDY 
NOT A VERY 
LATE 
OUTSIDE 
CONSULTATI
ON PARTY. 
FORMAL 
CONSULTATI
ON HAS TO 
HAVE TAKEN 
PLACE WITH 
PARISH 
COUNCILS 
BUT DESPITE 
WARNING 
LETTERS ON 
THIS TOPIC 
THE 
COUNCIL 
AND GL 
HEARN 
APPEAR TO 
HAVE 
IGNORED 
THEM. THIS 
LEAVES THE 
REPORT 
OPEN TO 
CHALLENGE 
AT A LATER 
DATE. 
THE 
HOUSING 
ASSESSMEN
T FROM GL 
HEARN 
APPEARS 
INADEQUATE 
IN A NUMBER 
OF AREAS 
AND THE 
IDEA THAT 
AFTER 
ARRIVING AT 
A FIGURE, 
HOWEVER 
FLAWED THE 
PROCESS, 



 

233 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

ONE JUST 
"ROUNDS IT 
UP TO 800" IS 
CLEARLY 
WRONG. 
IF ONLY A 
FEW YEARS 
AGO THE 
HOUSING 
NEED WAS 
SET AT 322 
(422 IN SE 
PLAN) WHAT 
SIGNIFICANT 
DEVELOPME
NTS HAVE 
THERE BEEN 
SUCH THAT 
THIS FIGURE 
SHOULD 
NOW BE 
DOUBLED. 
MR IRELAND 
OF GL 
HEARN 
FAILED TO 
SUBSTANTIA
TE ANY 
SUCH 
CHANGE OF 
CIRCUMSTAN
CES TO 
MERIT A RISE 
TO 800 
HOUSES PER 
YEAR. WAS 
THERE A 
BABY BOOM 
20-30 YEARS 
AGO 
RESULTING 
IN A 
GROWTH IN 
HOUSING 
DEMAND 
NOW, NO. 
ARE 
IMMIGRANTS 
ARRIVING IN 
SUCH 
NUMBERS 
AND WITH 
SUFFICIENT 
DEPOSITS 
TO 
PURCHASE 
NEW HOMES, 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

NO. THE 
COUNCIL 
REGISTER 
OF THOSE 
REQUIRING 
HOUSING 
HAS NOT 
MATERIALLY 
INCREASED. 
IF HOUSING 
IS SUPPLIED 
AT TOO 
GREAT A 
RATE WE 
WILL CREATE 
A BUBBLE 
WHICH WILL 
BURST WITH 
GRAVE 
CONSEQUEN
CES. 

Samuel Daniel Yes By engaging 
with private 
enterprise and 
joint ventures 
with local and 
national 
builders to 
provide more 
local housing 
and increase 
the local social 
housing 
stocks. 

n/a Yes Local house builders must be 
incentivised to build more local 
homes - there can be whole 
range of financial and tax 
incentives provided to 
encourage local house builders 
to come forward which I will 
inevitably help local 
unemployment problems. 

Yes Public service workers 
should be given 
priority in accessing 
social housing such as 
the Police, emergency 
services staff, NHS 
key staff; doctors, 
nurses, midwives etc. 
a well as young 
teachers and school 
and academy staff. 

Lack of initiatives for 
local councils to partner 
with builders to build 
new homes on joint 
venture schemes which 
equals insufficient 
houses build to meet 
local demand and 
miserably insufficient 
stocks of social housing 
stocks. 

Very good and comprehensive analysis of the current 
position and the problems which will be encountered in the 
next 5 to 10 years if there is no action taken urgently to 
address the issues. The local councils must actively 
encourage institution of social housing providers as well as 
charitable trusts possibly affiliated with local churches to 
build and mange social housing in our area as well as 
nationally as a whole. Urgent action is vital to be taken now. 
More local building projects will boost the local economy by 
providing local jobs and will bring investment into the area 
by potential employers. Large Employers also play an 
important role in this by perhaps investing in joint ventures 
with the councils to invest in new house building schemes 
as they are beneficiaries of such schemes by attracting 
good qualified staff for their business into the area thus 
benefiting the whole of the local economy. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculated 
the housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

St. Luke's Park 
Residents 
Association (Philip 
Benson) 

No The St. Luke's 
Park 
Residents 
Association 
believe that 
the majority of 
our residents 
do not want to 
see anywhere 
near the 
numbers of 
new houses 
suggested in 
the SHMA built 
in Guildford. 
We are 
particularly 
concerned 
about pressure 
to use the 
fields behind 
Holy Trinity 
School up to 
Pewley Down 
if such large 
numbers are 
accepted by 
the GBC. 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
test 
infrastructur
e capacity 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt 

No The response received from our 
residents has been that they do 
not wish to see the value of 
their houses reduced by a large 
increase in the numbers of 
houses in the area, especially 
those which would ruin the view 
of the Downs from our estate 
and traffic from which would 
clog the roads in our area and 
increase the demand for 
incorporating St. Luke's Park in 
the Controlled Parking Zone. 

No 
Answer 

We would prefer the 
affordable housing to 
be in other areas of 
Guildford. The 
developer of this 
estate, Crest 
Nicholson, paid the 
GBC £640,000 to build 
affordable housing 
somewhere else rather 
than to build it here, 
mixed in with their 
expensive houses. 
This was presumably 
because they believed 
it would reduce the 
amount that they sell 
their houses for if they 
did incorporate a 
proportion of 
affordable housing on-
site. 

If the question is asking 
the implications of not 
building enough homes 
in the Borough of 
Guildford, then the 
answer is that if the 
government decrees 
that a certain number of 
homes are built, then 
they will have to be built 
outside the Borough of 
Guildford. 
The other implication of 
not building large 
numbers of homes in the 
Borough of Guildford is 
that the amount of 
money that the GBC will 
be able to oblige 
developers to pay them 
will reduce. 

We agree with the views expressed by the originator of the 
recent e-petition about the draft SHMA. 
We do not support the objectives, analysis or results of the 
draft SHMA. 
Guildford is a busy, vibrant town. Its infrastructure (I.e. 
roads, schools etc) are already under pressure in terms of 
use /demand. If significant numbers of homes were built, 
then it would be likely to reduce the quality of life in 
Guildford. Also, there is only limited availability of brownfield 
sites in Guildford, so large numbers of new houses would 
require greenfield sites with high amenity value to be used 
which would reduce the quality of the environment for 
Guildford residents. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

S A Brown         I am writing to you again about SHMA documents. 
I am not going to repeat my letter of the 4/11/13 but since 
then a lot of what I said has come home to roost, we were 
lucky this time to have escaped surface water flooding 
although I must say in the 55 years I have lived in this 
house I have never been flooded although the gardens are 
saturated. I think we have a more difficult problem with high 
water streams which is a more difficult problem to rectify the 
more concrete you put down the less space there is for 
water to go. Middlesex seems to always escape floods 
which is higher than us, and the acres of concrete at 
Heathrow has not helped this awful flooding. I remember 
before the airport was built it was small holdings always 
foggy and dark, but at least there was somewhere for water 
to go and coming down by Wraysbury Egham etc. where 
there were lots of water meadows still plenty of room for 
water to go I noticed it was mainly modern houses that 
were flooded- obviously all built on lite water meadows. We 
are naturally a very wet county hence the amount of trees 
and streams that go through the county you cannot fight 
against nature we may get another winter like this year next 
year or it could be another forty years who knows. Also the 
overloaded sewage system running through Fairlands is 
completely overloaded as I mentioned in my previous letter 
and that burst out on the common at Christmas with 
sewage all around that can’t be completed at present due to 
waterlogged land. 
The only people who are going to benefit from this are the 
estate agents and developers who will walk away and leave 
the council with hefty bills clearing up as the infrastructure 
is in a very poor state requiring millions of pounds or so to 
sort out. They may build on landrooms [unclear text] and 
that will flood our older homes out. I really am now too old 
to worry about this but I feel I should not sit back and do 
nothing for future generations who are innocent to all this 
history of this area. 
I cannot understand why people think this area is such a 
sought after place to live, it certainly isn’t the lovely area I 
moved to 63 years ago. Roads are jammed up, if you 
decide to go to London for a day you travel like cattle on the 
trains now. I think in time it will be so unbearable to live 
here you will end up with a ghost town as firms will move 
out. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 



 

237 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Alliance Planning 
Ltd (Andy Stallan) 

        We are writing to provide comments on the draft SHMA 
produced by GL Hearn. 
In general we are pleased to see that a more realistic 
approach has been taken to identifying objectively 
assessed housing need in the Borough than has been the 
case in the past. 
However, we do have some concerns regarding some 
aspects of the approach taken by GL Hearn. 
Firstly, we do not believe that a robust approach has been 
taken to identifying the correct Housing Market Area (HMA) 
and this has resulted in an artificial area being established 
and assessed. In particular we feel that further work is 
required to establish exactly what the nature of the 
influences from North West Surrey, North Hampshire and 
the London area are, with the likely result that the HMA will 
need to be adjusted. 
From a review of the draft SHMA we feel that the Local 
Housing Market Area (LHMA) established by the CLG, 
which included parts of Surrey Heath, East Hampshire and 
Rushmoor would be a more appropriate starting point for a 
HMA. This wider area would enable a more comprehensive 
assessment to be undertaken of the major transport links 
into the Borough and the implications that these have on 
housing need. In particular the A323 which connects 
Guildford to Aldershot in Rushmoor, the A31 which 
connects Guildford to Blackwater Valley and transects 
Guildford and Rushmoor, and the A322 which links up to 
Surrey Heath (Bisley, West End, Camberley, Chobham, 
Lightwater) and the M3 corridor. All of these are important 
as Guildford acts as an important employment centre for all 
of these areas and as such plays an important factor in the 
demand and location for housing. 
There is also a case to be made that the HMA should 
extend into areas of Mole Valley to the east, where some of 
the more rural areas of the border comparable settlements 
in Mole Valley. Guildford and Mole Valley face similar 
pressures in terms of housing as both are constrained by 
the Green Belt and have a dwindling supply of brownfield 
land; therefore a more holistic approach should be taken to 
assessing the market implications of this area in order to 
understand what is likely to require Green Belt release. 
With regards to the appropriateness of Waverley in the 
HMA, we would question whether it faces comparable 
influences and pressures as the Woking-Surrey Heath-
Rushmoor- Guildford area and therefore whether it should 
be included in the HMA. Perhaps the northern section of 
Waverley Borough should be included, but certainly not the 
more rural south which has a closer relationship with East 
Hampshire and the South Downs National Park. 
In general, we feel that the HMA identified does not 
accurately reflect the wider influences that Guildford has 
and its alignment with Waverley distorts the analysis that 
has been undertaken. 
Furthermore, the HMA also needs to have greater 
consideration for London, and in particular the impact of 
both commuting from the HMA into London and also the 
implications of outmigration to the identified housing area 

We have an 
agreed HMA 
boundary.  
An updated 
SHMA is 
being 
produced on 
this basis.  
Full 
justification 
for the 
boundary is 
outlined in 
the appendix.  
We 
recognise the 
links to the 
other areas 
however, the 
practical 
solution for 
plan making 
purposes is 
to have a LA 
based 
boundary for 
the HMA. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

and the needs that arise as a consequence of this. 
Secondly, we note that to date no or insufficient 
consultation and co-operation has been undertaken with 
surrounding authorities. Therefore, it is not known whether 
they will have unmet need that they will be looking towards 
Guildford to fulfil. We understand for example that Waverley 
have an objectively assessed housing need of circa 500 
dwellings per annum which they are already saying they 
cannot meet. We understand that they are possibly looking 
towards East Hampshire to accommodate some of this in 
their Borden extension. However, the majority of the 
development at Borden is unlikely to come forward before 
2028, thus indicating that East Hampshire are unlikely to be 
able to accommodate any of Waverley’s needs. Therefore, 
it is possible that they will be looking towards Guildford, 
which will significantly increase the annual housing figure 
that Guildford may need to accommodate. The impact / 
influence of Rushmoor also needs to be understood to a 
greater degree, as it may be that they are able to meet 
some need from both Guildford and Waverley. However, as 
they are not in the HMA identified by GL Hearn we are 
concerned that they will not be given due consideration. 
Boroughs to the north of Guildford may also be able to help, 
such as Elmbridge and Runnymede. Furthermore, the 
implications of persistent under-delivery of housing in Mole 
Valley also need to be considered in more detail. 
Thirdly, the most recent ONS data supports what is well 
known in the Borough, namely that housing stock over the 
past decade has not grown to a level needed to support its 
population. Housing stock growth has been a mere 3.1% 
since 2001, which is well below the regional average 
(8.22%) and the national average (7.9%). Therefore, it is 
vital that the conclusions of the SHMA address this and that 
the objectively assessed housing need figure accurately 
reflects needs. To this end whilst the initial figure of 671-
800 is going in the right direction, we do question whether 
this has been contrived somewhat. Net affordable housing 
need in the borough is stated to be 718 dwellings per 
annum, yet the upper figure of the GL Hearn predictions 
(800) is supposed to take into account affordable housing 
need. It is also not clear if GL Hearn have adequately taken 
into consideration the backlog in market housing provision, 
which given the Council only have at best approximately a 
1.5 year housing supply is clearly an important factor in 
overall terms. So whilst it is good to see some proper 
realism being applied we are concerned that the numbers 
cited do not completely capture the true need in the 
borough. 
Fourthly, we are concerned with the findings regarding 
affordable housing tenure and that GL Hearn are 
suggesting that there is a need for a 90/10 split between 
social rented and intermediate equity based products. If this 
conclusion is carried through into policy it is very likely that 
many schemes will be rendered unviable and the Council 
will have to undergo a detailed viability process for every 
application. The lack of grant funding already hampers the 
delivery of affordable housing and increasing the pressure 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

to largely provide social rented accommodation only will 
artificially prevent sites coming forward. We also question 
whether this conclusion is correct; as developers report that 
there is very significant demand and need for equity based 
products. They are very popular and are quick to sell, 
demonstrating real demand and need as well as insufficient 
supply. 
Finally, what is very clear from this assessment is that as a 
minimum the Council have a need for 671 dwellings per 
annum. This is a significant number of dwellings and indeed 
far higher than the Council’s interim target of 322 dwellings 
per annum and the former South East Plan’s target of 422 
dwellings per annum. The Council have a persistent record 
of under-delivery and have not been able to demonstrate a 
5 year supply of housing as required by the NPPF. This 
situation has clearly impacted on both the amount of 
housing available in the Borough and the affordability of 
housing. Therefore, the Council need to take a pragmatic 
and realistic approach to the findings of the SHMA and 
seek to provide for the objectively assessed housing need. 
Using ‘constraints’ in the Borough to justify a lower housing 
target in the emerging Local Plan will not be acceptable and 
indeed will open both the Council and the Local Plan up to 
criticism and permissions by appeal, potentially with costs. 
The Council therefore must look to develop policies which 
actually meet the need of the Borough as the current 
situation is clearly untenable and is leading to an imbalance 
in both the supply and location of housing. 
We look forward to being included further in the process of 
developing the Council’s Local Plan and urge that 
necessary work is undertaken swiftly, accurately, and 
realistically. 

Karen Roles No I believe that 
the negative 
impacts of 
increasing 
housing 
density in this 
area on its 
current 
residents and 
the 
environment 
will suffer 
greatly from 
maximising 
housing 
delivery and 
that this will 
therefore have 
a negative 
impact on new 
residents too 
and the only 
winners will be 
the property 
developers 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
test 
infrastructur
e capacity 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt or its 
impact 

No I do not believe that there is a 
direct collation between the cost 
of housing and house 
availability. By implying that 
there is a relationship you have 
impacted the objectivity of the 
survey thus rendering the 
results meaningless. 

No 
Answer 

We should always try 
to deliver enough 
affordable housing, but 
building more houses 
isn't necessarily the 
right answer. 

Another leading 
question! I really can't 
believe that you can get 
away with calling this a 
professional survey! 
 
Why don't you ask about 
implications of building 
too many 'houses"? We 
could then tell you about 
the flooding, the traffic 
congestion, the loss of 
wildlife, the lack of local 
schools and local 
employment, the loss of 
open spaces. 
 
I am shocked by the 
bias in this 
questionnaire. 

The assessment seems to be a one-way propaganda 
vehicle to shepherd the residents of Surrey into believing 
that they agreed and fully supported the current council's 
attempt to sell of our protected greenbelt to the highest 
bidder. 
 
It's a 130 pages of statistics and waffle, that are not of 
sufficient understandability for the average Surrey resident 
to analyse and to be able to make an informed decision 
based on it. This is a disgraceful way to carry out a 
consultation. Most people will not be aware of your tactics 
and blindly fill in the leading questionnaire. I only hope that 
you have a sufficient number of responses from people like 
me who have an awareness of the stunt you're trying to pull 
here. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

and those in 
the council 
that permitted 
this to happen. 

Bradley Burgess         I have read the draft Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
report and have the following comments to make: 
 
• I have been brought up in Holmbury St Mary (32 years). 
As far as I am aware, the last time a new home was built, 
was 1940 when the council estate was built. 
 
I would ask you to look at the graph below and assess, 
whether or not this caters for the increasing population? 
 
• I would ask Guildford Borough Council to consider the 
'generations' which cannot afford to buy and live within the 
areas they have roots/family and friends. We need to be 
able to buy 'affordable' homes within the area. There is a 
complete lack of new and affordable housing. Could you 
provide answers as to why to why this is? 
 
• There is an abundance of land and plenty of opportunity. 
• I would ask that you open your eyes to the reality of the 
situation and amend your SHMA report. 
• Like many others brought up in the area, we cannot afford 
to buy the limit housing stock which is available. 
 
I would ask that you review the SHMA report and allow for 
further development of both open market and affordable 
housing in both Peaslake and Holmbury St Mary. 
 
I hope this email makes a difference. I hope you read and 
consider my comments, review the attached graph and 
make changes for both my generation and future 
generations. 
 
[Find the graph in Mr Burgess' email saved to sharepoint] 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Martin Miller No Guildford is 
linked by fast 
transport to 
London. If 
GBC chooses 
to maximise 
it's housing 
delivery then 
without doubt 
these 
properties will 
be purchase 
by those 
choosing to 
move from 
London. 
Therefore we 
should plan for 
LOCAL 
residents 
needs 
because we 
will never be 
able to build 
enough 
housing stock 
to meet the 
demand of 
those wanting 
to leave 
London for a 
'better life' in 
the green belt 

The SHMA 
is required 
to assess 
demand as 
well as 
need 

No Guildford is not a isolated 
housing market. If we reduce 
the cost of housing then we will 
increase demand from those 
living in London. We personally 
moved from London to 
Guildford 12 years ago for this 
very reason. 

No Guildford has already 
far too much 
affordable housing. 
The bell fields and 
park barn estates are 
already well 
established. There is 
affordable housing on 
bus routes to 
Guildford. I personally 
have to travel to 
London for work. I 
therefore don't see 
why those living in 
affordable housing 
shouldn't be prepared 
to travel into Guildford 
from the lower cost 
towns that surround 
us. 

As a nation this 
increases the cost of 
housing. As a local 
borough council there is 
very little impact as 
people simply choose to 
live elsewhere. 

Guildford is a prosperous market town. Let's keep it that 
way. 

n/a 

Lara Nicholls No Wherever 
possible we 
should be 
seeking to 
make the 
maximum use 
out of the 
housing stock 
we have - 
through 
renovation and 
redevelopment
, rather than 
seeking to 
continue 
building more 
and more 
housing on 
greenfield 
sites. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess the 
source of 
housing 
delivery 

No There is no evidence to suggest 
that by building more, we 
reduce the cost of the existing 
housing. All indicators show 
that house prices are rising in 
this desirable area, building 
more housing will not reduce 
the cost of housing, it will just 
mean that the existing services 
will be further stretched. 

No Rather than simply 
trying to plaster over 
the cracks we should 
be seeking to tackle 
the problem of why 
people are unable to 
access the open 
market. More focus 
should be on assisting 
people into work and 
self suff'iciency rather 
than focusing on short 
term solutions. Further 
more, it is unrealistic 
to think that affordable 
housing will be 
provided in the 
villages, where the 
land is 'prime 
residential land' which 
developers will be 
inclined only to 
develop to sell on at a 
substantial profit. 

The question should be 
what are the implications 
of building the wrong 
types and density of 
housing to existing 
residents. Simply 
building more housing in 
desirable areas will not 
solve the inherent 
problem that there will 
always be areas where 
demand for housing 
outstrips supply. Efforts 
should be made to make 
other areas more 
desirable so that people 
can and wish to be 
accommodated in 
different areas to ensure 
that demand fits supply 
rather than the other 
way round. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Robert Treble         We write in response to the public consultation on the new 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) that you 
commissioned as an evidence base to the Guildford Local 
Plan. 
 
Firstly we would say that the SHMA does not provide an 
objective assessment of the need for housing as the 
introduction claims. The document, like the earlier Options 
study, fails to differentiate clearly between “housing need” 
and “housing demand”. This is a serious fault. 
 
In addition, any study based on assumptions, adjusted 
trends, and models will always contain potential 
inaccuracies and erroneous forecasts. This means that the 
SHMA cannot be viewed as the objective and definitive 
guide to future policy that might have been hoped for. Even 
before applying the relevant constraints to the SHMA for the 
next stage of the Plan, the housing numbers indicated in 
the assessment are open to question and need to be 
viewed with caution. 
 
The consultant’s tendency to round up figures in of some 
considerable concern. In their conclusions they arrive at a 
figure of 671 houses and then suggest “the council tests the 
ability to deliver 800 houses per annum within the borough 
over the period to 2031.” This is a totally unacceptable 
approach to such a strategic evidence based document. It 
would seem that the inflated figure that has been proposed 
(800 hpa) is designed to result in an overall large figure 
when the local constraints are applied. 
 
We consider that it is essential to keep within the NPPF 
parameters when dealing with our surrounding Greenbelt 
land. That is to say that any encroachment has to be totally 
justified. The reverse in not the case where the retention of 
Green belt land needs to be proven. 
 
Notes on the Strategic Housing Market Assessment, SHMA 
 
We urge the Council to take great care in using the data 
because it is based on assumptions, trends and computer 
modelling, all of which cause inherent inaccuracies in 
projections. The report claims to be an objective 
assessment, but it cannot be since many subjective choices 
of trends and data are made in deriving the numbers. 
 
•There is selective use of data with cumulative upward 
adjustment of required housing numbers that lead to a 
recommendation to build 800 houses per year 
•Population growth was overestimated over the 2001-
2011period and this error could occur again 
•The 5-year trend on inward migration was used rather than 
the lower 10 - year trend 
•The SHMA fails to distinguish adequately between housing 
need and housing demand. 
•Student accommodation has not been clearly identified 
and differentiated (as noted also by the Planning Minister, 

We are 
required to 
assess both 
need and 
demand. We 
agree that it 
is based on 
assumptions 
and will have 
potential 
inaccuracies 
however this 
is in line with 
the 
government 
guidance and 
is the most 
appropriate 
solution 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Nick Boles, MP) 
•Student accommodation has a significant distortion effect 
on housing requirement 
•Currently vacant properties have not been taken into 
account in reducing the number of new dwellings required 
•Growth in housing stock (at 800 houses per year) would be 
approximately 30% over the report baseline period (2011-
2031) which seems an unrealistic requirement, based on 
current build rates. 
•Affordable housing is needed, especially for younger 
people, and should not be achieved as a small portion of 
large scale developments 
•Constraints from land supply, amenity protection, 
environmental factors and in particular infrastructure issues 
must ultimately be rigorously applied to the highly 
speculative figures produced by the SHMA 

Peter S Cliff         Thank you for your letter of 5th Feb. 2014 extending the 
response period for comments on the Draft Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment to Fri: 21/2/14. 
I would like to bring to your notice that our local Parish 
Council here in Ripley, with the help of Surrey Community 
Action, carried out a housing needs survey in March 2013. 
The survey found that 36 affordable dwellings were needed: 
14 x 1 bedroom 
16 x 2 bedroom 
5 x 3 bedroom 
1 x 4 bedroom 
 
Any proposal to build estates of hundreds of dwellings in 
this locality is out of proportion with our needs, and risks 
altering the intrinsic character of the area. We look forward 
to the completion of the White Hart Court development 
which will provide 10 dwellings for Ripley people with the 
remainder of the dwellings designated for Borough wide 
occupancy. 
I am aware that the Local Plan is concerned with housing 
needs across the whole of Guildford Borough and I would 
urge the Borough Council to consider very carefully actual 
housing need, ensuring that the character of the borough 
and its parishes is not adversely affected by swamping local 
communities with housing that is not proven to be required. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Robert Spackman No Maximising 
housebuilding 
will lead to 
over crowded 
schools, a 
stressed or 
failing 
infrastructure 
that is already 
cracking up 
(roads), 
increased run-
off drains- 
current 
drainage 
system cannot 
deal with 
current 
situation and 
no sign of 
council 
attempting to 
deal with the 
problem. 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
test 
infrastructur
e capacity 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt or its 
impact 

No 
Answe
r 

House building should be done 
in small blocks that will require 
developers to contribute 
significantly to infrastructure 
and to S106 community funds 
as well as incorporating 
affordable housing. We do not 
want odd houses here and odd 
houses there which maximise 
developers profits but does 
nothing for the community and 
simply puts more stress on the 
infrastructure. 

Yes Vital for a balanced 
society. 

It will put pressure on 
Government to create 
jobs in areas where 
there are houses. Mrs 
Thatchers tax breaks 
which put Nissan Car 
Plant in Sunderland and 
redeveloped the London 
Docklands is the hope 
and imaginative idea 
needed now. 

Put together in a readable format, thank you. n/a 

Sheila.Ann Willis         I wish to comment on the draft Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment. I cannot see that the housing figure put 
forward by the GBC’s consultants is a true one. I feel that it 
is hugely inflated and by looking at figures etc is a 
mispresentation. 
 
The roads are already congested and to think there should 
be more traffic, burdening the local community is awful. 
More students should be housed on campus thus enabling 
houses to be available for the general public. There are 
sites for this and more at the university. A small new town 
could be built there but not with the figures that we have 
been led to believe is required, but honest figures for 
housing needs. 
 
More houses represents - more families- more vehicles = 
Greedy Council . The local people have elected parish 
councillors to represent them why is it that local estate 
agents and developers have all winning cards, whilst local 
people have had no consultation.. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Lisa Forrest         I am writing to express my concern at the report’s housing 
number calculations. 
Correct starting point 
The Hearn report recommends building up to 800 additional 
dwellings per annum. I estimate that this would increase 
Guildford’s housing stock by nearly 25%. Surely, this is 
excessive. We have no evidence that population growth is 
this high? Also, in terms of calculating housing stock itself, 
the figures are already inflated. The figures so not include 
the many vacant properties, the growing elderly populations 
who are likely to have different needs in the future, and the 
fact that housing waiting lists have not appeared to have 
changed over many years, despite there being few houses 
being built. 
Demand should not be confused with need 
It is important that we only look at need. Based on the 
location there will always be an aspirational demand for 
new homes. 
Further analysis for reducing unmet housing need 
It has been established that building new homes is not the 
only way to fulfil unmet housing needs. However, the report 
does not go into enough detail on occupation patterns. In 
particular, there is sparse information on trends on multi-
occupancy and shared density. The increase in Internet 
shopping might enable office and retail space to be utilised 
for residential accommodation. 
The Public Consultation period is far too short 
The shortness of the consultation period I find particularly 
relevant as there is such a wealth of documentation for 
analysis. To date, we haven’t yet received any feedback on 
the Local Plan – another example of being obliged to rush 
to submit our views. 
I look forward to hearing some positive feedback soon that 
our views are being duly considered. 

We are 
required to 
assess both 
need and 
demand 

David Foot         Thank you for your invitation to comment on the SHMA. I 
understand that the consultation Period has been extended 
to Friday 21st February. I don't feel that the Assessment 
distinguishes at all well between housing need and housing 
demand. Of course there is huge demand from London and 
metropolitan areas to the east, but 
that is not the same as housing need. 
More generally it is hard to avoid the impression that the 
estimates have been pitched by the consultants at the high-
end of the various contributory statistics and trends, not the 
median, as they should have been. This has been done to 
the point where the outcome (800 housing units per year) is 
unfortunately highly speculative. In addition some of the 
smaller (but still - important) influences on housing numbers 
have been inadequately factored in - ie student 
accommodation and the use of existing vacant properties. 
I feel that the Assessment is its present form should be 
rejected by the Council. I fear the Council will be accused of 
"talking-up" the figures with your consultants. To avoid 
suspicions that the outcome has been 'fixed', it should be 
reworked by an academic consultant and/or confirmed by a 
non-political sponsor. 

We are 
required to 
assess both 
need and 
demand. We 
agree that it 
is based on 
assumptions 
and will have 
potential 
inaccuracies 
however this 
is in line with 
the 
government 
guidance and 
is the most 
appropriate 
solution 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Ken Marchant         I very much regret that I am just about to be away for a 
short time and am unable to comment on your latest draft 
plan by 10th Feb. '14 as you have asked. However my 
previous comments remain the same and I enclose a 
further copy of them. 
 
[Original comments as follows] 
 
Further to my earlier comments on the GBC website 
questionnaire, I feel so strongly that I wish to add the 
following comments: 
1. Your settlement score for Normandy appears to contain 
numerous errors which gives a greatly inflated and 
apparently biased score to avoid it being classified as a 
small village which it is. 
2. It is quite clear that the moving of the settlement 
boundaries has been done so that your proposed 
development sites are adjacent to the new boundaries as to 
make it much easier for the council to implement their 
proposed house building plan against the express wishes of 
the majority of the local population. 
3. There is considerable doubt relating to the proper 
development sites as to walking distance from them to the 
over-full primary school, the village hall, surgery, bus stops 
and small non mainline train station is well over 1 Km from 
many parts of our widely dispersed local community. 
4. The current green belt contributes enormously by 
avoiding an inevitable sprawling ribbon development joining 
Guildford with Ash and Aldershot, merging it into one vast 
Urban sprawl without sufficient services and facilities. Also 
at present the Guildford Road through the villages is 
already heavily congested with a few dangerous cross 
roads especially to the primary school. 
5. The current local farmland is actively farmed for arable 
and livestock as it has been over the centuries. Any further 
major building incursion will undoubtably ensure that the 
livelyhood of the farmers will become totally uneconomic 
thereby losing even more of the Green Belt and the loss of 
open Surrey countryside, including several SSSIs. 
6. Your survey I understand has already approached local 
landowners about their willingness to sell and large 
numbers will naturally wish to make large profits for 
themselves in selling agricultural land for building. It is 
strongly recommended that in any Green Belt incursions 
the selling value should be clearly set at the current price 
for agricultural land and NOT the price for building land. I 
know also from personal experience that it will be virtually 
impossible to control developers encroaching and grabbing 
land for building for their own profit. 
7. Finally it is understood that the Government S of S for 
Planning, Nick Boles, stated recently that "most 
development is inappropriate in the Green Belt other than in 
VERY special circumstances". Also earlier this year Eric 
Pickles told the Town Planning [unclear text] that "you can 
plan for growth but not at any [unclear text]..." so it is very 
clear that we must secure safeguards to protect the Green 
Belt. I have also written to our MP Jonathan Ford who 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

replied on 23 October 2013 that "he would do everything 
possible" to get an acceptable result for Normandy. He has 
made Eric Pickles very aware of the housing pressure in 
this area. 
 
I expect the S of S and MPs to keep their word and 
continue to give the necessary direction and attention to 
Guildford Borough Council which at present seem [unclear 
text]. I am sorry I have not had time to type these 
comments. 

J M Dowthwaite         I am writing to comment on the new SHMA document. 
According to the Council’s own figures, housing need has 
remained static for the last 5 years. During that time, 
houses and pockets of housing have been, and are being 
built throughout the area. 
If 800 houses are built each year, a large number will be 
bought by people from London, as London prices are 
higher. I do not see how this number can be sustainable, 
the infrastructure will not be able to cope. It will also destroy 
the beauty of the Country. 
I quite agree that Parish Councils should decide housing 
need, not consultants. 
More students need to be housed on the campus, there by 
freeing up additional housing in Guildford and the 
surrounding areas. In my area several houses, have 
recently become available, because the occupant has died. 
This is of course an ongoing source of available housing. 
Residents should have been consulted, not just builders 
and estate agents who are obviously financially orientated. 
There is no proper liaison with people who have lived there 
for a lifetime and know an area well. 
Roads are already congested- more houses, more 
commuters, once people are bumper to bumper and 
shoulder to shoulder, stress and crime become paramount. 
How on Earth could our Police Force Cope! It will be like 
London. Due to a global warming the behaviour of the Jet 
Stream etc. Flooding will only get worse, according to Tom 
Barke- former government environment advisory minister. 
Wood Street, Normandy and of course Fairlands, all have 
their flooding & water problems, due to run off from the 
Hogs Back. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

John Tse         Having read the SHMA report in the Guildford Borough 
Council website our comments are below and are with 
respect to future proposed development of Fairlands, 
Guildford. 
 
We are writing to formally object to any proposed 
development of presently designated green belt land 
adjacent to Fairlands as suggested by SHMA. 
 
We object for the following reasons: 
1.Builders/estate agents have vested financial interest as 
opposed to those of the residents. Therefore consultation 
should involve residents. 
2.traffic flow increases cannot be handled safely- entrance 
to Fairlands is already a accident black spot and is very 
congested. Additional entrances towards Normandy will be 
at the notoriously dangerous bends on the Aldershot road. 
3.Fairlands fields are a flood plain and are unsuitable for 
building development - as demonstrated by recent events 
4.Housing need is static as indicated by the SHMA report 
5.Students need to be housed on campus hence freeing up 
housing 
 
We strongly request that you take these points into 
consideration. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

M Holmested         House numbers 
Housing numbers should be no higher than the GBC 
requirement for local people. 
This should not be increased let alone doubled or trebled to 
accommodate anyone from the UK & EU who may wish to 
live here. We should only be looking to house those who 
live here and newcomers who have a Guildford job or a 
commute job. 
Location topography 
Guildford is backed onto the Downs and is constricted by 
the Wey Valley. The town therefore is constricted in size 
and shape by its topography. This chronically affects its 
transport systems. 
Non essential expansion? 
Why is GBC so keen to expand Guildford into an urban 
environment. This is an area surrounded by Natural Beauty. 
Becoming part of urban sprawl is not in the town’s best 
interests and certainly not in the interests of many of 
Guildford residents. 
Expanding beyond our National requirement for housing 
should be considered VERY carefully. WHAT ARE THE 
REAL REASONS FOR THIS BEING PUSHED? 
If large expansion is taken forward by GBC Planning 
expensive infrastructure is essential 
Flood protection and drought protection. Let us not forget 
the hose pipe bans of a few years ago. Extra housing 
means Thames Water has to make extra provision for water 
and sewage. 
We are still suffering from flood water coming off the downs 
and through Gosden Hill Farm and Burpham. This water 
has to be managed. 
Gosden Hill NEW TOWN appears deemed a suitable area, 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
We have a 
requirement 
to assess 
need and 
demand 



 

249 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

by GBC, for what is more or less a new town. 
I am unclear as to the benefits GBC gain for proposing this 
route of expanding Guildford beyond its required house 
build. I can see the vast financial gain for Martin Grant 
Homes. 
Part of the reason Gosden Hill is deemed suitable is 
because the agricultural land is of med/low value. I wonder 
if this would be the case if the land had been owned by a 
farmer rather than a builder for the last thirty years. Martin 
Grant Homes obviously bought the land to play the waiting 
game and until one group of councillors would finally the ‘go 
ahead’. Have the planners taken into account the 
agricultural value of the land when it was farmed by an 
owner farmer? If not, why not? 
Statistics are fascinating and can prove anything the creator 
wishes. 
Any large builds IF eventually approved eg the proposed 
Gosden Hill Farm site for 2000 houses must be preceded 
by adequate infrastructure in the way of roads. The roads 
around Guildford are already regularly jammed, particularly 
during rush hours. The A3 is backed up from the Cathedral 
to Burpham/Burnt Common every workday evening. 
Pre-build must also include essential services – schools, 
medical care, retail/food outlets. 
The house type (eg low cost) should actually reflect the 
GBC requirement. House builders should be required by 
the council to adhere to this requirement and not build 
expensive housing to maximise their profit. GBC Planning is 
responsible for ensuring the correct balance of low cost and 
expensive is actually built. What can happen is the low cost 
houses are ‘lost’ to infrastructure costs with, presumably, 
the planners approval. 
Green Belt, the many reasons for retaining green space 
Our predecessors had the insight to understand the value 
of Green Belt and large parks. Without their altruistic 
attitudes and understanding there would not be Parks in 
London and Green Belt around our country. Once Green 
Belt is eroded it sets the precedent for any council and 
builder to destroy the remainder. Many people benefit from 
the ‘green lung’. It is therapeutic to have green space and it 
allows British wildlife, birds and flowers to have the space to 
continue the species. Environmentally it is of exceptionally 
high value. 
Once destroyed gone forever. 
Those who are planning to destroy this Green Belt, often 
purely for short term personal financial gain, must be held 
to account by those who have the authority to stop them. 
Yes there is a need for extra housing but it should be kept 
to ‘the local need’. We should not be voluntarily agreeing to 
unnecessary expansion that destroys our Green Belt. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Aileen Aitcheson         We wish to comment on the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment that has been carried out on behalf of 
Guildford Borough Council. The document itself was long 
and difficult to assimilate fully for the lay person. The data 
that was gathered as evidence is based on trends and 
assumptions, which in itself is therefore not an accurate 
measurement and is open to being manipulated. The 
SHMA is purported to be objective but by the very nature of 
the data base ends out being a subjective study. 
 
Accommodation needs to be a mixture of types, yet the 
document only refers to housing. It is established that more 
affordable accommodation is needed for both ends of the 
population spectrum. This in itself suggests the need for 
flats, sheltered accommodation and so on, yet the SHMA 
asks for 800 houses per annum to be built. The growth of 
population in the first decade of this century was 
overestimated in the SHMA document. This error could be 
repeated. The trend regarding in-migration is based on a 
five year period rather than the lower ten year period. 
Student numbers have been used to inflate accommodation 
needs. The SHMA document does not distinguish clearly 
between housing need and housing demand. Student 
accommodation significantly distorts housing requirements. 
If student numbers are removed from the calculations, the 
need for accommodation is lower than this report suggests. 
The need for social housing has remained the same for five 
years once student numbers are removed from the 
equation. Surrey University should supply accommodation 
on the campus for their student population as there is plenty 
of land space available for this. 
 
In 2013, there were almost 1000 vacant properties in 
Guildford, yet this has not been taken into consideration for 
calculating the need for accommodation. 
 
The idea used that in-migration will be greater in Guildford 
than Woking or Waverley is a flawed argument as 57% of 
the migration in the period used is students. A longer time 
period for the study would bring a much lower figure. 
 
Current changes in shopping habits (internet shopping for 
example both for groceries and household goods) will 
release buildings on the High Street which could be 
converted into smaller flats etc. 
 
We must feel confident that Guildford Borough Council is 
basing their decisions on an accurate data base. 
Constraints from land supply, environmental factors and 
infrastructure issues must be applied to the highly 
speculative figures produced by the SHMA. 

We have  
sought to 
portray the 
most 
accurate and 
robust 
assessment 
of need.  No 
unnecessary 
manipulation 
has been 
made. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

S E Lea         My comments on the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
are as follows: 
 
The SHMA was prepared by a firm of consultants and, 
therefore, by its very nature is based on conjecture, 
assumptions and computer modelling and not on facts 
directly relevant to the area. I would urge the council to take 
this on board when assessing the document. 
 
Student accommodation has not been clearly identified, nor 
have vacant properties been taken into account which will 
of course reduce the requirement for new houses. 
 
The SHMA does not take into account constraints to 
development such as infrastructure, supply of land and 
other environmental factors. 

We have 
prepared a 
SHMA in line 
with the 
guidance.  
The student 
issue has 
been 
reviewed.  It 
is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
take account 
of constraints 

Carol Tomkins         I will not make an emotional, nostalgic appeal this time 
about the possible building of houses on Pewley Down, one 
of the lungs of Guildford, save to say it would be crass, 
soulless over development of old Charlottesville, the town’s 
first suburb and, arguably, last village. 
Unfortunately, I have not been well enough to access the 
draft SHMA. I would therefore simply urge planning officers 
to be mindful at all times of feasibility and inhibiting 
constraints such as mentioned in your letters of 29th 
January and 5th February 2014. 
The early morning traffic in Addison Road, generated 
largely by parents crossing the borough in their 4x4’s to 
deliver children to Holy Trinity School, is sociologically 
interesting, instructive and should alone give you food for 
though. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Gabriela Ottey         Surely you are aware of the strong feeling against any 
changes to the Green Belt. To expect people to wade 
through 130 pages plus 45 pages of details is totally 
unrealistic! You must realize that it is impossible to satisfy 
the housing needs of thousands of people who would like to 
move out of London. You will NOT be building affordable 
housing as you well know. In the villages it will be large 
executive homes. We all know that it is all about supporting 
and letting in more rich people into Surrey. 30% of the 
housing would be affordable housing, surely that should be 
other way round. You are making it very difficult for people 
to understand on purpose so less of them would get 
involved! How can you expect ordinary people to 
understand. We are very disappointed how council is 
handling the whole matter, keeping it quiet and not 
informing ordinary people. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage.  
We are also 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

not reviewing 
affordable 
housing 
viability. 

Christine Arnold No   No  No  More people will have to 
rent or move out of the 
area 

The proposal is too large in the number of houses. The 
infrastructure eg schools hospitals traffic would not cope. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Margaret O 
Nottage 

Yes For many 
years I have 
heard of 
"elderly" 
people not 
being able to 
buy (swap) a 
home in East 
Horsley for 
their later 
years, in 
particular a 
lack of 
bungalows -
NO STAIRS- 
when you 
realise just 
how many 
bungalows 
have now got 
"upstairs" and 

n/a Yes The right size. How that is going 
to be accomplished round here 
just beats me. David worked for 
some builders. Would they take 
a smaller profit? 

Yes If that is what is 
needed then go for it. 
(Please don't build 
accommodation as in 
London (as seen on 
TV each week) where 
they are bought by 
people/investors and 
never lived in. On such 
a small island this is 
just crazy for us as a 
people.) 

Or the wrong size. 
Disgruntled people with 
no where to call their 
own. Roaming the 
streets when a little TLC 
in a small back garden 
would lift their spirits and 
the sight of a pack of 
seeds flourishing by 
their own hand give a 
"boost". 

Small houses need an understanding that they stay small 
not like those in the Kingston Avenue (backing the railway) 
which are one by one becoming BIG. No it's not late, I 
received the 1st letter last and the 2nd letter first- with the 2 
different dates. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

how many 
have been 
demolished to 
put up a 
house. 

Ali Johnson         I am writing as secretary of The Wood Street Village 
Association in response to the SHMA 201401-1. 
 
At a recent meeting, those residents present, strongly 
objected to the number of new houses proposed in the new 
draft of the SHMA for the following reasons: 
 
 
[The report is too long to fit in the comment box- please 
search for 'Ali_Johnson (Wood Street Village Association)' 
on sharepoint to view the full report.] 

See 
response 
elsewhere 

Gill Woolfson         1. Forecasting the future is notoriously tricky. I am 
suspicious of a "robust 670 homes per annum". Whilst you 
might plan for this number, I hope you are building on-going 
evaluations of housing need into your housing management 
2. Provision of additional homes to keep prices affordable. It 
seems to me that unless other authorities in the South East 
do the same this is doomed, as house purchasers may 
work across several boroughs looking for housing, and will 
choose best value. If Guildford is cheaper than elsewhere, 
because of overbuilding, homebuyers will choose to buy in 
Guildford, pushing up prices to match those of neighbouring 
boroughs. So you will have built extra housing and not kept 
prices down.. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Andrew Harvey No   No  No  People will have to go 
further afield. 

In my opinion, there are numerous areas already 
earmarked for intense development programs, that have 
more ability to cope with the increased demand for roads 
and other services. An example would be Bordon in 
Hampshire. The geography of Guildford is such that there is 
very little room to expand without creating even more 
congestion on the current road system. It appears to me 
that these areas slightly further afield have the space to 
develop a road and services infrastructure from scratch, it 
can be modern and tailored to cope with 21st Century 
living. Any large scale additional development in this area is 
just not plausible, for a start the road links A281, A320, 
A246 etc are hopelessly inadequate already. What this area 
of the South demands is more 'new towns'. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Jacob's Well 
Residents' 
Association (Janet 
Smith) 

        The JWRA requests that, on behalf of all residents of the 
Borough, Guildford Borough Council looks critically at the 
report presented by G L Hearn before accepting the 
baseline figure of 800 new homes per annum for the 
duration of the Local Plan. 
While the JWRA does not have the expertise to evaluate all 
the technical information on planning, it would like to 
express the following concerns: 
The report appears in many places to be subjective rather 
than objective. Figures such as population growth and 
migration seem to have been manipulated upwards by 
cherry-picking statistics and the inclusion of the University’s 
plans for expansion in the SHMA seems to beg many 
questions. 
The addition of 129 dwellings per annum for affordable 
housing does not seem to stand up to scrutiny in the light of 
the figures produced from surveys by various Parish 
Councils. (Our own Parish of Worplesdon recently identified 
a need for only 12 affordable homes). 
Evidence suggests there are 989 empty homes in the 
Borough. Should at least some of that number not be 
deducted from the total? 
There seems to be insufficient evidence in the report that 
proper consultation has occurred with authorities other than 
Waverley and Woking. 
G L Hearn in many respects seems to be considering 
demand rather than need. Guildford is still, despite major 
problems with congestion and infrastructure, a very 
pleasant place to live and, as such, will attract demand from 
commuters to London until our environment is destroyed 
and those people move further out. The JWRA calls upon 
the Council to defend us from that scenario. 
While the JWRA appreciates that the Council will apply 
environmental, topographical, hydrological and 
infrastructure restraints to the baseline figure before arriving 
at a housing total, it would like to be reassured that the 
baseline figure to be used by the council will be based on 

800 is not the 
baseline 
figure. We 
have chosen 
the most 
robust time 
frames.  The 
student 
housing 
issue is 
being 
reassessed 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

sound, objective and impartial evidence. 

Patricia Webb Yes but not at the 
expense of the 
countryside 

Not SHMA 
to apply 
sustainabilit
y 
constraints 

No 
Answe
r 

 Yes  Particularly in rural 
areas there will be an 
even greater number of 
young, local people 
unable to find homes 

It appears very thorough n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

James Gooden No The housing 
need that has 
been identified 
for the 
Guildford area 
relies on an 
evidence base 
produced by 
Guildford 
Borough 
Council that 
takes 
insufficient 
account of 
relevant 
factors to the 
Planning 
process; e.g. 
one of the 
major 
purposes of 
the green belt 
is the 
prevention of 
urban sprawl, 
strain on 
current local 
village 
infrastructure 
which is 
already 
overloaded, 
also certain 
plots of land 
identified for 
building not 
being fairly 
identified as 
flood plains 
and thus are 
wholly 
unsuitable for 
building, 
regardless of 
need 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
test 
infrastructur
e capacity 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt or its 
impact 

No If you boost house-building 
without improving the levels of 
local infrastructure needed to 
fully support the extra houses, 
the end result would be an 
unsustainable future for the 
local community. 
 
Building extra houses does not 
automatically produce the 
necessary number of eligible 
buyers or the necessary 
government funds to facilitate 
purchase of properties by low-
income buyers. 

Yes Limited increase would 
be sensible. Delivering 
the housing is not the 
end of the solution. 
Government funds to 
support purchase 
would need to be 
available and the 
people eligible would 
need to be earning for 
this to work. 

Avoiding the danger of 
more people getting into 
debt, also lots of empty 
homes built and not 
purchased. 
 
Avoids an ill thought out 
scheme going belly-up 
and serious negative 
repercussions on the 
local working 
communities resulting. 

We are concerned about inaccurate figures and unfair 
scoring systems being used to identify specific plots of land 
for the apparent housing need. 
 
We are concerned about being manipulated and coerced 
into accepting a Plan which meets GBC's targets but makes 
future prospects in the affected local communities 
unpleasant and unworkable. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Chris Blow         I am perplexed by the claims and counter-claims made 
about this document which is, after all, a DRAFT. 
Surely all this effort of consultation should be applied when 
it is ready for consumption, which it clearly is not yet. 
I have been invited to a session in the Council Chamber on 
March 4th, and will expect a great deal of "clearing of the 
air". 
 
It is almost impossible to give a full answer these four 
"motherhood and apple pie" questions: 
1 Should we be seeking to maximise housing delivery to 
meet the need for housing that has been identified? Yes, 
provided the need is proven 
2 Should we be trying to reduce the cost of housing by 
boosting  housebuilding?? Yes 
3 Should we try to deliver more affordable housing?? Yes 
4 What are the implications of not building enough homes? 
Loss of high technology employment and key-workers 
unable to live near their work, but reduce the number of 
homes inappropriately occupied by students before defining 
"enough". 

n/a 

Justin Underwood         "The consultant’s report is unsound as the foundation for a 
draft SHMA. It contains errors, subjective assessment and 
manipulated data, and so needs to be redone. It is subject 
to challenge. 
Guildford needs an objectively prepared SHMA which is 
proportionate and realistic, meets proper requirements and 
will not be overturned, and will be useable in the context of 
the Local Plan. 
We therefore petition the councillors to prepare a new 
SHMA as soon as possible in consultation with community 
groups and parish councils." 
 
 
We all therefore tried to sign the petition using this email 
address but it only registered for two people not all four 

The SHMA is 
produced in 
line with the 
guidance 
using a 
methodology 
which has 
been found 
sound 
elsewhere in 
the country.  
It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Malcolm Aish         We are writing to encourage GBC and its Planning 
Department to exercise considerable caution in using the 
SHMA, as drafted, in its consideration of the needs for 
market and affordable housing when drafting the Local 
Plan. The evidence, assumptions and arguments on 
dozens of issues do not support the comments and 
conclusions set out in the report. The report systematically 
twists the available data to argue for a higher housing 
provision on as many grounds as possible: demographics, 
economic growth, house prices, affordability etc. As the 
primary purpose of the consultant’s business is to promote 
new development, it is essential that GBC balance the 
report with more rational use of the evidence and in 
particular the use of existing property. 
 
We would respectfully suggest that the arguments put 
forward by GBC in 2010, to reverse the Inspector’s increase 
in the housing target from 322 to 422 in the South East 
Plan, remain as valid today as they were then. 
 
Our challenges to the report are set out below: 
 
1.The overall recommendation (8.24) to build up to 800 
additional dwellings per annum (dpa) which would add 30% 
to Guildford’s housing stock by 2031 is not justified by the 
expected population growth or by any other evidence. 
2.The Edge Analytics demographic projections (4.7) show a 
range of annual requirements for between 470 and 666 
additional homes to be provided moving forward without 
offering any evidence. The commentary on robustness 
again has no evidence to support these contentions. These 
unsupported opinions should not form the base for the 
Local Plan. 
3.In Table 12 the more representative 10 year history would 
lead to a figure of 470dpa. The chart is confusing as it 
refers to ‘5 years from 2001/2 to 2010/11’; but the comment 
to this dismisses the 10-year history as ‘less robust’ given 
‘the notable changes in migration patterns’ which is the very 
purpose of taking longer periods. This major misconception 
is a fundamental flaw in the projections. 
4.8.19 refers to ‘evidence’ and ‘objectively assessed needs’ 
without prior explanation in the report. 8.20 refers to 
‘evidence from market signals’, (whatever they are) pointing 
to the ‘full need’ for market and affordable housing being 
higher, without justification. Any market practitioner will say 
that you cannot divine the future from market signals 
whether currencies, shares or properties. 8.22 refers to a 
judgemental ‘basis for considering an upward adjustment’ 
without setting out the basis. 8.23 starts with ‘market 
signals’ (in fact only prices), goes on ‘it is difficult to 
quantify’ and ends ‘it is clear that’; it is not clear at all. In 
8.25 it asserts that “this range (670-800 homes) represents 
an assessment of the Borough’s needs”. None of these 
statements can be supported. In 8.26 ‘It should be 
recognised that this is an objective assessment of housing 
need’; it should not be recognised as such. 
5.In 8.25 the report suggests that Guildford might 

The SHMA is 
produced in 
line with the 
guidance 
using a 
methodology 
which has 
been found 
sound 
elsewhere in 
the country.  
It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

accommodate unmet needs from other local authorities. 
There is no requirement to do this, just to consult, which 
only serves to increase the number. 
6.The report’s progressive inflation of the supposed housing 
need figure is highly subjective, taking every opportunity to 
maximise the dpa total. From GBC’s interim target, 
accepted by the courts in 2010, of 322dpa and the legally 
overturned South-East Regional Plan quota of 422, the 
draft report increases Guildford’s assessed housing need 
from 470 (Table 12) to 666 (Table 12, 4.8) to 671 (4.27, 
Table 15 etc.) to 680 (4.20, 4.33) and finally to 800 (8.24). 
These increases are without analysis and foundation. 
7.In 2.29 overcrowding is used as an important indicator to 
increase housing provision; it is no such indicator as it is 
below the South-East average, “notably” below the average 
for England, and increasing more slowly (and with higher 
under-occupancy) than the rest of the Housing Market Area 
(HMA). 
8.The assessments on in-migration (4.20 to 4.22) account 
for the majority of the resultant housing need total. From 
Figure 29 choosing the last 5 year average of 817 does not 
reflect the longer period statistics and is not justified; with 
57% being students they should not even contribute. 
9.No evidence is given to support the report’s repeated 
claim (.2.31, 4.24, and 4.34) of “some evidence that 
household formation has been suppressed in the past”. In 
4.5 the projected rate has fallen since 2008. The report 
appears not to count the 6-7,000 properties likely to be 
vacated by Guildford’s elderly residents over the plan 
period. 
10.Vacant properties represent 4% of the housing stock 
(2.35) and should be deducted from the housing 
requirement. 4.20 erroneously boosts the housing need 
total by including an invalid “3% vacancy allowance”. 
11.Net completions have been higher in Guildford than in 
the rest of the HMA, and often above target, with no overall 
shortfall in the period 2001-11. In backdating housing need 
totals to 2011 (6.5) the report fails to deduct completions 
and planning permissions since that date. 
12.Counting students as permanent residents and heads of 
household erroneously inflates housing need totals. When 
he met local MPs and Councillors on 15 January, the 
Planning Minister made it clear that “all student 
accommodation, whether it consists of communal halls of 
residence or contained dwellings and whether or not it is on 
campus, can be included towards the housing provision”. 
See Mr Boles’s (undated) follow-up letter to Anne Milton 
MP, reiterated in Sir Paul Beresford MP’s press release of 
16 January 2014. This has not been reflected in the draft 
SHMA 
13.4.37 states ‘there is arguably a case for considering an 
increase in housing provision to support affordability’. This 
weak argument is unsupported by the evidence presented. 
The report (3.21) states that housing is “as ‘affordable’ now 
as it was in the late 1990s”. The appendices (1.23) confirm 
that “median house prices in Guildford are average relative 
to other areas; recent house price growth has also been 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

average”. The affordability ratio applied in the report is not 
adjusted for the relatively high income of Guildford’s lower 
quartile population (2.60 and 2.64). Nor are income levels 
and housing need adjusted for the fact that Guildford’s 
employment level has remained stable while in the region it 
has fallen by 2%. Calculations in the Appendices assume a 
house-buying deposit of 10%, despite the rapid take-up of 
5% deposits under the Government’s Help to Buy scheme, 
and an income-to-mortgage multiple of 3.5, when 5 is the 
South-East norm. There is nothing to support the Summary 
of Key Findings (8.16) vague judgemental conclusion that 
“an upwards adjustment to housing provision to increase 
affordability could be justified by the evidence”; 
14.Employment growth in unjustifiably inflated to 1.7%pa 
despite historically flat-lining at 0.4%, Experian’s 1% 
projection and the continuing fall in public-sector 
employment (27% of total) and retail jobs. No account is 
taken of limits to local growth from existing congestion and 
overheating. Table 13 claims that a projected 322 additional 
jobs per annum would require an additional 392 additional 
homes per annum, calling this “a reasonable baseline”. This 
is irrational, particularly when 4.13 says “there would not 
need to be any uplift to housing requirements to meet job 
growth”. One way to estimate future housing requirement 
would be to deflate the projected growth in jobs by 50% to 
account for outbound commuting, plus about 30% to 
account for joint-income households. On this basis, growth 
of 0.4% would imply just 5,000 more jobs over the Plan 
period, (not 14,000) or only 100 additional homes a year, 
not 570 (4.31). 
15.Table 9 shows Guildford house prices are below the 
mean and the median price for the whole of Surrey. Market 
sources confirm the report’s admission that they are 
“relatively affordable”, much more affordable than 
analogous parts of Greater London and no less so than in 
the 1990s. The 3.32 claim that they are “substantially above 
the regional average” is misleading as many, less 
prosperous parts of the South-East are not comparable to 
Guildford. 
16.3.36 claims that according to estate agents house sales 
are declining, but the report dismisses this as unimportant 
referring to a pre-Christmas lull, without any analysis. 
House purchasers are referred to as ‘investors’ and not 
family units (3.37). 
17.Population growth in the past (2001-11) “has been over-
estimated” (4.4) and so does not justify major increases in 
housing. International immigration is declining. In any case, 
“57% of international in-migrants are students” (2.57), who 
are only temporary residents and should be discounted. 
The use of CLG data at 4.26 and 27 cannot be taken 
seriously as evidence because a ‘pragmatic approach’ was 
taken to modelling. 4.28 and 29 make the unsupported 
assumption that everyone who works in Guildford needs to 
live here. Interesting estimates of the birth rate are 
irrelevant as no-one born in the period will be looking for a 
dwelling. Also a population trend over 20 years is difficult to 
ascertain; figure 8 shows a significant decline in the 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

population in 1996, with no analysis or explanation. 
18.The case for seeking to reduce the numbers on the 
housing waiting list through building many more homes is 
undermined by the statistics. The housing waiting list is 
understood to have remained constant for about 4 or 5 
years at around 3700; during this period fewer homes 
(slightly above 200dpa) have been built. The Council’s 
website refers to an average of 300 to 400 properties for 
those on the waiting list becoming available and affordable 
homes each year. This indicates that housing need has not 
increased during a period when relatively few dwellings 
have been added to the housing stock. 
19.Whilst not affecting the total housing need figure, the 
consultants could assist the Council in justifying the 
inclusion of a significant rate of windfalls in its balanced 
local plan housing provision. This is provided in their 
evidence that net completions between 2001 and 2009 
exceeded planned targets. Between 2001 and 2011 the 
3187 homes built within the Borough exactly matched 
planned housing provision of 3,180 homes (2.43). This 
figure included the period of the recession from 2008 to 
2011 when provision was less. This house building rate in 
the Borough may have contributed towards there having 
been an 8.3% increase in population between 2005 and 
2012 compared to 6.7% in Surrey and 6.4% in the South 
East (2.9). 
20. The use of census statistics is selective: 2001 and 2011 
figures are swapped about to fit the argument for greater 
housing provision. Authoritative sources that generate lower 
housing figures are ignored. 
21.The NPPF (para. 47) requires GBC to meet the “full, 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable 
housing in the Housing Market Area” (subject to the other 
policies it sets out) and to prepare an SHMA that “caters for 
housing demand” (para. 159). Although there is some 
ambiguity here (repeated in the draft NPPG), recent 
planning case law makes clear that need and demand are 
different even in metropolitan commuting areas like 
Guildford. While taking account of demand patterns, 
therefore, it must not be Guildford’s goal to try to meet 
aspirational demand for new homes by stimulating demand 
pull from London. 
22.Why is the baseline target of 800dpa so high when, as 
recently as 2010, GBC won a legal challenge to overturn 
the former Regional Plan target of just 422dpa as excessive 
and substitute an interim figure of 322dpa: what has 
changed so dramatically in 5 recession-filled years to boost 
this to 800? Even as a technical starting point, before 
common sense constraints are applied, this target poses a 
serious danger of stirring up exaggerated developer 
ambitions. 
23.The report’s remit was to "develop a robust, transparent 
and credible methodology" and "justify all assumptions, 
judgements and findings in an open and transparent 
manner". Their definition of the HMA fails these tests. The 
draft NPPG says an HMA should reflect “the key functional 
linkages where people live and work”. It details a range of 
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seeking to maximise 
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GLH 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

metrics for defining an HMA including “house prices… 
household migration and search patterns… [and] contextual 
data (e.g. travel to work boundaries, retail and school 
catchment areas)”. Defining an HMA in simple terms as “a 
geographical area in which the majority of people, who 
move, will move within” (2.2), the Hearn report fails to 
examine these metrics, simply adopting the ready-made 
hypothesis of a “West Surrey Housing Market” adopted in a 
2004 report by the property company DTZ. There is no 
reason why a market area should be thought to correspond 
to local government districts (any more than to a postal 
district, river valley or diocese) rather than distance, journey 
time or other NPPG metrics. The artificially restricted HMA 
boundary has produced a perversely unbalanced focus on 
development in Guildford, with an assessed housing need 
of up to 800dpa, compared with Woking and Waverley 
(currently only 292 and around 472 respectively). This fails 
the ‘robust and credible methodology’ test. 
24.In terms of residents’ lifestyles, drawing an HMA 
boundary line around Guildford, Woking and Waverley is 
meaningless. As the report acknowledges, commuting both 
in and out of the tri-borough zone is extremely common, 
and roughly half Guildford borough’s resident population 
commute out, while half those working here commute in. 
GBC’s online FAQs concede only that there are “strong 
linkages” with the adjoining areas of Rushmoor, Surrey 
Heath and Elmbridge. The report (1.6 and 2.13-14) merely 
recognises that “there are influences on the housing market 
from other areas, including from the North West Surrey and 
North Hampshire Housing Market Area, and from London”. 
The former South-East Regional Plan saw Guildford as part 
of both the “London Fringe” and “Western Corridor and 
Blackwater Valley” housing sub-regions. 
25.A workshop with other Surrey councils and adjoining 
Hampshire ones reportedly took place on 27 January but is 
not publicly documented. It is doubtful, in view of recent 
case law, that this would go far to satisfy the GBC’s “duty to 
cooperate” across the HMA under the NPPF and Localism 
Act. In para.14 of a letter rejecting the Waverley Local Plan, 
the Inspector wrote, “A new SHMA is required. However, 
this would require your Council to work with other 
authorities – given that the HMA crosses administrative 
boundaries – as well as with other stakeholders”. The report 
for Guildford fails to do this and could therefore be 
scrapped too. 
26.The report ignores how infrastructure improvements and 
making better use of existing buildings could dramatically 
reduce the need for new-build. With higher occupancy 
levels, fewer vacant properties, greater multi-occupancy 
and urban density, more shared ownership, a bigger rental 
sector and change of use, the need for new houses would 
be much smaller. Modern, mobile lifestyles favour the 
flexible tenure offered by these options compared with 
conventional owner-occupancy. The report fails to evaluate 
them. Vacancy levels are higher than in the rest of the 
HMA, especially Woking (2.36); houses in multi-occupancy 
(HMOs) and urban densities are much lower than in 
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Response 

prosperous and attractive parts of Greater London with a 
comparable social composition; shared ownership is up 
40% up in a decade and still rising; Guildford’s private 
rental sector is growing but is still underweight at just 15.8% 
of tenures, with rents is rising more slowly than in Woking. 
27.The rapid trend towards internet shopping is opening up 
unprecedented scope to revive high streets by converting 
retail and office space to attractive residential 
accommodation. 
28.No account has been taken against unmet need for un-
built accommodation such as the University which should 
contribute to housing stock, as the Planning Minister made 
clear to local MPs and Councillors on 15 January and 
referred to in the joint press release of 21 Jan 2014 from 
Jonathan Lord MP, Anne Milton MP and Sir Paul Beresford 
MP. 
29.Unfilled planning permissions should also be counted 
against unmet need. These include Surrey University’s 
permission to build 2,400 rooms in halls of residence, which 
should therefore be deducted from the unmet housing need 
total. These would be high density too. The University has 
scope to increase the number still further. GBC and the 
University should be encouraged to commence this 
process. 
30.No account has been taken for small changes to rental 
incentives (e.g. Council Tax breaks for resident landlords) 
or requiring students to live on campus which could make 
thousands of housing units available to families far faster 
and more cheaply than building new homes. GBC should 
also exploit the New Homes Bonus and other help which 
the Government announced this month to bring vacant 
properties back into use. The Planning Minister has 
confirmed that “student housing will also be eligible for the 
New Homes Bonus”. 
We would also like to make the following comments on the 
public consultation process for the SHMA: 
•The SHMA consultation was too short and sprung on us 
without due warning. The so-called evidence base is vast 
and unmanageable. Public concerns were raised about the 
terms of reference of the new SHMA. Local people should 
have had a say in this; representations from the Guildford 
Greenbelt Group were ignored. 
•The process to appoint the consultants is not clear. In the 
award of this consultancy contract were all public 
procurement and competitive tendering requirements 
strictly applied? Reassurance about the integrity of this 
process should be given. 
•The NPPF requires Guildford’s housing need to be 
assessed “objectively”. G L Hearn is a property company 
which produces SHMAs off-the-peg to suit their business 
interests. GBC should explain why this kind of work cannot 
be undertaken by a more objective academic or not-for-
profit organisation. 
•The public feel they are being bludgeoned into submission 
by one consultant’s report after another. They are now 
bracing themselves to have to object to GBC’s decisions on 
the SHMA and, subsequently, the draft Local Plan. This war 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
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GLH 
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of attrition merely increases the risk that the Plan will later 
be overturned on procedural or legal grounds. It also sours 
the atmosphere for local democracy. The Community Right 
to Challenge and other measures announced by the 
Government in January to enhance local control must be 
followed. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft 
SHMA. 

Kathleen Parrish No My feelings 
are to limit the 
population and 
control 
immigration 
and not to 
keep building 
more and 
more houses. 
Any houses 
that may be 
needed are 
smaller 
houses as a 
result of the 
Bedroom tax. 
Pensioners 
who are 
occupying 
large houses 
should be 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
test 
infrastructur
e capacity 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt or its 
impact 

No This is not a good idea as the 
houses built will not be built that 
well, and the footings will clearly 
not be left long enough. As a 
view too of the weather patterns 
the footings need to be thicker 
to prevent any properties 
sinking. 
A thought too on how to build 
houses in areas that could get 
flooded is to take note of our 
ancestors who built them on 
stilts with a boat tethered below 
in case one cannot use a car. 
They do need to have more 
robust stilts though. 
Any houses built should be built 
with climate change in mind and 
have their own re-usable 
electric supplies. 
The greatest care and thought 

Yes I think it would be a 
good idea for the 
young to start out with 
who have a family as 
long as the cost of the 
rent is within their 
means and that they 
do not expect the tax 
payer to pay for their 
rent in housing benefit. 
I also think that if a 
couple split up be they 
married of not their 
combined assets 
should be mandatory 
shared out 
immediately, as in 
quite a few cases 
there is enough for 
each to purchase a flat 
in turn releasing the 

Hopefully it would curtail 
immigration, and make 
people think about how 
many children they 
have. If child benefits 
were phased out to limit 
child benefit to first child 
only in turn applicable to 
any immigrants arriving 
with handfuls of children 
or sending child benefit 
abroad would be a great 
savings all round. 
My motto is to look after 
ones own before looking 
after others, so house 
ones own first and limit 
further immigration to 
what houses are 
available. 
This question could well 

Only this, if the EU are forcing the UK to build a large 
amount of houses, then withdrawing from the EU would 
bring a great deal of savings. 
If you are going to build estates of more houses there is a 
need for parks and the provision for wild life, plants and 
trees which even now there are no hedgerows with wild 
plants, dandelions, dock leaves to name but a few. These 
are what will help save us from Global Warming and not 
more and more houses to house humans who are the 
cause of this Climate Change. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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encouraged to 
move into 
smaller 
houses, so 
that families 
can occupy 
the pensioners 
larger houses. 
Experts have 
already stated 
that as a result 
of Climate 
Change that 
this planet will 
only be able to 
support a third 
of the 
population, so 
has any 
thought gone 
into this. You 
cannot go on 
building more 
and more 
houses and no 
space for 
wildlife and to 
grow our 
crops. 
Bearing in 
mind what has 
happened to 
large part of 
the UK this 
year which is 
only going to 
get worse that 
any money 
that the 
Government 
are ploughing 
into building 
houses should 
go to saving 
parts of the 
country that 
are sinking. 
Any houses 
that are built 
should also be 
built in areas 
that are not 
already flood 
plain areas. 

should go into the building of 
houses and boosting the 
amount of houses built will not 
achieve very well built houses 
and even if cheaper would not 
be worth the money. 

larger marital home for 
another couple of 
family. It would also 
amount to a savings 
on having to house 
one or the other and 
paying out housing 
benefit. 
 
The provision of bed 
sits for students or 
teenagers who simply 
want to leave home 
would also be a good 
idea than to have them 
end up sleeping on the 
streets. 

be the best to combat 
climate change and 
having more of the UK 
end up sinking. 
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Cynthia Stanley No 
answe
r 

This need has 
been based on 
a conjecture of 
the future 
therefore 
misleading to 
describe as 
"need". 

n/a No The reason that house prices in 
the South East are high is 
because of the desire to live in 
the home counties. 
Why is it important to 
encourage more people to live 
in an already overcrowded 
area, especially as the 
population of the UK is 
becoming increasingly unevenly 
distributed? 

No  The word "enough" is 
not quantifiable and 
therefore cannot be 
accurately measured. At 
any point. 

It seems to be based on the conjecture of a company 
employed to write a report that has made an attempt to 
present it as a scientific document. 

n/a 

Janet E. Cope         Thank you for your letter re: Draft Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment, & the S.H.M.A. 
Are you aware of any housing need in the village of 
Blackheath? I note that unmet need (from neighbouring 
councils) can be met elsewhere. Does this mean that if 
there is a demand for housing from outside the village then 
provision would be considered? 
I understand that the Local Plan takes account of 'other 
factors'. Blackheath is a particularly important area in 
relation to wildlife (SSSI), natural beauty (AONB) and 
architectural interest. 
I look forward to your answers to my questions. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

A.P. Glazier         Draft Strategic Housing MKT Assess. 
Thank you for your letter dated 29/1 regarding above. At 
this stage there is nothing more I can say apart from 
repeating my concerns 1) roads 2) affordable houses on 
Green Belt etc etc. 
Although checking the waterlogged fields etc that we have 
now, all around us, and taking them into account. AND what 
this country has experienced this winter would help in the 
future for all concerned, especially cost wise. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
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Tracey Evans No The report’s 
progressive 
inflation of the 
supposed 
housing need 
figure is 
subjective, 
taking every 
opportunity to 
maximise the 
dpa total. 
From GBC’s 
interim target, 
accepted by 
the courts in 
2010, of 
322dpa and 
the legally 
overturned 
South-East 
Regional Plan 
quota of 422, 
G L Hearn’s 
report 
increases 
Guildford’s 
assessed 
housing need 
from 470 
(Table 12) to 
666 (Table 12, 
4.8) to 671 
(4.27, Table 
15 etc.) to 680 
(4.20, 4.33) 
and finally to 
800 (8.24); No 
account is 
taken of 
development 
constraints, 
environmental 
constraints or 
infrastructure 
feasibility or 
Green Belt 
policy; 
Evidence 
shows no 
shortfall of 
provision; 
There is no 
evidence of 
economic 
pressure to 
increase 
housing 

The report 
doesn’t set 
the housing 
target.  We 
are not 
required to 
assess the 
impact of 
housing 
delivery on 
infrastructur
e, the 
environmen
t.  We are 
not 
required to 
identify the 
supply of 
housing. 

No Skill levels are high: 
Employment rates are stable; 
Salaries are above average; 
Loan to values rates are good; 
Housing is relatively affordable; 
Lower quartile rates are above 
average; Private rental does 
accommodate some 
households unable to secure 
affordable housing; Lower 
levels of private renting suggest 
that the housing market is more 
buoyant than in the rest of the 
SE and HMA; The University 
impacts private rental provision 
in Guildford compared to rest of 
HMA; Private rental provision 
has an important role; Some 
households choose to spend 
more than 35% of income on 
housing; Households spend 
more on housing as income 
rises; Figures for affordability 
slanted towards single earner 
rather than dual income; Most 
households consist of two 
earners; There is no reference 
to approved housing numbers 
already in the pipeline, these 
include council provision and 
market housing. 

No 
Answer 

• Answer: This is a 
very leading question 
which can not be 
answered simplistically 
as yes or no.The 
SHMA Practice 
Guidance 2007 
(pg8)Definition 
describes Housing 
Need as‘ The quantity 
of housing required for 
households who are 
unable to access 
suitable housing 
without assistance’. I 
question the number 
of households on the 
need list. 
 
To summarise : 
Guildford borough 
needs to concentrate 
on finding homes for 
those in need. Some 
two and three bed 
roomed houses are 
required; they offer 
greater flexibility for 
transfer up and down 
the housing ladder. 
Affordable provision 
could be social rented, 
affordable rented or 
intermediate housing 
AND the role of private 
rental provision should 
not be ignored. 
Housing need should 
not be confused with 
housing demand: The 
SHMA Practice 
Guidance 2007 (pg8) 
Housing Demand- 
‘The quantity of 
housing that 
households are willing 
and able to buy or 
rent.’ Remember (5.23 
Pg 74) Overall, around 
32% of households 
with a current need 
are estimated to be 
likely to have sufficient 
income to afford 
market housing and so 
our estimate of the 
total backlog need is 

People will choose to 
live in the wider area, 
the travelling to work 
area is much broader 
than the HMA due to the 
proximity to London. In 
dual earning houses 
both earners often work 
in different locations, 
choosing one location or 
even a third location to 
live; Some workers work 
from home; Guildford 
has a highly skilled 
workforce who tend to 
travel further to work; 
Homes need to be for 
local need not to cater 
the influx of international 
students whose stay will 
be short. Demand is in 
the town where the 
infrastructure is greatest 
and not in the villages 
where infrastructure is 
often poor and already 
over stretched. The 
housing market should 
regulate itself, there is 
no need for any political 
interference. 

Local opinion rather than out sourced consultation should 
have been the starting point of this process. The Draft 
SHMA is poorly constructed, has unreliable data and 
inflated figures. Other evidence offered by GBC including 
the Countryside and Green Belt Study (Pegasus) are 
seriously flawed. Policy aspirations seem to be more 
important than local residents. The number of total new 
houses ‘needed’ in the SHMA draft document produced by 
Hearn is aimed artificially high to ensure provision of 
affordable housing from CIL contributions: Over the current 
spending period to 2015 (and beyond this to 2018) grant 
funding is primarily available to support delivery of 
affordable rented homes. A significant level of affordable 
housing delivery is however secured through developer 
contributions. I suggest that this is why the proposed 
number is so high. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
financial 
implications 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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number; A 
substantial 
amount of the 
real need 
could be met 
by bringing 
empty 
properties 
back into use; 
A third of 
those in 
current need 
could afford 
market 
housing and 
are not ‘in 
need’; 
Overcrowding 
is minimal; 
Student 
numbers are 
the key driver 
to population 
growth; 
Unfulfilled 
building by the 
University of 
2,400 student 
rooms is 
causing 
pressure on 
private rental 
market in 
central wards; 
Projected 
increases in 
University 
numbers 
should be 
accommodate
d by the 
University on 
the University 
site. 

reduced to 933 
households. The 32% 
is estimated as the 
proportion expected to 
have an income above 
the thresholds for 
accessing market 
housing show through 
the market survey. 
The number of 
households in need 
has changed very little 
in the last few years so 
why the sudden panic- 
some of those 
registered on the need 
list should be 
accommodated in the 
private sector others 
could relocate to other 
areas. HENCE the 
need is for 2/3 
bedroomed affordable 
housing to be built in 
small developments of 
20-30 or less on 
brownfield sites or 
from office 
conversions. No big 
affordable housing 
estates are required 
and a preference 
would be for part 
ownership rather than 
totally social funded. 

A Butler No Not by going 
into Green 
Belt- use 
brownfield 
sites in 
Guildford first, 
land in 
question is 
flood plain 
mainly. 

Not the role 
of the 
SHMA to 
identify the 
location of 
developme
nt 

No Use prepack housing as in 
Sweden- Brilliant Solution 

Yes Find more suitable 
land with infrastructure 
in place. 

Stop immigration in a 
nutshell. 

In East Horsley we still DO NOT have adequate 
infrastructure- i.e. road repairs, drain maintenance etc. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
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impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Nichola Armstrong         I am writing because I would like to raise the following 
issues in response to the G L Hearn Draft Report. 
 
My concerns are as follows: 
 
The NPPF (para. 47) requires GBC to meet the “full, 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable 
housing in the Housing Market Area”. Recent planning case 
law makes it clear that need and demand are different. 
Need is in the public interest, whereas demand is in the 
private interest and should not to be the main object of 
public policy. Where is the evidence in the report that local 
plans (pushed by the Government, ‘Big Society), parish 
councils and community groups were consulted? Why is the 
report biased towards developers? The National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) and draft National Planning 
Practice Guidance (NPPG) require Guildford to make an 
objective assessment of housing need, prepared on the 
basis of rigorous methodology, which is “proportionate” and 
“realistic”: “assessing development needs should be 
proportionate and does not require local councils to 
consider purely hypothetical future scenarios, only future 
scenarios that could be reasonably expected to occur”. 
Where is the evidence in the report that G L Hearn was in 
consultation with the local public, parish councils’ and 
community groups within the borough to find out local 
need? On the 27 January during the exercise to engage the 
public, Ripley Parish Council objected that the report took 
no account of its own study and appraisal of neighbourhood 
housing need. 
 
As a baseline requirement, the Hearn report recommends 
building up to 800 additional dwellings per annum (dpa). 
This equals 12,000 over the Plan period, or 16,000 over the 
20-years (2011-31), which the report uses as a baseline 
period (paras 6.5, 8.7). This would add 29% to Guildford’s 
housing stock. This is clearly excessive. I would like to 
query why the target of 800dpa is so high when, in 2010, 
GBC won a legal challenge to overturn the former 422dpa 
Regional Plan and 322dpa was set. What has changed to 
increase the numbers from 322dpa to 800dpa in 4 years? 
This is sending out the wrong message to developers. The 
proposed development frenzy G L Hearn is setting up in 
this draft report will create a future housing bubble followed 
by yet another boom and bust, debt-fuelled property crash 
(a major concern of the Bank of England), where schemes 
of abandoned housing as seen in Ireland, Spain and Turkey 
will become a reality. The countryside that is enjoyed by 
local public and visitors to Guildford will be gone, a 

We are 
required to 
assess need 
and demand. 
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potentially damaging legacy of this Borough Council. 
 
The report’s progressive increase of the supposed housing 
need figure is highly subjective, from GBC’s interim target, 
accepted by the courts in 2010, of 322dpa which legally 
overturned South-East Regional Plan quota of 422, G L 
Hearn’s report then increases Guildford’s assessed housing 
need from 470 (Table 12) to 666 (Table 12, 4.8) to 671 
(4.27, Table 15 etc.) to 680 (4.20, 4.33) and finally to 800 
(8.24). The 800dpa was supposedly reached by point (4.7), 
“the demographic projections show a range of requirements 
for between 470 and 666 additional homes to be provided 
moving forward”. The report then inflates these figures by 
including a temporary population surge over a limited period 
(2006-11) when there was a fee-related temporary peak in 
projected student numbers, but then fails to discount 
Guildford’s high housing vacancy rate, thus producing a 
figure 671dpa. (Student numbers attending Guildford 
University have dropped over 2 consecutive years). 
However, if you use a more representative 10-year period 
(Table 12), as the NPPG recommends, the figure would be 
only 470dpa. So where do all these additional homes come 
from? The report (8.24) recommends that GBC “tests the 
ability to deliver 800 homes per annum”, asserting that “this 
range (670-800 homes) represents an assessment of the 
Borough’s needs”. Where in the report are the other 130dpa 
homes justified. Where is the evidence? If you compare 
Guildford 800dpa with Woking’s current dpa of 292dpa and 
Waverley’s at 472dpa it is clear Guildford’s 800dpa is 
excessive. It could be argued that Woking and Waverley’s 
dpa are for need (public interest) where as Guildford’s dpa 
is for demand (private interest). 
 
Recent Freedom of Information (FOI) data shows a total of 
996 vacant properties. This is 3 years housing supply at the 
current 322dpa. 449 properties have been empty for more 
than 6 months. This is 4% of the housing stock (2.35). 
These vacancies are not deducted from the housing 
requirement, contrary to Government policy. Councils are 
required to bring them back into residential use (NPPF 
para.51, and draft NPPG). 
 
Over the GBC’s plan period it is inevitable that today's 
elderly members of the community will at some point vacate 
their properties. There is also a growing trend where homes 
are shared by 3 generations to reduce living and childcare 
costs. Should this be investigated and deducted from the 
unmet housing needs total. 
 
What about planning permission that has already been 
granted by GBC but due to the recession developers have 
chosen not to proceed with development in the hope that 
when they do build homes the values would have increased 
(330,000 approved applications CPRE). Unfilled planning 
permissions should be deducted from the unmet housing 
needs total. Surrey University’s permission to build 2,400 
rooms in halls of residence should be deducted from the 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

unmet housing need total. When the Planning Minister met 
local MPs and Councillors on 15 January, “all student 
accommodation, whether it consists of communal halls of 
residence or contained dwellings and whether or not it is on 
campus, can be included towards the housing provision.” 
 
In (Table 13) it claims that a projected 322 additional jobs 
per annum would require an additional 392 additional 
homes per annum, calling this “a reasonable baseline”, 
although the report also says “there would not need to be 
any uplift to housing requirements to meet job growth” 
(4.13). Confusing! In the report estates agents (point 3.36) 
state that house sales are declining. 
 
Population growth in the past (2001-11) “has been over-
estimated” (4.4) so therefore should not justify major 
increases in housing. International immigration is declining, 
“57% of international in-migrants are students” (2.57). 
International students are temporary residents and 
therefore should be discounted. In Paras 4.28-29 it is 
assumed that everyone who works in Guildford needs to 
live here. Do they? Do they even want to? What evidence is 
this statement based on? 
 
The draft NPPG says an HMA should reflect “the key 
functional linkages where people live and work”. It details a 
range of metrics for defining an HMA. (HMA means “a 
geographical area in which the majority of people, who 
move, will move within” including “house prices… 
household migration and search patterns… travel to work 
boundaries, retail and school catchment areas”). In (2.2), G 
L Hearn’s Draft report uses the ready-made hypothesis of a 
“West Surrey Housing Market” adopted in a 2004 report by 
the property company DTZ. Using material from a report 
written 10 years ago in 2004 is a bit out of date. Life has 
moved on from 2004. 
 
In terms of residents’ lifestyles, drawing an HMA boundary 
line around Guildford, Woking and Waverley is absolutely 
ridiculous. Travelling 30 minutes to an hour will take a 
commuter well outside the HMA. Residents are prepared to 
travel long journeys for work, schooling, socialising, leisure 
activities, shopping etc., Kingston, Cambridge, Oxford, 
Birmingham, Waterloo, Leatherhead, Southampton, 
Portsmouth, Richmond, Reading, Basingstoke, Horsham, 
Gomshall, Farnham, Dorking, Alton, Aylesford, Salisbury 
etc., You could argue that all these places should all belong 
to one HMA. We no longer live in the nineteenth century 
with horses and carts, we have modes of transport that can 
carry us on longer journeys in a short period of time. These 
comfortable modes of transport mean residents don’t just 
have to rely on Guildford or Woking, (8.20) “triangulation of 
the evidence converges upon Guildford, Waverley and 
Woking sharing the strongest relationships and correlation 
in both market and behavioural terms". This restricted, 
narrow HMA boundary drawn by G L Hearn where the local 
residents travel around Guildford, Waverley and Woking 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

merely focuses development in Guildford (800dpa). If you 
compare Guildford 800dpa with Woking’s 292dpa and 
Waverley’s 472dpa it is clear Guildford’s 800dpa is 
excessive. It could be argued that Woking and Waverley’s 
dpa are for need (public interest) where as Guildford’s dpa 
is for demand (private interest). 
 
Building new homes is not the only way to fulfil unmet 
housing needs. The report ignores how infrastructure 
improvements and making better use of existing buildings 
reduce the need for new-build. Has the report taken into 
consideration the under-occupation of Guildford’s existing 
housing stock? What about the rapid trend towards Internet 
shopping? Surely it is time to revive high streets with empty 
shops unoccupied for months, years. Should these 
properties be converted from retail to residential 
accommodation therefore bringing in new residents to 
revivalise dying high streets, shopping and eating areas? 
By innovate recycling and upcycling of empty buildings this 
would bring better environmental value than tearing up the 
green belt. There are shops around Guildford that have 
stood empty for years. Guildford spend money by putting 
pretty posters in the windows. Is it time to reassess their 
future potential use? 
 
It is clear from the media and councillors that carried out 
workshops around the Borough that GBC’s plans to attract 
high tech firms into the area, however due to the 
advancements in technology with regards how we work 
have been overlooked in this draft report. With faster 
broadband, conference calling, working from home, 
mobility, companies are increasingly looking for ways to 
reduce the need for expensive office space. There is 
redundant office space in Guildford, which has been 
standing empty for years. Guildford has already reached its 
limits of existing congestion. Should this office space now 
be changed and used for homes instead? Changes of use 
from redundant office and retail space to homes would 
reduce the amount of green belt that will be lost for good 
through lazy development and ‘the what if scenario’. GBC 
need to think smart, re-use, redevelop, and recycle what’s 
there already. (There is already a decline in public sector 
employment and retail due to cut backs and new advances 
in technology. It is widely acknowledged that jobs in the 
white-collar sector are on a continual decline). G L Hearn 
exists to promote new development but the report lacks 
innovative alternatives to existing, redundant development. 
 
Students occupy 11% of housing in the Onslow ward. 
Census data show student-only households increased from 
403 to 851 in the decade 2001-11. Surrey University 
accommodates only 5,000 of its 12,000 full-time students 
on campus. Students complain that accommodation costs 
on campus are too high. Yet if students lived on campus it 
would make homes instantly available to council tax paying 
families? This would create homes faster and more cheaply 
than building new ones. What proportion of campus 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
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building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
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accommodation is standing empty this academic year? 
Oxford City Council insists that Oxford University 
accommodates its own student. Should GBC follow suit? 
 
A workshop to discuss the Hearn report with residents was 
held on 27 January. The report, however, was not 
published until 90 minutes before the event. There were no 
handouts or slides, available. This is not a good example of 
public engagement. This is an example of an 
unprofessional, disorganised tick box exercise. 
 
I would like to point out that the initial turn around for public 
consultation on G L Hearn’s £17,000 draft report ludicrously 
short; due to public pressure GBC did extended the 
consultation period from 10th February until the 21st 
February. Today I received another e-mail from GBC 
because public dissatisfaction of the SHMA has provoked a 
further petition, to be debated on 26 February. I feel GBC 
are forcing this process along without listening to the local 
people, parish councils and community groups who are 
clearly unhappy. The amount of material produced for this 
whole consultation process has been vast and knocked out 
at an overwhelming pace. As Greg Clark MP wrote in his 
introduction to the NPPF, the Local Plan process “should be 
a collective enterprise. Yet, in recent years, planning has 
tended to exclude, rather than to include, people and 
communities. In part, this has been a result of targets being 
imposed, and decisions taken, by bodies remote from 
them… People have been put off from getting involved 
because planning policy itself has become so elaborate and 
forbidding – the preserve of specialists, rather than people 
in communities“. GBC have so far rejected 3 public petitions 
calling for Green Belt protections to be respected in the 
Local Plan. Guildford must listen to what the local public are 
saying. 
 
We should all remember that during our lifetime we are 
merely custodians of our very precious countryside. It 
should be handed on to the next generation to appreciate, 
work and enjoy. We have no right to destroy the 
countryside and wildlife for unrealistic growth and demand. 
 
The NPPF requires Guildford’s housing need to be 
assessed “objectively”. 
G L Hearn is a property company, which produces SHMAs. 
This is not a balanced report. It is clearly pro development 
and biased. The report gives scant consideration to any 
alternative ideas that could be applied to free up homes, 
including uses for vacant/redundant property over new 
house building. The SHMA should expressly prioritise non-
Green Belt brownfield sites over greenfield/Green Belt 
ones. Key parts of the evidence in the Settlement Hierarchy 
and Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment have 
been rigged against Green Belt villages by using flawed 
and haphazardly applied methodologies. By revisiting the 
question of housing densities, for example, very different 
conclusions can be drawn about the capacity of brownfield 
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sites to meet all new housing needs. Reasserting protection 
of the Green Belt would in itself give developers an 
incentive to release unused brownfield sites for 
development, which they already own. 
 
G L Hearn was complicit with Waverley’s Local Plan. 
Waverley’s Local Plan was thrown out. 
 
Is Hearn’s report good enough? Is it £17,000 well spent? 

Corinne J.H. 
Davey 

No We want the 
minimum 
number of 
houses, to 
meet the need 
to 2031. 

n/a No If you want to reduce the cose 
of housing- build more smaller 
houses, and housing 
association properties. 

Yes This can provided by 
currently available 
sites- you do not need 
to encroach on the 
Green Belt. Consider 
building on open 
space carparks, and 
providing multi-storey 
or underground 
parking instead- and 
use other council 
controlled land. 

Enough for who? Who 
are you referring to? Our 
Borough 'infrastructure' 
will not support large 
numbers of extra people 
moving into the area 
from 'outside,e.g. 
London'. Just cater for 
the children of people 
already here, who love 
the area already. 

You have not allowed anything like the appropriate time for 
public consultation. And there has not been suitable public 
access to documentation, it has been very difficult to send. 

n/a 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 
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implications of not 
building enough 
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Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Huw Michael No The existing 
road 
infrastructure 
imposes a real 
constraint on 
increasing the 
population of 
Guildford. The 
demand for 
road space 
(pedestrians 
and vehicles) 
already 
exceeds 
Guildford road 
capacity. 
While the plan 
recognizes 
that 
infrastructure 
may impose 
constraints it 
has not been 
taken into 
account in 
coming up with 
the 800 homes 
a year figure. 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
test 
infrastructur
e capacity 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt or its 
impact 

Yes Yes , generally, for the UK. 
However this should be done by 
developing new towns ( with its 
associated new infrastructure). 
In existing towns, such as 
Guildford, it should be restricted 
to brownfield site development. 

Yes First point is not to sell 
existing Council 
Housing stock. Where 
housing is paid for by 
the state ( eg through 
Housing Benefit) it is 
in the interest of the 
tax payer that this 
should cost as little as 
possible, while 
meeting minimum 
standards. 

Not sure what you mean 
by "enough". As long as 
the population continues 
to increase, then people 
will probably have to 
share housing to a 
greater extent, and 
accept fewer m2 per 
person living space. Yes 
building more homes will 
help, but not at the 
expense of valuable 
greenbelt adjacent to 
existing towns or without 
addressing the transport 
infrastructure. 

800 homes a year for Guildford seems excessive and 
should be limited to a number well below that level when 
infrastructure constraints are taken into account. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Peter See No Please see 
Question 5. 

n/a No No- not in the Borough of 
Guildford. Please see Question 
5. 

Yes Yes but: 
a.) Not a large 
increase. 
b.) Not between Ash 
and Guildford as 
-More development 
will close the small 
'green gaps' between 
the built up area of 
Aldershot/Ash and 
Guildford. 
-There is already 
affordable housing in 
Aldershot and 
Farnborough 
(Hampshire) and in 
Ash. 
Affordable housing 
should be in keeping 
with other 
development nearby. If 
a number of homes 
are to be erected, they 
should each be 
different in design in 
order to be pleasing to 
the eye. Some recent 
houses are not in 
keeping with others 
nearby and are too 
plain. 
 
Housing associations 
etc should not 'impose' 
housing on towns and 
villages, if the 
affordable housing is 
of poor exterior 
design, with 
inadequate living 
space and inadequate 
gardens (and without 
driveways or 
convenient and secure 
garages for parking 
cars or bicycles). 
Otherwise, many 
problems may arise 
which cannot be dealt 
with adequately. The 
elderly and disabled 
people in particular 
need driveways for 
cars. 
 
High standards are 
needed, even though 

People living with friends 
and relatives, people 
going to other areas eg 
outside the South East, 
emigration, etc 

Suggested changes to the draft document (housing needs/ 
demands for homes/ preferences) 
There is now widespread use of the term “housing needs” 
even though in some ways it lacks precision. The word 
“need” means lacking something which you cannot well do 
without; necessity; requiring relief eg extreme poverty or 
distress. However, for many people it would be a matter of 
preference- not need- to live in Guildford Borough rather 
than somewhere else. Someone may have a need to get 
onto the ‘housing ladder’. But does that housing ladder 
have to be in Guildford Borough? There is scope for the 
misuse of the word “needs” to distort the formulation policy. 
The draft document is not sufficiently clear in this respect. 
 
“Seeking to maximise housing delivery” 
History since the late 18th century has shown us that, it is 
not sensible to build a maximum number of homes to meet 
demand, in most areas of the UK. The worst results have 
been slums, brutal high rise flats contributing to crime and 
social problems (some of which had to be demolished after 
a short life) and spoilt townscapes/landscapes. High 
demand in the South East is now almost endless. But land 
in the UK is not unlimited (especially in the South East). As 
someone once said, “land is not made anymore”. 
Farmland instead of Homes 
Agriculture is, like accommodation, very important. We 
need more farmland, not less, so that we can produce more 
food in a sustainable way. About 50% of our food is 
imported. But soil in many parts of the world is degrading; 
water in many parts of the world is inadequate; and more 
countries need to import food or to keep food for their own 
growing populations rather than to export it to us. Some 
food prices are already rising in the UK because of world 
shortages from time to time and there may be significant 
supply problems within, say, the next 50 years. 
Pollution 
Meeting demand for homes will mean more roads to service 
homes, more vehicles and more air pollution. Poor air 
quality is already causing illness and death, especially in 
the south east. 
Farmland, fields and woods between towns and villages 
These help community cohesion, quality of life and life 
expectancy. They should be retained, not reduced in area. 
For example, the green gaps between the furthest edges of 
existing development, from Ash to Guildford, extend to a 
total of only about 2-3 miles. So, there should be no more 
development allowed between Ash and Guildford (including 
ribbon development) with only a very small number of 
special exceptions to such a policy. 
Housing needs identified in the draft document 
Table 4 shows: 
2001-13 (12 years): 3,839 dwellings planned 
3,678 built (306 pa) 
Undersupply 161. 
 
Paragraph 8.19 shows: 
2016-2031 (15 years) 670 dwelling pa needed minimum 

We have 
used the 
NPPG 
definition of 
need, which 
includes an 
element of 
demand 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

high standards may 
mean fewer properties 
are provided. 
 
Please also see 
Question 5. 

 
Paragraph 8.24 appears to show: 
2016-2031 (15 years) 800 dwellings pa recommended if 
necessary 
 
These ‘needs’ should not be met by Guildford Borough 
Council, for all the reasons outlined above. 
 
May I suggest that no more than 400 homes pa should be 
built. 
 
Wisley disused airfield, south of M25/A3 interchange 
The Wisley airfield site has obvious advantages (eg 
previous land use, land ownership, road networks, transport 
by rail, topography, the chance of a new cohesive 
community with its own facilities such as schools, play 
areas, sports facilities, doctors’ surgery, shops, village hall, 
cycle routes, new bus route). 
 
The central government National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) may state that Councils should take 
every opportunity to meet full housing needs. But the NPPF 
is unrealistic, for the reasons outlined above. 
 
Looking at the overall picture, there might be an 
undersupply of housing compared with the new Guildford 
Local Plan, because of the need to safeguard the 
countryside or character of towns and villages. But there 
could be an oversupply elsewhere in the south east or 
beyond, which could be used to accommodate people, if 
they decide to move there. 
 
In the final analysis, decision makers should take into 
account that central government has, for hundreds of years, 
made many wrong or bad decisions on many important 
matters. It is possible that, after a few years, it may be 
found that the National Planning Policy Framework has 
many drawbacks. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Susan Hughes         I am writing to you with regard to the Notes on the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment, SHMA to state my objection 
in the strongest terms to the Assessment. The data used is 
based on assumptions, trends and computer modelling, all 
of which cause inherent inaccuracies in projections. The 
report cannot be the objective assessment it claims as 
many subjective choices of trends and data are made in 
deriving the numbers. 
 
More especially: 
 
1.There is selective use of data with cumulative upward 
adjustment of required housing numbers that lead to a 
recommendation to build 800 houses per year 
 
2.Population growth was overestimated over the 2001-
2011period and this error could occur again 
 
3.The 5-year trend on inward migration was used rather 
than the lower 10 year trend 
 
4.The SHMA fails to distinguish adequately between 
housing need and housing demand. 
 
5.Student accommodation has not been clearly identified 
and differentiated (as noted also by the Planning Minister, 
Nick Boles, MP) 
 
6.Student accommodation has a significant distortion effect 
on housing requirement 
 
7.Currently vacant properties have not been taken into 
account in reducing the number of new dwellings required 
 
8.Growth in housing stock (at 800 houses per year) would 
be approximately 30% over the report baseline period 
(2011-2031) which seems an unrealistic requirement, 
based on current build rates. 
 
9.Affordable housing is needed, especially for younger 
people, and should not be achieved as a small portion of 
large scale developments 
 
10.Constraints from land supply, amenity protection, 
environmental factors and in particular Infrastructure issues 
must be rigorously applied to the highly speculative figures 
produced by the SHMA. 
 
I hope you will take the above points into consideration. 

We have 
selected/use
d the most 
appropriate 
data for our 
objective 
assessment 
of need. 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 
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Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Gareth & Nicola 
Owens 

        You invited comments on the above please consider my 
views as detailed below, 
 
I have reviewed the Strategic Housing assessment and I 
am concerned it should not be relied upon as anything 
other than conjecture. It a series of assumptions based on 
estimates and computer models. For example since 
population growth was overestimated over the 2001-2011 
period how can we rely on any of the predictions made 
within it. 
 
There appears to be selective use of data with cumulative 
upward adjustment of required housing numbers that lead 
to a recommendation to build 800 houses per year for 
example the 5-year trend on inward migration was used 
rather than the lower 10 year trend. Student 
accommodation has not been clearly identified and 
differentiated. Further currently vacant properties have not 
been taken into account in reducing the number of new 
dwellings required Growth in housing stock (at 800 houses 
per year) would be approximately 30% over the report 
baseline period (2011-2031) which seems an unrealistic 
requirement, based on current build rates. 
I regret to say that as it comes out after the strategic plan it 
has the look of a piece of work which is set out to achieve a 
conclusion that was predetermined. 

We have 
selected/use
d the most 
appropriate 
data for our 
objective 
assessment 
of need. 

Graham Richings         I would like to submit the fallowing comments in respect of 
the consultation on The Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA). I do not want to use your online 
formats because I do not believe that format suitable for my 
remarks. 
 
I would say at the outset that the report prepared by GL 
Hearn Limited uses a lot of technical language. Bearing in 
mind that the general public must be consulted on this topic 
I think this is wrong and if necessary Guildford Borough 
Council should have simplified the wording before asking 
for consultation. It should not remain in this 
format. It is bad enough that GBC should have passed the 
buck to an outside agency, at a cost, and then not to have 
made it more readable and understandable to the 
average council tax payer. Even the font (compare to the 
NPPF document) is not easily readable. It is a hard read 
that most people will not feel up to reading and 
understanding it. For instance what are "macro-economic 
drivers"? Do average members of the public understand 
these technical terms. Probably simple when 
explained. 
 
The actual number of houses finally decided on must be 
controlled by the availability of services, such as the 
Hospital's ability to serve adequately the number 
of people living within it's catchment area. Also parking 
facilities at the main hospital, At the moment these are 
nowhere near adequate. Doctors' surgeries need to be able 
to cope with the increased numbers. How are they coping 
at the moment? What is their spare capacity? Housing 

We have 
sought to 
clarify 
language 
where 
necessary. 
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GLH 
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numbers should be restricted depending on the 
ability of our local roads to cope with local and through 
traffic. At the moment at certain times of the day they are at 
saturation point and so currently housing should be 
severely restricted until such time as the road capacity is 
increased. No serious development should take place until 
this infrastructure is improved. 
I fail to see why GBC should need to assist surrounding 
areas that can not provide enough housing. See Para 8.30 
of the SHMA. Why should we spoil our beautiful 
countryside for that reason. The consultants seem to be 
covering themselves all the way through this report just in 
case things change. This is not an exact science and too 
much emphasis should not be placed on the housing 
figures that they suggest for this reason, Para 8.33 Para 
8.39 The University should be responsible for housing 
students leaving more houses within the Borough, and 
particularly close to the University, available for purchase 
by local people and their families. Too many landlords are 
making too much money out of this market at the expense 
of those who want to buy. As new houses are built this 
theme will continue and so even more houses will be 
needed. 
This has a knock-on effect on the Council Tax Take. The 
spread of students out of the University grounds should be 
sIowed or stopped. In addition it has caused the 
area to be downgraded. This has happened over the years. 
Areas such as Guildford Park and, Ashenden Estate 
demonstrate how currently this area has run dawn. The 
latter was a very nice estate, but no longer. The same will 
happen as large scale development takes hold elsewhere if 
the university is not restricted in some way. This 
must be borne in mind by our Planners. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Beverley Weston No The housing 
need identified 
appears to be 
quite arbitrarily 
chosen from a 
number of 
different 
projections 
made within 
the SHMA. 
The document 
states clearly 
that there is no 
economic 
argument from 
within the 
Borough to 
increase the 
target from the 
interim figure 
of 322 to the 
new target of 
800. 
I understand 
that the new 
target should 
include 
student 
accommodatio
n. This was 
not discussed, 
nor does it fit 
within the 
existing 
analysis 

There are 
other 
reason 
other than 
economic 
to raise the 
housing 
need figure 
from our 
demographi
c need 
figure 
which 
exceeds 
322.  We 
have 
reviewed 
the student 
housing 
issue   

No This is not a sustainable 
situation. It will simply create 
demand from expensive 
London suburbs 

Yes  'Enough' has not been 
defined. It is not a 
simple figure but relates 
to the number of each 
type of home needed. I 
note that the SMHA has 
highlighted the need for 
around 35% of smaller 
homes to accommodate 
new households and 
older people wishing to 
downsize. I applaud this 
element of the analysis. 
However,the current 
analysis is too flawed to 
define 'enough' in each 
category 

The 2011 census has provided a much stronger evidence 
base than used in the Green Belt and Countryside study. 
However the consultant has failed 1.in the initial intention to 
provide housing figures across neighbouring housing areas, 
where flaws in analysis have already been identified,2. in 
assumptions about net migration, particularly in relation to 
the turnover in student accommodation, and 3. in ignoring 
the fact that economic considerations do not support the 
level of growth recommended 

We are 
creating a 
SHMA for the 
HMA area.  
We have 
further 
reviewed the 
Student 
issue.  
Economic 
requirements 
have been 
taken into 
account 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Janette Panton         As a resident of Guildford, I would like to STRONGLY 
OBJECT to the SHMA document. My comments are:- 
 
1) The numbers of between 671 and 800 homes per year is 
hugely over-inflated and totally unsustainable. 
2) Residents/Parish Councils were not consulted, which is 
unacceptable. 
3) The SHMA contains many errors and these should be 
addressed. 
4) The hugely inflated numbers are not considering actual 
NEED but demand from developers. 
5) It is my opinion that 322 new homes per year would be 
more in line with meeting housing NEED, this has been 
sustainable over recent years. Why all of a sudden does 
this have to be more than doubled? 
6) Vacant homes must be brought back into use. 
7) More students should be housed on campus to create 
availability of more homes for families. 
8) Housing numbers have been increased at every 
opportunity rather than decreased. This is not acceptable. 
9) Guildford does not have the infrastructure to cope with 
these hugely inflated housing numbers. 
 
I would also like to add that if the total number of new 
homes required for England is 240,000 – why are GBC 
assuming that between 5% and 7% of this total need should 
be met by the Guildford Borough? This is totally 
outrageous. There are 326 other local councils in England 
who should be contributing to this need. 
 
I would urge Guildford Borough Council to listen to it’s 
residents when debating on this following the recent petition 
against the SHMA. Residents are the real stakeholders of 
the Borough, NOT developers and estate agents. 
 
Yet again Guildford Borough Council are failing it’s 
residents by producing yet another flawed document which 
is bowing to the demands of developers and not listening to 
those that really matter. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
We have 
reviewed 
need and 
demand from 
individuals.  
We have not 
taken into 
account 
supply of 
housing 

S.E. Maxwell No   No  No  Less inward migration. 
People sharing. Less 
stress on infrastructure. 
Less over development. 
Retention of Green Belt. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Margie Cox         The format and assumptions of the G L Hearn Draft Report 
which forms the basis of the Guildford Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment Report raises a number of concerns. 
Most notably that every opportunity seems to have been 
taken to inflate the numbers (with no evidence) and also to 
use statistics from different time frames. 
 
NUMBER INFLATION 
The Hearn report recommends building u to 800 additional 
dwellings per annum. This equals 12,000 over the plan 
period and would add 30% to Guildford's housing stock by 
2013. This is far in excess of any population growth. 
As recently as 2010 GBC argued successfully against the 
South East Plan for 422 houses, getting the figure reverted 
to the original 322 on appeal. The arguments used in the 
appeal are still valid. From these figures, Hearn's report 
increases Guildford's assessed housing need from 470 
(Table 12) to 66 (Table 12,4.8) to 671 (4.27, table 15) to 
680 (4.20, 4.33) and finally to 800 (8.24)! 
 
ALTERNATE OPTIONS FOR PROVIDING ADDITIONAL 
HOUSING 
It appears that the G L Hearn Report is being used to 
promote new development. This is not the only way in 
which housing need can be met. 
1. The Housing Waiting list has remained constant for 4-5 
years at around 3,700, despite fewer homes being built 
during the recession. Indicative that there was no increased 
housing need during this period. 
2. Empty shops in villages and High Streets can be 
redeveloped to provide attractive accommodation in good 
locations. 
3. Derelict housing can be revamped. 
4. Note should be taken of as yet un-built housing (Surrey 
University) which should contribute towards housing stock 
and should count against unmet need. Also student 
residents are temporary. 
On the same basis, unfilled planning permissions should 
also be discounted. 
 
Given the recent flooding problems, I am also very 
concerned that high density housing is not built in flood 
sensitive areas. 
 
MANIPULATION OF EVIDENCE 
My main concern is that the report systematically twists the 
available data to argue for a higher housing provision on as 
many grounds as possible : demographics, economic 
growth, house prices, affordability, etc. One technique 
employed is selective use of census statistics : 2001 and 
2011 figures are swapped about to fit the argument for 
greater housing provision. Another is to ignore authoritative 
sources that generate lower housing figures. 
(www.howmanyhomes.org) 
 
G L Hearn is a Property Company which produces SHMAs 
off-the-peg to suit their business interests. No answer has 

This is not a 
like for like 
figure. The 
SHMA does 
not set a 
housing 
target. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

been forthcoming regarding the tendering process for this 
assessment. 
On numerous occasions (e.g 27.1.14 workshop) the Public 
have been given very tight time frames to assess 
documentation and study information relating to these 
plans. The public are being bludgeoned into submission by 
one consultant's report after the other and increasingly we 
are sceptical of the veracity of these reports. The Council 
has a duty to cooperate with the public and other 
authorities. They are not employed nor elected by property 
developers and need to respond accordingly. 
 
I fully support the efforts of our local parish councils and the 
Wisley Airfield Action Group in 
working towards an equitable solution and would hope that 
GBC considers commissioning a new SHMA report. 

Mark Edwards         Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft SHMA. 
Here are my comments. 
 
Firstly, in my opinion this is a much better document than 
the recent Strategy & Sites Issues & Options document. 
There is a proper fact base, with some decent analysis and 
the application of some professional judgement, rather than 
the colour by numbers approach of the other document. 
 
However, the overall conclusion arrives at an excessively 
large need. 
 
The main recommendation for future housing need is based 
on a forward projection of recent population growth. The 
document shows that the main driver of recent population 
growth has been international migration, which has been 
allowed to get out of control. The current government is 
committed to addressing this; and the voting public will 
likewise require any future government to reduce this. It is 
therefore invalid to project future housing needs based on a 
temporary aberration of the recent past. 
 
There has been no overall sanity check on the numbers. 
The lower figure of 670 pa represents a 25% increase in the 
housing stock over a mere 20 year period; the upper figure 
of 800 a 30% increase. There is no consideration whether 
there has ever in Guildford’s history been such growth in 
such a short period. In these matters, history is a guide to 
the future. 

We have 
reviewed the 
Student 
housing 
issue which 
is linked to 
international 
migration 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Elizabeth Murphy         Objections to the Draft Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment Document 
-Inadequacy of public consultation: this has been a 
shocking feature of the supposed development of the local 
plan since its start, no more so than in the most recent 
publication, that of the SHMA. Having responded on the 
issues and options paper, on 1 February I received a letter 
dated 29 January inviting a response to the SHMA by 10 
February. After many people protested, this was extended 
to 21 February, still a rushed and wholly inadequate 
timescale. 
-Excessive baseline target: why is this so high at 800dpa 
when in 2010 GBC challenged as excessive the former 
regional plan figure of 422dpa and won a reduction to 
322dpa. 
-There is no clear distinction in the Hearn report between 
housing need and housing demand, a crucial difference. 
-The student occupancy factor is not addressed: the low 
proportion of students housed on campus means a high 
proportion of urban properties by national comparison are 
occupied by students and thus denied to working families. 
-These are just a few objections to this whole process that 
are far more comprehensively set out by others. I fully 
support the views of Jules Cranwell and David Roberts of 
Horsley and the Guildford Green Belt Guardians. I urge you 
to look afresh at this and follow the guidance of the NPPF 
and government ministers that the local plan process 
should not be top down but a collective enterprise that 
included the views of communities. 

We have 
reviewed the 
Student 
housing 
issue which 
is linked to 
international 
migration.  
We have 
assessed 
need and 
demand 

Sheila and Roy 
Proctor 

        Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the recent 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) you 
commissioned as input to the Guildford Local Plan. 
 
I realise that the figures generated by the SHMA have to be 
modified by the application of the appropriate constraints. 
Nevertheless, we consider that the SHMA does not provide 
an objective assessment of the need for housing as the 
introduction claims. The range of numbers generated (670 
to 800 houses per annum) bears no comparison to the SE 
Plan number of 422 p.a. which was successfully challenged 
in court by Guildford Borough Council (GBC) nor to the 
Interim Housing Number of 322 p.a. established by GBC 
and described by them as “soundly evidence based” in their 
report of 24th May 2012. In the absence of fundamental 
changes in macroeconomic drivers, and on the basis that 
GBC and GL Hearn draw from the same core my comment 
is that the conclusions appear flawed. 
 
I urge that the use of data from the SHMA in the draft Local 
Plan is made with great care as the assumptions, adjusted 
trends, and models incorporated will always result in 
potential inaccuracies and erroneous forecasts. Because 
the assumptions and models are not transparent in this 
exercise, and because many of the adjustments appear to 
be subjective and lack any clear and logical explanation the 
resulting SHMA must be viewed as very suspect. It is 
certainly not the objective and definitive guide to future 

This is not a 
like for like 
figure. The 
SHMA does 
not set a 
housing 
target. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

policy that it claims to be. My concern is that the document 
will not stand external examination by the Inspectorate. 
 
One of the conclusions that seems to be obvious from the 
data in the report, but does not seem to have been drawn 
out by the authors is that affordable housing is necessary 
and the size of property that is most needed would have 2 
or, maximum, 3 bedrooms. This would be of most use for 
younger buyers and for older, downsizing homeowners. In 
this latter case the result would be to release large, under 
occupied properties back into the housing stock. Therefore, 
this is the size of property that should be targeted, at least 
over the first half of the plan period. The current system 
which results in affordable housing being built as a small 
percentage of a much larger number of very expensive (and 
hence, highly profitable for the developer) bigger houses is 
a very inefficient and indirect way of achieving what is 
actually needed. Guildford Borough Council should take the 
lead in putting in place a methodology which moves away 
from a developer led, market based approach and focuses 
on achieving the housing stock which is really needed to 
restore a balance and fulfil the real need (not the market 
demand) in the area. 
 
I have participated in an exercise which will result in a 
detailed response being submitted to the council, so I will 
not repeat all those details here, but summarise my 
concerns that the document is heavily and subjectively 
biased towards building a larger number of houses than the 
data supports. This makes it extremely important that the 
constraints of land supply, amenity protection and 
environmental factors raised in response to the Options 
document are rigorously applied at the next stage. 
 
I am particularly concerned that the Infrastructure 
constraints have not yet been quantified or discussed as 
part of the Plan preparation process as I would expect 
these constraints to have a very restrictive impact on the 
SHMA findings when the draft Plan is produced. 
 
I trust that the next stages of the Local Plan development 
will demonstrate a brave and innovative approach to 
development in the GBC area, which will alleviate some of 
the housing, economic and infrastructure issues that are all 
to apparent, at the same time protecting the unique features 
and beauty of the area in which we live. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Luke Gates         I would be very grateful if you would ensure my following 
points are included in the SHMA consultation 
 
?It isn’t clear from the Draft SHMA whether the 989 vacant 
properties have been taken into account in GL Hearn’s 
concluded figure for baseline housing need. Please can you 
make sure that it is taken into account and the Council does 
everything within its power to bring vacant properties back 
into occupation. 
?The Council should set a cap on the number of students 
who can live in Guildford town’s housing stock and the 
properties released from this capping should be used to 
adjust the calculation for housing need. All educational 
institutions should build all of the student accommodation 
that has already been given planning permission and 
should build more on campus if required to achieve the cap 
and this should actively be enforced by the Council 
?The Council should maximise the ratio of affordable 
housing to market housing in the majority of housing 
developments to help meet affordability need. This could 
mean going over even the 40% level (affordable to market 
homes) if the application of stringent viability criteria 
indicate that this would not make the development unviable 
?The Council should develop robust and fair criteria against 
which to assessment the viability of developments under 
affordable housing obligations, which will ensure 
developers make a significant contribution to affordable 
housing need and not be allowed to get away with spurious 
claims of unviability 
?The Council should make all new development (housing or 
non housing and however small) contribute to affordable 
housing by direct provision or contributing to an affordable 
housing fund to help meet affordable housing need 
?The Council should maximise its own building of 
affordable housing using the Housing Revenue Account, so 
that the Borough is less dependant on the construction of 
market housing to help provide for the affordable housing 
need 
?The Council should not predominantly be looking towards 
allowing higher market housing numbers in order to meet 
affordable housing need 
?At least the 40% proportion of households’ gross income 
to be spent on housing costs should be used in the 
calculations of housing need as this is not unrealistic and 
reflects the financial priority housing should be given by 
individuals to reflect its importance over other services and 
material goods that may be purchased 
?The Council should take account of the role that the 
private rented sector plays at providing affordable housing 
and should reflect its role when deciding the Housing 
Target 
?The Council should not be seeking to maximise housing 
delivery to fulfil the entire baseline need concluded by GL 
Hearn and a lower proportion should be set 
?The Council should not seek to dabble in market house 
prices by attempting to increase supply. The house market 
is influenced by a multitude of factors and because of this 

The Supply 
of housing is 
not included 
in the SHMA.  
It is an 
assessment 
of future 
need.  We 
have also 
reviewed the 
student 
housing 
number. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

the proposed strategy to increase supply is likely to have no 
measurable effect on affordability. The Council, therefore 
should discount any figure above the concluded baseline of 
670 homes per annum 
?It isn’t clear from the draft SHMA whether pipeline housing 
has been taken into account in the concluded baseline 
figure for housing need. Please make sure that pipeline 
housing it is included in the final baseline figures 
?Within the emerging policies devised by the Council one 
should be aimed at making sure that the new homes, that 
result from this SHMA, are given priority for occupation by 
people who live and/or work in the identified West Surrey 
Housing Market Area through what ever mechanisms are 
necessary to ensure this is achieved. This applies to both 
market and affordable housing. 
 
Thank you for your inclusion and consideration of my 
opinions in the consultation process. 

V J Foot         I am sorry but I find the draft SHMA unconvincing. It seems 
to rely on trends and population statistics that have been 
interpreted so as to maximise perceived housing 
requirements, rather than seek a reasonable norm. My 
suggestion therefore is that the consultants rework the 
figures so as to show the lowest and highest estimates that 
can be deduced from the raw data, and the confidence 
limits that can be placed on the final outcome. This may be 
difficult (I’m sure it is) but without such an assessment the 
results are bound to lack credibility. 

We have 
produced a 
SHMA in line 
with the 
guidance. 

Ann Cook         I am concerned about the suggestions set out in the Draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment and I would like to 
make the following points - 
 
In 2010 GBC successfully challenged a target figure of 422 
homes per annum. It was reduced to 322 homes per year. If 
that was felt to be a suitable target in 2010 WHY is 800 
deemed to be acceptable now? 
2. THE GREEN BELT 
It is essential to understand how the 'burden of proof lies in 
regard to the Green Belt. It is the case that any removal of 
land from the Green Belt will have to be 
rigorously justified with a robust case. It is NOT the situation 
that a case needs to be made to retain the Green Belt 
3. AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROVISION 
The assumption that there is a need to increase overall 
housing supply in order to boost delivery of affordable 
homes to meet identifiable need is very questionable. The 
net result of this approach would be that we get a supply of 
affordable homes, which we do need, and a collection of 
mansions, which we do not need. 
4. THE CONSULTANTS 
Why was GL Hearn commissioned by GBH to develop the 
SHMA? Here are some quotes from GL Hearn's website - 
“We act for many of the leading developers" 
"Find out how GL Hearn can assist you in creating the most 
viable development" 
"Whether a first time buyer, home mover, investor or 
property fund, we can assist you in finding the perfect 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

property.'' 
I am sure GL Hearn are excellent consultants but they do 
seem to have a bias towards development I would therefore 
question their independence. 
MISLEADING FIGURES 
In many instances through the document figures are 
presented in a way that supports the need for building. Here 
are some instances: 
VACANT PROPERTIES 
GL Hearn refers to 989 vacant properties in Guildford 
(2.36). In the Summary of Key Findings (page 40) GL 
Hearn states, "there is no identifiable issue of housing 
vacancy or second homes in Guildford." However a 
Freedom of Information request in December 2013 
revealed that there were 996 empty homes in the Borough 
and that 449 had been empty for over 6 months so the 
issue of empty homes CANNOT be discounted. 
OVERCROWDING 
GL Hearn identify 3.7% of households as overcrowded 
when measured against the bedroom standard (2.31). This 
is below the South East average (3.8%) and well below the 
average for England (4.8%) see Table 2. GL Hearn then 
decide to adjust household formation rates to reflect some 
evidence that household formation has been suppressed in 
the past and ensure that this is not projected forward. GL 
Hearn fails to supply the evidence for this upward 
adjustment, 
which would inflate the need for housing. 
EMPLOYMENT GROWTH RATE 
In 2.71 GL Hearn writes that an employment growth rate 
less than 1% per annum is on the pessimistic side. GL 
Hearn seems keen to make such an assumption as it 
inflates the need for housing! GL Hearn assumes more 
growth in the University of Surrey and yet it would appear 
that the University population fell in 2011-12 and again in 
2012- 2013. Also in 2.68 GL Hearn notes that employment 
in the public sector is at economic risk and this sector is an 
important employer in Guildford. However GL Hearn does 
not take proper note of these factors and promote a very 
optimistic view of possible growth. 
GL Hearn has a propensity to round up figures in an 
alarming way - 
In their conclusion they arrive at a figure of 671 homes and 
then suggest "the Council tests the ability to deliver 800 
homes per annum within the borough over the plan 
period to 2031." This is totally unacceptable even given that 
the figure will be reduced when the constraints of land 
availability, infrastructure etc. are applied. It would seem 
that this inflated figure has been submitted (800 houses per 
annum) to increase the likelihood of a large figure 
remaining after these constraints are applied. 
I strongly suggest that the councillors take a more realistic 
target for housing numbers and then ensure that the 
constraints are rigorously applied. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

FLGCA (Paul 
Kassell) 

        FLAG, on behalf of Fairlands Residents, believe that the 
SHMA is fundamentally flawed as a document and objects 
in the strongest possible terms. Whilst we appreciate the 
need to have a plan in place, this document is likely to fail a 
legal challenge during public scrutiny, which will lead to 
potentially more dangerous delays later in the process 
 
• From a simplistic view the document validates that need 
has been met in Guildford by providing 322 dwellings per 
year since 2001 and then fails to quantify the driving forces 
in a way that is going to be meaningful to the general public 
why this figure should be raised to 800 per year. 
 
• Yet again the council is paying lip service to the 
consultation process. Stakeholders during the formulation 
have been defined as developers and estate agents not the 
electorate of this council. 
 
• Every opportunity has been taken to increase numbers, 
rather than decrease the overall total 
 
• The document is riddled with errors, referring to the wrong 
figures etc. which does nothing to aid readability 
 
• In spite of government instructions students numbers have 
not been catered for in the overall document 
 
• It should be recognized that the proximity of London 
coupled with the desirability of Guildford as a location 
means that estate agents and developers would be able to 
sell 800 homes a year, but it has nothing to do with NEED. 
 
More specifically: 
 
• Vacant homes should be brought back into the stock and 
figures reduced accordingly 
 
• It is clear from the evidence presented by the document 
that student numbers (including international students) have 
seriously skewed the findings 
 
• Increasing the provision for students on campus would 
alleviate the position regarding real need 
 
• Given the projections and potential risks of the public 
sector, surely the projections should have been reduced 

This is not a 
like for like 
comparison 
as the SHMA 
is not a 
housing 
target or 
capacity 
based. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Jonathan Caulton No The "need" 
identified 
should be 
revisited. 800 
houses a year 
is so high it is 
hard to 
understand 
how the 
consultants 
could have put 
this number 
forward. The 
SHMA does 
not appear to 
justify this 
number on an 
objective 
basis. 
 
This question 
assumes that 
the need for 
housing 
determined by 
GL Hearn is 
agreed. The 
point of a 
consultation is 
surely to 
determine 
whether the 
findings of GL 
Hearn are 
sound in the 
eyes of the 
local 
constituency 
rather than to 
consult on 
whether GBC 
should meet 
that purported 
"need". This 
question 
should form 
part of a later 
consultation 
once the 
"need" has 
been properly 
determined. 
 
The “need” 
that GL Hearn 
has projected 
is to a large 

n/a No This is worded in a very leading 
way and contains the built in 
assumption that boosting 
housebuilding will reduce the 
cost of housing. Of course the 
issue is much more complicated 
than the question would lead us 
to believe. We contend that this 
question should not have been 
asked in this way. 
 
In fact, what does this question 
mean? Does it mean (A) trying 
to reduce the price of existing 
houses across the borough or 
(B) trying to reduce the average 
house price across the 
borough? These are two very 
different aims. 
Obviously building many more 
houses in a low price bracket 
could reduce the average 
house price across the borough 
as a whole. However, property 
developers will not build and 
sell houses with a view to 
reducing the price of a house of 
a certain type/size in any given 
area. The price of a 3 bedroom 
house in village X now is very 
likely to cost the same even if a 
house builder builds more 3 
bedroom houses in that village. 
The new houses are in fact 
likely to cost more than the 
existing houses of the same 
size. The only way prices may 
be reduced in such a way would 
be if as in America and Ireland 
so many houses were built that 
not enough people were 
migrating into the area to buy 
them (hard to imagine in this 
borough) or if so many houses 
were built that it ruined the area 
as a place to live due to ruining 
the landscape and increasing 
congestion even further making 
it so undesirable a place to live 
that people migrated out thus 
causing a decrease in house 
prices due to there being many 
empty houses and a lower 
population (not a great growth 
agenda!). 
So although a house building 
program may mean there would 

No 
Answer 

If there is shown to be 
a shortage of 
affordable housing 
based on current 
requirements then 
GBC should consider 
building a sufficient 
number of affordable 
homes appropriately. 

This question is badly 
formulated. It assumes 
implicitly that there is a 
number that is enough 
homes. This is clearly 
not the case as the 
number of homes that is 
“enough” depends 
completely on one's 
rationale for building 
such houses. By 
"enough" do GBC mean 
the objectively assessed 
housing need figures 
produced by the 
development agency GL 
Hearn? If so this should 
have been stated. If that 
is the meaning then not 
building all of that 
number would mean 
less inward migration 
and a better 
environment for the 
existing residents of the 
borough with less 
congestion and pollution 
and less degradation of 
the landscape value of 
the area and rural nature 
due to the green belt. 
 
This question is also 
misplaced as it confuses 
issues. It is only at the 
next phase of the plan 
making that such 
implications need to be 
assessed, not in the 
preparation of the 
SHMA. It is only once 
the number of houses 
"needed" is determined 
that we should consider 
the limiting factors and 
their implications in 
satisfying this need for 
housing through 
housebuilding. It is only 
once the "need" number 
is determined that the 
implications of not 
building such number of 
homes is to be 
considered against the 
constraining factors and 
undesirability of building 

The Council and the consultants had been consulting with 
estate agents and neighbouring authorities but it is 
understood they also need to consult Parish Councils which 
they have not done. Of course the former will advise more 
housing is needed because that is good for their business. 
This limited consultation is inadequate. 
The SHMA needs to be an objective assessment of housing 
need in the borough in order to avoid being open to 
challenge with the delays and expense such action would 
cause. We submit that from our reading of the SHMA it 
would appear subjective and not sufficiently objective in its 
conclusions. Although it is difficult to produce a detailed 
critique without undertaking considerable research, it is 
fairly clear there are certain deficiencies in the SHMA 
leading to a housing need figure that is too high by such a 
large degree that it baffles belief that any report could 
seriously consider producing such a number in its findings. 
In short, student accommodation can be considered to 
count towards overall housing numbers. 
The subjective decision of GL Hearn to adjust the housing 
need number up from the already unjustifiable 670 to 800 
one must assume is driven by a desire for more house 
building for whatever reason as there appears to be no 
objective, justifiable reasons for this adjustment upwards in 
the housing need number. 
There is nothing in the SHMA which persuades one that the 
housing need of the borough is great enough to propose 
building houses on the borough’s Areas of Great 
Landscape Value (AGLV) or Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty (AONB). 
We would also note the following point where we would 
disagree with GL Hearn’s assessments: 
1. Overcrowding in the borough is below average and yet 
the SHMA suggest household formation has been 
suppressed. 
2. Student increases in the borough through in-migration 
appear to have a material affect on GL Hearn’s analysis 
and the resultant housing need figure. The SHMA needs to 
be take into account student accommodation which it 
doesn’t. It also isn’t sensitive enough in its projections of in-
migration. We understand that the University population fell 
in 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 and yet the SHMA assumes 
projected increases for all years going forward. 
3. If affordability in the borough is assessed against Greater 
London, the relative affordability of the borough would have 
been clear. As the borough is so closely linked to Greater 
London through the vast commuting population this would 
have appeared a sensible analysis to take into account. 
4. It is unclear why GL Hearn decided to use numbers 
based on a 5 year period. This is a very short period for 
statistical analysis (a snap shot really). If a 10 year period of 
historical analysis was used then a materially lower number 
of housing need would likely have been produced. 
5. The link GL Hearn make between projected new jobs in 
the borough and new housing need on the back of that 
appear flawed. One new job cannot be assumed to 
correlate to the need for one new house as the majority of 

We are 
consulting 
with Parish 
Councils 
through the 
process 
which this 
response has 
been 
submitted.  
We have not 
asked estate 
agents or 
developers 
what level of 
housing they 
see as 
appropriate. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

degree 
determined by 
estimated 
future rates of 
net in-
migration to 
the borough 
(either through 
international 
migration or 
internal 
migration). 
Taking 
migration out 
of the equation 
GL Hearn 
determine that 
the housing 
"need" would 
be 204 houses 
per annum 
through local 
population 
growth (ie. the 
difference in 
birth and death 
rates, being 
the net zero 
migration 
analysis). 
 
Various figures 
are set out in 
the SHMA to 
show 
projected 
future housing 
"need" based 
on different 
migration 
projections. 
The SHMA 
notes at 
paragraph 4.4 
that the Edge 
Report 
overestimated 
population 
growth actually 
seen in the 
borough 
between 2001 
to 2011. It 
would appear 
the vast 
majority of the 
projected 

be more houses of a lower price 
available for people to migrate 
into the area and occupy (as 
demand is insatiable in this 
area), thus reducing the overall 
average house price in the 
borough, it wouldn't reduce the 
price of a particular type of 
house in the borough to a more 
affordable level because any 
additional market housing 
would merely scratch the 
surface of the insatiable 
demand and yet cause 
disproportionate environmental 
and congestion problems. In 
short a house building program 
should not be seen as helping 
anyone living here that wishes 
to buy a particular type of house 
in an area that they cannot 
currently afford. It would be a 
way to increase inward 
migration of people who can 
afford the type of housing built. 
Interestingly there appears to 
be quite a lot of market housing 
available across all price 
brackets. From a Prime 
Location search on 9 February 
2014, within 5 miles of Guildford 
there are 118 at GBP170,000 
and below, there are 292 at 
GBP250,000 and below, there 
are 628 GBP500,000 and there 
are 863 at GBP1,000,000 and 
below. There appears to be a 
significant amount of market 
housing available in a range of 
price brackets. 

all of them. 
 
The village of Shalford 
acts as a great example 
of this. As has been 
made clear in the 
submissions of Shalford 
Parish Council, Shalford 
Conservation Society, 
Save our Shalford, 
many, many individual 
residents and an e-
petition submitted to 
GBC now signed by 
over 930 people, there 
are infrastructure, 
services, flooding and 
AGLV/AONB landscape 
value and green belt 
reasons why the PDA on 
Chinthurst Lane and the 
proposed redrawing of 
the Green Belt boundary 
behind the bowling 
green, in order to allow 
more housing 
development should be 
excluded from the draft 
local plan at the earliest 
opportunity. Such 
implications are so 
important to the vast 
majority of residents that 
whatever the number of 
houses deemed to be 
"needed" such number 
would have to be 
reduced to the level 
where the development 
of the PDA on 
Chinthurst Lane and 
green belt fields behind 
the bowling club would 
not be required. In short, 
not building in these 
areas would help ensure 
that the currently over-
stretched infrastructure, 
in particular roads, 
would not be subject to 
even further demand, 
the flooding of the 
Shalford Common would 
not be exacerbated by 
building over the foothills 
of Chinthurst Hill that act 
as a natural soak away 

homes have 2 economically active members. 
We would like the SHMA to be re-visited. We would 
question if there was another consultant that is less 
involved with housing development as a material part of its 
business that could be engaged by GBC to undertake the 
SHMA? Although we are not questioning GL Hearn’s 
integrity in any way it would be of interest to see an analysis 
and the resulting SHMA produced by a body that, for 
example, did not have major clients that are property 
developers and property investors. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

"need" is 
based on an 
educated 
guess at future 
levels of net 
migration into 
the borough. 
 
GL Hearn also 
estimates that 
jobs in the 
borough are 
estimated to 
increase by 
720 a year 
with an 
additional 
14,300 jobs by 
2031. But how 
can this be 
calculated 
when one 
does not know 
what scope 
exists in the 
borough for 
further 
employment 
generating 
development? 
Also 
unemployment 
levels are fairly 
low in the 
borough. 
It is 
acknowledged 
in the NPPF 
and the SHMA 
that estimating 
future housing 
need is "not an 
exact science 
and there is 
not one 
methodologica
l approach or 
dataset which 
will provide a 
definitive 
assessment of 
need". It is 
unfortunate 
that GL Hearn 
have chosen 
to use a 
methodology 

above the village and 
common. Due to 
Guildford’s geographical 
position, we cannot 
foresee that any new 
road building 
programmes in and out 
of Guildford to alleviate 
current congestion 
would be possible. In 
addition, by not building 
“enough homes”, the 
surrounding countryside, 
in particular Green Belt 
land and AGLV/AONB, 
would not be at as much 
risk. 
 
We also note that the 
phrasing of this question 
could be seen as 
leading. The question 
could have been coined 
as "What are the 
implications of building 
more than "enough" 
houses? Such a 
formulation would have 
been more likely to 
produce responses 
covering matters such 
as, increased 
congestion, pollution, 
flooding risk and 
degradation of the 
natural environment. It 
would likely also have 
led to concerns being 
raised about positive 
feedback cycles of 
population growth at 
ever increasing levels 
though inward migration. 
House building at 
extreme levels in an 
area such as Guildford 
could damage the 
beauty of the natural 
environment resulting in 
people moving away, 
house prices could 
crash creating negative 
equity of the existing 
population and resulting 
in the wealth of area 
being reduced and less 
wealth generation in the 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

which 
produces a 
result that is 
very much at 
the top end of 
the range of 
projections of 
inward 
migration and 
therefore 
housing 
numbers, 
although one 
has to 
question if this 
was to be 
expected 
based on their 
core business, 
as advisors to 
large 
housebuilders. 
 
Surely in order 
for the 
population of 
the borough to 
increase by 
net inward 
migration a 
necessary pre-
cursor to this 
is the 
availability of 
housing stock? 
It would 
therefore 
seem that the 
whole question 
of how many 
houses do we 
need is not the 
right question 
to be asking. 
Perhaps the 
question to be 
asked is how 
much 
population 
growth in the 
borough is 
"wanted" over 
the next 20 
years. This 
question is a 
political 
question, as is 

area – a classic negative 
feedback cycle. Building 
lots and lots of houses 
isn't the easy answer 
that some would seem 
to think it is and as we 
are being led to believe 
from parties with vested 
interests in such growth 
– be careful what you 
wish for! There are 
recent examples of 
housebuilding booms 
which meet a sudden 
economic shock where 
house buying dries up 
completely and there is 
then a housing crash 
with huge levels of 
negative equity together 
with unemployment and 
all the ills that brings 
with it. Be very careful if 
the plan is growth 
through house building 
as it has been proved 
disastrous in the recent 
past (eg Ireland, Florida, 
Spain). 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

the question of 
the amount of 
employment 
growth in the 
borough 
needed, to be 
determined by 
GBC in 
consultation 
with its 
electorate 
within the 
parameters 
permitted by 
current 
Government 
policy and 
guidelines. 
 
Only once this 
has been 
addressed will 
GBC be in a 
position to 
determine how 
many houses 
we need to 
satisfy the 
level of 
population 
growth that 
GBC 
determines 
that it would 
like to see and 
then it would 
be to 
determine 
whether the 
constraints of 
the borough 
are such that 
such number 
needs to be 
decreased as 
envisaged in 
the NPPF due 
to, for 
example, 
areas of great 
landscape 
value, AONB 
and green belt 
and the very 
difficult 
infrastructure 
problems that 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

a significant 
development 
would bring 
with it in 
Guildford. 
 
It should not 
be forgotten 
that the 
housing need 
number that 
Guildford 
Borough 
Council 
subjected to 
legal challenge 
from the South 
East Plan in 
2010 was 422 
homes per 
annum. The 
legal challenge 
was 
successful and 
the number 
was 
withdrawn. I 
understand 
that the 
political 
landscape has 
changed with 
the NPPF, 
however, the 
Guildford 
landscape has 
not changed 
since 2010 
and the same 
facts remain 
that this 
number of new 
homes would 
be prejudicial 
to the 
character of 
the area so 
GBC should 
not seek to 
maximise 
housing 
delivery. 
Nick Boles MP 
indicated at his 
recent meeting 
with the 
Leader of the 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Council and 
Cllr Monika 
Juneja that 
student 
accommodatio
n for the 
university and 
other places of 
study in the 
borough can 
count towards 
meeting the 
number of 
dwellings 
provided each 
year. GL 
Hearn have 
not taken this 
into account 
as they were 
working on the 
understanding 
that would not 
be the case. 
Yet the scope 
to provide a lot 
more student 
accommodatio
n on remaining 
land at the 
university and 
on other 
farmland 
owned by the 
University, is 
substantial. 
Further the 
Council should 
not be allowing 
the university 
to expand the 
number of 
students 
unless they do 
provide much 
more 
accommodatio
n. Currently 
many students 
are occupying 
housing in the 
town that 
would 
otherwise be 
available for 
others needing 
to live there. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

To the extent 
that such 
student 
housing stock 
is not currently 
configured for 
family dwelling 
is irrelevant as 
landlords 
would soon 
change that or 
sell to 
someone who 
would change 
that as soon 
as the student 
demand 
diminished 
due to more 
campus 
accommodatio
n. 
 
More purpose 
designed 
student 
accommodatio
n would 
release more 
housing stock 
into the 
market. The 
study should 
take account 
of this. Thus 
GBC should 
maximize the 
number of 
student 
accommodatio
n the 
University is 
required to 
provide before 
any further 
expansion of 
the University 
is permitted to 
the extent that 
it is in GBC’s 
power to do 
so. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Janice and Tim 
Bennett 

        Thank you for your letter of 29 January encouraging us to 
make comments. We have read the draft report and 
appendix and appreciate that the document does not take 
into account any of the constraints on being able to meet 
the identified need and have the following comments (in no 
particular order of priority) : 
There is selective use of data with cumulative upward 
adjustment of required housing numbers that lead to a 
recommendation to build 800 houses per year The report 
contains much complex data but does not produce a 
simple, easy to understand, summary of how the conclusion 
is reached. In paragraph 8.21 it states 'this is an objective 
assessment of housing need' yet there is nothing that 
objectively supports and explains in a simple form the 
movement from 570 homes per annum (Para 8.1 8) to 670 
homes (Para 8.19) to 800 homes (Ppp 8.24). The 
conclusion is a subjective assessment from a biased 
analysis. Population growth was overestimated over the 
2001 - 2011 period and this error could occur again There 
is no sensitivity analysis indicating the most likely of 
population growth. The report would be greatly enhanced 
by adding this. The five year trend on inward migration was 
used rather than the lower ten year trend The net increase 
in population is mainly due to international migration. This 
activity is volatile and a longer term projection is likely to 
provide a better projection to this key movement. The 
SHMA fails to distinguish adequately between housing & 
and housing demand. The distinction may appear to be 
subtle but it is crucial that the plan is based on real housing 
need There has only been limited stakeholder involvement 
The report and appendix refers to stakeholder consultation 
yet references are only made to developers and local 
authorities. There appears to be no consultation with other 
major stakeholders, including those who actually live and 
work in the area. This is a serious omission. Student 
accommodation has a significant distortion effect and this 
has not yet been clearly identified and differentiated (as 
noted also by the Planning Minister, Nick Boles, MP). 
This adjustment needs to be incorporated into the final plan. 
Currently vacant properties have not been taken into 
account in reducing the number of new dwellings required 
This is a significant figure and needs to be added into the 
projections. Growth in housing stock (at 800 houses per 
year) would be approximately 30% over the 
report baseline period (2011 - 2031) based on current build 
rates. This is an unprecedented and unrealistic 
requirement. Affordable housing is needed, especially for 
younger people, and should not be achieved as a small 
portion of large scale developments This is a key 
requirement but it will not be achieved with current planning 
policy as 'developer led' developments will tend towards the 
larger more profitable developments. This issue needs to 
be addressed. 
The conclusions are not consistent with the other two 
boroughs in the ‘Housing Market Area’. The report identifies 
that the 'Housing Market Area' (HMA) also covers the areas 
of Woking and Waverley. In Appendix E the evidence/basis 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

identifies a need for 470 homes per year in Waverley and 
for Woking 594 homes per year. If the HMA is to be viewed 
as a single area how can the figure of 800 homes per year 
for Guildford be consistent with these significantly lower 
figures? 
How can a consultant such as G L Hearn produce an 
unbiased report when they have developer interests? 
It is appreciated that much time and effort has gone into the 
report but how can it be appropriate and possible for an 
organisation, such as GL Hearn, that has significant 
interests in building developments, to produce a report that 
needs to be, and most importantly, needs to be seen to be, 
balanced and unbiased. This is evidenced by statements on 
the GL Hearn website such as ‘We act for many of the 
leading developers’. 
Finally it is important to rigorously apply constraints from 
land supply, amenity protection, environmental factors and, 
in particular, infrastructure issues to the highly speculative 
figures produced by the SHMA. 
We ask you to incorporate these points into the final plan. 

Kim-Louise 
Warner 

No The estimated 
housing 
number is very 
high compared 
to the 
available 
space and 
current 
population. 

Not the role 
of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
capacity 

Yes More house building is positive 
but not to the level of the need 
identified in the SHNA. 

Yes Yes up to a point, this 
should not be to a 
level that 
compromises the 
character of Guildford 
and surrounding 
areas. Building should 
also be sympathetic to 
the character of 
Guildford e.g. low-rise 
and aesthetically 
pleasing. 

Not being able to meet 
the estimated future 
needs of the population. 
Also increasing prices of 
existing housing and 
pricing younger people 
out of the property 
market. 

I do not think the number of homes projected is sustainable 
for Guildford without ruining its character and attractiveness 
as a place to live. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Bridget Bennett         I'd like to comment on the extent to which Green Belt 
protection is being eroded, particularly near the Hogs Back 
and around a number of the villages in the Guildford 
vicinity. While I fully recognise that we have to take our 
share of the increased demand for housing throughout the 
country, I feel that this amounts to being attacked on all 
sides, and suggests that it's only a matter of time before the 
villages turn into towns, and Guildford turns into a major 
metropolitan area, as the gaps between places close up. 
And of course there is the loss of our countryside, which is 
one of the major attractions about living in Surrey in the first 
place. 
 
More specifically, though, is the impact on traffic in the 
area. The A3 is already a major bottleneck at busy times, 
the town centre is already choked with traffic (and avoiding 
one simply puts pressure on the other), and most of the 
other A roads are too small to cope with increased traffic. 
Likewise the commuter trains are already overfilled, despite 
their frequency, and population increase will only increase 
transport pressure too. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Helen Bell         I strongly object to the Draft Guildford Plan. 
 
The recommendation of up to 800 additional houses is far 
in excess of any population growth. The Hearn report 
appears to have produced an inflated housing need figure. 
There are a large number of vacant properties in Guildford 
which have not been discounted. Students should not be 
included as permanent residents requiring permanent 
accommodation. 
 
Population growth has been over stated as international 
students are only temporary residents. 
 
People who commute to Guildford do not need to live here. 
 
If the University built sufficient campus accommodation for 
its students this would release a considerable number of 
properties in Guildford for occupancy and therefore reduce 
the necessity for the large number of houses purported to 
be required. 

We have 
reviewed the 
student 
issue. 
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housebuilding? 
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Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Kenneth Bell         I strongly object to the reliance on the flawed and highly 
inaccurate Hearn report for the SHMA. An annual addition 
of 800 houses far exceeds any true need that may exist. 
The Government suggests all stakeholders should be taken 
into account in coming up with this figure, and the 
Consultants have defined stakeholders as Estate Agents 
and Developers – not the Guildford Electorate. 
 
The transitory student population created by the University 
should be provided for by the University on its own land and 
the 2,400 proposed student accommodation planned 
deducted from the assessment, creating a surplus of 
housing for the local population. 
University students should not be counted as permanent 
residents. 
 
No mandate exists for Guildford to meet the 
accommodation needs of other local authorities. 
 
Current data indicates that nearly 1,000 vacant properties 
exist in the Guildford areas which Government policy 
requires bringing back to residential use. The housing 
waiting list has not substantially changed over the last few 
years, despite a relatively low number of homes being built 
during the recession period. 
 
The local infrastructure cannot cope with anything like the 
volume of new housing suggested. 

We have 
reviewed the 
student 
issue. 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Gerry Armstrong         My main issues are in response to the above are: 
 
The NPPF (para. 47) requires GBC to meet the “full, 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable 
housing in the Housing Market Area”. Recent planning case 
law makes it clear that need and demand are different. 
Need is in the public interest, whereas demand is in the 
private interest and should not to be the main object of 
public policy. Where is the evidence in the report that local 
plans (pushed by the Government, ‘Big Society), parish 
councils and community groups were consulted? Why is the 
report biased towards developers? The National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) and draft National Planning 
Practice Guidance (NPPG) require Guildford to make an 
objective assessment of housing need, prepared on the 
basis of rigorous methodology, which is “proportionate” and 
“realistic”: “assessing development needs should be 
proportionate and does not require local councils to 
consider purely hypothetical future scenarios, only future 
scenarios that could be reasonably expected to occur”. 
Where is the evidence in the report that G L Hearn was in 
consultation with the local public, parish councils’ and 
community groups within the borough to find out local 
need? On the 27 January during the exercise to engage the 
public, Ripley Parish Council objected that the report took 
no account of its own study and appraisal of neighbourhood 
housing need. 
 
As a baseline requirement, the Hearn report recommends 
building up to 800 additional dwellings per annum (dpa). 
This equals 12,000 over the Plan period, or 16,000 over the 
20-years (2011-31), which the report uses as a baseline 
period (paras 6.5, 8.7). This would add 29% to Guildford’s 
housing stock. This is clearly excessive. I would like to 
query why the target of 800dpa is so high when, in 2010, 
GBC won a legal challenge to overturn the former 422dpa 
Regional Plan and 322dpa was set. What has changed to 
increase the numbers from 322dpa to 800dpa in 4 years? 
This is sending out the wrong message to developers. The 
proposed development frenzy G L Hearn is setting up in 
this draft report will create a future housing bubble followed 
by yet another boom and bust, debt-fuelled property crash 
(a major concern of the Bank of England). 
 
The report’s progressive increase of the supposed housing 
need figure is highly subjective, from GBC’s interim target, 
accepted by the courts in 2010, of 322dpa which legally 
overturned South-East Regional Plan quota of 422, G L 
Hearn’s report then increases Guildford’s assessed housing 
need from 470 (Table 12) to 666 (Table 12, 4.8) to 671 
(4.27, Table 15 etc.) to 680 (4.20, 4.33) and finally to 800 
(8.24). The 800dpa was supposedly reached by point (4.7), 
“the demographic projections show a range of requirements 
for between 470 and 666 additional homes to be provided 
moving forward”. The report then inflates these figures by 
including a temporary population surge over a limited period 
(2006-11) when there was a fee-related temporary peak in 

We are 
required to 
assess need 
and demand 
as set out in 
the NPPG.  
There is no 
bias in the 
report 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

projected student numbers, but then fails to discount 
Guildford’s high housing vacancy rate, thus producing a 
figure 671dpa. (Student numbers attending Guildford 
University have dropped over 2 consecutive years). 
However, if you use a more representative 10-year period 
(Table 12), as the NPPG recommends, the figure would be 
only 470dpa. So where do all these additional homes come 
from? The report (8.24) recommends that GBC “tests the 
ability to deliver 800 homes per annum”, asserting that “this 
range (670-800 homes) represents an assessment of the 
Borough’s needs”. Where in the report are the other 130dpa 
homes justified. Where is the evidence? 
 
Recent Freedom of Information (FOI) data shows a total of 
996 vacant properties. This is 3 years housing supply at the 
current 322dpa. 449 properties have been empty for more 
than 6 months. This is 4% of the housing stock (2.35). 
These vacancies are not deducted from the housing 
requirement, contrary to Government policy. Councils are 
required to bring them back into residential use (NPPF 
para.51, and draft NPPG). 
 
It is inevitable that elderly members of the community over 
the GBC’s plan period will vacate their properties. There is 
also a growing trend of 3 generations sharing a home to 
reduce food bills, utility and childcare costs. 
 
What about planning permission that has already been 
granted by GBC but due to the recession developers have 
chosen not to proceed with development in the hope that 
when they do build homes there values would have 
increased. These homes should be deducted from the 
unmet housing need total (330,000 already approved 
planning developments in the Borough). Surrey University 
has permission to build 2,400 rooms in halls of residence. 
These should be deducted from the unmet housing need 
total. When the Planning Minister met local MPs and 
Councillors on 15 January, “all student accommodation, 
whether it consists of communal halls of residence or 
contained dwellings and whether or not it is on campus, can 
be included towards the housing provision.” 
 
Is it right that students are counted, as permanent 
residents? Is this number inflating housing need totals? 
 
In (Table 13) it claims that a projected 322 additional jobs 
per annum would require an additional 392 additional 
homes per annum, calling this “a reasonable baseline”, 
although the report also says “there would not need to be 
any uplift to housing requirements to meet job growth” 
(4.13). Confusing. In the report estates agents (point 3.36) 
state that house sales are declining. 
 
Population growth in the past (2001-11) “has been over-
estimated” (4.4) so therefore should not justify major 
increases in housing. International immigration is declining, 
“57% of international in-migrants are students” (2.57). 
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GLH 
Response 

International students are temporary residents and 
therefore should be discounted. In Paras 4.28-29 it is 
assumed that everyone who works in Guildford needs to 
live here. Do they? Do they even want to? What evidence is 
this statement based on? 
 
The draft NPPG says an HMA should reflect “the key 
functional linkages where people live and work”. It details a 
range of metrics for defining an HMA. (HMA means “a 
geographical area in which the majority of people, who 
move, will move within” including “house prices… 
household migration and search patterns… travel to work 
boundaries, retail and school catchment areas”). In (2.2), G 
L Hearn’s Draft report uses the ready-made hypothesis of a 
“West Surrey Housing Market” adopted in a (2004) report 
by the property company DTZ. 
 
In terms of residents’ lifestyles, drawing an HMA boundary 
line around Guildford, Woking and Waverley is extremely 
restricted and narrow. Travelling 30 minutes to an hour will 
take a commuter well outside the HMA. Residents are 
prepared to travel long journeys for work, schooling, 
socialising, leisure activities, shopping etc., Kingston, 
Cambridge, Oxford, Birmingham, Waterloo, Leatherhead, 
Southampton, Portsmouth, Richmond, Reading, 
Basingstoke, Horsham, Gomshall, Farnham, Dorking, Alton, 
Aylesford, Salisbury etc., You could argue that all these 
places should all belong to one HMA. We no longer live in 
the nineteenth century with horses and carts, we have 
modes of transport that can carry us on longer journeys in a 
short period of time. These comfortable modes of transport 
mean residents don’t just have to rely on Guildford or 
Woking, (8.20) “triangulation of the evidence converges 
upon Guildford, Waverley and Woking sharing the strongest 
relationships and correlation in both market and behavioural 
terms". This restricted, narrow HMA boundary drawn by G L 
Hearn where the residents only go to Guildford, Waverley 
and Woking appears to focus on development in Guildford. 
However, if you compare Guildford 800dpa with Woking’s 
292dpa and Waverley’s 472dpa it is clear Guildford’s 
800dpa is excessive. It could be argued that Woking and 
Waverley’s dpa are for need (public interest) where as 
Guildford’s dpa is for demand (private interest). 
 
Building new homes is not the only way to fulfil unmet 
housing needs. The report ignores how infrastructure 
improvements and making better use of existing buildings 
reduce the need for new-build. Has the report taken into 
consideration the under-occupation of Guildford’s existing 
housing stock? What about the rapid trend towards Internet 
shopping? Surely it is time to revive high streets with empty 
shops that have been standing unoccupied 
for months, years. Should these properties be converted 
from retail to residential accommodation therefore bringing 
in new residents to revitalise existing high streets, shopping 
and eating areas? By innovate recycling and upcycling of 
empty buildings this would bring better environmental value 
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GLH 
Response 

than tearing up the green belt. There are shops around 
Guildford that have stood empty for years. Guildford spend 
money by putting pretty posters in the windows. Is it time to 
reassess their future potential use? 
 
It is clear from the media and councillors that carried out 
workshops around the Borough that GBC’s plans to attract 
high tech firms into the area, however due to the 
advancements in technology with regards how we work 
have been overlooked in this draft report. With faster 
broadband, conference calling, working from home, 
mobility, companies are increasingly looking for ways to 
reduce the need for expensive office space. There is 
redundant office space in Guildford, which has been 
standing empty for years. Guildford has already reached its 
limits of existing congestion. Should this office space now 
be changed and used for homes instead? Changes of use 
from redundant office and retail space to homes would 
reduce the amount of green belt that will be lost for good 
through lazy development and ‘the what if scenario’. GBC 
need to think smart, re-use, redevelop, and recycle what’s 
there already. (There is already a decline in public sector 
employment and retail due to cut backs and new advances 
in technology. It is widely acknowledged that jobs in the 
white-collar sector are on a continual decline). G L Hearn 
exists to promote new development but the report lacks 
innovative alternatives to existing, redundant development. 
 
Students occupy 11% of housing in the Onslow ward. 
Census data show student-only households increased from 
403 to 851 in the decade 2001-11. Surrey University 
accommodates only 5,000 of its 12,000 full-time students 
on campus. Students complain that accommodation costs 
on campus are too high. Yet if students lived on campus it 
would make homes instantly available to council tax paying 
families? This would create homes faster and more cheaply 
than building new ones. What proportion of campus 
accommodation is standing empty? Oxford City Council 
insists that Oxford University accommodates its own 
student. Should GBC follow suit? 
 
A workshop to discuss the Hearn report with residents was 
held on 27 January. The report, however, was not 
published until 90 minutes before the event. There were no 
handouts or slides, available. This is not a good example of 
public engagement. This is an example of a disorganised 
tick box exercise. 
 
I would like to point out that the initial turn around for public 
consultation on G L Hearn’s £17,000 draft report ludicrously 
short, although due to public pressure GBC did extended 
the consultation period from 10th February until the 21st 
February. Today I received another e-mail from GBC 
because public dissatisfaction has provoked a further 
petition, to be debated on 26 February. I feel GBC are 
forcing this process along without listening to the local 
people, parish councils and community groups who are 
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clearly unhappy. The amount of material produced for this 
whole consultation process has been vast and knocked out 
at an overwhelming pace for local public to digest. As Greg 
Clark MP wrote in his introduction to the NPPF, the Local 
Plan process “should be a collective enterprise. Yet, in 
recent years, planning has tended to exclude, rather than to 
include, people and communities. In part, this has been a 
result of targets being imposed, and decisions taken, by 
bodies remote from them… People have been put off from 
getting involved because planning policy itself has become 
so elaborate and forbidding – the preserve of specialists, 
rather than people in communities“. GBC have so far 
rejected 3 public petitions calling for Green Belt protections 
to be respected in the Local Plan. Guildford must listen to 
what the public are saying. 
 
We should all remember that during our lifetime we are 
merely custodians of our very precious countryside. It 
should be handed on to the next generation to appreciate, 
work and enjoy. We have no right to destroy the 
countryside and wildlife for unrealistic growth and demand 
 
The NPPF requires Guildford’s housing need to be 
assessed “objectively”. 
G L Hearn is a property company, which produces SHMAs. 
This is not a balanced report. It is clearly pro development 
and biased. The report gives scant consideration to any 
alternative ideas that could be applied to free up homes, 
including uses for vacant/redundant property over new 
house building. The SHMA should expressly prioritise non-
Green Belt brown field sites over green field/Green Belt 
ones. Key parts of the evidence in the Settlement Hierarchy 
and Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment have 
been rigged against Green Belt villages by using flawed 
and haphazardly applied methodologies. By revisiting the 
question of housing densities, for example, very different 
conclusions can be drawn about the capacity of brownfield 
sites to meet all new housing needs. Reasserting protection 
of the Green Belt would in itself give developers an 
incentive to release unused brownfield sites for 
development, which they already own. 
G L Hearn was complicit with Waverley’s Local Plan and it 
was thrown out by the Inspector. So should this SHMA 
Draft. 
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Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Richard Deighton         I list below my comments on the draft SHMA. It has 
overstated housing demand for several reasons as set out 
below. 
1.The SHMA demand forecast is a 20-year statistical 
extrapolation based on in most cases only 5 recent years’ 
prior data. This is described as a “robust demographic 
projection” (table 12 on page 60) but the evidence suggests 
otherwise - had the exercise been conducted 5 years ago, 
the final (20-year) outcome would be only some 40-50% of 
the forecast which is currently proposed. This simply 
highlights the highly speculative and uncertain nature of the 
present forecast, as the underlying demographic, 
community, behavioural, and societal fundamentals which it 
purports to reflect have not changed significantly in the past 
5 years. 
The sensitivities of the annual forecast and of the aggregate 
final (cumulative 20-year) housing demand to input 
assumptions of factors such as immigration, internal 
migration, household size, etc, are very high, and these 
sensitivities and assumptions must be acknowledged 
whenever the forecast itself is mentioned, in order to 
highlight the inherent fragility and ultimately the lack of 
certainty or credibility in the final figures proposed (between 
622 and 800 homes per annum, depending on which part of 
the consultants’ report you choose to read). 
To adapt a well-known phrase – “to ASSUME housing 
demand projections is to make an ASS of U and ME”. The 
SHMA demand projections should not be treated with 
anything other than extreme caution and mistrust. Certainly 
you should be extremely reluctant to construct an entire 
Local Plan, which will have major long term impacts on 
local communities and the environment generally, on what 
appear to be very speculative and uncertain numbers. 
2.The forecast is extremely sensitive to assumptions on 
inward migration which historically is largely accounted for 
by the recent expansion of Surrey University undergraduate 
student numbers. The forecast implicitly assumes that the 
rapid expansion of Surrey University in the past 5 years will 
continue unabated at the same rate for the next 20 years. 
This leads to some remarkable reductio-ad-absurdum 
conclusions, for example that by 2031 Surrey University 
would contain more than 100% of all ‘native’ 20-24 year 
olds living in the Borough. This is clearly unrealistic. 
To avoid this problem the student population should be 
separated from the mainstream population and the 
numbers involved forecast separately. The university has 
expanded essentially for its own economic reasons rather 
than demographic reasons and such expansion is 
discretionary (being subject to planning and financial 
constraints amongst others). Therefore you should not 
assume that the student expansion will continue indefinitely 
and furthermore assume that any resulting demand for 
student housing is due to population pressure and therefore 
has to be met under some ‘predict and provide’ principle. 
(Indeed, since the University has land and substantial 
planning permissions for student accommodation which it 
has chosen to date not to build, there is an argument that 

Previous 
data did not 
include the 
high level of 
EU 
international 
migration 
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no additional student housing should be included in the 
SHMA total until existing permissions have been used). 
3.The forecast is based on a belief that average household 
size will decline over the next 20 years. This belief is not 
supported by the trends reported in the Census data 
(Figure B.9). The modelling assumptions should reflect an 
increasing (or steady) household size rather than the future 
decline you have chosen to assume. Elsewhere in the 
Appendices you report on the recent increase in birth rate 
and this supports the Census finding that average 
household size is increasing rather than decreasing. 
4.You have chosen to inflate the SHMA demand to account 
for “suppressed households”. Implicitly you assume that 
single (independent) adults need to be accommodated 
individually. In fact many single adults actively prefer to 
share accommodation (with other adults or living with 
relatives) as this is both more economical and affords a 
better quality of accommodation than would be available to 
them were they to seek out individual accommodation. 
There is no reason to believe that this behaviour amongst 
independent adults would change in the future. 
5.The analysis of demand for “affordable” and social 
housing appears to be founded on the premise that, 
nationally, people should not spend more than 30% of their 
income on housing. However, in the south-east, salaries 
are higher than the UK average reflecting mainly the 
increased costs of accommodation and travel to work (the 
prices of other items of expenditure –household and 
consumer items etc – are the same across the UK). By 
implication people in the south east should be able to afford 
to spend a higher proportion of earnings on 
accommodation. The Borough Council’s alternative housing 
income target of 35% or even a higher figure of 40% seems 
quite reasonable. 
6.The latest SHMA analysis does not highlight the very 
substantial under-occupancy of the existing housing stock 
in Guildford (the previous SHMA reported that 43% of all 
dwellings were under-occupied to the extent of 2 or more 
bedrooms). This implies a massive under-utilisation at 
present of the available theoretical accommodation 
capacity, and therefore points to very considerable scope to 
subdivide much of the present housing stock to provide a 
larger number of independent accommodation units without 
the need for new green field or Green Belt development. 
7.Currently vacant housing stock has not been taken into 
account when calculating net new housing requirement. 
Also applying a 3% non-occupancy uplift to new housing 
provision and calling this ‘demand’ is wrong. 

Nigel Watson         I don’t believe you are being reasonable in - apparently - 
attempting to limit consultees to either written responses by 
post, or using your online comments template. In my view 
the template is inherently biased - for example its first 
question seems to assume that the draft SHMA’s case for a 
substantially increased rate of housebuilding has in fact 
been proven. I am not therefore using it. 
 
The following are my comments on the draft Guildford 

We will 
produce an 
executive 
summary of 
the final 
report 
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Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). Overall, 
this is an over-sized and poorly structured document in dire 
need of a one page executive summary (which should have 
cross-references to key facts and assumptions in the main 
text). It is hard to have much confidence in the document’s 
findings, as its methodology seems in many ways dubious. 
Para 2.71 - 2.74 glibly forecasts employment growth as far 
ahead as 2031 - which is clearly 
ludicrous. It is futile to attempt to guess (a much more 
honest word than “forecast”) what will happen over a near 
20 year period. For example, what allowances have been 
made in the projections for the further development of the 
economic and financial crisis of 2007 onwards, which 
seems likely to enter a new phase when Quantitative 
Easing begins to taper off? There are other serious flaws 
and uncertainties in forecasting far-ahead housing need; 
and these render much of the rest of the document not very 
useful. There are two probable medium- or long-term trends 
that the analysis appears to have missed: Given the 
increasing global constraints on cheap supplies of fossil 
fuels, it is very probable that the cost of travel (whether by 
road or rail) will continue to increase at a faster rate than 
prices generally. This in turn will make long-distance 
commuting relatively less attractive than it is at present - 
and will tend to reduce housing demand from London 
commuters in outlying areas such as Guildford. What 
allowance for this has been made in the paper? It is 
inevitable that the current vanishingly low interest rates will 
not last. When rates rise, those requiring heavy mortgages 
will be forced to reduce their aspirations for house 
purchase. The knock-on effect will be reduced demand for 
housing in the owner-occupier sector. Current demand is 
artificially high - arguably, in fact, a bubble - due to the 
current exceptionally low interest rates and the effects of 
short-term Government schemes to support house 
purchase, such as Funding for Lending and Help to Buy. 
However, a few of the factual findings in the early part of 
the document are worthy of attention: Para 2.31, 2.32 and 
table 2: It is interesting to note that in comparison with the 
South East as a whole (and with some neighbouring areas 
such as Woking), Guildford Borough’s housing stock 
currently has rather less overcrowding and more under-
occupancy. Para 2.32: states that 72% of Guildford 
Borough households have an excess of space for the 
number of residents; a truly massive figure. Para 2.38: 
states that since 2001, Guildford has delivered more new 
houses than its neighbours Woking and Waverley. All the 
above facts weaken the case for increasing the rate of 
building new housing in Guildford Borough. 
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GLH 
Response 

Patrick Sheard         I am writing to give you feedback regarding the Draft SHMA 
recently published by Guildford Borough. I must say right 
from the outset that I find the SHMA extremely 
disappointing, in that the numbers it uses are selective and 
often unsound, it doesn’t distinguish between housing need 
and demand, and it fails to analyse the housing need figure 
produced by the previous (2009) SHMA though it produces 
a figure more than twice that of the previous report. One of 
its few redeeming features is that it is currently only a Draft 
Assessment at this point in time, hopefully the authors can 
use the feedback given during the engagement period to 
refine the Assessment and produce a sounder / more 
balanced document and a more realistic figure for housing 
need before issuing it in its final form. 
 
In short my particular criticisms are as follows. 
 
1. Housing Need 
 
The SHMA and its supporting documents dwell on 
predicting both population / growth trends though 
simultaneously admitting that these trends are difficult and 
in the case of migration trends ‘notoriously difficult’ to 
measure! At the same time the assessment tends to pick 
the higher numbers indicated by different analyses at each 
stage in the process. Thus it arrives at figures of 670-800 
homes as an assessment of the Borough’s housing needs. 
This is more than double Guildford Borough’s current target 
figure of 322 dwellings per annum which was accepted by 
the Courts in 2010 when they overturned the South-East 
Regional Plan Quota of 422. 
 
It is worth noting that this interim target is broadly in line 
with what the Borough has achieved over the last 10 years 
or so and that this has resulted in an ‘overcrowding’ figure 
of just 3.7% of households and an under-occupation figure 
of 71.5%, both broadly in line with the figures for the South 
East as a whole. These figures surely indicate that the 
Borough’s interim target is about right and that the Draft 
SHMA figure is grossly inflated. 
 
2. Analysis of the Previous SHMA 
 
Though the Draft SHMA implies that the previous SHMA 
carried out by the Borough was fundamentally flawed (how 
could it be anything else if it postulated a housing need of 
half that now envisaged) there is no analysis of the previous 
SHMA. This leads me to conclude this new SHMA is no 
more likely to be no more accurate than the 2009 SHMA, 
and that an SHMA produced in five years time would 
produce a vey different figure from this 2014 document. (As 
with all things trends can go up and down.) The Council is 
trying to establish one of the bases of a Local Plan which 
covers the next fifteen years. The true housing need figure 
is probably somewhere between the figures produced by 
the two SHMAs and the Council should act accordingly. 
 

We are 
required to 
assess both 
need and 
demand as 
set out in the 
NPPG. 
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3. The Effect of Adopting the Draft SHMA Target Figure(s) 
 
In considering the figures proposed in the Draft SHMA, the 
council should recognise that the lower figure of 670 homes 
a year would increase the Borough’s housing stock by as 
much as 25% in 16 years, the period over which the New 
Local Plan is to run. The higher figure would result in an 
increase in housing stock of 30% or thereabouts. The 
increased infrastructure required to support these figures 
would absorb a further amount of the area’s precious 
countryside. If house building were to increase at the rates 
implied by the Draft SHMA, I suggest that many of the 
current residents would move to less crowded areas of the 
country (Surrey is already one of the most densely 
populated counties of England) resulting in a local housing 
glut, and a reduction in Council Income. 
 
4. Summary and Conclusion 
 
The Borough Council should congratulate itself on broadly 
meeting its housing target over the last ten years, though it 
may have fallen short in a few of those years. The lack of 
current overcrowding and high ratio of under-occupied 
homes shows that the current target is about right. If the 
Council wants to play safe it should set a target of say 10 or 
20% above the existing figure, but no more than 400 new 
homes per year, which would allow for some increase in 
local birth-rates, without attracting excessive inward 
migration that over-expansion might encourage. This would 
also reduce the pressure on the Green Belt which 
Metropolitan London badly needs as lungs. Moreover the 
Council should analyse the Housing Market year on year 
and adjust the target figure accordingly once the effects of 
the Plan become known, rather than set a figure in stone 
and feel the consequences for the foreseeable future. 
 
I trust that you will give my comments and suggestions very 
serious consideration. 

Moira Williams Yes Of course we 
should but in a 
discerning and 
inventive way. 

n/a No 
Answe
r 

 Yes  We make more 
imaginative use of the 
properties and 
opportunities offered in 
built up areas. 

The one thing we can be sure of is that London is not going 
to stand still. It is going to get bigger and bigger. And soon. 
Thus the areas of readily accessible natural beauty that 
currently offer to Londoners bears a hugely important and 
role - and we in turn, as the keepers of these unspoilt areas 
have a very particular responsibility to consider and 
maintain their containment and integrity. 

n/a 

Gladman (Craig 
Barnes) 

        Gladman Developments specialise in the promotion of 
strategic land for residential development with associated 
community infrastructure. This letter is in response to the 
above consultation and provides Gladman’s comments on 
the Council’s draft Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA). Gladman previously provided comments on the 
Council’s Local Plan Strategies and Sites Issues and 
Options consultation in November 2013. 
Through our response to the Council’s emerging Local Plan 

n/a 
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consultation Gladman highlighted the process that must be 
undertaken when identifying and meeting objectively 
assessed housing needs. In this regard we welcome the 
preparation of the Guildford and West Surrey SHMA, the 
first stage in identifying Guilford’s housing needs. Gladman 
have taken the opportunity to respond to the current 
consultation to remind the Council how this process should 
be undertaken whilst providing further comments on the 
methodology adopted for the study. 
The National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework) 
sets out a clear process that must be followed when 
identifying and meeting objectively assessed housing 
needs, principally set out in §47, §159, §152 and §14 of the 
Framework. The starting point of this process should be the 
preparation of a SHMA to identify the full objectively 
assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the 
housing market area. Once the Council has identified its 
objectively assessed needs these should be met in full 
unless adverse impacts would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits of doing so. 
As the Council is aware the Government recently issues its 
draft National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) on the 
Assessment of Housing and Economic Development 
Needs. Although yet to be confirmed this guidance provides 
a clear indication of how the Government expects the 
requirements of the Framework to be interpreted when 
identifying objectively assessed housing needs. The 
Council should therefore ensure that the requirements of 
the draft NPPG have been taken into account through its 
SHMA. 
Approach to SHMA 
The Guildford and West Surrey SHMA covers the housing 
market area that comprises the authorities of Guildford, 
Waverley and Woking. However, given different Local Plan 
timescales it explains that it has not been possible for the 
Councils to undertake a joint study and as such 
demographic and household projections have only been 
developed for Guildford Borough through the study. 
The Framework is clear that to understand their housing 
needs local planning authorities should prepare a SHMA to 
assess their full housing needs, working with neighbouring 
authorities where housing market areas cross 
administrative boundaries. As the Council will be aware 
Waverley Borough Council have recently taken the decision 
to withdraw their Core Strategy following a number of 
issues raised by the Inspector appointed to examine their 
Plan. In highlighting concerns in relation to the adequacy of 
the Council’s evidence of housing needs in particular, the 
Inspector states: 
“Such an assessment (of housing needs required by 
paragraph 47 of the Framework) should be properly 
undertaken within the context of a SHMA, the preparation of 
which itself is a requirement if the Framework (paragraph 
159). This requires a more considered assessment of 
housing needs than simple reliance on demographic and 
household data and, importantly, requires such 
consideration to take place within the context of the housing 
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market area. As I explained at the hearing, an evidence 
base that solely refers to demographic and other changes 
within Waverley Borough, without consideration of the 
market area as a whole, is unlikely to be sufficient.” 
Whilst the reference to links with similar work undertaken 
for Waverley in 2013 and the evidence base of other 
adjoining authorities is acknowledged, Gladman submit that 
the Council must be satisfied that it has prepared a robust 
SHMA that takes account of the wider housing market area, 
as required by the Framework. Failing to meet this 
requirement would be a fundamental deficiency of the 
Council’s evidence base and could result in its Plan being 
found unsound. 
The SHMA suggests a core demographic projection (5 year 
migration trends) based requirement for 671 homes per 
annum, with a suggested requirement derived from forecast 
job growth of 570 dwellings per annum. As stated in the 
SHMA’s conclusions, Gladman therefore submit that the 
provision of 670 homes per annum should be considered 
the minimum level of objectively assessed needs to be met 
in Guildford. 
In accordance with the draft NPPG on the Assessment of 
Housing and Economic Needs the SHMA provides an 
assessment of whether market signals, affordability and 
housing demands suggest an upward adjustment to the 
Council’s housing requirement to reflect these factors. 
Based on these considerations the SHMA suggests that the 
Council tests the ability to deliver 800 homes per annum, 
considering that this scale of provision would be sufficient to 
support improvements to affordability and to make a 
tangible difference to meeting affordable housing needs. 
The SHMA concludes that the range of 670-800 homes 
represents the assessment of the Council’s housing needs. 
Taking the requirements of the Framework and the draft 
NPPG into account, as currently suggested Gladman 
therefore submit that a requirement for 800 dwellings per 
annum should represent the Council’s objectively assessed 
needs, taking market signals into account, and should be 
used as the starting point of undertaking the process set out 
in the Framework of testing whether these needs can be 
met in full within the authority. 
Gladman remind the Council that the process of meeting 
objectively assessed needs should be undertaken with full 
regard to the Duty to Cooperate. This sets out that if the 
housing needs of an authority cannot be met in its area this 
shortfall is picked up by neighbouring authorities, and vice 
versa. The Duty to Cooperate should be undertaken with 
meaningful results. 
I hope you have found these representations constructive, if 
you require any further information or wish to meet with one 
of the Gladman team then please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 
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GLH 
Response 

A J Thompson         G L Hearn's draft report confuses NEED with DEMAND The 
NPPF requires that the Plan should "meet the full 
,objectively assessed needs for market and affordable 
housing":it also refers to the SMHA catering for DEMAND 
but cases decided in the courts make clear that need and 
demand are different and that the Plan should concentrate 
on meeting NEED This is a vital distinction since demand in 
a commuter area where prices are relatively low compared 
to central London is enormous and almost incapable of 
being met 
A logical starting point for assessing need would be to 
consider numbers on the housing waiting Iist. These have 
apparently been constant for some years even t hough new 
housing completions have been as low as 200 per annum. 
Overcrowding is stated in the draft report to be "notably 
below" the average for England There are nearly 1,000 
vacant properties in the Borough. None of this suggests 
that there is a huge backlog of NEED .This is no doubt why 
the Council succeeded in 2010 in overturning the proposed 
quota of 422 in the South East Regional Plan and 
reinstating the interim figure of 322 Since the housing list is 
not increasing, overcrowding is low, and vacancies are high 
it would seem reasonable to treat the interim figure of 322 
as a starting point to be adjusted for identifiable changes in 
need during the Plan period. The draft report notes that 
household formation has fallen since 2008 but discounts 
this evidence of modest demand on the basis that 
economic conditions might have suppressed the figures. On 
the other hand despite discussing the number of elderly 
residents likely to move into sheltered accommodation, the 
draft report seems to make no allowance for the significant 
effect this will have on reducing the number of separate 
households The draft report suggests that housing need 
during the Plan period will be substantially affected by 
inward migration based on large numbers in the years 
2007/8 to 2011/12 If the period 2001/2 to 2011/12 had been 
chosen as the baseline the projected figures going forward 
would be dramatically different, lt is also to be noted that 
57% of inward migration is related to student numbers 
increasing during a period when students were trying to 
beat the new fee regime With regard to students, it is to be 
noted that the Planning Minister has stated to local MPs 
and Councillors that unbuilt student accommodation should 
be treated as counting towards housing stock. Surrey 
University has planning permission for 2,400 rooms which 
should accordingly be counted towards meeting the number 
of homes required in the report The draft report notes the 
requirement to consider housing need in the context of the 
wider housing market .Woking and Waverley are arbitrarily 
treated as the wider housing market Reference is made to 
Rushmoor, Surrey Heath and Elmbridge but there seems to 
be no attempt to co ordinate planning with these areas A 
totally arbitrary increase in the suggested figure required to 
meet need up to 800 seems to relate to fulfilling unmet 
need in Woking but why is unclear! There really must be a 
serious effort by all the councils involved to co ordinate 
plans before the SHMA is finalised (or there must be a risk 

We are 
required by 
the guidance 
to assess 
both need 
and demand 
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that the Plan will be rejected) 
As Stephen Mansbridge, Leader of Guildford Borough 
Council, has pointed out in his letter to The Surrey 
Advertiser on 14 February 2014, the Council should be 
working to produce a workable plan that has the lowest safe 
housing number. Unfortunately the draft SHMA seems at 
every point to inflate the projected need .It correctly argues 
that the greatest need is for affordable housing and this 
conclusion is supported by the evidence set out in the draft 
report On the other hand the demographic projection of 
need in the range 470 to 666 and the evidence that "there 
would not need to be any uplift to housing requirements to 
meet job growth" is twisted without any convincing logic to a 
recommendation that the council "tests the ability to deliver 
800 homes per annum" Guildford Borough Council MUST 
challenge G L Hearn to review their figures and 
recommendations and produce a report that reasonably 
estimates the housing need based on the evidence rather 
than conjecture and surmise. 

Armstrong Rigg 
Planning (Craig 
Slack) 

        Further to your letter dated 29th January 2014 we would 
like to thank you for inviting us to make comment on the 
draft Strategic Housing Market Assessment. We are 
therefore pleased to provide comments on behalf of a 
number of housebuilders that have an interest in the 
Guildford Borough area and on the basis that it is 
unrepresentative of the requirements of the National 
Planning Policy Framework and would not fulfil the Duty to 
Cooperate. We also consider that Guildford should be 
accommodating unmet need from London. 
Background 
In order to determine housing needs which will go on to 
inform housing targets in the emerging Local Plan, 
Guildford Borough Council have published a draft Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). This is required of 
them by the National Planning Policy Framework (the 
‘Framework’) which at paragraph 14 requires authorities to 
use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan 
meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and 
affordable housing in the housing market area. 
The draft SHMA provides three overall housing need 
scenarios for Guildford: 
? Demographically-driven need (based on a household 
formation figure somewhere between the DCLG 2008-
based projections and the 2011-based interim projections) 
– 671 dwellings per annum; 
? Economic-led projection – 570 dwellings per annum; and 
? Upwardly adjusted projection to boost affordable housing 
– 800 dwellings per annum. 
The SHMA concludes that on the balance of evidence, it is 
the upwardly adjusted projection to boost affordable 
housing figure of 800 dwellings per annum that should be 
tested to inform housing targets for the emerging Local 
Plan. 
It is noted by the SHMA that the housing figures represent 
need in Guildford only, because due to the different Local 
Plan timescales, it has not been possible to undertake a 
joint study with the other authorities in the housing market 

n/a 
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area (HMA); the other HMA authorities identified as 
Waverley and Woking. The SHMA instead advises that 
Guildford contact the other authorities to find out whether 
they can accommodate any unmet need. 
The text below raises concern about this approach, as it is 
considered to be unrepresentative of the provisions of 
Framework paragraph 47 and that it is contrary to the Duty 
to Cooperate. Furthermore, we consider that the HMA 
should nevertheless be extended to London in light of the 
recently published Draft Further Alterations to the London 
Plan. 
Duty to Cooperate and Housing Market Area 
The Duty to Cooperate (DTC) places a legal duty on local 
planning authorities to engage constructively with each 
other, actively and on an on-going basis. DTC compliance 
is tested as part of a Local Plan examination. One of the 
strategic issues that the DTC relates to is the requirement 
for authorities to use their evidence base to ensure that 
their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs 
for market and affordable housing in the HMA (Framework 
paragraph 47). In other words, Guildford’s evidence base 
needs to assess the objective housing need of not only 
Guildford, but of their identified HMA: Guildford together 
with Waverley and Woking (notwithstanding our view that 
unmet London need should be considered in addition). 
The Council’s draft SHMA has not done this; focussing only 
as it does on Guildford and attempting to justify this by 
stating that the different Local Plan timescales of the HMA 
authorities prevent any joint SHMA. This, however, does 
not dodge the Council of its responsibility to ensure that the 
full and objectively assessed need of the HMA is met and 
there is still a requirement for the Council to identify the 
HMA need. Indeed, a similar scenario led an Inspector to 
conclude that Hart District Council had failed the DTC and 
thus their emerging Plan was found unsound. In the Report 
it was quoted: 
“I acknowledge that the Council sought without success to 
persuade Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Borough Council to 
undertake a joint SHMA update. However, whilst I 
appreciate the potential implications of carrying out an 
assessment of the housing market across the wider HMA 
without input and funding from other authorities, there is no 
reason in principle why such an exercise could not have 
been undertaken.” 
Other local authorities in addition to Hart have also fell afoul 
of the DTC in respect of not assessing need for the HMA, 
namely Kirklees, Aylesbury Vale and Mid Sussex. Thus in 
progressing a SHMA containing housing need figures which 
have not taken into account the needs of the wider HMA, it 
is difficult to see how Guildford can demonstrate that their 
Plan will aim to meet the full, objectively assessed needs 
for market and affordable housing in the HMA and fulfil the 
DTC. 
Unmet Need from London 
The housing market area (HMA) that the draft SHMA 
defines comprises the authorities of Guildford, Waverley 
and Woking; because it is stated that these authorities 
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share core relationships which are stronger than the 
relationships with other adjoining authorities of Rushmoor, 
Surrey Heath and Elmbridge and with Guildford’s 
relationship with London. 
However, since this research was undertaken for the draft 
SHMA, the Draft Further Alterations to the London Plan 
have been published which propose a housing target of 
42,000 homes per year. This proposed target is significantly 
short of the need identified by the London Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) which 
points to a need of between 49,000 and 62,000 homes per 
year. 
What this means is that the unmet London need will have to 
be met elsewhere, and Guildford should be considering the 
real prospect that they will be one of the nearby authorities 
that will have to accommodate such need. Indeed the draft 
SHMA notes that there is already a significant level of 
migration between Guildford and London, with a net flow of 
380 persons per annum from London to Guildford. We 
therefore contend that the SHMA should take into account 
unmet need from London in addition to the other identified 
HMA authorities. 
Conclusion 
To conclude, it is considered that: 
? The Council’s approach in undertaking a SHMA 
identifying housing need only in its own Borough and not 
the Housing Market Area is contrary to the requirement of 
paragraph 47 of the Framework; 
? A number of other authorities, in taking this approach, 
have had their Local Plans found unsound and have failed 
to fulfil the Duty to Cooperate; 
? In pursuing this approach, it is difficult to see how 
Guildford can fulfil the Duty to Cooperate; and 
? Guildford should also be considering meeting the unmet 
need from London in light of the recently published Draft 
Further Alterations to the London Plan which does not fully 
address identified need in London. 
We trust that these comments will be given due 
consideration. Should you have any further queries or 
questions then please do not hesitate to contact either 
myself or my colleague Craig Slack. 
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Alliance Planning 
(Steven Fidgett) 

No Pirbright 
Parish Council 
is concerned 
to ensure that 
the overall 
increase in 
housebuilding 
that is 
proposed is 
not overstated 
and would 
urge the 
Borough 
Council to 
consider 
carefully the 
assumptions 
and basis of 
the SHMA to 
ensure that the 
rate of 
projected 
housing 
growth is 
consistent with 
the nature and 
characteristics 
of the 
Borough. We 
are concerned 
that the 
justification for 
this as outlined 
in the SHMA is 
the subject of 
significant 
debate and 
before any firm 
plans are 
committed, the 
basis of the 
data and the 
assumptions 
on which is is 
based should 
be robustly 
tested. We 
would wish the 
Borough 
Council to 
ensure that the 
SHMA is 
realistic as to 
population 
projections 
and does not 
over-inflate the 

n/a No Guildford does not exist in 
isolation from the rest of the UK 
and the price of housing reflects 
a complex range of issues. If 
the rate of housing increased 
significantly, there is no reliable 
evidence to suggest that the 
price of housing would be 
affected. this is a national issue 
and the planning system should 
not be used to artificially 
manipulate house prices. The 
focus should be on identifying 
the correct level of housing 
based on the needs of Guildford 
residents taking account of 
household formation and 
population change and making 
provision for a reasonable level 
consistent with the assessment. 
care should be taken not to 
over-provide based on the 
belief that prices can be 
affected. 

Yes There is a need to 
increase the number 
of affordable homes as 
well as market homes 
and provide a mix of 
sizes of dwellings to 
meet identified needs. 
There are established 
mechanisms to 
provide affordable 
housing in terms of 
both intermediate, 
rented and social rent 
as well as private 
rented models. each 
should be considered 
to try and ensure that 
specific housing need 
are provided for as 
part of overall housing 
supply. 

There is a need to 
provide sufficient 
housing to meet 
objectively assessed 
housing needs at the 
Borough level, but 
Pirbright Parish Council 
are concerned to ensure 
that the level of housing 
proposed is not 
overstated. in effect 
housing provision will in 
itself lead to growth that 
in turn generates a 
higher need in future. It 
is important that need is 
robustly tested and 
based on local factors, 
not just projections of 
the growth in the 
number of households, 
to which additional 
factors are then added 
(such as any attempt to 
overprovide to reduce 
house prices for 
example). The data 
sources for the SHMA 
should be stated so that 
it is clear the basis on 
which the figures are put 
forward, they should be 
tested to ensure that the 
projections are not 
overstating trends and 
considered in the 
context of the 
constraints on 
development within a 
Borough that is largely 
constrained by 
SPA/SAC and other 
nature conservation 
designations, 
AONB/AGLV and other 
landscape designations 
and the extent of Green 
Belt. A balance must be 
struck between the level 
of housing to be 
provided and the 
locations for 
deveopment, that reflect 
the most sustainable 
level and locations that 
impact least on these 
designated areas. 

See above comments. Pirbright Parish Council is not 
convinced that the draft SHMA is robust for the reasons 
stated above. The data sources should be explicit, key 
assumptions tested, including the rate of household 
formation and population growth factors. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 



 

320 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

rate of growth 
that is 
identified as 
the basis of 
the need 
calculation and 
consequent 
provision in 
the proposed 
Local Plan. 
There were a 
number of 
omissions in 
the SHMA 
report relating 
to adjoining 
authorities (the 
duty to 
cooperate) 
and the rate of 
population 
growth due to 
natural 
increases in 
population, 
household 
formation rates 
(which may 
not be as high 
as assumed) 
and net 
migration. the 
consequences 
on the 
environment of 
the Borough 
arising from 
overprovision 
could be 
serious. 

Horsley 
Countryside 
Preservation 
Society (Roy 
Proctor) 

No 
answe
r 

Question 1 
combines both 
need and 
demand in one 
phrase as “the 
need for 
housing that 
has been 
identified”. We 
would answer 
“yes” to 
meeting need, 
but “no” to this 
question as it 
covers need 
plus demand, 
and it is the 

The SHMA 
is required 
to assess 
demand as 
well as 
need 

No 
Answe
r 

Question 2 is naïve in its 
implied economic impact and 
again suffers from a failure to 
differentiate the effect of market 
demand in an area like 
Guildford. 

Yes Question 3 we would 
answer “yes”, but see 
the comments 
elsewhere in our 
submission. 

Question 4 is a leading 
question. It assumes 
that “enough homes” is 
well defined, which it is 
not. It also begs the 
question of the 
implications of building 
too many homes which 
would be devastating in 
economic and amenity 
terms. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the recent 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) you 
commissioned as input to the Guildford Local Plan. We 
write on behalf of the Horsley Countryside Preservation 
Society (HCPS, the membership of which comprises 
around half of the households of the villages of East and 
West Horsley. 
We have listed our responses to the SHMA documents, 
cross-referencing them to the relevant paragraphs, tables 
and figures in the report where appropriate. These 
responses are attached and should be considered as part 
of this letter. We have taken this approach because some 
of the questions in your engagement response document 
appear to be disingenuous: 
We realise that the figures generated by the SHMA will not 
be part of the draft Local Plan and understand that they 
have to be modified by the application of the appropriate 

Response 
Elsewhere 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

demand 
component 
with which we 
take issue. Not 
everyone will 
make the 
distinction and 
this misleading 
question will 
skew the 
responses, 
discrediting 
your findings. 
The ambiguity 
of this 
question 
reflects the 
failure of the 
SHMA report, 
like the 
Options 
document, to 
differentiate 
clearly 
between need 
and demand. 

constraints. Nevertheless, we consider that the SHMA does 
not provide an objective assessment of the need for 
housing as the introduction claims. The range of numbers 
generated (670 to 800 houses per annum) bears no 
comparison to the SE Plan number of 422 p.a. which was 
successfully challenged in court by Guildford Borough 
Council (GBC) nor to the Interim Housing Number of 322 
p.a. established by GBC and described by them as 
“soundly evidence based” in their report of 24th May 2012. 
In the absence of fundamental changes in macroeconomic 
drivers, and on the basis that GBC and GL Hearn draw 
from the same core data, it is difficult to recognise the 
claimed objectivity in the conclusions. 
We also realise that any study based on assumptions, 
adjusted trends, and models will always contain potential 
inaccuracies and erroneous forecasts. This means that the 
SHMA cannot be viewed as the objective and definitive 
guide to future policy that might have been hoped for. Even 
before applying the relevant constraints to the SHMA for the 
next stage of the Plan, the housing numbers indicated in 
the assessment are open to question and need to be 
viewed with caution. The way in which the objectivity of the 
report is affected is not helped by the assertions on GL 
Hearn’s website that “we act for many of the leading 
developers” or “GL Hearn can assist you in creating the 
most viable development” or more specifically that its 
increasing work with the public sector has a strong 
commercial aspect. 
With these general comments we offer our response noting, 
in conclusion, that the introduction to the SHMA states that 
it has been produced in isolation, without reference to any 
associated constraints. This makes it extremely important 
that the constraints of land supply, amenity protection and 
environmental factors raised in response to the Options 
document are rigorously applied at the next stage. We 
specifically highlight the fact that the Infrastructure 
constraints have not yet been quantified or discussed as 
part of the Plan preparation process. We expect the 
Infrastructure constraints to have a significantly restrictive 
impact on the SHMA findings when producing a realistic 
and viable Plan. 
We trust that the outcome of the Borough’s consultations 
will be in accordance with the aims of the National Planning 
Policy Framework to “enhance and improve the places in 
which we live our lives”. 
 
[The Horsley Countryside Preservation Society has 
included another document with a more detailed response, 
although it will not fit in the comment box. Please search  
'Roy_Proctor (Horsley Countryside Preservation Society)' 
on sharepoint to find the response in full.] 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Mo Usher No Guildford has 
major 
constraints 
which need to 
be tackled 
first. There are 
major 
infrastructure 
problems in 
Guildford. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e 
constraints 

No This idea is un-realistic. Unless 
there is a requirement to build 
so many houses that the 
population is unable to move 
due to traffic gridlock. The result 
would be that owners would not 
be able to sell their properties 
which would deflate the market. 

Yes Yes, but this is a very 
interesting question. 
Currently large 
building projects are 
the foundation for 
building most 
affordable homes 
instead of major 
investment being 
made by the local 
council to address 
these needs. This is of 
course unpopular with 
developers because of 
the financial benefit of 
selling larger 
properties. For 
example take Hazel 
Farm, which is in the 
ownership of a major 
developer, the 
University of Surrey. 
During the debate on 
the expansion of the 
University, much was 
made of releasing this 
land for affordable 
housing. I now note 
that in the 106 
agreements, when 
Hazel Farm is 
released for 
development, there is 
no constraint for 
affordable housing 
which could have been 
a major solution to the 
current dilemma. 

This seems to be a 
leading question. We do 
need more affordable 
houses and all existing 
brownfield sites should 
be developed effectively 
to provide these much 
needed houses. 
However as in question 
3, the developers would 
not get so much profit 
and it would therefore be 
unpopular versus the 
building of larger 
houses. NO green belt 
areas should be used for 
any building land and 
green fields should only 
be used as a last resort. 
In the meantime, in this 
densely populated area, 
there needs to be more 
commitment to healing 
all the infrastructure 
problems to improve 
quality of life. Currently 
growth at all costs is 
destroying Guildford. 

Thank you for your invitation to comment on the draft 
SHMA. 
 
I do not find the evidence presented is convincing. As a 
property company who are pro development, I question 
how objective the consultant, GL Hearn, have been in their 
report. 

n/a 

Barbara Hourhan No As central 
government 
believes 
immigration 
will fall the 
need for 
maximum 
housing 
delivery is not 
necessary in 
the future. 
There is no 
certainty that 
population will 
increase or 
that people will 
live longer 
because of the 
dire warnings 

We have 
used the 
most robust 
and 
nationally 
recognised 
datasets 
where 
necessary 

No Boosting housing will be 
detrimental to local people, the 
environment, farming and food 
production. 

Yes Some affordable 
housing and small 
houses for downsizing 
and small households 
are needed in the 
short term. 

As there is a glut of 
£1,000,000 + homes this 
could stabilise prices if 
immigration falls. 

Borough councillors wish to blame central government 
pressure to increase housing. This should be resisted but 
Boles Pickles, and Boris Johnson have stated that Surrey 
should not be desecrated and urban sprawl allowed 
(Woking is a good example of using all its green space 
(other than Horsell Common)) so children in particular have 
little space for recreation. 
 
[the response below was submitted separately from the one 
above] 
 
The following should be taken account when formulating 
the Local Plan until 2031. 
1.With statistics provided by G.L Hearn the estimated 
annual level of migration from 2011-2031 after the student 
age-group needs are over is downwards. 
2.As West Horsley is part of Guildford Borough the average 
downward size of households must also apply. The need 
for smaller and affordable accommodation for downsizing 

We have 
reviewed the 
housing 
issue in more 
detail 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

about peoples 
health 
(obesity, 
diabetes, T.B. 
resistance to 
antibiotics) 

and young as well as old people is acceptable to West 
Horsley within the Green Belt the need for 5 and 6 bed 
roomed houses is not. 
3. Central government of all political parties is aiming to 
reduce annual migration overall. Research shows that 
international migration has been the driver in population 
growth. The increase in households has been over 
estimated between 2001 and 2011 and influenced trends 
used for estimating need between 2011 and 2031. These 
should not be used. There is no proven need for increasing 
the number suggested to 633 dwellings in West Horsley. 
4.The character of the village would be fundamentally 
altered and the loss of its rural nature would impinge on 
walking, cycling, horse riding, and family pleasures. 
5.Think tank civitas suggest that restrictions need to be 
placed on overseas Buyers investment in London homes to 
ease the problem of younger people and families being 
priced out of the London market. The problems of London 
should not be used as excuse to allow property developers 
to manipulate local government i.e. GBC to make ultimately 
huge profits at the expense of the local populations. 
6.Finally, West Horsley Parish Councils views on the Local 
Plan should be given priority over any other considerations 
as it is closest to the needs of the village and its residents. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

GRA (Graham 
Hibbert) 

        Summary 
• The draft SHMA suggests that the Council should test the 
borough’s ability to deliver 800 homes per annum – 
compared with the current target of 322, the rejected target 
of 422 in the South East plan and the GRA submission 
target of about 300. There is no explanation of what has 
changed so much. Building on this level equates to two 
major housing developments per year, every year. 
• The SHMA suffers from multiple stage inflation – ranges 
are given and then arbitrarily inflated – all adjustments are 
upwards, suggesting the report is written to justify a pre–
conceived target, not the other way round. 
• The baseline demographics projects are heavily distorted 
by inclusion of students, and in particular student 
international migration, in future need; elimination of these 
distorting factors would reduce demographics led need to a 
more sensible 400 dwellings per annum. The impact of 
student numbers on the town is in GBC’s own hands, in the 
approach they adopt to the university’s needs. 
• The assessment of employment related housing need 
ignores the impact of commuting. Adjusting for this reduces 
the target to less than 200, accommodated within the 
demographics driven target. 
• Further errors are made in the assessment of affordable 
housing need. Whilst this is a complex matter, true need is 
likely to be nearer 150 dwellings per annum rather than the 
743 quoted, and so accommodated within the mix of the 
400 dwellings per annum implied by the adjusted 
demographics led projections. 
• A number of other assertions are made in an attempt to 
support target inflation still further. That housing numbers 
should increase to promote affordability – there is no basis 
for GBC to conduct an experiment in national planning 
policy to the detriment of residents; and that GBC should 
meet shortfalls in neighbouring boroughs’ targets, despite 
these being lower than those proposed in the SHMA. It is 
noted that GBC has already confirmed to neighbouring 
boroughs that it will not seek to share its shortfall, 
effectively an open ended commitment in the absence of 
final figures. 
• The draft SHMA allows for only 25 days consultation with 
respondents. This is too short a time for the 170 page study 
that requires detailed understanding and analysis prior to 
discussion and deciding what the responses should be. 
This is particularly so for community based organisations 
that have to consult widely and then arrange to meet so as 
to develop a collective response. 
• We suspect that practice guidance and standard 
methodologies may have been applied in the GL Hearn 
study allowing for market pricing of houses, the way in 
which allowance is made for errors on the data sets and 
local circumstances. If this is the case, the study is a 
missed opportunity to propose realistic and proportionate 
estimates. To readers, there appears to be confusion 
regarding the definition of need, in relation to the impact of 
demand and how constraints are taken into account. The 
latter is stated as ‘not to be considered’ in the covering note 

This is not a 
like for like 
figure. The 
SHMA does 
not set a 
housing 
target.  We 
have 
provided 
further 
justification 
for the 
upward 
adjustments. 
We have 
also 
reviewed the 
student 
housing 
numbers. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

when published by Guildford Borough Council. 
 
Context 
Guildford is emerging in a healthy state from the last five 
years of relative austerity. The Guildford area now seems to 
be in good balance with low unemployment and jobs 
density showing 98 jobs per 100 residents less than 64 
years old (para. 2.69). The ten year annual average houses 
built is 321 over the last ten years. This compares with the 
target in recent years of 322, which was publically tested 
when the UK South East Plan was scrutinised in the last 
few years. Again this implies confirmation that a degree of 
balance exists between plan and outcome when it comes to 
house building. 
Viewed in this context, it is quite extraordinary to now read 
a study proposing a revised need for new dwellings of up to 
800 per annum for the next twenty years. This need is 
stated uncritically without clear and explicit identification 
and robust challenge of the factors and reasons why the 
past should no longer be a reliable guide for future needs. 
Adoption of this target would lead to major irreversible 
changes to the character of Guildford, as well as putting its 
infrastructure under impossible strain, as it implies an 
increase in the housing stock of 30% over that period. 
The work done by GRA as part of the consultation on the 
Issues and Options Consultation identified a target figure of 
dwellings per annum of less than 50% of this figure, of 
which one third would be affordable housing. The draft 
SHMA has therefore been reviewed to identify why the 
proposed target is so radically different from both the actual 
numbers from recent years and the GRA thinking. 
This review has identified a number of major flaws in the 
methodology and fact base adopted in the draft SHMA. 
These go much of the way to explaining the major 
discrepancy between the past and these SHMA projections. 
Our response to Guildford Borough Council regarding the 
need for future housing is based on analysis of the three 
main drivers of demographics, employment and affordable 
housing. 
Demographics 
• The first problem with the demographics figures is that fact 
based targets are derived and then inflated without fact 
based reason or justification. The demographics led target 
is stated as 470 – 666 homes per annum at table 12 in 
paragraph 4.7. Yet by paragraph 8.7 the figure has been 
further inflated to 671; this is subsequently shown as a 
baseline minimum figure which is described as a “robust 
starting point”, only subject to upward adjustment. This 
process of inflating the figures without justification makes 
no sense, and no factual evidence is presented to support 
this. 
• The demographics range of 470 – 666 presented in 
paragraph 4.7 is itself seriously flawed. There appears to be 
no attempt to look behind and interpret the past several 
years’ demographics figures with a view to understanding 
the true drivers of population movement over the next 
twenty years. G L Hearn preferentially select projections 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

based on the most recent five years yet ignore major 
distorting factors which need to be understood and 
corrected for. 
• GBC’s own report “How Many New Homes” on page 10 
identifies “International migration is estimated to have had 
the most significant impact upon population in recent 
years….. The robustness of this trend is important as it can 
have a very significant impact on any trend projection that is 
developed for the Borough.” The Edge Analytics Report of 
July 2013 commissioned by GBC in 6.14 states “Adopting 
long term growth assumptions for Guildford Borough based 
on uncertain estimates of international migration is not 
recommended, particularly given the evidence suggested 
by the 10 year migration history, with a lower annual net 
impact evident.” Thus GBC’s own reports already identify 
that the major component of demographic growth derives 
from the changes over a short period in student numbers. 
2008 – 11 was a period of particularly high growth for the 
university. This is partly as a result of UK students seeking 
to mitigate the impact of changes to the fee structure by 
applying in increased numbers, and partly as a result of the 
subsequent substantial increase in foreign students, 
considerably inflating the international in-migrant figures. 
The draft SHMA appendices in 1.5 quote an average net 
international migration figure of 1,536 in this period of which 
over half (57%) of the international in-migrants are thought 
to be students. 
• As Edge Analytics have already warned, it is quite wrong 
on several counts to consider these figures as indicative of 
future trends. Reasons include the fact that a substantial 
proportion of these students will not be able or indeed wish 
to stay after completion of their studies and thus their 
numbers do not actually increase net migration. Student 
numbers too have in fact fallen in both 2011-12 and 2012-
13 and so it is wrong to bias the analysis of future trends 
preferentially using years where the student population is 
rapidly increasing. This student related growth “blip”, which 
will not be present in the future, is therefore unrealistically 
inflating the 5 year based projection. 
• The preferred option is to exclude the effect of student 
population change completely as this is likely to result in a 
more accurate prediction of the true needs of the town. A 
suitable rider can then be added solely dealing with student 
numbers. The ten year figure of 470 homes per annum is 
considered a much more robust starting point for the 
analysis, as it is relatively less affected by the “blip”. Proper 
and robust analysis of demographic drivers should be 
undertaken which remove the effect of the “blip” and which 
seek to quantify the effect on future growth of identified 
population trends; this is expected to reduce the true need 
from the “raw” starting point of 470 to a figure around 400. 
• No mention is made of the impact GBC policy aspirations 
will have on housing need arising from demographics. It is 
legitimate and appropriate for the SHMA to propose targets 
which reflect GBC policy to, for example, prioritise local 
rather than in-migrant (eg from London) demographic 
changes, rather than blindly accepting demand driven by 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

unmet housing need outside the borough. 
• The impact student numbers has on Guildford as a 
University town has already been mentioned. The 
University has 2,000 students in off campus 
accommodation, and so GBC policy aspirations designed to 
encourage the University to take accommodation on 
campus and free up accommodation (much of which would 
have affordable housing status) again should figure 
explicitly is setting demographic based targets. In addition 
the university has approval to build 2400 student units 
which they are at liberty to utilise and which should be 
taken into consideration. 
 
Employment 
• There are some fundamental problems with the analysis 
presented. Jobs are equated with households, in fact 
(incredibly) the preferred numbers in paragraph 4.13 show 
495 jobs giving rise to the need for 502 homes. However 
previous studies have established that approximately 50% 
of workers in Guildford commute from elsewhere. Of those 
who live in Guildford, many / most of those households will 
have two (or more) people in employment. Therefore the 
jobs based housing requirement presented in the draft 
SHMA is massively inflated. 
 
• The realistic position is that each new job should be 
regarded as giving rise to some percentage – say 30 - 40% 
- of the requirement for a new home. On this basis, using a 
job based criterion of 495 jobs would result in a job related 
need of between 148 and 198 dwellings per annum. 
 
• The employment growth rate used of 1.7% seems very 
high; higher than in any historical period since 1997. A 
reduced rate would seem more appropriate given that 
employment in the region, but outside the borough, has 
fallen by 2%, that both public sector and retail employment 
are expected to fall and that the interconnected nature of 
Guildford is such that even ambitious growth does not 
require or equate to growth in the resident population. 
 
Affordable Housing 
• Again, there are fundamental flaws with the analysis. This 
is confirmed by the startling assertion made in Table 19 that 
50% of households are unable to afford market rate 
housing. This illustrates neatly the point that the draft 
SHMA clearly has not yet received the level of critical 
review appropriate for such an important document. If this 
assertion were in fact correct, Guildford would be in the grip 
of a major housing crisis, yet the actual picture is one of 
relative stability. We must not confuse support for those in 
want of affordable housing (an issue which the GRA 
responded to positively in its Issues and Options 
Consultation response) with the critical assessment of 
overall market need. 
 
• G L Hearn’s analysis contains basic errors of principle. 
The first problem is that they have equated household 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

earnings with individual earnings. However the appendices 
give the average household size to be 2.4 – 2.5. Most of 
those households will have two earners, particularly at low 
income levels (through necessity) and for young people 
where the affordability issue is most acute. However, if it is 
assumed each lower quartile earning individual is partnered 
with another such individual, the average household income 
at the lower quartile earnings level would be 2 x £23,939. 
Using the relatively modest income multiple used by G L 
Hearn of 3.5, and recognising the reduced deposit 
requirement under Help to Buy of 5%, demonstrates that a 
purchase of £191,000 is feasible. 
 
• Therefore a couple on median lowest quartile earnings 
can in fact afford a home, thus suggesting that the 
affordable housing need identified in the draft SHMA is 
severely over-estimated. In addition, in paragraph 5.66, G L 
Hearn state that private rented accommodation is not 
affordable housing. However the objective is to predict the 
true need for new affordable housing stock and so it must 
be correct to take account of the delivery of affordable 
accommodation by other means, particularly where it is 
such a substantial factor comprising 200 plus dwellings per 
annum. 
 
• The evidence from comparing the housing list with the 
figures quoted in paragraph 5.36 suggests that in fact, the 
current position is close to equilibrium and can be met 
through new additions, possibly of up to 150 dwellings per 
annum. However it is recognised that this is a complex 
balance and therefore the preferred approach is to 
undertake a more robust analysis. This has to balance need 
computed on an accurate basis with all sources of supply 
including the private rented sector, the 235 units expected 
to become available on an ongoing basis referred to in 
5.36, and the potential for HMOs currently occupied by 
students to be freed up for affordable housing purposes. 
 
Other 
• The draft SHMA incorporates further factors in supporting 
the proposal that 800 dwellings per annum is an 
appropriate target. One of these is that to increase the 
supply of dwellings would “support improvements in 
affordability”. We do not believe that this case has been 
made. Given the influence of London house values on the 
local market, inflating the housing figure in an attempt to 
reduce prices would be arbitrary. Guildford would simply 
draw in more migrants from London where house prices are 
and will always be higher. The London housing problems 
will not be stopped by topping up the Guildford SHMA 
figure. All you would achieve is a major increase in the 
housing figure in Guildford. 
 
• Where is the basis in either the NPPF or NPPG for this? In 
what circumstances would it be appropriate for GBC to 
conduct what amounts to an experiment in national 
planning policy using the scarce, geographically 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

constrained land in the borough? This is considered a 
completely inappropriate basis to increase the number of 
dwellings required per annum. 
 
• Paragraph 8.25 makes the extraordinary assertion that 
GBC should consider increasing the target dwellings per 
annum still further to accommodate unmet need in adjoining 
authorities. This does not make sense when targets in 
neighbouring boroughs are substantially lower than that in 
the draft SHMA. It would be expected that the GBC target 
should reduce through sharing with Guildford’s neighbours 
rather than increase still further, except that it is understood 
that GBC has written to neighbouring boroughs stating that 
it will not be seeking to mitigate its targets in this way. How 
can this decision sensibly have been made in the absence 
of any concrete understanding of need for new housing? 
 
• It is unacceptable that the decision on the dwellings per 
annum target should be based to any significant extent on 
proprietary, unverifiable and unauditable G L Hearn 
methodology. Data sources should be identified and the 
modelling methodology explicitly stated and made 
transparent. 
 
There are many other points of detail that can be made and 
some that will be made by others on both methodology and 
statistical rigour on the review of the draft SHMA, but the 
above issues are highlighted as fundamental to the 
assessment of the appropriate dwellings per annum target. 
It can be seen that the proposed target is in fact inflated by 
well over 100% from the reasonable 400 dwellings per 
annum figure, which is consistent with correct analysis and 
with trends from prior years. It is very disappointing that 
these critical aspects do not seem to have been properly 
considered and taken into account. We therefore conclude 
that the draft SHMA needs very substantial reworking 
before it can in any sense be regarded as a robust basis for 
assessment of future dwelling needs. 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Catesby Estates 
Limited 

        As you are aware, Barton Willmore has been appointed by 
Catesby Estates Limited and the Trustees of the Rundle 
Brendon Will Trust to submit representations in response to 
the Guildford Borough Draft Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) engagement. 
You will recall that our Clients control and own 
(respectively) the land know as the Malthouse, North of the 
railway, Ockham Road North in East Horsley. We have 
previously submitted representations on behalf of our 
Clients to the to the Guildford Borough Local Plan Strategy 
and Sites, Issues and Options consultation. 
The attached Technical Report has been prepared by 
Barton Willmore on behalf of a number of our Clients with 
development interests in Guildford Borough. The purpose of 
the Technical Report is to provide a constructive review of 
the Council’s draft SHMA, by applying the requirements of 
the NPPF. Going forward we recommend that the Council 
addresses the concerns that we have raised with the 
approach and assumptions of the draft SHMA which are 
highlighted in the Technical Report and summarised at 
Section 4. This report is intended provide a helpful review of 
the Councils draft SHMA, which we hope will be useful to 
the Council and assist to produce a more robust evidence 
base. 
We would welcome the opportunity to meet the Council to 
discuss the attached Technical Report if this is considered 
helpful. 
We look forward to our continued engagement with the 
Council through future stages of the Local Plan process. 
In the meantime, however, should you require any further 
information or clarification of this matter please do not 
hesitate to contact either Mark Sitch or myself on 0121 711 
5150. 
 
[To find the full report, please search on sharepoint for 
'SHMA 2014 Catesby Estates Ltd and Trustees of the 
Rundle Brendon Will Trust'- too long to fit in the comment 
box.] 

n/a 

Jeffrey Talbot         Draft Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) - 
Shared Development 
I write to object to the (SHMA) development for the Shalford 
area. My reasons for this are: 
1. The roads in and around the Shalford area, are already 
congested. Any future development will further impede the 
traffic flow along the A281 road into and out of Guildford 
and other roads in the surrounding Guildford area. 
2. The increase in traffic will affect the air quality and 
increase pollution. 
3. Local services (such as doctors) are already under 
pressure, any further development will put them under even 
greater pressure. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

or heritage. 

Mark Psyne No Identify only 
the need for 
Guildford. 
Supply 
housing for 
that need only. 

Required to 
identify 
demand.  It 
is also not 
the housing 
target 

No Housing price is largely 
determined by the market. 
Demand is driven by London 
and factors such as the current 
low interest rate and availability 
of capital. 
You will not be able to 
significantly reduce prices by 
building houses. 

No House prices and 
rents should be left to 
the market to decide. 
This is not an area 
where local 
government should 
intervene. 

People who own 
property in Guildford will 
see the value of their 
homes increase. 
This will increase 
spending in the local 
economy and drive 
business growth. 

We do not want growth in Guildford for growths sake. 
We already have transport issues on the A3 (congestion 
and pollution) we really can't expand our population until 
these are solved. 
Guildford wants to remain as a pretty market town - NOT 
just another housing estate for London overspill. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Persimmon 
Homes Ltd. 
(Persimmon 
Homes Ltd.) 

        [The report is too long and contains pictures, thus does not 
fit in the comment box- search 'Ed Hanson (Persimmon 
Homes)' on sharepoint to find the full report. The 
introduction is below] 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 This Technical Report has been prepared by Barton 
Willmore on behalf of various clients with development 
interests in Guildford Borough. The purpose of this Report 
is to review the Council’s Draft Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) (GL Hearn; January 2014) applying 
the requirements of the National Planning Framework. 
1.2 The publication of the SHMA follows the consultation 
exercise undertaken by Guildford Borough Council in 
October 2013 relating to the Issues and Options stage of its 
Local plan. 
1.3 The Report comprises an outline of the relevant 
National Planning Policy, and associated Beta Guidance, 
followed by a review of the evidence underpinning the 
proposed range of the objectively assessed housing need 
of between 671 and 800 dwellings per annum (dpa). 

See 
response 
elsewhere 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

W Jackson Yes   Yes Building of lower cost homes 
must be encouraged. Otherwise 
Guildford will become too much 
of a rich persons zone. 

Yes There must be 
housing for a pool of 
lower-paid workers 
who cannot afford to 
commute to outside 
areas which have 
lower cost housing. 

More people will have to 
travel into Guildford for 
work. This will 
exacerbate traffic 
problems in the town 
centre. 

It must aim for a balance between lower & higher paid 
residents, to avoid Guildford becoming a rich man's 
dormitory. 

n/a 

D. Yardley         I'm not aware of any public [unclear text] of housing need in 
Chilworth, this may be due to lack of facilities, shopping and 
public transport. Houses & plots in this road, numbers 10 
and 11 Halfpenny Close have had planning consent for 55 
years but no result. 

n/a 

Anna Botting         We are extremely concerned about the prospect of the 
proposed housing to be built in East/West Horsley. 
 
For the following reasons: 
 
1. Schooling - we have already waited 11 months to be able 
to get our infant into a local nursery. To increase the village 
population as proposed would involve expanding or 
developing new schools - increasing the encroach in the 
rural area. We had hoped to use State schools for our 
daughter - are we to be forced out of the comprehensive 
system through over-subscription? 
 
2. Infrastructure - the station car parks - Horsley, Clandon, 
Effingham - are already nearly full. If they are full, how 
exactly do you expect people to commute to work? We live 
on the top of the North Downs - we HAVE to drive to the 
station. 
 
3. Amenity - we moved here from London deliberately for 
the rural, calming, spacious landscape that the Horsleys 
provide - was it all for nothing? 
 
This is a beautiful area - edging on to an Area of 
Outstanding beauty. Consider the landscape - not least the 
views from the hills - it will look like the suburbs are 
encroaching. 
 
4. What type of housing are you planning on providing? 
Like it or not this is an affluent area - not suitable for the 
type of low-cost housing which is in short supply. 
 
5. Green Belt - as a student of geography I firmly believe 
the instigators of our Green Belt had amazing vision, 
containing the urban sprawl that we see elsewhere in the 
world. It has shaped the landscape of London and the 
Home Counties - and provided an extraordinary amenity for 
local people AND the residents of our capital city, who can 
travel not too far to find green spaces. We all have a duty to 
protect it, especially Planners, in the face of a relaxation of 
local planning rules by central Government. 
 
Please don't build here. The land is farmed and very rural. 
There are areas far more suitable, more suburban already. 
 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Thank you for extending the submission period. 

Wisley Property 
Investments Ltd. 

        1. I write on behalf of Wisley Property Investments Ltd 
(WPI), who control land at the former Wisley Airfield, 
Ockham. The site is promoted for a sustainable new 
settlement, as outlined in representations on the emerging 
Local Plan. Savills is acting for WPI as planning consultant. 
2. WPI wishes to make some general comments on the 
emerging Guildford SHMA prepared by GL Hearn (January 
2014 version), and reserve their position on detailed 
commentary until the wider evidence base is made 
available, which we presume will be at the Preferred 
Options stage of the Local Plan (due May/June 2014). In 
summary the following key points are made: 
 
• It is crucial that a robust objectively assessed housing 
level is identified (as required by the NPPF); this may be at 
a level higher than the actual planned provision in the Local 
Plan - only where justified. 
• Market signals are strong in Guildford Borough. The 
influence of London and the wider Housing Market Area 
(HMA) needs to be recognised in the evidence. In part, this 
will result in an adjustment on the ONS 2011 Population 

n/a 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Projections, which are only a starting point (as recognised 
by the emerging SHMA, notably the view of Edge 
Analytics). 
• Historic housing delivery in Guildford Borough has been 
relatively poor; the reasons for this, notably the potential 
implications of past land supply constraint, need to be 
recognised. 
• It is important that the economic aspirations of the 
Enterprise M3 Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) are 
incorporated in the evidence, notably recognition of 
proposed job growth. The emerging SHMA is lacking in this 
regard, which results in a likely under estimate of housing 
needs. 
• Affordability clearly places upward pressure on housing 
needs. 
 
3. The draft SHMA concludes that the range 670 to 800 
dwellings per annum (dpa) represents an assessment of 
the Borough’s needs. As outlined in this representation, 
WPI is of the view that 704 dpa should be the starting point, 
with market, affordability and jobs growth placing further 
upward pressure on this. The resultant needs will therefore 
be in the region of 800 dpa +. 
 
The Extent of the SHMA – West Surrey? 
4. The first matter to note it that it is apparent that the 
SHMA although titled ‘West Surrey’ is in fact focused on 
Guildford Borough, as we presume that it was 
commissioned by only Guildford Borough Council. Whilst 
Woking Borough has a recently adopted Core Strategy, 
Waverley does not. Co-operation on the drafting, outcome 
and policy decisions arising between these three 
Authorities, plus (in particular) Elmbridge, Mole Valley, 
Surrey Heath and Rushmoor, will be important in reaching 
sound conclusions. 
 
To be sure, Savills suggests that up to date analysis of 
travel to work or migration linkages is progressed. 
 
5. Guildford Borough in the context of the Enterprise M3 
Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) is also of significant 
importance, notably the planned provision of housing based 
on credible economic growth scenarios, notably jobs growth 
and the impact that this will have on housing needs. 
 
National Policy & Plan Production: Recent Inspectors’ 
Decisions 
6. The emerging SHMA outlines a helpful summary of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requirements 
in Section 1. In addition to paragraphs 50, 158, and 181, 
the SHMA should also make reference to other critical 
aspects of the NPPF. Paragraph 159 of the NPPF outlines 
that: 
 
“Local planning authorities should have a clear 
understanding of housing needs in their area” 
Paragraph 47 is unambiguous in outlining: 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

“[Local planning authorities should].. use their evidence 
base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable 
housing in the housing market area...” 
Paragraph 50 outlines various requirements to: 
“..deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, widen 
opportunities for home ownership and create sustainable, 
inclusive and mixed communities..” 
Paragraph 157 reminds local planning authorities that in 
drawing up a Local Plan they should: 
“plan positively for the development and infrastructure 
required in the area to meet the objectives, principles and 
policies of this Framework”. 
7. In preparing and interpreting the SHMA, it is therefore 
important that the eventual objectively assessed needs are 
reached in the context of the clear national planning policy. 
The SHMA should not be constrained or subject to 
interference from erroneous factors. 
 
8. Guildford Borough should also take note of recent 
Inspectors’ decisions nationwide on both matters of the 
Duty to Co-operate and identifying, and where possible 
meeting objectively assessed housing needs through plan 
making. Local to Surrey, Hart District, Mid Sussex District 
and Waverley Borough have all failed, with criticism of 
Brighton & Hove Council made in recent times. The 
common theme is that in these cases the Councils have 
failed to outline the likely level of objectively assessed 
needs, and then outlined the process (with outcomes) of 
either dialogue, or apportionment of planned development 
to meet those needs. The starting point for Guildford has to 
be to attempt to meet all of the objectively assessed needs. 
As part of this, constructive dialogue with adjacent Local 
Authorities is essential, so that any unmet needs arising 
may be re-apportioned. Clearly, aligned to this process, is 
the unmet needs arising from Greater London (the 
emerging London Plan seeks 42,000 dwellings per annum, 
set against identified needs of 49,000 dwellings per annum 
– as given by the SHMA produced for the GLA). 
 
9. Overall, it is perfectly possible for the objectively 
assessed level to exceed the eventual planned level, 
though the degree of divergence will need to be matched by 
sufficient enough justification. 
 
2011 ONS Population Projections 
10. WPI notes that the emerging ‘beta version’ National 
Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states the Department 
for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) household 
projections as ‘the starting point’ (which based on the 2011 
Interim equates to 663 dpa for Guildford Borough). Care is 
required in respect of the 2011 ONS, which the emerging 
SHMA also recognises (regarding the view of Edge 
Analytics – Section 4). 
 
11. A recent RTPI paper suggests household projections 
have been under estimated by 30% in some local 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
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homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

authorities. The paper was undertaken by the University of 
Cambridge; it highlighted the potential limitations of 2011-
based household projections. This builds on a theme 
started by Alan Holmans (also a Cambridge academic) in 
his paper for the TCPA (September 2013). 
 
12. The RTPI paper highlights the importance of the NPPG 
wording that household projection should be the starting 
point estimate for housing need, but notes that it should not 
be adopted uncritically. In line with Holmans’ report, the 
paper highlights two key factors that potentially compromise 
the interim 2011-based household projections and the 
reasons why the trend seen between 2001 and 2011 may 
not continue over the following 10 years: 
 
• 2001 to 2011 saw an increased level of international 
migration into England. These migrants tend to live in larger 
households, so increasing the average household size 
above that expected by earlier projections. Without further 
increases in international migration this effect will cease. 
• The increasing affordability problems throughout the 
2000s, exacerbated by the economic downturn, prevented 
household formation by young adults. The increase in the 
numbers of young adults living in shared accommodation or 
with parents also led to an increased household size. The 
fact that this change was not made out of choice, means 
that if market conditions allow, it is likely to reverse at least 
in part. The interim 2011-based projections do not allow for 
any return to the previous trend, but rather increased 
divergence from it. 
 
13. Both of these factors point towards an under estimate of 
housing need by the 2011-based projections. Holmans’ 
work concluded that, nationally, housing need is more likely 
to be 240,000 per annum than the 221,000 indicated by the 
2011-based projections. However, this national figure 
masks considerable variation at a local level, notably the 
difference between those housing markets, such as West 
Surrey, which are well related to the London market, and 
which have higher affordability ratios. 
 
14. Data from DCLG show that there were 23,111,000 
dwellings in England as at 1st April 2012. The required 
increase in households as a proportion of existing dwelling 
stock is therefore: 
 
• 1.06% per annum, according to the 2008-based 
household projections 
• 0.96% per annum, according to the interim 2011-based 
household projections 
• 1.04% per annum, according to Holmans’ conclusions 
 
15. Therefore, assuming these assessments of housing 
need at a national level are correct, the increase in the 
number of households in all local authority districts should 
be an average of around 1.0% of stock per annum. This is 
an unweighted figure, and will likely require upward 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 
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Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

adjustment to reflect the London market, as illustrated by 
the applicable regional variations. 
 
Household Projections Per Annum Household Projections 
Per Annum as a % of existing stock 
2011 based 2008 based 2011 based 2008 based 
London 52,571 37,898 1.6% 1.1% 
South East 38,399 41,081 1.0% 1.1% 
 
Source: DCLG 
16. As outlined in evidence, including the emerging SHMA, 
the Guildford housing market is relatively strong. The beta 
version of the NPPG outlines that market signals are a 
relevant adjustment to baseline population projections. 
Therefore, based on a range of sources, notably influence 
from London and in conclusion a figure of 1.3% of stock 
seems appropriate for Guildford Borough, which based on 
54,186 households in 2011 equates to 704 dwellings per 
annum, as a starting point. 
 
The SHMA - Study Area 
17. Ideally, a comprehensive SHMA across the Guildford 
hinterland would be undertaken to inform strategic planning. 
This would likely cover West/ Central Surrey, North East 
Hampshire and with due regard to the London market, 
which is relatively well related to the area (in geography, 
and further see evidence of migration patterns). WPI agrees 
that the definitions of HMA are permeable and overlapping, 
however, it is for the SHMA to make as defined as possible 
a definition. 
 
18. The Centre for Urban Regional Studies (CURDS) at the 
University of Newcastle has defined functional housing 
market areas. No reference to the CURDs work is made in 
the emerging SHMA. This is a deficiency, which should in 
WPI’s view be rectified, at least in the commentary of 
relevant evidence. If, for example a different HMA is 
considered a possibility, the emerging SHMA should be 
clear on its face about this. The CURDS data broadly 
shows that in strategic terms Guildford is in the London 
market area. In regional terms Guildford is within the same 
market area as Waverley, Woking, Elmbridge, and parts of 
Surrey Heath and Runnymede. 
 
19. Perhaps of greatest concern, the emerging SHMA 
seems to dismiss analysis of the likely London HMA as 
(essentially) ‘too difficult’ (see Section 2, paragraph 2.7). 
The absence of any credible analysis of the impact and 
influence of London will be of detriment to the SHMA, and 
inevitably results in conclusion that the objectively assessed 
level should be higher than the conclusions of the draft 
SHMA outline. As stated, there are unmet needs arising 
from the Capital, which will have to be met in the wider 
South East. As outlined, the strong position of the Surrey 
market, coupled with the London influence, means that it is 
likely that housing need in Guildford is higher than the 
national average (as a percentage of stock) and higher than 
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GLH 
Response 

the household projections. 
 
20. The SHMA should therefore incorporate a credible 
analysis of migration and commuting patterns between 
Guildford Borough, the likely HMA and London. 
 
Historic Housing Delivery 
21. It is the case that in Guildford Borough, historic housing 
delivery has been poor. The measure by which past 
performance may be demonstrated is more complex in the 
Borough, owing to the successful High Court Challenge of 
the former South East Plan housing requirement (of 422 
dpa). The delivery in Guildford (net completions) averages 
307 dpa in the 12 year period 2001 to 2013 (a peak of 531 
dpa in 2005/06 and low of 130 dpa in 2008/09). This is 
below the present locally planned level (322 dpa), the 
former Structure Plan level (317 dpa) and the intended level 
of the South East Plan (which at 422 dpa was set as a floor 
rather than ceiling). Crucially, the level of past delivery is 
likely to have been well below the likely objectively 
assessed needs over this time, on the basis that under the 
previous Structure and Regional Plan requirements, growth 
was (broadly) redistributed to non Green Belt locations. 
This is no longer the case under the NPPF. 
 
22. The NPPF recognises that shortfalls in delivery must be 
rectified, for example through the application of a 20% 
buffer of housing land supply (paragraph 47). Section 2 of 
the emerging SHMA (paragraph 2.41) outlines that ‘the 
correlation between house building and market conditions 
within the West Surrey HMA area is particular strong”; this 
may be so, and in one sense demonstrates a need to plan 
positively for improved market conditions. The analysis of 
reduced house building in the recession is however absent 
of analysis of the proportion of schemes with planning 
permission started, but stalled owing to market conditions. It 
is therefore also absent of analysis of planning consents 
granted over this period. It is likely, in WPI’s view that a 
land supply constraint has also acted to suppress housing 
delivery. 
 
23. Guildford Borough presently has no up to date adopted 
housing target, nor has the Borough acted promptly to 
obtain a policy position on this matter since either the 2004 
Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act, or the 2009/10 High 
Court challenge. An interim figure may only be afforded 
limited weight in decision making, and therefore extreme 
care must be taken in viewing historic performance against 
this measure. 
 
24. WPI is therefore of the view that it is the case that GBC 
is a poor performing authority on housing delivery, and is 
concerned that this is not adequately portrayed in Section 2 
of the SHMA. 
 
25. This ‘pent up’ shortfall must be recognised, notably as 
the emerging Local Plan proposes a start date of 2011 and 
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not 2006 (thus potentially ‘wiping clean’ a proportion of past 
performance). The shortfall would have had an impact on 
both the 2008 and 2011 population projections (which 
project past trends), and hence adjustments should be 
made. WPI is concerned that the emerging SHMA seems to 
make no recognition of this position, thus threatening the 
objectiveness of the analysis. 
 
Employment/ Economic jobs growth 
26. The jobs growth referred to in the emerging SHMA is 
related, in part, to historic performance (1.5% growth per 
annum over the period 1997-2012). The analysis within 
Section 2 fails to make any reference to the Enterprise M3 
Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) projections or 
aspirations. The Enterprise M3 Skills and Employment 
Evidence Base (August 2013) outlines that between 2000 
and 2010, total employment increased by 2.1% in the 
Enterprise M3 area. 
 
27. Employment is projected to rise slowly but steadily in 
the years ahead. Between 2010 and 2020, the rate of 
employment growth is expected to be 0.7% per annum, 
resulting in 59,000 additional jobs in 2020 compared with 
2010. This is above than the national growth rate of 0.5% 
per annum. As the economy continues to recover from the 
recession, the pace of employment growth is forecast to 
accelerate in the second half of the decade. Between 2015 
and 2020, employment is projected to increase by 43,000, 
growing at a rate of about 1% per annum and accounting 
for the vast majority (72.5%) of the increase in employment 
projected for the decade. The concluding comments seem 
to portray Guildford Borough as performing below other 
parts of Surrey in respect of jobs growth. As outlined by the 
NPPF it will be important for planning to positively 
contribute to economic growth. 
 
28. The local jobs market is of course only part of the 
situation. Wider LEP considerations are relevant, as is the 
onward growth of London. Updated analysis of commuter 
patterns should also be considered, for example the 
influence of the upgrade to the A3 at the Hindhead Tunnel, 
on for example links to the South Coast from the Borough. 
 
29. It is also notable that the emerging SHMA makes no 
reference to Cambridge Econometrics Modelling. 
 
30. Section 4 outlines that the three economic projections 
used (Experian, IER and a mid range) show a range of 
housing requirements between 400 to 600 homes per 
annum. Paragraph 4.13 outlines that the Experian 2013 
forecasts indicated employment growth of around 720 jobs 
per annum, which is above the Edge Analytics report. This 
will need to be related carefully to both historic performance 
(pre recession) of annual employment growth of 1.7%, and 
also the LEP projections/ aspirations. 
 
31. Both the Edge Analytics Report and Experian economic 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

forecast therefore appear to show that economic growth is 
unlikely to place any upward pressure on housing needs. 
WPI seriously doubts that this is the case for the reasons 
outlined. It is deemed fairly exceptional for an economic 
forecast, in a buoyant Surrey/ London market to result in 
housing needs below the demographic needs identified. 
 
Affordability 
32. It is noted that the emerging SHMA outlines that 
affordability is likely to place upward pressure on housing 
needs. Affordable housing needs in the order of 718 
dwellings per year are identified based on the 30% income 
threshold. Whilst not relevant for the SHMA, but certainly 
for plan making, an overall level of viable market 
development will be required to enable a proportion of 
affordable housing needs to be met. This should be 
facilitated through a reasonable affordable housing policy, 
but also recognition of the role of the private rented sector. 
 
Further Evidence – Market Commentary 
33. WPI is of the view that the SHMA would benefit from 
further market commentary in respect of the likely market 
capacity to deliver additional growth, and furthermore the 
level of viable market-led development required to enable 
the required affordable housing subsidy. The present 
Section 3 could be more comprehensive in analysis, with 
particular regard to affordability and analysis of historic 
delivery on comparable markets to Guildford. This will 
assist with demonstrating housing needs, and also whether 
a land supply constraint has historically restricted 
development delivery in the Borough. 
 
34. In order to achieve the level of growth required, it is 
likely that difficult decisions will be required over 
infrastructure delivery/ level of affordable housing, and 
further that there will be a need to positively embrace the 
opportunities brought by further private rented 
development. This evidence may not need to be included in 
the SHMA itself, but would certainly assist with decision 
making for the formation Local Plan. 
 
35. It will be important that in the preparation of the Local 
Plan, the SHMA be supported by a statement on the Duty 
to Co-operate recording the process undertaken, and 
decision making over apportioning needs. 
 
WPI is happy to meet with the Borough Council or 
consultants GL Hearn to discuss further. The identification 
of a robust objectively assessed housing level is in the 
interests of all parties, and will not only assist with the site 
promotion of land at the former Wisley Airfield, but should 
also inform the overall housing mix and composition of the 
proposed development. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

John Cox         I have seen (in the newspapers) that 800 new homes each 
year until 2031 has been suggested. In our view this is far 
too high and would damage the semi rural character of 
large parts of the borough and its many pleasant villages. 
However we feel there is a need for some more smaller 
dwellings, provided these are suitably located. This would 
help to cater for the needs of first time buyers and older 
residents wishing to move into a smaller home. If you 
attempt to cater for ‘demand’ from outside the borough, it 
seems to us that this is potentially unlimited- e.g. from 
people trying to avoid high house prices in larger parts of 
London. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Paul Morgan         I have no idea whether the housing needs stated in th 
SHMA are genuine or realistic. But I wish to take this 
opportunity to re-emphasise that the Green Belt should not 
be used for new housing. 
The Green Belt was established many years ago for very 
good reasons. Those reasons have become even more 
compelling as the years have passed. 
Thus, Guildford Borough Council should only allow such 
further housing as can be accommodated on suitable sites 
which are not within the Green Belt. Given the availability of 
such sites perhaps the emphasis should be on low rise 
quality flats/apartments rather than houses. But again I 
stress outside the Green Belt. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

i-build (Justin 
Mills) 

No Additional 
housing 
should not be 
considered if 
the local 
infrastructure 
and services 
cannot support 
it 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e 
constraints 

No 800 houses per year simply 
isn't going to make an impact 
since the local economy will 
dictate house prices 

Yes Yes if the local 
infrastructure can 
support it. 

this is a loaded question, 
obviously there will be 
both positive and 
negative impacts that 
would need to be 
considered but my 
biggest concerns in the 
impact additional 
housing will have on the 
local infrastructure and 
environment 

why isn't this shared with every household in the local area n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Martin Elliott Yes   Yes  Yes  Severe pressure on 
existing housing markets 
increasing capital and 
rental costs. This will 
pressure business and 
social amenities with a 
lack of range of workers 
in the area. 

It is URGENT that GBC not only notes its own SHMA, but 
develops and implements both tactical and strategic plans 
meeting, or exceeding the requirements in numbers and 
timing. 

n/a 

Rushmoor 
Borough Council 
(J Reeves) 

        Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on the 
Draft Guildford and West Surrey Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA). 
 
Rushmoor Borough Council has submitted a joint response 
to the consultation on the Draft SHMA with Hart District 
Council and Surrey Heath Borough Council, which together 
form a Housing Market Area. In summary that 
representation sets out that in the absence of the draft 
SHMA identifying objectively assessed needs for housing 
for the whole West Surrey HMA, comprising Guildford, 
Waverley and Woking, strong objections are raised. 
 
This response sets out additional more detailed comments 
that specifically relate to Rushmoor as follows: 
 
Paragraph 8.3 of the Draft SHMA should acknowledge that 
Rushmoor forms part of the Hart, Rushmoor, Surrey Heath 
Housing Market Area. Paragraph 8.3 should also make 
clear that any shortfall in the ability of Guildford to meet 
objectively assessed housing needs should be addressed 
within the West Surrey HMA comprising Guildford, 
Waverley and Woking. 
 
The last sentence of paragraph 8.3 should stop after the 
words "strategic housing issues" and the following words 
deleted: "not only in the preparation of the SHMA but also 
the subsequent development of plan policies". To include 
that wording implies that objectively assessed housing 
needs for Guildford would be meet outside of the HMA. 
Alternatively the sentence should be reworded to make 
clear that Rushmoor is excluded. 
 
Paragraph 8.28 should be clarified to make clear that it is 
only a comparison between current 2011 based Household 
Projections and proposed delivery in existing plans. 
Reference to an "analysis of the balance between housing 
need and supply" is misleading as these projections form 
only one element in the assessment of housing need. 
 
Appendix E should be updated for the Rushmoor section as 
follows: 
Delete “Part 2 detailed policies and replace with “Delivering 
Development Plan” underway 
Please amend target section: Target is equivalent to 373 
homes per annum but taking account of reduced AUE 
capacity revised target is 350 homes per annum. 
Reword AUE section to read: ”Planned Aldershot Urban 

See 
response 
elsewhere 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Extension resolved to grant planning permission for 3850 
homes” 
Evidence section – please delete “reliance place on South 
East Plan” and replace with “Reliance placed on local 
evidence including housing need, housing capacity, 
community and stakeholder priorities, constraints and SPA 
mitigation to inform the number of new homes planned for 
in the Core Strategy.” 
Reword SHMA reference to a joint SHMA has been 
commissioned with Hart and Surrey Heath. 
 
I hope these comments are helpful in the completion of the 
SHMA. 

Cathryn Fleming Yes This is a 
leading 
question. Not 
appropriate 
from a MR 
standpoint. Of 
course one 
has to meet 
housing needs 
but in the most 
appropriate 
way. 

n/a Yes  Yes  Not building enough 
homes creates problems 
etc. However, your 
proposal for homes 
throughout the green 
belt is completely wrong. 
Housing should be in 
areas where there are 
the appropriate services, 
transport and capability 
which none of the green 
belt developments you 
want to have can 
support. Where are the 
extra buses, parking at 
the train stations, 
schools, surgeries etc. 
These are all gov't 
services and frankly 
none of them can cope. 

I would like to point out that the housing market assessment 
is a total stitch up. There is a lot of wasted space in 
Guildford itself (brown field land) that could be more built up 
rather than putting additional housing in the green belt 
communities. I feel the local govt is failing to listen to the 
people. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
review 
housing 
supply. 

Nik Hayles No I am against 
housing 
developments 
that would 
have a 
detrimental 
effect on the 
already 
strained local 
infrastructure 
and 
furthermore I 
particularly 
feel that green 
belt land 
should be 
exempt from 
development 
as these 
places provide 
enjoyment and 
pleasure to a 
community. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e 
constraints 
or the 
impact of 
developme
nt 

No I believe in some areas this 
MAY work but only if there is 
sustainable development 
availability. i.e places where 
local services and infrastructure 
could cope. We should not be 
building houses without 
considering the wider 
ramifications just to attempt to 
reduce house prices. 

No 
Answer 

I believe that having a 
mixture of people from 
differing backgrounds 
has a positive, 
cohesive effect on a 
community. I am just 
against overpopulating 
a town/village with 
people from any walk 
of life as the result 
would only breed 
resentment in the 
community. 

Obviously the 
implications are that 
some people won't have 
anywhere to live. But 
what are the implications 
if we don't fight 
development in our 
community? All the 
green spaces we enjoy 
and cherish are 
bulldozed for housing? 
It's an existential 
problem, as the 
population grows the 
need for housing grows. 
All I know is it takes me 
half an hour to do an 
otherwise 5 minute 
journey in the morning to 
work already and this 
will only get worse if 
more people move into 
the area. 

No n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Green space 
was a huge 
factor in the 
decision to live 
where I do. 

Douglas Clare Yes   Yes  No  The local economy will 
suffer. 

I think the number of houses required per annum should be 
the higher figure of 800. If there is an oversupply of houses 
prices will fall and houses will become more affordable to 
all. 

This is not 
the remit of 
the SHMA 

Paul Carter No We need to 
keep rural 
areas discrete 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
determine 
the location 
of housing 
delivery 

No  Yes  It depends very much on 
WHERE they are built 

Part of the plan should include the need to keep rural areas 
discrete (i.e. no contiguous village developments) and 
green belt areas maintained 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

M Bruder No 
answe
r 

Not maximise 
but a 
reasonable 
figure. 
 
Under 
occupation is 
high and I 
would suggest 
a couple of 
reasons: 
Social housing 
- elderly 
people living 
alone or as a 
couple in a 
family home 

n/a Yes Only speculators and 
developers benefit from 
excessive prices. 

Yes There needs to be 
greater focus on 
ordinary young people 
who may have live din 
the borough their 
whole life, that work 
but cannot earn 
enough to get on the 
housing ladder and 
are compelled into 
high priced private 
renting. Not just giving 
out socials housing to 
those on benefits. 

Our young people will 
move away, not have a 
decent quality of life and 
be stuck at home with 
their parents for many 
years. 
there will be a continuing 
price hike caused by the 
influx of high earners 
from London and 
scarcity in the market. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

feel compelled 
to stay as the 
options offered 
- tiny one 
bedroom place 
is too big a 
wrench. 
Private 
housing - 
similar issue in 
that the cost to 
downsize is 
such that 
prevents them 
moving and 
releasing 
larger housing 
to better 
occupancy. 
This is not 
helped by the 
fact that 
potential 
buyers might 
be put off by 
the stamp duty 
thresholds. I.e. 
they are not 
prepared to 
pay over 
£250k but 
smaller 
houses can 
approach that 
figure. 
In each case 
various 
government 
incentives 
could release 
substantial 
larger family 
homes. 

Tom Daly Yes   Yes I would emphasise the 
construction of affordable 
housing 

Yes  People are living in sub-
standard housing and 
subject to the possible 
exploitation of private 
landlords 

I think the distribution of affordable housing should be 
increased and that this is provided by brown field sites 
where possible. In addition some review should be made of 
the amount of land held by builders for more than 3 years to 
establish whether  this land can be fully used. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

John Knight No It is the word 
'maximise' that 
troubles me. 
My concern is 
that there is 
scant regard 
for quality of 
design when 
large scale 
housing 
projects are 
undertaken. 
The public's 
frequent 
opposition to 
new housing is 
motivated by a 
fully justified 
concern that 
the 
environment in 
which they live 
and work will 
be diminished 
by the loss of 
open space 
and shockingly 
low standards 
of design. This 
is especially 
the case in 
Conservation 
areas. How 
does it make 
sense to 
impose 
'Settlement 
Boundaries' 
within 
Conservation 
Areas? 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
determine 
the location 
or design of 
housing 
delivery 

No Quantity will almost certainly 
result in poor quality design, 
and I doubt that building even 
800 units per annum will have a 
material effect upon the 
purchase price of housing. 

Yes Yes, provided that 
there is a dramatic 
improvement in 
architectural design 
quality. 
Better architectural 
design does not 
necessarily cost more. 

This is a leading 
question. Not everyone 
who wants to live in 
Mayfair can, so they 
seek more affordable 
homes elsewhere There 
are many who currently 
live in the Guildford 
Borough who will move 
out of the area thus 
vacating their homes . 
This is because older, 
perhaps retired 
residents ,will downsize, 
move abroad or move to 
care homes thus 
releasing homes for 
some incoming 
residents. If those who 
would wish to live in the 
Borough cannot find 
suitable accommodation 
they will surely look 
elsewhere. 
Instead of constantly 
seeking to satisfy an 
ever increasing 
population should we 
not be considering 
measures to stabilise 
the 
population by more 
stringent immigration 
control and encouraging 
smaller families? 

I simply do not believe that people will become homeless if 
the quantity of new homes envisaged in the SHMA is not 
achieved. 
I also am convinced that if developers are given consent to 
build the quantity of new homes sought in the SHMA the 
design quality will be lamentable as is already evident from 
so many developments in the area. It seems that the 
Planning Authorities have no 
'teeth' when considering design quality. If design quality of 
new housing was far higher perhaps the public would be 
less opposed to new development. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
design, 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage.  
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Wallace Law Yes In conjunction 
with Woking & 
Waverley 
Councils 

Now being 
prepared 

No 
Answe
r 

Cost of land is likely to be main 
factor. 

Yes But is there sufficient 
land in Guildford 
available? 

Demand will exceed 
supply, putting costs up 
further. 
Retailers may move out 
of central Guildford if 
fewer residents. 

Figures appear reasonable. Current shortfall in new house 
building needs to be overturned. 
More information needed on other factors mentioned but 
not covered in draft. 

n/a 

Paul Bedworth Yes Yes, but 
subject to 
some very 
careful 
considerations 
around 
greenbelt, 
flooding, and 
impact on local 
environment 

Not remit of 
SHMA to 
assess 
sustainabilit
y or 
environmen
tal impact 

Yes There should be very clear and 
well published / understood 
priorities to make better use of 
existing urban land / brown field 
sites before building on green 
belt 

Yes But not by majorly 
changing the character 
of existing area or 
building on greenbelt 

Continued high house 
prices 

All of the questions are valid, but it feels that they are aimed 
at a particular outcome to support more house building 
rather than being balanced. 

n/a 

Michael Soubry No 
answe
r 

  Yes  Yes  Insufficient homes at 
prices that an average 
person can afford. 
Unreasonable financial 
balance between those 
able to afford houses 
and those unable to. 
Enhancement of a "them 
and us" social divide 
between perceived rich 
and perceived poor. 
Social divide closer to 
the extreme of social 
unrest and further 
damage to society as a 
whole. 
Failure of a society 
comfortable with itself 
leading to waste of 
money on policing. 
Collapse of the current 
"developed country" 
economy and fall to 2nd 
world status. 

  

Rex Butcher No   Yes  Yes     
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Matthew 
Brewerton 

Yes Absolutely. 
The availability 
of housing of 
all types in 
Guildford is 
very poor and 
without 
allowing the 
influx of new 
people the 
town will 
become 
stagnated. A 
town like this 
needs a 
diverse and 
energetic 
population to 
keep it popular 
and fun. The 
current 
situation 
where there is 
very little 
housing for 
sale, almost 
regardless of 
price, needs to 
be addressed. 
We need 
people to 
move to 
Guildford and 
stay here, not 
move for a 
couple of 
years renting 
and then be 
forced to buy 
in 
neighbouring 
towns where 
housing stock 
is more 
plentiful. The 
town is at 
strong risk of 
becoming 
stuck in its 
ways, it needs 
some 
revitalisation. 
A quick look 
down the road 
at Horsham 
shows the 
level of 

n/a Yes Whilst I don't think housing cost 
is the basic issue here, it should 
certainly be an aim to not price 
new developments out of reach. 
It's sad that much of the recent 
developments in the town have 
been predominately been 
snapped up by Landlords. 
Whilst this of course provides 
housing stock it doesn't 
encourage people into moving 
to Guildford to settle. For a 
majority of people renting is a 
short term solution and I think 
careful control is needed to 
prevent new developments 
being quickly bought out by 
landlords and so the real issue 
of housing stock isn't actually 
solved. We need to be 
providing people with Homes, 
long term family homes. If 
people see it as a long term 
investment and then the pricing 
becomes slightly less of an 
issue. 

No In my experience there 
is actually not much 
shortage of rental 
accommodation within 
the town. We should 
be focussing on 
building new homes 
for people to buy and 
settle in the town. 
Rental tends to be 
short term, we need to 
be encouraging 
people to settle here 
for life - more rental 
accommodation will 
not offer this. 

The town will become 
stagnated and the influx 
of new residents will 
continue to reduce. 
Guildford has a strong 
reliance on the younger 
generations to keep the 
town diversified and up 
to date - this is what I 
feel makes Guildford 
such a good place to 
live. The other real risk 
is that the key services 
and businesses which 
Guildford needs will 
become difficult to 
resource. It is without 
question an expensive 
place to live already and 
a further shortage of 
housing will only 
exacerbate this. Travel 
into Guildford from 
neighbouring towns is 
difficult and slow, 
especially in the rush 
hour, so people will 
simply not want to 
commute into the town 
and will be unable to 
afford to live here. 
I think it's vital for the 
town to make more 
housing available. 

It clearly shows the imbalance within the Guildford housing 
market and the difficulties faced for local people wanting to 
buy and settle in the area. The large influx of commuters 
has driven prices and outstrips supply of housing. The draft 
SHMA does a good job of putting facts and numbers behind 
what younger people such as myself are seeing within 
Guildford. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

development 
needed here. 

Richard Banks No How can this 
even be 
considered 
without road 
infrastructure 
first (A3, 
Hogback) 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e 
constraints 

No It won't work, demand is so high 
that it will make no difference to 
prices in Guildford 

No No if you can't afford 
to live in Guildford, 
then people shouldn't 
be given that right for 
free. 

People will just have to 
live elsewhere! The 
hogs back and A3 
cannot cope, it's 
impossible unless you 
commit millions/billions 
on the roads FIRST. 

ROADS! That's it! No more houses unless the A3 and Hogs 
back are altered in a MAJOR way. 
Otherwise it will be businesses moving OUT of Guildford 
and the area degrading rather than improving. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Ernest Stubbs         I strongly oppose any development on the fields behind 
Fairlands village, the area suggested was last week under 
water, sandbags stacked at the entry to the community and 
medical centre surely this must be a warning to future 
problems. Please listen to the residents we do know our 
area and the, the infrastructure can not take any more 
housing. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

John Hartley         Housing need should be based on local need only, 
otherwise every blade of grass will be built on & we still will 
not meet national need while our borders remain open to 
unlimited immigration. No plan can meet that. Local 
communities just need a few new homes to meet the needs 
of the next generation. So no new mini towns like the 2500 
homes proposed for Wisley Airfield. Some of those new 
residents would need to go to Woking. The existing narrow 
roads cannot cope now, so the proposed Woking Eastern 
Approach Road, from the late Eighties, would need to be 
built. The developer should pay, as they will make huge 
profits from 2500 homes. Though if all green space by the 
side of the A3 is built on, it is hard to see how the Borough 
will meet EU air quality standards. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
We have 
also 
assessed 
both need 
and demand 
in line with 
the guidance 

Peter Fergusson         Thank you for your letter of 29 January inviting me to send 
my comments on the Assessment. 
 
I have views on Guildford traffic management, and town 
carparking, but will restrict this email to housing. 
 
Guildford is a compact town with limited scope for building 
dwellings on previously undeveloped land. Surrounding the 
town is countryside which does offer scope outside the 
green belt zone for some housing, but even here the scope 
is insufficient to meet projected demand. 
 
However a major opportunity exists for a radical town 
centre development to the north of North Street. This would 
consist of medium-rise flats, mostly 1 and 2 bedrooms but a 
few 3 bedrooms, designed and built to high standards and 
none less than 70sm in size. The area is big enough to 
encompass some open space, and (eg) a new 
theatre/concert hall/cinema, and other facilities. 
 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

The benefits of quality town centre living are numerous. It is 
an efficient use of very limited space. Since a major part of 
the cost of residential development is the land, that cost can 
be spread amongst far more dwelling units than with 
houses. The central location will mean that residents will 
not need to use any transport other walking to reach town 
centre shops and offices, and the railway station. The area 
in question is a blot on the landscape, has nothing 
whatsoever to recommend it, and is a waste of a valuable 
resource. 
 
In terms of customer preference, it has historically been the 
case that 'most English people prefer to live in houses'. 
There are several points to make on this. The first is the 
demographic. There are an increasing number of elderly 
people living either alone or as couples who have difficulty 
managing a house, and as a result dependent on others 
when they could live comfortably in a flat with less or no 
assistance. There are an increasing number of people who 
are mobile in their work. Lock up a flat and you can go 
away for a few weeks without any worries. Do the same 
with a house and you are dependent on neighbours. There 
are an increasing number of young people who do not have 
children, who value flexibility, and hence better suited to flat 
living. The second is lack of resource. Land is a scarce 
commodity in a crowded country where the population is 
increasing. Flats are a much better use of land in congested 
towns like Guildford. The third is energy efficiency. Far less 
energy is needed to heat a block of flats than a comparable 
number of houses. The fourth is car use. Town centre 
dwellers have less need to drive cars than those who live 
out of town. The fifth is that only a major development of 
this nature provides an opportunity for a significant number 
of affordable homes. Finally there is perception. To some 
extent flat dwelling has got a bad name due to its 
connection with anti-social behaviour. This is unfair, as the 
causes anti-social behaviour are quite different. 
 
To summarise, there is an opportunity for a radical and 
exciting town centre development which would greatly 
enhance Guildford, and at the same time provide a lot more 
dwellings. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Roger Wyatt         I have read the report from GL Hearn in relation to the 
SHMA. I understand very well the need for more affordable 
housing and I feel that the effect of buy-to-let investors on 
affordable housing needs more comment. I live in a studio 
flat in what should be affordable housing for first-time 
buyers. In reality, out of 16 flats in 2 buildings about 14 of 
the flats are now owned by buy-to-let investors. What 
should be affordable housing becomes unaffordable for 
first-time buyers. 
 
It seems to me that unless GBC has a plan to prevent new 
build affordable housing eventually falling into the hands of 
buy-to-letters then any affordable homes that are built now 
will be hoovered up by investors as they become available 
on the open market. 
 
I think the effect of buy-to-let investment on affordable 
homes for owner occupiers is something that should be 
represented to national government by local government - 
indeed, I've read that a large part of the last house price 
bubble was due to the effect of buy-to-let. 

It is not the 
role of the 
SHMA to 
make 
recommenda
tions of this 
nature. 

J.W. Molyneux-
Child 

        It must be made absolutely clear to the cabal that appears 
to be running Guildford Borough Council that any damage 
to the existing Green Belt boundaries will not be tolerated 
under any circumstances by the local residents, Guildford is 
FULL & a huge majority of the residents are not prepared to 
destroy their pleasant countryside & quality of life to provide 
housing for anyone without close existing ties to the 
borough- especially not for immigrants & London overflow! 
Guildford Borough Council apparently seem to want some 
800 extra homes per annum to 2031- an enormous figure 
when compared to the 322 per annum envisaged in 2008, 
only six years ago. Just to cope with a genuine local 
requirement, some 100 per annum homes should be 
contemplated, solely constructed on brownfield sites. 
So far, many of the Guildford Borough Council figures 
quoted have been worryingly inconsistent indeed & many 
believe that there may well be a hidden agenda. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Jan Jewers No Having 
considered the 
documents, 
the projections 
are based on a 
lot of 'if's …' 
plus estate 
agent hype. 
Isolating 
'housing 
needs' without 
thinking of 
infrastructure 
to back up the 
additional 
7,000 homes 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e 
constraints 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt 

No I don't agree with this premise. 
It is rather like building roads 
the more you build the more 
they are used. We are so close 
to London and you will notice 
that foreign buyers consider 
London a safe haven to buy 
'cheap' homes. In addition 
London new builds are being 
advertised for sale abroad 
before in London. This then 
puts pressure on our UK 
housing needs and pushes 
people further and further out 
and we become the overflow. In 
effect we are supplement 

Yes I agree but this should 
be done in existing 
towns and villages - 
not necessarily 
building new homes 
but using stock and 
empty shop premises. 
These should be 1,2, 
or 3 bedroomed 
properties. No larger 
than that. 

I think we should take a 
conservative approach, 
there is not enough 
evidence of large 
numbers of people on 
waiting lists here in the 
borough. Additional 
implications are similar 
amount of people, 
homes and traffic! It's 
more than enough now. 
In addition I would like to 
rephrase the question - 
what are the implications 
of building more and 
more homes? Answer 

I feel Guildford Borough have a pre decided agenda using 
property developers and large scale developments as an 
answer to the so called need. I regularly attend our Parish 
Council Meetings, who represent the villagers and no-one 
wants or feels the need for large scale (2,000+) new 
developments on greenfield sites. Many of us, including 
myself would prefer to see small developments of two 
bedroomed homes within the towns and villages. We have 
sufficient larger family homes in this borough. 
Ripley has expanded by 10% in the past few years with 
housing which I am not against. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

over 10 years 
is ridiculous. 
Especially if 
you put those 
7,000 in 
Greenbelt. 
There is poor 
transportation 
which means 
potentially 
14,000 
vehicles on 
country roads, 
not to mention 
the lack of 
schools, 
medical 
facilities, 
parking etc. 
People do not 
stay in their 
homes 24/7, 
they move on 
a daily basis, 
require 
services and 
this is what is 
being 
overlooked by 
isolating 
'maximising 
housing 
delivery'. 

wealthy foreign owners who flip 
property for profit. You will 
never control the prices of 
homes in the SE until more 
business is moved around the 
country equally. People will go 
where the jobs are and that 
continues to be the SE. 

loss of open space and 
more road traffic as we 
have insufficient trains & 
buses in the area; more 
flooding as the 
countryside is covered 
with concrete, more 
environmental 
devastation. 

infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Steve Nicoll No   No  No  Cramming more homes 
into an already over 
populated area reduces 
the wellbeing of those 
already living there. 

Trying to cram more people into an over burdened 
population will only poor more pressure on local services 
and reduce the overall quality of life for all. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Peter Cordrey         Thank you for your letter of the 29th Jan 2014 advising us 
of your draft plans. 
It is with much concern that you are considering the 
proposal to use the land on what was described as the 
Wisley airfield for residential and commercial use. 
If this development progresses there will be a major change 
in the locality and the affect on existing housing will be 
detrimental. 
We have lived here for over 30 years and therefore well 
understand the issues and adverse affect a development of 
this kind will have on Ockham. 
 
Our major concerns are: 
1. The traffic will increase the noise and accidents in the 
locality and in particular along Old Lane and the cross 
roads of the Black Swan Pub. 
2. The area has a high water table, and increased housing 
will cause increased flooding. Our property has been 
flooded these last 4 weeks and as your records will show 
the old lane has been flooded as has the East Horsley road 
to the A3 roundabout at Ripley. On several occasions the 
roads have had to be closed. 
3. If flooding occurs and then ice, there will be more danger 
and loss of life. 
4. The Land is agricultural use and within the green belt. 
5. The roads and services would be unable to cope with the 
increased population and traffic. 
 
 
I hope these concerns will be taken note of in your 
deliberations and care for our community. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Geoffrey Todd         Whilst I accept that the Studies and Report (SHMA & 
NPPF) probably provide the number of projected housing 
that the Government suggest for Guildford, this does not 
take into account of how and where these could be built in 
the Guildford area. Mention is made of excess housing 
numbers being passed on to adjoining areas. Maybe the 
Waverly and Dunsfold area could help out here. 
 
As previously mentioned, should the proposed development 
area be in the North East of Guildford (Area E23 and E22 of 
the proposed New Town Plan ), I object to a development in 
this area as this would entail building on current farmland 
(Green Belt) and spoil an area of Natural Beauty. This area 
would also need extensive new infrastructure works to 
provide access as there is no major road network around 
the east side of Guildford. At present Epsom Road is 
currently full to capacity during the rush hour. In addition 
additional Health Facilities, Schools and Drainage systems 
would also need to be provided. All this would seem a 
disproportional expense for the extent of housing provided 
and Natural Amenities lost to the people of Guildford. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

David Murray         It seems that in the strategic housing plan, the Ash & 
Tongham areas are taking most of the burden of new 
housing. This is likely to have an impact on local 
infrastructure and services, such as GP surgeries, schools 
and traffic. I see nowhere in the document where this is 
addressed. 
 
At the Ash Vale Medical Centre it can already take 2 weeks 
to see your GP except in emergency, so adding a few 
thousand extra residents to this will make this problem 
much worse. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Keir Barrie Yes But not by 
obliterating 
Green Belt 
land and 
AONB 
especially 
when other 
sites are 
available albeit 
not all in one 
site. However 
as Student 
accommodatio
n counts 
towards 
targets does 
GBC need to 
add that much 
more? 

Not role of 
SHMA to 
assess 
location or 
environmen
tal impact 
of 
developme
nt 

No 
Answe
r 

This is an unfair and biased 
question it is possible to reduce 
costs without boosting 
housebuilding to the extent 
suggested in the UoS's current 
application 

Yes see earlier comments 
about where 

lack of workforce located 
locally 

The consultation process is a joke - time frames seem very 
flexible to applicants but not for objections. GBC should be 
ashamed of the way they have conducted themselves 

n/a 

Clare Meann         I would like to add my comments to your assessment. As a 
CAB adviser I can tell you there is a crying need for more 
social housing in the borough. With an ageing population 
the borough is short of sheltered housing- if frail older 
people could move into sheltered housing then this would 
free up other housing units for younger people. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

GV Wetherill         I have lived in Ash Green now for 35years and bought the 
Bungalow for its quiet village atmosphere and do strongly 
disagree and object for the building of more houses in our 
village. Apart from the fact that we do get Flooded and do 
not need more problems with this also the short cut that 
people do coming off the Hogs Back racing through the 
village to Ash and Tongham with more problems for schools 
and short of buses through our village which is in sufficient 
to cope with any further developments of Fowl and surplus 
water with the waste problems when the drains get blocked 
and we will lose our statues as a village which is the reason 
we bought the Bungalow and we want to protect the green 
spaces of fields and woodland which surrounds ASH 
GREEN 
I would like this to be taken in consideration: 
Q22.No we want to keep rural Ash Green separate from 
Tongham and Ash 
Q26. No we do not support using more land around Ash 
and Tongham for further developments 
Q27. Yes I think we should still retain our village as Green 
Belt 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Trish Tye No   No  No  People will locate to an 
area where there is 
available housing and 
less congestion and 
overloading of local 
amenities. 

There must be a distinction between 'need' and 'demand'. 
There will always be a high demand to live in a desirable 
town such as Guildford, but this shouldn't obscure what the 
actual need is. We may all have a desire to live in a 
particular place, but that isn't a reason to grow that place 
into the surrounding countryside. 

We have 
assessed 
both need 
and demand 
in line with 
the NPPG 

Peter Tuevey No Demand for 
housing in 
Guildford 
depends on 
the availability 
of housing. 
Past trends, 
extrapolated in 
this study, 
reflect past 
availability. If 
we 
consciously 
limit availability 
of housing, we 
will reduce 
demand. This 
policy option 
needs to be 
explored with 
just as much 
care as the "lie 
back and think 
of England" 
option 

The 
Council is 
required to 
objectively 
assess 
need.  This 
takes 
account of 
constraints 
to 
household 
formation 
rates. 

Yes We should encourage house 
building up to the capacity of 
our area. This will produce the 
minimum cost. 

No We should subsidise 
the person, not the 
accommodation. 

It would gradually bring 
about a change in the 
character of Guildford. 
Without a careful study, 
see my answer to 
question one, we do not 
know what this would 
be, or the timescale. It 
needs to be studied as 
an important option to 
building lots of homes 
and changing the 
character of the 
borough. 

I am uncomfortable with the implicit assumption that we 
need to cater for the needs of all the people who want to 
live in Guildford. A better solution would be to cater for 
those for whom we can comfortably make room, and leave 
the processes of the free market to locate housing amongst 
them. To the extent that there are those who cannot afford 
free market rents, we should subsidise the person, not the 
physical building, or encourage them to live elsewhere. 

We have 
assessed 
both need 
and demand 
in line with 
the NPPG 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

underlying the 
study. 

R Wetherill         I have lived in Ash Green now for 35years and bought the 
Bungalow for its quiet village atmosphere and do strongly 
disagree and object for the building of more houses in our 
village. Apart from the fact that we do get Flooded and do 
not need more problems with this also the short cut that 
people do coming off the Hogs Back racing through the 
village to Ash and Tongham with more problems for schools 
and short of buses through our village which is in sufficient 
to cope with any further developments of Fowl and surplus 
water with the waste problems when the drains get blocked 
and we will lose our statues as a village which is the reason 
we bought the Bungalow and we want to protect the green 
spaces of fields and woodland which surrounds ASH 
GREEN 
I would like this to be taken in consideration: 
Q22.No we want to keep rural Ash Green separate from 
Tongham and Ash 
Q26. No we do not support using more land around Ash 
and Tongham for further developments 
Q27. Yes I think we should still retain our village as Green 
Belt 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Bob Line         I read through the draft SHMA and thought it would benefit 
from a more detailed explanation of the methodology for 
how the Implications on Policies for Housing Mix ( page 
100) have been arrived at, please, - though the conclusions 
seem sensible, but just not very evidenced and 
transparently argued 
 
But clearly a great deal of work has gone into it. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Charlotte Wilson No It seems to me 
that you have 
massively 
overestimated 
the number of 
homes needed 
over the next 
20 years and I 
am worried 
that it will 
completely 
ruin the 
surrounding 
countryside. I 
believe that it 
is hugely 
important that 
we protect 
green belt 
areas 
everywhere for 
the sake of the 
environment 
and our 
wildlife, as well 
as quality of 
life. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e or 
environmen
tal 
constraints 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt 

Yes I have put yes, because in 
general housing prices are 
extortionate, but surely you 
don't need to build so many 
houses to bring the cost down. 

Yes I believe these 
schemes are a good 
idea and may attract 
young professionals to 
the area, such as 
teachers and 
healthcare workers. 

Surely the question 
should be 'what are the 
implications of building 
TOO MANY homes'! 
Guildford is a historic 
town with beautiful 
countryside and 
fantastic views from the 
Hogs back that people 
have enjoyed for 
centuries. I am worried 
that an excess of 
housing will put too 
much pressure on 
services, such as 
schools, doctors 
surgeries, etc. 

I cannot see how a jump from a maximum of 322 new 
homes per year to 800 is at all justified or necessary. 

This is not a 
like for like 
comparison .  
322 was a 
capacity 
driven target.  
800 is an 
assessment 
of need 

alastair smithers Yes For to long in 
Guildford 
Borough, far 
too few 
houses have 
been built to 
satisfy 
demand. 
Guildford is 
economically 
growing and 
needs more 2 
and 3 
bedroom 
house built 
particularly for 
young people 
to live and 
work in the 
Borough. 

n/a Yes So obvious that it needs no 
further comment. 

Yes With some of the 
highest Housing costs 
in the country, many 
young people will 
struggle to ever own 
their own house. 
Affordable housing is 
an absolute necessity 
for them to be able to 
do it. 

Ever increasing prices, 
with younger people 
being forced out of the 
Borough. Business's 
struggling to recruit and 
hold on to key workers, 
likewise public services 
unable to fill posts. 
Villages becoming the 
preserve of the wealthy 
where even the Middle 
class will be unable to 
live 

We clearly need to build up to 800 houses a year. The 
council should ignore the NIMBYS and build these houses, 
improve the Infrastructure and make the area a vibrant 
economically strong, socially inclusive place for all people in 
society to have a chance to live and work 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

John Waterfall Yes So long as the 
identified need 
is reasonable 

We have 
objectively 
assessed 
need 

No  No   The proposed number should be reasonable and in line 
with previous estimates 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Emma 
Nottingham 

No Whilst we 
need to be 
mindful of the 
requirement 
for housing in 
the areas. We 
cannot build 
on every spare 
piece of land, 
this will 
destroy the 
environment 
which makes 
guildford a 
pleasant place 
to live. 
Affordable 
homes will 
only devalue 
the area. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e or 
environmen
tal 
constraints 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt.  The 
council is 
required to 
provide 
affordable 
homes 

No  No The need for 
affordable homes 
needs to be carefully 
evaluated. Is the 
council prepared to 
devalue the 
attractiveness of 
guildford. There is a 
real risk that building 
large volumes of 
homes will effect the 
social demographic of 
the coty 

There are other 
locations which have 
more space which could 
accommodate the 
additional population. 
Just because guildford is 
a nice place to doesn't 
mean all the homes 
need to be built here. 

It seems to me that you have already decided in 
conjunction with the university on the plans . You have no 
consideration about how this will impact the residents of 
guildford or how this will impact in the environment. This 
whole process appears to be a white elephant 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Victoria Cole No I am seriously 
concerned 
about how the 
council is 
intending to of 
this, especially 
if it means 
building on 
protected 
green belt land 
or areas 
labelled as 
outstanding 
natural beauty. 
There are 
derelict sites in 
and around 
the town 
centre which 
instead of 
building 
offices, new 
homes could 
be built. The 
council is a 
disgrace with 
regards to 
planning, you 
just need to 
look at the 
drama over 
Waitrose and 
North street 
development 
to see that. I 
have no faith 
that they will 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e or 
environmen
tal 
constraints 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt 

No 
Answe
r 

 No  We preserve the natural 
beauty of Guildford and 
the Surrey Hills. These 
are key things that 
attract people to relocate 
to Surrey. It would also 
mean that the Council 
can focus in improving 
what is already here and 
needs improving. E.g. 
Proper supporting local 
business, dealing with 
the vast amount of 
empty commercial 
property, especially in 
the High street area and 
ensuring there roads are 
probably maintained, 
including sidewalks 
which are in an appalling 
state and will cause the 
council health and safety 
issues. Even the 
repaving of market 
street looks shoddy with 
a slab of Tarmac 
inelegantly placed and 
each end of the street to 
"finish" of the paving 
work. 

None that I have already stated except why has the quota 
per annum been placed at the maximum of both of the 
research scales. Also building all these new homes requires 
improved infrastructure and you cannot look at a housing 
quota in isolation. There must be better communication on 
the bigger picture of the implications and remedies. 

It has been 
set at the 
maximum to 
allow for all 
of the 
potential 
need to be 
identified 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

act in the best 
interests of the 
public and 
community. 

L Vine-Chatterton No   No  Yes  The greatest demand for 
more housing is in 
London. That is where 
the additional building 
should take place, on 
brownfield sites. The 
home counties should 
not be expected to keep 
building more housing to 
satisfy what is 
essentially the need in 
London. 
 
By meeting current 
demand for more 
housing here now it will 
only lead to ever 
increasing demand here 
in future. 

If all this extra housing is to be built will infrastructure be 
improved to cope with the pressures? 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Barnaby 
Lawrence 

No 
answe
r 

The 
consultation 
document 
appears to be 
an exercise in 
producing lots 
of pages to 
justify the fee 
and is pretty 
meaningless. 
Any half 
decently 
educated 
person could 
tell you that 
Guildford is an 
affluent area 
where the 
price of 
houses is 
pretty much 
beyond the 
reach of an 
average wage 

n/a No 
Answe
r 

If you boost house building 
(90% aimed at the lower 25% 
percentile) the market will make 
it that those houses will end up 
being beyond the reach of the 
very people you are aiming to 
help. Just as in London, Benefit 
recipients are being priced out 
of the wealthier boroughs, so 
will the lowest 25% be priced 
out of the Guildford area no 
matter what - unless the 
Council pay a hefty subsidy to 
keep them in what will become 
an expensive house. 

No 
Answer 

You can try, but I 
would suspect that 
sooner of later the 
market in housing will 
put even these houses 
beyond the reach of 
most of the people you 
are aiming them at. 
Unless of course you 
massively subsidise 
the houses, which is 
something you are 
entitled to choose to 
do as long as you tell 
your council tax 
payers and the 
government that is 
what you are doing. 

The price of houses will 
go up even faster. If 
there are too many 
houses people will be 
able to pick and choose 
and the price will come 
down. If there are too 
few houses to meet the 
demand the price of 
houses will go up. 
The more homes you 
build the more you 
destroy the essence of 
Surrey. The logical 
conclusion of house 
building to meet demand 
is the whole of Surrey 
covered in houses, 
green belt and all, 
wherupon the area 
would attract no-one and 
the bottom 25% 
percentile will easily be 
able to afford to live here 

Having read it through it appears to be a distillation of other 
studies slanted so that the Council can raid the Green Belt 
to build massive developments, which will not achieve their 
stated aim, but will bring in massive amounts of Council Tax 
and at the same time give the Council the ability to deny 
blame for the almost certain failure by pointing at the 
'Independent' SHMA. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

earner let 
alone those in 
the lower 25 
percentile. OF 
COURSE the 
conclusion is 
that there is a 
shortage of 
properties for 
this group of 
people and 
around 90% 
provision 
would be an 
educated 
guess. 
I think the 
whole thing 
should be 
done again. It 
appears to me 
that G.L. 
Hearn have 
taken the the 
Council for a 
ride. And for 
goodness 
sake a phrase 
from one of 
your 
documents 
says that the 
Council took 
away from one 
study that that 
rush hour 
congestion 
would increase 
up to 2031 and 
the average 
speed of 
vehicles would 
decrease. You 
don't say. It 
has always 
been thus and 
without the 
provision of 
more road 
space it will 
always be 
thus. 

because no-one else will 
want to. 

Peter Grover No Prime 
consideration 
should be 
given to 
retaining the 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur

No There are wastelands of empty 
terraced houses in parts of 
Britain. These and other less 
popular areas should be 
brought into use first and 

Yes People can afford to 
live somewhere in the 
UK. Just because the 
South East is so 
popular, and the 'drift 

People will have to 
relocate to other areas 
affordable for them. 
 
We do not live in the 

I think is important to note its findings but implementation is 
a very different matter. Bearing in mind MY observations, I 
look forward to the next stage of Proposals for comment. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Green Belt 
and to 
protecting 
Surrey's great 
countryside. 
Protection of 
Villages 
skirting 
Guildford's 
urban areas is 
paramount. 

e or 
environmen
tal 
constraints 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt 

encouragement given to 
businesses to locate there. Why 
should we have to satisfy a 
desire of people to live in a 
particular area of undersupply 
when there could/would be 
economic advantage to live and 
work somewhere else. It is 
simple economics. 

to the South' 
continues, simple 
economics dictate that 
this migration cannot 
go on for ever. The 
telling bench mark is 
affordability. Surely it 
is not expected that 
the South will be so 
overrun with 
development that the 
cost of housing will be 
the same in Guildford 
as in John O'Groats? 
 
I appreciate that a 
modest level of Social 
housing is justified. 

South East AS OF 
RIGHT!! 

Belinda Sartori         I have read the SHMA. I understand the need for more 
housing in GBC but think the well researched and 
supported baseline figure of 322 should be used and not 
the GL Hearn figure of 800 which would have a seriously 
detrimental impact on the character of the area. 

This is not a 
like for like 
comparison .  
322 was a 
capacity 
driven target.  
800 is an 
assessment 
of need 

Fridrun Williams         We have just attempted to plough our way through this vast 
and unnecessarily repetitive document. We wondered how 
your ordinary citizen will respond to having to read through 
these 130 pages and all the other documents attached. Our 
guess is that they will give up after reading a couple of 
pages. Having fast-forwarded to the Conclusion, we have 
not really learnt a lot more than that a minimum number of 
new houses for various demographics living in the area are 
needed over the next several years. What most of us are 
concerned about however, has not been addressed. Where 
will all these new houses be built, what about the greenbelt, 
the flood plains (hopefully the current conditions showing 
the importance of not building on these will now be taking 
seriously), and what about the infrastructure that needs to 
be in place for all these extra people? 
 
We were hoping to get much more reassurance about 
these concerns in this paper, especially as we have heard 
from our friends in the local villages that they will be 
removed from greenbelt protection. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Rod Wild         I hardly know where to start. The figures for Guildford are 
absurdly high. You are starting from the wrong end. The 
starting point should be the number of houses Guildford can 
build without trespassing on the Green Belt or wrecking the 
town centre. You should then, if necessary, argue your 
case with Government. 
 
An important factor is that we should be building 
apartments, as is done so successfully on the continent, 
rather than the easy to build, high profit margin houses 
favoured by developers. 

The 
assessment, 
as required, 
is one of 
need. This is 
then reduced 
based on 
other factors 
such as 
capacity 

Jillian Doran         This study shows that Guildford needs to review its plans 
and update them. Housing in Guildford needs to be 
appropriate and planned in a visionary way. 
 
These factors need to be taken into consideration 
 
Environment, 
Sustainability, 
Life-time homes, 
Minimum space standards adhered to, 
Affordable. 
 
Environment. Carefully planned, community amenities. A 
transport system which is not reliant on car travel. i.e. 
Pedestrian walkways, maintained and shared with slow 
moving traffic :- walking, buggies, bikes and scooters. 
 
Sustainability. Good use of solar; thermal heating; water 
saving and the use of grey water in each house. Smart 
communal areas that can be shared by all. The social mix 
will affect how the area is looked after. 
 
Lifetime homes. The provision of homes that can be used 
by people for the whole of their lives. New 2 bed homes that 
can be used by older generations when they downsize and 
also homes where young people can live together before 
and after they have additions. 
 
Minimum space standards have to be strictly adhered to. A 
house without space to do activities like eating and sitting 
together is important if you want a happy society. 
 
Affordability. Help with finances- not encouraging people to 
have massive debt but encouraging saving for a deposit 
and also managing prices of housing stock. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Simon Runton No We believe 
that the 
estimated 
numbers to 
meet for 
housing needs 
is flawed. 
Although there 
is a 
requirement to 
build, the data 
is a subjective 
assessment 
with 
questionable 
data and 
conclusions 

n/a No 
Answe
r 

This is much more complex 
than suggested. It is certainly 
not a given that building new 
houses reduces house prices. 

Yes There is a need for 
more affordable 
housing but this has to 
be done as part of a 
regional coordinated 
plan with other 
boroughs and 
counties. 

A question we’d prefer 
to see is what are the 
implications of not 
developing Guildford’s 
infrastructure to support 
growth. Limiting the 
above question to 
housing only is far too 
simplistic. 

Yes, it should be re-done and be sympathetic to community 
needs and be coordinated across the south east. Please 
don’t use it as an exercise to tick a central government box. 

n/a 

Alexey Kostin         We are writing to you to express our views and comments 
to the draft of Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA). 
The report does not contain any information about the 
specialists who prepared it and their skills. It is not clear if 
these people are qualified to produce reliable report. 
As stated in paragraph 1.1 GL Hearn (GLH) participated in 
writing SHMA. Because GLH is house developing company 
the SHMA will biased and most certainly there is a conflict 
of interests in this participation. 
The lack of qualifications and bias of the report is very easy 
to prove, for example 
• In paragraph 2.31 It is stated that according to 2011 
census only 3.7% of households are classified as 
“overcrowded” and this is below South East average. In 
paragraph 2.32 percentage of under occupied houses is 
stated as 71.5%. This suggests that Guildford area does 
not need plenty of new houses to be build. This is 
confirmed by data in paragraph 2.36 which states 4% of 
housing stock in Guildford are vacant. This observation is 
not stated in the report; 
• It is clear from figure 8 that population in Guildford grows 
much slower than South East average, this suggests that 
the SHMA should have clear statement about lower priority 
in building houses in Guildford compared to rest of South 
East. This is not emphasised too. 
The report contains lots of census data and data from other 
sources, however, there is no clear formula which links all 
these data to suggested housing needs or other findings of 
the results. It looks like all the data in the report are there 
just to pretend to have been used and confuse the reader, 
but, in fact, the results are just coming out of the blue and 
disconnected from the reality. 
The report does not have any assessment of local resident 
opinions. 
In the modern world one would assume that such important 
report would rely on modern science and computer 
modelling, but regrettably this report has nothing like that. 
To summarise we believe that the report presents very poor 
value despite massive collection of statistical data. The 

GL Hearn 
have 
produced a 
number of 
SHMA 
reports which 
have 
successfully 
undergone 
examination.  
There is no 
conflict of 
interest.     
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

report can not be relied upon and used for planning 
purposes. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Batcheller 
Monkhouse 
(Canan 
Clatworthy) 

Yes The Council’s 
Annual 
Monitoring 
Report (AMR) 
for 2012/13 
clarified that 
the number of 
houses that 
were built 
since 2009 
were well 
below the 
housing 
number (322) 
that was 
proposed in 
the South East 
Plan, which is 
now revoked. 
The Council 
has 
recognised 
that the 
delivery of new 
homes would 
need to be 
increased to 
help meet the 
identified need 
as the current 
levels of 
delivery are 
low in the 
Borough. 
The Council 
should avoid a 
shortfall in 
housing sites 
as this would 
lead to the 
development 
of 
inappropriate 
sites. 
Fairlands is 
one of the 
large villages 
in the Borough 
and with 
reference to 
the Council’s 
Local Plan 
Strategy and 
Sites Issues 
and Options 
Document, it is 
not a village 

Not role of 
SHMA to 
direct 
developme
nt locations 

Yes  Yes The evidence shows 
that there is a shortfall 
of affordable houses in 
the borough and 
delivery can be 
achieved more 
sufficiently through 
increased number of 
market houses over 
the Plan period. 

Unbalanced economy 
- Insufficient business 
and enterprise delivery 
- Insufficient 
infrastructure to meet 
the demand of the 
increasing population 
- Lack of affordable 
housing 
- Potential need to build 
within sustainable 
locations in the future 
- Remaining 
unresponsive to different 
housing needs 
- Failing the objective to 
increase the supply of 
housing 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

which the 
Council thinks 
should remain 
in the Green 
Belt. 
Therefore, 
development 
of additional 
land that is 
outside but 
sustainably 
located in 
relation to 
Fairlands 
should be one 
of the strategic 
objectives to 
deliver 
housing that is 
needed for the 
Borough. It is 
necessary to 
maximise 
housing 
delivery for the 
Borough and 
for any 
potential need 
that is likely to 
rise from 
adjoining 
authorities. 
The pressure 
to build within 
the Green Belt 
is recognised 
across the 
country 
providing that 
the land is in a 
sustainable 
location and it 
has 
constraints 
that can be 
overcome. 
Land to the 
west and 
south west of 
Fairlands (Site 
Ref: 42) has 
been found 
suitable for 
housing 
development 
in the 
Council’s 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Issues and 
Options 
Document as 
well as in the 
Council’s 
Green Belt 
and 
Countryside 
Study. This 
land is 
deliverable 
and 
developable 
and is 
sustainably 
located in 
relation to 
Fairlands and 
should be 
allocated by 
the Council to 
help deliver 
housing need. 

Simonela 
Bocaniala 

Yes Working 
families with 
children that 
attend local 
schools can 
not afford to 
get on the 
property 
ladder 
because of the 
soaring prices 
of the 
properties. 
There is too 
much demand, 
too little offer 
of properties 
on the market. 
The 3% stamp 
duty on 
properties 
above 250000 
pounds is 
eating into the 
deposit. We 
are stuck in 
renting even if 
both husband 
and wife are 
working and 
having decent 
jobs and 
savings. 

n/a Yes At the moment the house prices 
are 20-25% higher than 6 
months ago. It is not healthy for 
the economy, not for the local 
residents. 

Yes We have 2 girls, 7 
years apart. We are 
looking into buying a 
shared ownership 3 
bedroom house in the 
area. Since we started 
looking, September 
2013, we saw maybe 
maximum 3 properties 
on the market 
altogether. For the 
population of Guildford 
it is not enough. 

Prices will constantly go 
up. No matter how hard 
we try to save towards a 
deposit we will not keep 
up with the soaring 
prices. 
 
We want to purchase a 
property because we 
want to be able to look 
after ourselves when we 
will retire. We do not 
want to become a 
burden for the state. We 
want to pay our own 
place, not someone 
else's. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

I D No Should meet 
housing needs 
as far as 
possible, but 
not at any 
cost. Important 
to retain 
character of 
the area. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e or 
environmen
tal 
constraints 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt 

Yes Yes, a bit, but not by excessive 
building. 

Yes If well thought through, 
and if it does not 
diminish the value of 
surrounding 
neighbourhoods. 

Creative re-use of 
existing brownfield sites, 
more compact, walkable 
towns and cities. There 
are some positive 
aspects to keeping a 
housing supply tight. We 
want to avoid sprawling 
suburbs with 
monotonous, identikit, 
flimsy houses... 

Site them in already built up areas, and areas needing to be 
improved like Slyfield, rather than on greenfield sites, and 
certainly nowhere near Pewley Downs, please! 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Amanda Dowding No Guildford does 
not have the 
infrastructure 
to cope and it 
would ruin the 
appeal of the 
town. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e or 
environmen
tal 
constraints 
or the 
location of 
developme
nt 

No  No I believe there is 
plenty of affordable 
housing in Guildford to 
meet the present 
needs 

There are plenty of 
homes in Guildford. The 
town cannot cope with 
an influx of new 
residents. The facilities 
can barely cope as it is. 

Far too many houses planned and much too high a density. 
Guildford is an area of beauty not a concrete housing 
estate. People move here because they wish fast links to 
London whilst living in an area of beauty. Guildford is not 
Woking. Several ring-fenced plots overlook the town centre. 
People get pleasure and well-being from seeing open 
spaces not a concrete jungle. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Jo McKenzie No   No  No as ultimately this 
housing benefit not 
only goes to the wrong 
people but eventually 
gets sold off at a profit 
for the council 

folk will move to areas 
where there is enough 
land 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Daniel Colledge No   No  No  People will be required 
to look in more built-up 
areas where the housing 
is/can be made available 

East and West Horsley do not provide sufficient public 
transport that will be required for affordable housing areas. 
A bus is available that travels hourly to Guildford which is 
insufficient, and access and availability to stores is poor. 
Local residents are not looking for any new supermarkets to 
be opened in the area to detract from its culture and feel 
that they have chosen it for. Schooling is insufficient to 
support increases in the population in the local area. Forced 
new builds will not be sustainable for the reasons above, 
but rather natural growth provides the required time needed 
to improve the facilities in the area. Forced new builds will 
put a strain on current facilities and they will struggle to 
cope with any drastic change. These villages have been 
chosen by their occupants for their charm and forced new 
builds will change the greenbelt character for which the 
current occupiers had chose these areas in the first place. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Chris Roberts         I am a resident of West Horlsey and have lived in Horsley 
village with my young family for almost seven years now. 
You wrote to me recently regarding the SHMA and offered 
me the opportunity to express my views on the 
Assessment. I share the opinion of the overwhelming 
majority of Horsley residents that our village, its character 
and very essence is under threat because of the greenbelt 
status changes and planning plans you are proposing. 
While I appreciate you have to investigate the potential for 
building homes in various locations, I cannot understand 
why you are proposing changes of such magnitude they 
would have a catastrophic effect on the village that we live 
in and love. I beg you to think again. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Mark Seligman         I am a resident of Peaslake. 
I have followed with interest the preparation of the draft 
SHMA. 
The purpose of this email is to request that you seriously 
consider the responses submitted by the Surrey Hills AONB 
Planning Adviser, as well as by the Burrows Cross Area 
Residents Association. 
Please do not fall into the trap of ultimately agreeing to 
anything like as many houses to be built as your draft report 
is now proposing. The consultants are asking for 16,000 
homes to be built by 2031, equivalent to 30 per cent of the 
current housing stock. That is manifestly way over the top. 
Remember that what you are proposing will effect our 
children's way of life. I want them to continue to enjoy rural 
Surrey. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Bridget Garlick No   No  No   I strongly object to any plans to develop new homes on the 
area behind Holy Trinity School/Warren Road 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

John Lillywhite         I would like to express my concerns about the recent 
SHMA. 
 
1. First of all I would like you to adopt the general principle 
that the Green Belt is precious and should be preserved to 
the maximum possible degree. 
 
2. Please consider ways to reduce the projected increase in 
demand in this part of the UK. If tougher immigration rules 
were applied and regional grants brought in to encourage 
business and job and housing growth in the rest of the UK, 
this would lower housing need and infrastructure demands 
in the SE corner. 
 
3. I wish to make all the same points contained in the 
attachment. 
 
4. Please do not start ANY house building that is decided 
upon until the infrastructure is put in place FIRST: 
 
By that I mean: 
 
- railways 
- roads 
- schools 
- hospitals 
- parking facilities 
- fire and ambulance facilities 
 
All these areas of infrastructure cannot properly cope NOW. 
 
I genuinely fear that this consultation is to no avail, and you 
will do what you want anyway – the lure of money will be to 
high, but I do ask you to consider the Green belt, the 
environment and the living standards of the current 
population. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Allen Mead         I am writing in response to your draft SHMA that you have 
issued for consultation. 
 
In our area of Fairlands the roads are already congested at 
peak times so more houses will mean more commuters 
more congestions. 
 
The original assessment was based on builders and estate 
agents who have a vested interest in more houses, 
unfortunately residents were not consulted, thereby how 
was the figure of 800 houses a year reached? 
 
Any houses built locally will not necessarily help our 
youngsters get on the housing ladder, more likely people 
having to commute to London that cannot afford London 
prices therefore creating the prices to remain high in this 
area. 
 
We could ease the situation by building more student 
homes on the campus thereby releasing more homes for 
rent and for sale around Guildford and also having a more 
pleasant situation for people living next to students who 
have suffered noise problems and parking problems etc. 
Also for the students this would be a more pleasant 
situation. 
 
Locally we have had flooding in the past and again the 
fields at the back have had ‘ponds’ all over them. Although 
steps have been taken to ease the situation, Guildford 
Borough Council have stated they cannot guarantee it not 
happening again. With more housing and more concrete it 
would inevitably lead to flooding again and by then the 
developers would have gone and the existing houses 
backing on to the fields will be left picking up the bills 
through increased insurances. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Chris Waddington Yes   No It should be your intention to 
provide more housing suited to 
need and in character with the 
locality in which the new 
housing is to be located. The 
market will determine the price. 
You should not be trying to 
reduce the cost of housing 
although this may be a result if 
you over-provide. 

Yes This should be done 
but not to the extent 
where it changes the 
characteristics of an 
area in which it is 
located. 

An increase in the 
number of homeless 
people, over-crowding, 
exploitation by landlords, 
lack of long-term 
security for tenants, 
increased housing costs 
for those not already 
owning their own 
properties, more illegal 
sites of ghetto-type 
shelters associated with 
third world countries,... 

It is obvious that more land needs to be made available for 
housing. It would be unfair to do so in just a few areas of 
the borough. The characteristic of the surrounding villages 
should be maintained as much as possible and it may be 
that promising good quality housing in some areas, rather 
than forcing affordability (meaning low-quality, high density, 
rented, social housing) would be a better strategy for 
increasing provision in those areas. There is considerable 
fear that in some areas doubling the size of a village will 
change the characteristics of that village and talk of the new 
housing being affordable housing adds to those fears. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Lisa Forrest         I am writing to express my concern at the report’s housing 
number calculations. 
Correct starting point 
The Hearn report recommends building up to 800 additional 
dwellings per annum. I estimate that this would increase 
Guildford’s housing stock by nearly 25%. Surely, this is 
excessive. We have no evidence that population growth is 
this high? Also, in terms of calculating housing stock itself, 
the figures are already inflated. The figures so not include 
the many vacant properties, the growing elderly populations 
who are likely to have different needs in the future, and the 
fact that housing waiting lists have not appeared to have 
changed over many years, despite there being few houses 
being built. 
Demand should not be confused with need 
It is important that we only look at need. Based on the 
location there will always be an aspirational demand for 
new homes. 
Further analysis for reducing unmet housing need 
It has been established that building new homes is not the 
only way to fulfil unmet housing needs. However, the report 
does not go into enough detail on occupation patterns. In 
particular, there is sparse information on trends on multi-
occupancy and shared density. The increase in Internet 
shopping might enable office and retail space to be utilised 
for residential accommodation. 
The Public Consultation period is far too short 
The shortness of the consultation period I find particularly 
relevant as there is such a wealth of documentation for 
analysis. To date, we haven’t yet received any feedback on 
the Local Plan – another example of being obliged to rush 
to submit our views. 
I look forward to hearing some positive feedback soon that 
our views are being duly considered. 

 

Paul Holden No   No  No  The market will deal with 
demand and supply 
issued without political 
interference. The most 
important issue is to 
protect our valuable 
rural environment and 
counterbalance the 
spread of urbanisation. 

1. The G L Hearn draft report ("the Report") reflects 
unsound housing numbers calculations - 
2 It does appear that the recommended figure of 800 
additional homes to be built in each of the remaining 16 
years of the plan period has been unjustifiably inflated. 
3. The Report fails to distinguish adequately housing need 
and housing demand. 
4. The Report's definition of the Housing Market Area 
(HMA) is arbitrary. 
5. There is no analysis in the Report of non-housebuilding 
measures which would drastically reduce housing need. 
6. Public consultation over the SHMA has been wholly 
inadequate, 
7. A fresh approach prioritising the views of residents rather 
than imposed pseudo-professional expertise would be 
democratic - the SMHA is not. 
8. Uncertainties over the reliability of the data used, the 
assumptions made and how housing need has been arrived 
at justify no allocations which harm the Green Belt. 

We have 
produced a 
report inline 
with the 
guidance.  
The HMA is 
defined 
based on a  
best fit of LA 
for practical 
reasons.  We 
are not 
required to 
assess 
supply side 
issues 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Julie Simmons Yes   Yes  No  My family are working , 
but cannot afford to buy 
in this area. My children 
want to move out and 
buy a place of their own. 

I am in favour of the wisley site. It has been disused for 
years but is ideally placed next to the A3. I think it's an ideal 
spot for housing development. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Valerie Wild         I am questioning the ability of GBC to provide affordable 
housing in the Draft plan. At present GBC seem to rely on 
developers building one affordable house per ten or fifteen 
houses which are priced in order to subsidise each 
affordable house. Therefore it appears that you are willing 
to allow an excessively large number of houses (which are 
priced at a premium) in order build very few required 
houses. The large number of ‘expensive’ houses required 
then entails the improvement of existing roads and 
junctions, infrastructure etc. using up money that should be 
put towards the affordable houses and reducing the number 
built. We do not need more too-expensive houses 
belonging to well paid people who can afford to commute to 
London or elsewhere but cheaper houses for those more 
likely to work locally, are essential workers and who wish to 
remain in their home town. 
 
I also question why the planning department gives the 
university permission to extend without insisting on 
university accommodation being available at a reasonable 
price ie lower than student rental houses in Guildford. I was 
told at 25 Swan Lane that students prefer to rent in town 
rather than on campus as it is cheaper! This is disgraceful. 
If this is the case that should be addressed by the 
University and not at the expense of available affordable 
houses which is what such accommodation usually is. All 
‘student rental houses’ pay no council tax, create problems 
with late night noise, rubbish and car parking problems and 
do nothing towards creating the type of neighbourhood we 
all aspire to live in. Whole streets are now given over to 
student accommodation. This problem will only get worse 
with more and more houses going towards student 
accommodation as the university expands and fewer of the 
remaining affordable houses being sold to landlords and 
being unavailable to those who wish to live in Guildford. 
 
There is little need for me to mention traffic, over-crowded 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

schools, doctor’s surgeries, flooding, rush hour trains etc. 
The ridiculous number of houses for Guildford will make us 
one of the least desirable places to live in the South-East. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

David Roberts         Summary: an alert to Guildford Borough Council 
 
The Hearn report contains so many errors that it is certain 
to fail scrutiny by the Inspector. Rather than waste two 
years of planning effort, as Waverley has done, GBC 
should allow time now for a more rigorous draft SHMA to be 
compiled. 
 
It should not be left to the public to point this out. GBC 
urgently needs to establish a more inclusive Local Plan 
process. Councillors should vote on 26 February in favour 
of the public petition aimed at achieving this. 
 
Shortcomings of the Hearn report 
 
1. The report’s housing numbers calculations are inflated 
and unsound. 
2. The Hearn report fails to distinguish adequately between 
housing need and housing demand. 
3. The definition of the Housing Market Area (HMA) is 
arbitrary. 
4. There is no analysis of how non-housebuilding measures 
could drastically reduce unmet housing need. 
5. Public consultation over the SHMA has been opaque and 
inadequate, requiring a fresh approach prioritising the views 
of residents. 
 
[Full Report will not fit in comment box, go to David Roberts 
entry on Sharepoint to view his full response in a word 
document] 

We will fully 
review the 
report.  We 
have 
assessed 
both need 
and demand 
in line with 
the NPPG 

Carol Plater No 
answe
r 

  No I feel Guildford and the 
surrounding villages are already 
over populated, so adding more 
houses will result in even more 
chaos. The roads around 
Guildford and the surrounding 
villages get completely 
gridlocked at least twice a week 
in the rush hour. Complete 
madness to contemplate 
building more homes. The 
surrounding villages should also 
remain as 'villages'. Green belt 
land is getting reduced on a 
weekly basis and soon there 
won't be much left in Surrey. 

No I feel Guildford and the 
surrounding villages 
are already over 
populated, so adding 
more houses will result 
in even more chaos. 
The roads around 
Guildford and the 
surrounding villages 
get completely 
gridlocked at least 
twice a week in the 
rush hour. Complete 
madness to 
contemplate building 
more homes. The 
surrounding villages 
should also remain as 
'villages'. Green belt 
land is getting reduced 
on a weekly basis and 
soon there won't be 
much left in Surrey. 

I do not feel Guildford 
and the surrounding 
areas need more 
homes. There are plenty 
left empty all over the 
country. 

Leave the Green Belt areas GREEN. It's what makes 
Surrey such a beautiful county. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Keith Kerr No We should 
only be 
providing 
houses to key 
workers and 
those resident 
in the 
community for 
10 years or 
more. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess who 
should be 
given 
housing on 
this basis 

No Minimise new house-building - 
Guildford's infrastructure cannot 
cope at present. 

Yes Yes, for those born 
and bred in Surrey, 
and key workers. 

If we only use brownfield 
sites the local economy 
should not be harmed. 
Maybe changes in taxes 
is needed. 

Grave concern about exceeding the safe population 
density. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

sp2 Consulting 
Limited (Stephen 
Parker) 

No The need for 
housing has 
NOT, to date, 
been 
identified. The 
draft SHMA 
document is 
an 
extrapolation 
on a set of 
inflated 
population 
data (the years 
covered 
include the 
years 
immediately 
before student 
fees were 
raised to 
£9,000 p.a. 
and therefore 
there was a 
glut of 
students 
seeking to 
avoid the fees 
increase) 
which then 
have an 
unexplained 
"fudge factor" 
added on to 
them. This 
should not be 
acceptable to 
the Councillors 

We have 
reviewed 
the student 
housing 
issue in 
more detail 

No The relationship between 
supply and demand only 
operates where the two are 
relatively close. In a situation 
where demand overwhelmingly 
outstrips supply, no amount of 
building of houses will affect the 
market price. You will simply 
destroy much that residents in 
both town and surrounding 
countryside hold dear for no 
economic benefit. 

Yes Affordable housing is 
most required by 
people with limited 
means. For this 
reason, it should be 
provided within the 
town, preferably on 
brown field sites, to 
allow residents to 
benefit most from the 
local infrastructure, 
including public 
transport. Previous 
allocations of 
affordable housing in 
the countryside has 
led to young people 
with small children 
effectively abandoned 
in villages with little 
infrastructure and 
limited public 
transport. 

Since the definition of 
"enough" has not been 
established (see 
Question 1), this is 
impossible to answer in 
detail for Guildford. You 
need to establish the 
appropriate number for 
Guildford as a vibrant 
dormitory town of 
London - the reality of 
the situation - not as 
some beaurocraticically 
-invented independent 
centre relying on its local 
economy to provide the 
means to support itself. 

The document as provided for this consultation falls down in 
many areas. There are errors in the logic - on several 
occasions we are told that the following chart explains an 
issue where it absolutely does not and in the calculations - 
it is simply not acceptable to "invent" the number you wish 
to see (800 dwellings per annum in this instance) where the 
consequence will mean an increase in housing stock of 
30% over the period and the inevitable wrecking of much 
that is special about Guildford. The document is simply not 
fit for purpose and should be reworked with proper 
consultation with residents. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

and does not 
appear to be 
acceptable to 
the electorate, 
given the 
massive 
support of the 
e-petition. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Andy White         I have the following comments on the draft SHMA. 
 
The NPPF starts its comments on Local Plans, 150, by 
stating "...reflects the vision and aspirations of local 
communities". 
 
The housing numbers, round up at every opportunity, are 
not supported by any one I have spoken to. 
 
The suggested development, rather than helping to solve 
our infrastructure needs, would defeat them totally. The 
huge backlog we already have would be hard to overcome, 
but adding this vast number of additional people and 
vehicles would require so much more infrastructure. 
 
Why has the report used outdated student numbers. These 
must be readily available. With so many foreign students 
why do they assume they all wish to stay in Guildford and 
be the head of a household. The student figures need to be 
looked at again with up to date figures and projections from 
UoS and realistic future housing need. 
 
Why would Guilford have a target of 800 per annum and 
Waverley 470? 
 
The plan needs to be realistic [NPPT 154]. Developers are 
already sitting on approvals. How would this number of 
houses be delivered, even if desired/justified. The 
infrastructure, which would have to come first, would take 
many years to deliver before any houses could be built. 
 
The draft needs to be reworked or we will have planned the 
destruction of Guildford. Guildford would be safer without a 
Local Plan looking to deliver these numbers and dealing 
with developers as they apply for permissions. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage.  
We have 
reviewed the 
student 
housing 
issue 

A2 Dominion 
Group 

Yes   Yes With a median house price of 
£310,000, representing 10.6x 
lower quartile earnings, without 
a significant increase, the cost 
will continue to be out of the 
reach of a significant 
percentage of residents, 
pushing younger age groups to 
move to cheaper areas within 
NE Hants. 

Yes Again the costs above 
clearly show that 
private housing will be 
out of the reach of 
many. Whilst the 
private rental market is 
buoyant, costs are 
prohibitive for some, 
and therefore 
increasing the supply 
of affordable housing 
is essential. However 
this should come as 
part of a wider 
increase in the no of 
homes being built, as 
a higher provision 
within existing 
developments may 
make schemes 
unviable / unworkable. 

Prices are likely to rise, 
increase the ratio of 
earnings to price, driving 
people out of the area 
and putting greater 
pressure on the 
availability of affordable 
homes. 

Overall, a good piece of work in so far as it looks at the 
immediate area, and appears to be steering toward a 
necessary increase in housing numbers overall. The lack of 
detailed information on the surrounding areas, and genuine 
collaborative work with neighbouring Councils is a flaw, as 
there is a need for a joint approach to the wider issues 
affecting Surrey and Hants. 

We are 
preparing a 
SHMA for the 
HMA 



 

381 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Cameron Brown         I write in response to consultants’ report. You will not 
expect even the most knowledgeable local residents to 
have the time to respond to this very long report in detail. 
Experts will however do so.I have a number of comments 
on the principles of the report. 
•Fundamentally it assumes very high growth of housing 
need and the sense conveyed is that this is beneficial as, in 
different ways, it brings financial growth to the borough. 
There are other drivers than financial growth, including the 
preservation of the pleasant environment which attracts 
people to the borough. 
•You argued yourselves successfully for an annual target of 
322 houses in 2010. Nothing has changed and the 
arguments used at that time still apply. The arguments 
offered for the massive target increase can and will be 
challenged on many points of strategy and of detail. 
Fundamentally it is inappropriate that the consultants who 
create all of these arguments are themselves financially 
motivated to encourage property development. They cannot 
possibly be considered to be objective. The report 
systematically twists the available data to argue for a higher 
housing provision on as many grounds as possible: 
demographics, economic growth, house prices, affordability 
etc. 
•When considering net housing growth you do not appear to 
include properties likely to be vacated by Guildford’s elderly 
population nor the growth of multiple-occupation properties 
over the plan period. 
•GBC should be focussing on the use of existing 
unoccupied housing stock, the re-zoning of increasingly 
redundant retail property, the development of brownfield 
sites, the better use of space such as car-parks, which 
could be re-built multi storey. 
•The housing needs of the university should form a much 
more important aspect of this plan. 
 
I accept the need for additional housing at some level but 
do not share your view that erosion of the Green Belt is a 
necessity. You should be fighting to preserve this sanitary 
corridor which is all that prevents our being subsumed into 
Outer London. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

E Wiejski No GBC should 
not be seeking 
to maximising 
housing 
delivery at the 
expense of 
existing 
residents and 
the character 
and balance of 
the village. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e or 
environmen
tal 
constraints 
or the 
location or 
impact of 
developme
nt 

No We do not consider it to be the 
councils remit to reduce the 
cost of housing: this is for the 
market force. 

No The council is too 
obsessed with the 
delivery of more 
affordable housing, 
exactly who is this 
massive additional 
affordable housing 
supposed to 
accommodate? 

The implications of NOT 
building more affordable 
housing will preserve 
Green Belt and balance 
of village. One however 
is left with the 
impression the council 
seems unconcerned 
with residents' views! 
(most unfair) 

More affordable housing in East and West Horsley, Shere 
etc. would cause 
a) loss of Green Belt 
b) Infrastructure unable to cope 
c) Increased houses would change balance of the village 
and countryside. 
We do hope our views are considered as residents we feel 
this plan is being forced upon us. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Margaret Sunbery         Thank you for your letters dated 29th Jan & 5th Feb. I 
would like to make the following comments concerning the 
above. 
1. Roads are already congested to the extent that at 8am 
Mon-Fri it takes 20 mins. to cover the journey from 
Fairlands to Rydes Hill. 
2. It would have been courteous to have consulted 
residents before builders & estate agents. 
3. It is possible that some of the houses will be bought by 
incomers. Is any priority going to be given to local buyers? 
4. Increasing the numbers of houses in Fairlands & 
surrounding areas will have a detrimental effect on village 
life. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage.  
We were 
required to 
get 
information 
from/consult 
with agents 
to 
understand 
the dynamics 
of demand in 
the borough. 

Roy Davey No Delivery of 
Housing 
should be 
prioritised: 
1. Meet needs 
of current 
community 
and its 
evolution 
2. " " To 
sustain growth 
in local 
businesses 
and 

n/a No As demand for housing/land 
within the borough from sources 
outside the borough is 
inexhaustable simply building 
more free market housing will 
not result in reducing free 
market prices. 

Yes You deliver this by 
direct commissioning 
of such housing and 
retaining control of it. 
You keep land prices 
down by not raising 
expectation of making 
currently protected 
land available for free 
market building, and 
by using 'special 
exemption' legislation 
on limited basis. 

Enough homes for what 
or whom? 
- not enough for 
discretionary inward 
migrants and all those 
wishing to move out 
from London means 
they choose property 
elsewhere. You build 
only sufficient to sustain 
economic growth within 
the borough. 

Do not believe the figures/method is sound. And time to 
respond suggests you do not really want responses! 
Report finished 27/1. 
Copy posted to local library for access 12/2 
Closing date 21/2. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

employment. 

Margaret Hall         I am objecting to your SHMA to build so many houses. I 
would point out that a large number of houses around 
Brooke Forest and Broad Drive that I know of, have their 
garden flooded and even if it doesn’t rain for a time you can 
see the water in just under the surfaces. I am not able to go 
out but I do know that farmland just off the Aldershot Road 
is like a lake, no place to build houses. 
Apart from water we have queues of traffic to get in and out 
Fairlands and our school is already overcrowded, we wait 
days to get an appointment for the Surgery. 
I am sure there must be better places. Another point is the 
crowds waiting to get into Guildford, night and morning: 
Please come and look now. From a concerned Resident. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

Save the Hogs 
Back Campaign 

        Summary 
There are a number of key areas that must be looked at 
urgently to ensure that the final SHMA properly represents 
the situation in the Borough. In summary these are: 
• Clearly differentiate between need and demand. 
• Provide a range of housing required for each of the 
methods used to reflect the uncertainty in the underlying 
data. 
• Ensure the student population is properly accounted for. 
• Use GBC’s own targets for affordable housing: affordable 
rent as a maximum of 70% of market rates (see 6.44) and 
35% of income as the maximum that should be used for 
accommodation costs (see 5.50). 40% of income could also 
be used as this is being adopted by mortgage lenders 
under the Help-to-Buy scheme (see later). 
• Include student accommodation built and with outline 
planning permission at Manor Park. 
• Account for Guildford as a net producer of households due 
to the flow in of young families whose children become 
adults here. 
• Set affordability measures in the wider context of London 
and demonstrate that affordability for house purchase is 
driven by mortgage repayments not absolute cost of 
purchase. 
 

We are 
required to 
assess need 
and demand.  
We have 
reviewed our 
student 
population 
calculations. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

The first of these points is the most critical. The current 
draft recommends building 800 homes per year over 18 
years, 14,400 homes in total representing a c. 25% 
increase on the current number of households. As will be 
shown, much of this increase is driven by forecasts for 
migration which few would ever consider a genuine need. 
The recent High Court judgement concerning Cherkley 
Court in Mole Valley demonstrates the requirement for this 
distinction in para 2: “The golden thread of public interest is 
woven through the lexicon of planning law, including into 
the word ‘need’. Pure private ‘demand’ is antithetical to 
public ‘need’”. Whilst this case concerned a golf course, the 
principal of distinguishing need and demand is clear. 
 
Assertions are made at certain points in the document (eg 
average household size will continue to decline despite a 
recent increase, net international immigration will continue 
at its current rate, etc) that rely on the judgement of the 
authors. Given that others can legitimately put forward 
different points of view on these, a range of reasonable 
cases should be used for each and the relevant housing 
number calculated. In the context of potential Green Belt 
development this will help to show the degree to which the 
"very special circumstances" test has been met. 
 
At the moment, the conclusion undermines the overall 
analysis by highlighting apparently definitive numbers 
without recognising that other interpretations of the data 
could show a different outcome. In particular, there is no 
justification of increasing the target to 800 homes pa as 
being able to “support improvements in affordability” given 
that the preceding paragraph 8.23 highlights that no one 
knows what level of supply would have an impact on market 
pricing. 
 
There are other ways that the data in the conclusion is mis-
represented: 
8.10 States “affordability pressures are relatively acute”. 
However this is when salaries are measured relative to 
house prices. Para 3.21 shows that when mortgage 
payments are compared to salaries “housing is now as 
“affordable” as it was in the late 1990s.” This is the key 
practical measure by which people decide whether they can 
afford to buy a house and this must be included in the 
conclusion. This measure makes the statements in 8.11, 
8.16, 8.20 and 8.21-8.24 invalid. 
8.14 Figures should be reduced by the 24 pa that are in the 
development pipeline as figures in 8.12 were. 
8.15 Should show the impact on new housing need of the 
estimated 243 lettings pa in the private rental sector to 
households supported by Local Housing Allowance (this 
reduces the need at GBC’s 35% threshold to 369 pa, 
including the development pipeline). 
 
This figure of 369 pa is entirely plausible without having 
made any adjustments in the base data, yet is less than half 
the 800 proposed later in the conclusion. This 800 figure is 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

an unacceptable mis-representation of the analysis in the 
report. 
 
Further analysis shows that this figure of 369 pa can 
reasonably be reduced to 257 pa by applying GBC’s 
adopted 70% of market levels for affordability and including 
affordable supply for which planning permission has not 
been granted yet (this is without making any allowance for 
over-estimation of population growth amongst younger age 
groups, over-estimation of rates of household formation and 
University residences with outline planning permission.) 
This clearly demonstrates the importance of showing the 
range of possible results using the data provided. 
 
Overall, this draft SHMA and the 2009 version have both 
pointed to an apparent significant need to build housing at 
2-4 times higher than the last adopted figure of 322 homes 
per annum. In addition, due to the recent economic 
downturn, average completions since 2008/9 have been 
207 pa . If the SHMAs accurately reflect the real housing 
situation, it would be reasonable to expect that this lack of 
completions would have a major impact on the housing 
pressure in Guildford. However, GBC's housing register has 
been static at about 3,700 since 2008, indicating that the 
relatively low level of completions is not having a major 
adverse affect on those most in need. If Guildford had a 
significant housing affordability problem, it would be 
expected that the housing register would have grown during 
this period. As this has not been the case, one must 
assume that the housing situation in Guildford is not 
properly represented by the 2009 or draft 2014 SHMAs. 
Outlined below are a number of areas which taken together 
can show that Guildford does not need the level of new 
housing currently indicated by the SHMA. 
 
[There is more to this response, but due to it's length it will 
not fit in the comment response box. Please search for 
Robert Burch's response on sharepoint to find the response 
in full] 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

[Deleted] Kenneth 
Bell 

        I strongly object to the reliance on the flawed and highly 
inaccurate Hearn report for the SHMA. An annual addition 
of 800 houses far exceeds any true need that may exist. 
The Government suggests all stakeholders should be taken 
into account in coming up with this figure, and the 
Consultants have defined stakeholders as Estate Agents 
and Developers – not the Guildford Electorate. 
 
The transitory student population created by the University 
should be provided for by the University on its own land and 
the 2,400 proposed student accommodation planned 
deducted from the assessment, creating a surplus of 
housing for the local population. 
University students should not be counted as permanent 
residents. 
 
No mandate exists for Guildford to meet the 
accommodation needs of other local authorities. 
 
Current data indicates that nearly 1,000 vacant properties 
exist in the Guildford areas which Government policy 
requires bringing back to residential use. The housing 
waiting list has not substantially changed over the last few 
years, despite a relatively low number of homes being built 
during the recession period. 
 
The local infrastructure cannot cope with anything like the 
volume of new housing suggested. 

We have 
reviewed the 
housing 
issue in more 
detail 

University of 
Surrey 

Yes The University 
strongly 
believes that 
GBC should 
be seeking to 
maximise 
housing 
delivery to 
meet the need 
identified in 
the SHMA. 
Whilst it is 
recognised 
that the SHMA 
itself does not 
set the 
borough 
housing target, 
the University 
welcomes the 
extensive 
analysis 
presented in 
the draft 
SHMA that 
has identified 
the future 
needs for both 

n/a Yes The draft SHMA confirms the 
University’s own belief that that 
there is a major housing 
affordability problem in the 
borough, that is in danger of 
becoming more acute as a 
consequence of high demand, 
limited supply and rising house 
prices. The SHMA states that 
even if households are 
assumed to spend 35% of their 
income on housing costs and 
the private rented sector 
continues to meet some 
housing needs on current 
levels, there is still a case for 
GBC considering an upward 
adjustment to need above the 
demographic based estimate of 
need (671 homes per annum). 
With the SHMA concluding that 
there are strong affordability 
pressures and 
whilst it cannot be clear as to 
what scale of increased housing 
supply might be required to 
improve affordability in the long 
term it concludes that there is 

Yes The University 
recognises that there 
is a serious lack of 
housing in Guildford 
that is genuinely 
affordable to ordinary 
working people and 
families, whether this 
be 
the affordability of 
market housing or the 
need for affordable 
housing through 
subsidy. A number of 
factors have 
contributed to this, 
including a lack of 
housing supply and 
high levels of demand 
as a consequence of 
Guildford being an 
attractive place for 
people to want to work 
and live. In 
combination, these 
factors have resulted 
in Guildford becoming 
a relatively high value 

Providing too few new 
homes risks doing great 
harm to prospects and 
plans for Guildford’s 
prosperity. 
The implications of 
failing to reach housing 
needs are far reaching 
and harmful. 
They include: 
• Increasing the number 
of households who do 
not have a home of their 
own to live in 
• Pricing would-be first 
time buyers out of the 
market 
• Failing to meet the 
demands of newly 
forming households 
comprising local young 
people who may then be 
compelled to move out 
of Guildford 
to realise their 
aspirations 
• Promoting 
unsustainable 

The University believes that the draft SHMA findings point 
to the need for a development strategy that delivers at the 
top end of the range, 800 dwellings per annum. Such a 
strategy should focus on the town of Guildford as the most 
sustainable location for development rather than disparate 
smaller developments or single site larger scale options that 
are not connected to existing sustainable public transport 
corridors. This should include determining the best location 
on 
the edge of town to provide a significant new 
neighbourhood to complement the existing urban area, 
providing new homes and employment next to existing 
significant employment areas. It should also be a location 
where new infrastructure provision can not only serve the 
new residents but also alleviate 
existing infrastructure shortfalls to benefit the existing 
community. The University believes that land west of 
Guildford meets these conditions and suits this purpose 
best. It considers that the settlement boundary should be 
expanded to provide for a new neighbourhood in this 
location. The University notes the inclusion of data on 
student population and housing in chapter 7 of the draft 
SHMA. The University is willing to work with the Council on 
checking and updating this data to provide a definitive 
picture, whilst taking account of the fact that although the 
University is the major part of the student population in the 
town, there are other HEIs that also contribute to overall 
student population and housing need. 

We have 
reviewed the 
student issue 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

market and 
affordable 
housing and 
recognises the 
needs of 
particular 
groups of 
people within 
the 
community. 
The University 
understands 
that the draft 
SHMA 
provides 
important 
evidence that 
must be taken 
into account in 
decision-
making. In 
particular, 
paragraph 47 
of National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
(NPPF) seeks 
to boost 
significantly 
the supply of 
housing. It 
requires local 
planning 
authorities to 
ensure Local 
Plans are 
‘sound’ in 
terms of 
meeting the 
full ‘objectively 
assessed’ 
needs for 
market and 
affordable 
housing in the 
housing 
market area, 
as far as this is 
consistent with 
other NPPF 
policies, and 
also identifying 
key sites 
which are 
critical to the 
delivery of the 

sufficient evidence to justify 
consideration of a higher level 
of provision than 671. The 
University believes that 
everyone has the right to a 
decent home and fully 
supports the findings of the 
draft SHMA that confirms 
increasing overall housing 
supply up to 800 per annum or 
higher should be considered to 
help address the 
existing affordability problems. 

housing market with 
the median price at 
£310,000. Increasing 
demand is further 
fuelling the 
affordability crisis. 
The University would 
therefore encourage 
GBC to seek to 
increase the delivery 
of housing to levels 
that will improve both 
the affordability of 
market housing and 
the amount of 
subsidised affordable 
housing. However, this 
should not be done by 
simply increasing the 
proportion of 
affordable housing to 
be provided by 
potential development 
sites to a level that 
results in sites 
becoming unviable 
and undeliverable, as 
this would simply 
exacerbate the 
situation. The 
University instead fully 
supports the SMHA’s 
conclusion that an 
upward adjustment to 
overall housing 
provision to 800 
dwellings per annum 
or more should be 
considered in order to 
improve the 
affordability of private 
homes. 

commuting patterns 
• Reducing the 
competitiveness of local 
businesses 
• Eroding the vitality and 
viability of the town 
centre. 
It is therefore imperative 
that the Local Plan 
makes sufficient 
provision for housing 
over the plan period to 
sustain the prosperity of 
Guildford and the 
borough and support the 
national, regional and 
local economies. 
Without sufficient 
housing provision the 
future prospects of 
Guildford as a 
prosperous and thriving 
town and centre of 
employment with a 
mixed economy would 
be adversely affected. 
Guildford is the primary 
settlement in the 
borough, has a vibrant 
centre and provides a 
wide range of 
employment 
opportunities as well as 
providing social and 
leisure facilities and 
acting as a major 
transport hub in the 
region. It acts as a focal 
point for economic 
activity and the Surrey 
Research Park provides 
an important centre of 
innovation, research and 
development in key 
business sectors, such 
as high technology. The 
strong links that have 
forged between the 
University and the 
business community are 
evident in Guildford and 
have helped to support 
the economic success 
and prosperity of the 
town. This past success 
and continued prosperity 
should not be taken for 

The University also notes that paragraph 7.61 refers to the 
University developing a master plan for Manor Park and 
Blackwell Farm, to include housing, academic 
and research buildings, and student accommodation. To be 
accurate, it should be noted that there is already an 
approved master plan and outline planning permission for 
Manor Park that includes academic and research buildings 
and student accommodation. The master plan being 
developed for the Blackwell Farm area is in its early stages 
and is not intended to include these uses. It will provide 
housing, both market and affordable, and including an 
element that will provide for key worker housing for 
University staff, workers at the Surrey Research Park, and 
possibly for hospital staff. 
The Surrey Research Park is moving closer to being fully 
developed and within the plan period it is likely to be 
completed and its extension as part of a mixed 
development is an element of the thinking behind the 
proposals for a new garden neighbourhood for West 
Guildford located on the University’s land at Blackwell 
Farm. It will also provide space for community facilities such 
as schooling and health care facilities, and extensive green 
infrastructure. It will provide improvements to road 
infrastructure to help relieve existing problems in the west 
Guildford area and to reduce traffic on the A3. Additional 
park and ride facilities and the potential for a rail halt are 
included. There will be public transport, cycle and 
pedestrian routes that link the new neighbourhood to the 
existing employment areas in west Guildford, such as the 
adjacent Research Park, University campus, and Royal 
Surrey County Hospital. These, when combined, provide 
more than 9,000 existing jobs. The opportunity to provide 
homes nearby to these major employers provides the 
additional opportunity to take car traffic away from already 
congested roads. 
The University notes that under current guidance from 
DCLG student housing can count towards current housing 
supply and the University understands that 
the Council intends to include these.1 It is therefore 
important to have appropriate data on the student 
population and growth projections, and the 
University is willing to work with the council to build this 
data to be as meaningful as possible. 
It should be noted that there are about approximately 1500 
beds for student accommodation with outline permission in 
place but not yet built on Manor Park which, will provide 
scope to accommodate growth in student numbers over the 
next few years. By including student housing in local plan 
housing provision, it is necessary not 
just to consider the existing commitments but also the need 
for housing students across the whole plan period. This 
could mean an addition to the 
overall housing number being proposed in the plan however 
this is a complex area in which to plan since it is governed 
by Government strategy and funding 
towards higher education and a changing market place 
where there is a growing increase in local students living at 



 

388 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

housing 
strategy over 
the plan 
period. The 
draft SHMA is 
a very 
important 
document in 
this respect. 
The University 
notes that, 
based on a 
range of 
evidence, the 
draft SHMA 
concludes that 
the provision 
of 670 homes 
per annum 
(13,420 homes 
over the plan 
period 2011-
2031) reflects 
a ‘baseline’ or 
minimum level 
of housing. 
Whilst this 
represents the 
starting point 
for assessing 
the borough’s 
housing need, 
the draft 
SHMA states 
that 
consideration 
should be 
given to higher 
levels of 
housing to 
support 
improvements 
in the 
affordability of 
market 
housing as 
well as to meet 
identified 
affordable 
housing need. 
We agree with 
the draft 
SHMA that 
evidence from 
market signals 
and analysis of 
affordable 

granted and the NPPF 
advocates that the 
planning system should 
contribute towards 
building a strong, 
responsive, mixed and 
competitive economy 
supported by vibrant and 
healthy communities 
and a supply of housing 
required to meet the 
needs of present and 
future generations. 
Housing provision and 
affordability issues are 
serious concerns to both 
the University and local 
businesses, particularly 
those high profile and 
specialist organisations 
located on the Surrey 
Research Park, as 
shortage of housing and 
the associated 
affordability issues are 
acting as a brake on 
growth and making it 
difficult to attract and 
retain the skilled staff 
required to ensure that 
the Guildford economy 
remains competitive. 
The failure to deliver 
sufficient housing in the 
Local Plan would 
seriously threaten to 
undermine Guildford’s 
prosperity and its 
contribution to the 
national economy, of 
which it is a significant 
part. This would also 
have an adverse impact 
on the social well being 
of the local 
community and be 
contrary to the objective 
of supporting vibrant and 
healthy communities. 
The majority of local 
young people are unable 
to access a home of 
their own and many 
have left Guildford to 
find affordable 
accommodation 
elsewhere or are 

home or with their partners. The University will 
work with the Council to determine the level of housing 
needed and the best strategy to accommodate additional 
student housing needed over the plan 
period to 2031. 1 We note that the current SHLAA already 
includes 270 staff housing units that are included at 
Manor Park. The number should be 266, as 34 out of the 
300 included in the Manor Park master plan approved 
under the outline planning permission for the site have been 
built. It can be expected that the housing provision in the 
local plan will therefore provide an allowance for growth in 
student population expressed as an additional element to 
the housing target on top of the 800 units per annum 
identified in the draft SHMA, and that the local plan will 
provide for sites for these 
additional units. 
It is important to note that, when considering student 
housing needs in Guildford, the full time equivalent figures 
(FTE) should not be used without further analysis. There 
are categories of students that do not require 
accommodation in Guildford. Part time students and 
distance learning students are included in FTE numbers but 
are normally already housed, in the borough or elsewhere. 
There are many full time students who live in the borough 
already, in the family home. There are others who are in the 
FTE figures who are on a year out in industry and are living 
elsewhere as a result of their industrial placement. Only 
those students who remain after these have been stripped 
out of the FTE figures should be included. This is currently 
about 10,000 students. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

housing need 
supports the 
view that the 
‘full need for 
market and 
affordable 
housing’ is 
higher than the 
baseline 
figure. 
The University 
notes that at 
paragraph 2.1 
the draft 
SHMA states 
that it: 
“responds to 
and is 
compliant with 
the 
requirements 
of both the 
National 
Planning 
Policy 
Framework 
(the NPPF), 
the 2007 
SHMA 
Practice 
Guidance and 
the draft 
National 
Planning 
Practice 
Guidance 
published in 
August 2013. 
It provides 
assessment of 
the future 
need for 
housing, with 
the intention 
that this will 
inform future 
development 
of planning 
policies.” As 
such, there 
should be 
confidence 
that its findings 
provide robust 
and 
compelling 
evidence that 

currently living in 
unsuitable 
accommodation or 
reluctantly residing with 
their relatives. The 
University does not 
consider this to be a 
sustainable solution in 
the long term and one 
that GBC thorough the 
Local Plan 
review must address 
over the plan period. 
The University believes 
that a failure to build 
enough homes and 
address existing and 
future demand will risk 
seriously harming the 
future prosperity of the 
borough and ultimately 
will result in the borough 
becoming less socially, 
economically and 
environmentally 
sustainable. It will have 
adverse impacts on the 
ability of the University 
and those cutting edge 
businesses located on 
the Surrey Research 
Park and elsewhere to 
sustain and support the 
local, regional and 
national economies. A 
continued lack of 
investment in homes 
could result in many 
local employers deciding 
to redirect investment to 
other parts of the UK 
and ultimately lead to 
those businesses 
relocating away from 
Guildford to other areas 
where highly skilled 
people can be more 
easily recruited and 
retained and 
where a more readily 
available and affordable 
stock of housing is 
available. This would 
damage Guilford’s 
economy by reducing 
the mix of economic 
activities it 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

GBC should 
seek to 
maximise 
housing 
delivery above 
the ‘baseline’ 
figure of 670 
units per 
annum, as 
relying only on 
this amount 
would do little 
to address the 
fundamental 
housing 
availability and 
affordability 
issues 
identified. The 
University is 
aware of the 
high and 
urgent need 
for provision of 
new housing in 
the borough 
and especially 
in Guildford, 
through its 
academic and 
research 
activities and 
operation of 
the Surrey 
Research 
Park. The 
difficulty in 
finding 
affordable 
accommodatio
n within 
Guildford is a 
major problem 
for University 
staff, working 
across all 
levels of the 
organisation, 
and skilled 
post-
graduates. 
The University 
and employers 
at the Surrey 
Research Park 
face difficulties 
in attracting 

supports effectively and 
will reduce its prosperity 
in the near, medium and 
longer term. 
The University believes 
that the provision of new 
homes in line with the 
upper end of the SHMA 
range of 800 dwellings 
per annum will have a 
positive effect on 
infrastructure provision 
as large-scale 
development has 
greater potential to fund 
new and enhanced 
infrastructure, 
particularly transport 
infrastructure, helping to 
mitigate existing 
congestion and 
infrastructure shortfall 
for the benefit of 
Guildford town and the 
borough as a whole. 
Not planning for enough 
homes in the face of an 
objectively assessed 
need for 800 dwellings 
per annum will also lead 
to a greater risk of 
development being 
provided in the wrong 
places as developers 
bring forward proposal 
for development that is 
not necessarily related 
to the Council’s vision 
for the development of 
the borough or a 
development strategy 
that relates to this. 
Hence, in applying the 
policy considerations 
and other constraints in 
arriving at housing figure 
for the local plan, the 
Council should give 
substantial weight to the 
findings of the SHMA. A 
vision for a prosperous 
Guildford demands that 
housing at the level 
proposed by the SHMA 
is required; a 
development strategy 
that delivers this should 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

and retaining 
the highest 
quality skilled 
people to 
Guildford to 
support and 
grow the local 
economy. The 
lack of housing 
also 
encourages 
commuting to 
Guildford from 
other areas 
over long 
distances, and 
this is not 
sustainable. 
The draft 
SHMA 
highlights 
GBC’s ‘duty to 
cooperate’ 
with other 
neighbouring 
authorities and 
the importance 
of this as a 
test of 
soundness. 
The University 
believes that 
GBC should 
ensure that 
matters of 
unmet need 
from 
neighbouring 
authorities 
should be 
investigated 
and 
accommodate
d if possible. 
Guildford town 
is a major 
centre for 
employment 
and a focal 
point for a 
range of other 
facilities and 
services, 
including 
strategic road 
and rail 
transport. As 

be put in place. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

the largest and 
most important 
settlement in 
the borough, 
Guildford must 
be able to 
provide 
sufficient 
housing to 
meet its 
existing needs 
and to ensure 
future growth 
and prosperity. 
The University 
believes that 
many people 
who work in 
Guildford and 
live outside of 
the borough 
would prefer to 
live closer to 
their place of 
work but are 
excluded from 
this by the lack 
of housing 
choice and 
affordability 
issues. By 
travelling into 
Guildford, 
often by car, 
these workers 
place 
additional 
pressure on 
transport 
networks that 
are already 
subject to 
congestion, 
and this works 
against the 
interests of 
more 
sustainable 
development. 
Hence it is 
important that 
sufficient 
housing is 
available at 
Guildford to 
provide more 
opportunities 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

for people to 
live close to 
their place of 
work, helping 
to minimise 
commuting 
and relieving 
pressure on 
other areas. 
The University 
is opposed to 
any 
suggestion 
that housing 
need 
associated 
with 
Guildford’s 
continued and 
future 
prosperity 
should be met 
through 
substantive 
provision of 
housing 
located in 
other local 
authority or 
market areas. 
The draft 
SHMA 
recommends 
that GBC 
should test the 
ability to 
deliver 800 
homes per 
annum to 
2031. This 
would equate 
to 16,000 
homes. The 
NPPF requires 
Local Plans to 
provide 
sufficient 
flexibility to 
respond to 
rapid change. 
Whilst the draft 
SHMA 
provides an 
objective 
assessment of 
housing need, 
and does not 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

consider land 
supply or other 
development 
constraints, 
the University 
strongly urges 
GBC to seek 
to 
accommodate 
a housing 
figure of 800 
homes per 
annum, or 
higher if this 
can be 
accommodate
d in a 
sustainable 
way to meet 
unmet need 
and provide 
flexibility. An 
approach 
based on the 
‘do minimum’ 
and baseline 
figure of 670 
homes per 
annum is less 
likely to be 
able to tackle 
market 
housing 
affordability 
and need for 
affordable 
housing, nor 
provide the 
necessary 
degree of 
flexibility to 
meet potential 
future changes 
in need. For all 
of the above 
reasons, the 
University 
believes that 
GBC should 
plan for the 
maximum 
housing 
delivery. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

R & ME Bradley         We wish to comment on the draft report by GL Hearn Ltd. 
 
We are residents in the Borough (Burpham) and have been 
for many years. We appreciate our environment and have 
chosen to live and work here because of the quality and 
safety of life it permits.  Nevertheless, during our time here, 
over 50 years, we have experienced many changes 
including increasing road traffic, housing and the supporting 
infrastructure. These changes bring both advantages and 
disadvantages. However the important issue is that in 
essence the infrastructure, population (and hence housing 
and traffic) are in balance. 
 
We appreciate that populations change over time and there 
is a need to ensure there is sufficient housing to 
accommodate any increases that will occur naturally or that 
are attracted to the area for a multitude of reasons including 
education, work and play. It is the Council’s job to develop a 
plan for the next 15 years or so (and to revise it as 
necessary). To this end it is necessary to have a wide 
range of data to enable an effective and acceptable plan for 
the future need for housing in the area. GL Hearn Ltd are 
acknowledged experts in collecting the necessary data and 
to extrapolate to the housing needs for the future as seen at 
the present time. 
 
We wish to make the following comments:- 
 
1. The draft report (and its ancillary appendices) are 
comprehensive and long. There may be nothing wrong with 
the length but it would have been much more helpful to 
have provided in addition an executive summary of the task 
and the results. This should be condensed to little more 
than a page or two and restricted to the salient features so 
that lay members of the community could understand and 
appreciate what the future might require (as seen by JB 
Hearn Ltd). The main concern of local residents is the 
difference between the current report and what existed or 
occurred previously. It was a serious omission to omit the 
provision of a succinct and separate summary document 
compounded by the shortness of the consultation period 
(although extended subsequently). For something that is 
covering the next 15 years this is another serious deficit. 
2. There are two parts to the report. First the data which is 
commendably comprehensive and generally well 
presented. Secondly the extrapolations made from the data 
to provide the estimates of houses needed of different 
types. This is where some readers may have significant 
comments based on sound knowledge and investigation 
rather than on nimbyism. It is clear from the data provided 
(and assuming this to be accurate) that an increase in 
housing will be required in the future, e.g., because the birth 
rate is exceeding the death rate. However, we as residents 
whilst accepting some such increases, obviously wish to 
keep these as low as practical a) to satisfy the clear need of 
the current population and b) to ensure that the present 
infrastructure can accommodate the increase or itself be 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

increased modestly to serve the increasingly large 
community and so keep the balance. It is also accepted 
(because of government decree) that the Council may have 
to go beyond its own plan if neighbouring councils do not 
succeed in providing their own quota of housing. To this 
end it is essential that good communications with these 
neighbouring councils are maintained and developed to 
reduce this risk to negligible proportions. 
3. We are informed that in 2010, GBC accepted 322 new 
dwellings as an annual target. Why, just four years later, 
would they consider doubling that number? This new figure 
is not supported by the evidence presented and it is unclear 
as to how the new figure has been arrived at. The average 
number of houses built over the last 10 years is 321 and 
there is no noticeable housing shortage in Guildford. One 
aspect of the report rightly points to the town being a centre 
for learning and thus there is a bias towards young people 
requiring temporary ‘student’ type accommodation. There 
are several ways that this can be provided and these do not 
appear to have been well covered. Furthermore estimates 
of incoming student numbers may vary widely especially in 
times of economic weakness and have affected student 
numbers due partly to the high cost of living in the south 
east.. 
4. There is no reason for the Hearn report to expand the 
need for housing in the coming years based on their 
perceived and extrapolated need of the town to enlarge. 
5. Overall it seems quite unlikely that the future need for 
housing will mean a doubling of building new dwellings 
even though there is probably a justifiable need to increase 
the number provided modestly beyond what is the current 
estimate. JB Hearn Ltd should restrict themselves to the 
provision of data and extrapolating from that to the 
prospective need for new housing over a 15 year period as 
seen at present. They should not involve themselves in 
speculation for example, about the need for Guildford to 
expand its current population (and thus increase the 
housing need. Such a policy is the province of the elected 
council which would take account of the electorate’s 
viewpoint. The inability of anyone (including JB Hearn Ltd) 
to predict the future is limited even though they may be 
better equipped than the layman to do so in this specialised 
area. There are several possible scenarios relating to 
predictions and it would have been useful to list a few of 
them and show the results (in terms of suggested needs for 
housing by year) for each one. 
6. It is highly unlikely that the current scenario will be 
retained for the next 15 years or so and thus reviews of 
both the data and extrapolations from it should be 
undertaken at intervals to check that the information 
required for the Guildford plan is on course or if not how it 
should be adjusted. It appears that JB Hearn Ltd has not 
clearly accepted this or advised how frequently a review 
might be required. 
 
Because of the limited time available and the length of this 
detailed report some points may well have been missed 
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housing delivery to 
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housing that has been 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

and erroneous conclusions drawn. However, the issue is an 
important one for families, students and others in need of 
housing and the present residents of the Borough whose 
lives may be significantly affected should a doubling of 
housing estimates be translated to actual building and 
without the infrastructure to deal with it. To that end JB 
Hearn Ltd should consider adjusting their draft report and 
heed some of the messages written herein. 

John Chalmers         In response to your request for comments regarding 
Guildford Borough Council's Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) please find my comments below: 
 
I believe that the SHMA is fundamentally flawed as a 
document and object in the strongest possible terms. 
 
• From a simplistic view the document validates that need 
has been met in Guildford by providing 322 dwellings per 
year since 2001 and then fails to quantify the driving forces 
in a way that is going to be meaningful to the general public 
why this figure should be raised to 800 per year. 
 
• Yet again the Council is paying lip service to the 
consultation process. Stakeholders during the formulation 
have been defined as developers and estate agents not the 
electorate of this council. 
 
• Every opportunity has been taken to increase numbers, 
rather than decrease the overall total 
 
• The document is riddled with errors, referring to the wrong 
figures etc. which does nothing to aid readability 
 
• In spite of government instructions students numbers have 
not been catered for in the overall document 
 
• It should be recognized that the proximity of London 
coupled with the desirability of Guildford as a location 
means that estate agents and developers would be able to 
sell 800 homes a year, but it has nothing to do with NEED. 
 
• Vacant homes should be brought back into the stock and 
figures reduced accordingly 
 
• It is clear from the evidence presented by the document 
that student numbers (including international students) have 
seriously skewed the findings 
 
• Increasing the provision for students on campus would 
alleviate the position regarding real need 
 
• Given the projections and potential risks of the public 
sector, surely the projections should have been reduced 
 
I feel extremely let down by the Council in its handling of 
this matter where proper consultation with the public and/or 
parish councils has not taken place but instead it appears 
that as well as only taking advice from estate agents, 

This is not a 
like for like 
figure. The 
SHMA does 
not set a 
housing 
target. 
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housing that has been 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

developers and the University, complicated online 
questionnaires have been used dissuading accurate reply's 
and skewing the results. 

Carol Rolfe No I say no 
because at the 
moment the 
level of 
proposed 
housing 
seems in 
excess of what 
is reasonable 
for the 
Borough and 
therefore is 
threatening the 
Green Belt 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e or 
environmen
tal 
constraints 
or the 
location or 
impact of 
developme
nt 

Yes Yes housebuiilding is important 
but it must be supported by the 
local infrastructure and currently 
I am not convinced that this 
would be the case 

No the levels of affordable 
housing in new 
developments are 
already set out to the 
best of my knowledge 
and in some cases this 
has been reduced in 
order to make this 
commercially viable for 
developers. I would 
not suggest affordable 
housing is increased in 
new builds as this is 
likely to hinder new 
developments as the 
viability for developers 
would mean they may 
deviate from 
residential to 
commercial property 
where the profit levels 

No new homes at all is 
not feasible, however 
this must be measured 
and in keeping with the 
infrastructure of the local 
area (schools/hospitals 
roads etc.,) The recently 
issued 'Strategic 
Housing Market 
Assessment' (SHMA), is 
suggesting a housing 
target of 800 houses per 
year, this compares with 
the present target of 320 
is much more than 
expected. If adopted if 
would inevitably lead to 
significant loss of green 
belt and further 
cramming in of buildings 
within the Guildford 

As outlined in pt 4, see below: 
No new homes at all is not feasible, however this must be 
measured and in keeping with the infrastructure of the local 
area (schools/hospitals roads etc.,) The recently issued 
'Strategic Housing Market Assessment' (SHMA), is 
suggesting a housing target of 800 houses per year, this 
compares with the present target of 320 is much more than 
expected. If adopted if would inevitably lead to significant 
loss of green belt and further cramming in of buildings 
within the Guildford area. A common sense view is that 
such massive expansion of Guildford is not in anybody's 
interests and that the national objections are better met by 
investing away from the South East. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

are greater which 
means the end goal 
would not be 
achieved. 

area. A common sense 
view is that such 
massive expansion of 
Guildford is not in 
anybody's interests and 
that the national 
objections are better met 
by investing away from 
the South East. 

Tom Stevens No My 
understanding 
from reading 
the draft 
SHMA is that it 
provides an 
"objective 
assessment of 
the need for 
housing, 
making no 
judgements 
regarding 
future policy 
which the 
Borough 
Council may 
take." Whilst 
this 
engagement is 
in regard to 
the SHMA, this 
question 
appears to be 
all about the 
future policy 
which the 
Borough 
Council may 
take. However 
 
1) I don't 
believe that we 
should seek to 
maximise 
delivery of 
houses to 
meet the 
needs 
identified as 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
assess 
infrastructur
e or 
environmen
tal 
constraints 
or the 
location or 
impact of 
developme
nt 

No I don't believe that Guildford 
should attempt to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding. I think that the 
belief that you can do this is 
naive. 
 
We already see from the 
current situation (figures show 
the numbers of housing being 
built is lower than the numbers 
of permissions granted) that 
house builders would prefer to 
sit on land and wait for house 
prices to be high - before they 
build. 
 
I believe that the level of 
housebuilding needs to focus 
on housing need (based on 
historical demand) as well as 
the constraints imposed by the 
infrastructure and setting of 
Guildford - the Green Belt which 
is essential to protect our 
environment plays a large part 
here in preventing development 
which would be inappropriate 
for Guildford. 
 
There is a marked difference in 
prices between Guildford and 
London which indicates that the 
need for new homes is greatly 
exaggerated. 
 
However, the problem with the 
price differential between like-
for-like property prices in 
London and Guildford is that it 

No My understanding is 
that the number of 
people who are 
seeking affordable 
housing at any one 
time has not changed 
over recent years. This 
suggests that the rate 
of building for 
affordable housing is 
ok. However, I would 
like to see a larger 
proportion of 
properties being built 
on new developments 
being affordable. 
Guildford Borough 
Council should focus 
on affordable housing 
and should insist that 
a much larger 
proportion of any 
development should 
be affordable. This is 
because anybody who 
is already able to rent 
or to buy a home is not 
going to be homeless 
and they will be able to 
afford more space for 
their money than if 
they lived in London. 

The implications of not 
building enough homes 
will be good for 
Guildford. The size of 
properties and the 
amount of space 
enjoyed by people in the 
area in the past is not 
sustainable or efficient if 
the population is set to 
grow over the long term. 
This pattern has 
happened in London 
over the last century and 
there are a number of 
lessons Guildford can 
learn. Firstly about the 
importance of Green 
Belt which has 
prevented sprawl and 
concentrated investment 
in the centre of the town. 
A further lesson is the 
way that large houses 
have been adapted in 
parts of London to 
accommodate more 
people and thereby 
allowing people to live at 
a greater density - 
resulting in more vibrant 
communities and more 
efficient use of our 
scarce resources. 
 
I don't think that any 
impact on house pricing 
is necessarily a bad 
thing as prices are low 
compared to London 

There are a number of alarming inconsistencies and 
assumptions in the draft SHMA which makes the 
projections for housing needs wrong (and the resulting 
figures have overstated by a large degree). 
 
One element of the SHMA which is immediately a concern 
to me is the choice of the HMA area. This area would make 
sense if this was a study for Guildford town - but this SHMA 
is for Guildford Borough an there are parts of the Guildford 
Borough - notably around Ash which will be greatly 
influenced by what is happening in Aldershot and in 
Farnborough. This doesn't appear to have been taken into 
account. I imagine that there is a great deal of cooperation 
that can take place if a circle was drawn around Aldershot 
and Farnborough and development around the western 
edge of the borough was thought about more in relation to 
this area of influence. Thinking in this was at the planning 
stage also points out to the importance of the open 
countryside along the Hogs Back and its important role in 
fulfilling the purposes of green belt. 
 
I believe that actual housing requirement which has been 
assessed going forward in the SHMA should have been 
calibrated by the demand for housing today and with 
historical demands. It doesn't seem to be sense in such a 
sharp increase as suggested by the study. 
 
Recent provision of housing is much lower than that 
suggested in the draft SHMA. I believe that the existing 
(and historical) provision of houses does appear to be 
meeting the needs of Guildford. House prices and rentals 
seem to be reasonably stable which suggests that there is 
no undersupply. This is particularly borne out by the fact 
that house building has not kept track with the amount of 
planning permissions granted. If there was a greater 
demand for housing (as the SHMA suggests) then 
developers would no doubt be rushing to build new 
properties and the ensuing rush for them would see house 
prices rise sharply. I believe that the current level of activity 
represents the true picture for housing demand - a picture 

We 
appreciate 
there arte 
more 
localised 
links with 
other 
neighbouring 
authorities, 
however, for 
practical 
consideration
s the HMA 
boundary 
has been 
drawn and 
agreed upon 
at LA level 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

there is a 
presumption in 
the question 
that the need 
for housing 
has been 
identified 
correctly in the 
SHMA, which I 
don't believe is 
the case. 
 
2) I think that 
the provision 
of housing 
against any 
assessed 
need should 
be weighed up 
with the 
wishes of the 
local 
community. 
For example, 
there is 
potentially an 
insatiable 
demand for 
the relatively 
low cost of 
homes for 
people 
(particularly 
with families) 
moving out of 
London and I 
don't believe 
that it is 
appropriate 
that areas of 
countryside 
around 
Guildford 
should be built 
upon to 
accommodate 
this demand. 
 
3) The need to 
meet housing 
needs must be 
weighed up 
with the impact 
on the town. 
There is likely 
to be demands 
on 

does encourage people from 
London to move to Guildford 
and enjoy more space. If you 
were able to reduce the price of 
property then you would simply 
encourage more people to 
move into the area which would 
have no economic benefit to the 
UK as a whole, but cause 
greater harm to the 
environment and strain on 
infrastructure as more people 
would be commuting back into 
London. 

which results in people 
moving to the area. I 
don't believe that we 
should resist rising 
prices as long as there 
is a provision for 
affordable houses so 
that everyone has a roof 
over their head. Only 
when house prices in 
Guildford start to meet 
those of London, will we 
see people choosing to 
live in an area that really 
suits them. In this 
circumstance, you may 
start to see a number of 
people choosing to up 
sticks and move back to 
London and not be so 
reliant on travel. It is 
much better for the 
environment that people 
live and work in the 
same community. 
Unless house prices 
climb in Guildford - we'll 
continue to see people 
choose to live here (not 
because they 
necessarily want to but 
because Guildford is a 
cheaper option). 

which isn't skewed by private investors and landowners 
who push up prices when the economy improves and as 
people feel the need to jump on the property ladder 
because if they didn't, they'd be left behind. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

infrastructure 
and services 
which can't be 
met by 
Guildford for 
some 
considerable 
time. There is 
also the 
impact that an 
increased 
population will 
have on the 
environment - 
particularly as 
Guildford 
Borough 
Council is 
suggesting 
that open 
countryside 
might be built 
over to meet 
housing 
needs. 
 
4) I believe 
that Guildford 
Council should 
only focus on 
meeting the 
housing 'need' 
to allow 
everyone to 
have a roof 
over their 
head. This 
means that 
Guildford 
should 
arguably only 
make 
provision for 
affordable 
housing (either 
to rent or to 
buy). Anyone 
with a greater 
income 
already has 
the opportunity 
to buy or rent 
on the open 
market - and 
they will be 
able to enjoy 
much more 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

space than for 
an equivalent 
rent in London. 

Don Gray No Identification 
of housing 
need has been 
flawed and 
based on 
incorrect detail 
with errors in 
both 
methodology 
and evidence. 
It appears that 
evidence has 
been 
manipulated 
pro-
development 
and there is 
confusion 
between 
housing need 
and housing 
demand. The 
Report does 
not distinguish 
between 
private-interest 
demand for 
development 
and public-
interest need. 
 
The figure of 
800dpa is 
incorrect and 
based on a 
temporary 
population 
surge resulting 
from a fees-
related student 

The SHMA 
is required 
to assess 
demand as 
well as 
need.  We 
have 
reviewed 
the Student 
housing 
issue in 
more detail.  
The supply 
of housing 
is not in the 
SHMAs 
remit. 

No Reducing the cost of 
housebuilding result in will 
result in high density, poorly 
planned homes in crowded and 
inappropriate developments. 
Other means of satisfying 
housing needs should be used 
before building new homes. 
 
Guildford's housing stock 
continues to be highly under-
occupied, and has very low 
levels of under crowding. 
 
Prioritising better use of existing 
housing stock over new build 
homes, considering the 43% of 
under-occupied dwellings and 
accommodating students on-
campus will make thousands of 
homes available to Guildford 
faster and more economically 
than building new homes. 

No No more affordable, 
low cost, council or 
housing association 
needs to be built. The 
appropriate use of 
existing 'low cost' 
housing should be 
maximised and Private 
sector landlords 
should be encouraged 
and incentivised to 
meet and accurately 
defined need. Council 
tax exempt students 
should be required live 
in University 
accommodation and 
release many homes 
to families. 
Housing in Guildford is 
as affordable as it was 
in the late 1990's and 
there is no evidence to 
support the finding that 
increased affordability 
is required. Data has 
been skewed and 
irrelevant snapshots 
used to argue for 
higher provision. 

The use of existing 
homes should be 
maximised. New 
development land will 
have to be Brown field 
sites. Internet shopping 
is increasing, and the 
resultant decrease in 
town centre shops will 
provide more availability 
of housing within the 
town centres. There will 
always be a shortage of 
housing. Maximising 
land within current 
development boundaries 
to build homes will 
reduce this need. 
Reinforcing the 
protection of the Green 
Belt will give developers 
a further incentive to 
develop brown field sites 
they already own. 
The removal of Green 
Belt land for 
development is 
irreversible and is to the 
detriment of all 
communities. Such 
removal should not be 
considered. 

There has been opaque and inadequate public consultation 
on a subject which is of great concern to all. Short 
timescales have resulted in the requirement for local 
residents to digest a mass of information too quickly. The 
distribution of the Report only 90 minutes before the 27 Jan 
meeting to discuss the it with residents indicated the lack of 
a real will to engage with local opinion. It would appear that 
the 'engagement period' for comment on this report (which 
closes at 1700 today) is not a true consultation but merely 
an information exercise. 
 
The Petition to be debated on 26 Feb indicates the need for 
an objectively prepared SHMA which is proportionate and 
realistic, meets proper local requirements and will not be 
overturned. 

n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

population 
increase, and 
failed to take 
into account 
Guildford's 
high housing 
vacancy rates. 
470dpa is a 
more relevant 
figure based 
on a more 
relevant 10 
year period. 
Inflation of dpa 
from 
Guildford's 
interim 2010 
target of 
322dpa to 
800dpa is 
arbitrary and 
unsupported 
by any 
evidence. 
 
Boosting a 
perceived 
need by 
including an 
invalid 3% 
vacancy 
allowance, 
when there are 
4% (996) 
properties 
vacant, and 
omitting to 
include all 
student 
accommodatio
n and prison 
numbers 
inflates this 
figure further. 
 
I have to query 
how the 
inflated figure 
of 800dpa was 
achieved when 
in 2010 the 
Council had a 
requirement of 
422dpa 
overturned 
and reduced to 
322dpa. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Rachel Stevenson No The areas that 
are under 
consideration 
would damage 
the 
countryside/en
vironment and 
allow other 
areas in the 
green belt 
which are in 
place to 
protect the 
environment to 
also be at risk 
of future 
development. 
A need may 
have been 
identified but it 
will create 
many more. 
The 
infrastructure 
is already at 
breaking point 
and the 
schools, 
hospital 
(RSCH) and 
GP surgeries 
simply can not 
cope. It is 
already difficult 
to see a GP 
with current 
demands and 
people living in 
the same 
village as their 
local schools 
are failing to 
get places for 
their children 
due to 
demand. The 
RSCH is also 
constantly 
having to 
reduce costs 
and this will 
cause further 
burden and 
effect 
performance. 
The local 
roads can 

 No Only in areas that can cope with 
additional houses and have 
room also for another school, 
GP surgery and new roads to 
reduce impact on the rush 
hours- clearly the areas 
currently under review can not 
provide these services to go 
alongside the developments. 

No 
Answer 

Only in areas that can 
cope with new houses. 

I think that this 
questionnaire is 
designed to be used 
against residents who 
simply want to protect 
their homes and 
families. To ask if we 
should provide more 
homes etc than the 
answer is yes but the 
real question is where! I 
feel that the council 
keeps suggesting areas 
and saying we need to 
build more houses and 
care little for the 
infrastructure of the 
areas in question and 
the impact this will have 
on current residents. 

  



 

405 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

already not 
cope with rush 
hour traffic. 
Shalford and 
Chilworth are 
both used by 
more distant 
villages/areas 
to access 
Guildford 
adding more 
houses will 
have a 
devastating 
effect and will 
deter people 
from living in 
these areas 
making it 
somewhat 
counterproduct
ive. 
I understand 
the need for 
more housing 
but this 
proposal is not 
projecting the 
long term 
implications to 
the current 
residents and 
is 
exceptionally 
short sighted. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

George Cox No In response to 
me clicking the 
NO circle 
above; if we 
DO need more 
housing, we 
MUST; and I 
can't stress 
this enough, 
deliver these 
on brownfield 
sites and also 
renovate and 
convert empty 
existing 
houses and 
buildings, 
including 
empty shops, 
offices and 
factories of 
which there 
are MANY! 
Also use all 
viable spaces 
within the 
EXISTING 
town 
boundaries. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SMHA to 
inform the 
location of 
developme
nt. 

No I refer to my comment to 
question 1 inasmuch as THIS 
means of housebuilding, I 
believe, will go a long way to 
reducing the house price bubble 
and STILL preserve our 
priceless, irreplaceable AND 
VITAL greenbelt and divine 
natural heritage! 

No 
Answer 

Again; refer to my 
previous comments 
regarding THIS 
question here. I have 
here clicked the No 
Answer circle because 
maybe there IS a 
certain need; Note: 
"CERTAIN." I would 
love to just say NO! 
Besides my DEEP 
concern about any 
intentions to concrete 
the greenbelt with 
housing, I am 
EQUALLY concerned 
with it happening on 
such a HUMONGOUS 
scale, IF AT ALL, in 
the South East!! We 
are currently, and 
more than developed 
enough in THIS part of 
the country by a long 
chalk whilst counties 
like Northumberland 
and Westmorland up 
north, and The Brecon 
Beacons in Wales and 
much of Scotland and 
her islands of course, 
are largely wilderness! 
Must we divide this so 
called 'United 
Kingdom' any more 
than it already is in the 
name of a quick quid 
and short term gain for 
greedy developers and 
help our government 
make an even bigger 
fool of themselves 
than they have done 
so far by SO back-
tracking on their 
'powerful' and 
'eloquently spoken' 
promise to protect our 
greenbelt and natural 
heritage within? Ok! 
Too many people want 
to come first to the 
South East but it 
doesn't have to stop at 
"supply and demand!" 
Whilst we do not know 
what kind of a 

I can't think of much, 
given the answers I've 
given so far based on, 
from where I and 
countless others I 
believe, is only logic! 
Yes I know we have a 
house price bubble and I 
know we have a mass 
immigration issue here 
which doesn't help but 
again; refer to my 
previous comments, 
especially where I give 
mention to brownfield 
sites, empty and disused 
houses, shops and 
factories, supermarkets 
etc. which can be 
renovated and turned 
into nice new homes. 
Again I, and just about 
everyone else I can 
think of believe, AND 
KNOW, that this will do 
UNTOLD to solve the 
problem and meanwhile, 
if we're not careful, there 
soon won't be a square 
inch of grass left in the 
UK, or at least in the 
South East! If we 
strategically use every 
available space we have 
within brownfield and 
town boundaries, as I've 
mentioned before and a 
little bit in THIS answer, 
we will save this 
INDISPENSABLE 
natural heritage of ours 
and resolve the 
implications of NOT 
building enough homes 
sufficiently until we 
resolve other seriously 
exacerbating issues like 
our out of control 
immigration. 

I'll conclude here by stressing a few final things I'd Like to 
point out; that our greenbelt is A VITAL part of our lungs for 
clean pure air, along with the remainder of the countryside. 
Take this away with mass housing and development and 
our lungs go down the toilet and in place of this UNTOLD 
more stress occasioned with being left without those 
accessible bolt holes and changes of scenery WE ALL 
NEED, ESPECIALLY IN THESE TIMES!!  Our greenbelt, 
along with the rest of our natural heritage, was here LONG 
BEFORE we ALL were even thought of; FOR A REASON 
and it, along with it's precious wildlife, was given to us to 
look after and benefit our health and longevity from doing 
so, NOT to give away and exploit for short term profit and 
gain!  Also, our children need it for open spaces and it 
provides UNTOLD educational value and if we take this 
away from our children will they will be left bored, frustrated 
and quite ignorant and will be more likely to descend into 
juvenile delinquency and crime. There's no knowing to what 
extent mass development, as proposed or thought of, like 
Wisley Airfield for instance, is likely to fuel crime!  And as 
far as creating jobs is concerned, well I can see plenty of 
employment opportunities in AGRICULTURE, 
HORTICULTURE, FORESTRY, CONSERVATION AND 
TOURISM to boot if we leave our greenbelt alone!   And we 
need to preserve the character of our quintessentially 
English villages and market towns, and community spirit 
within them. Finally; as far as agriculture and market 
gardening are concerned, it's VITALLY IMPORTANT to 
maintain our supplies of home grown produce which we 
know FAR MORE about what's gone into it for our health 
and well being than imported food.  And whilst it's as plain 
as day, as I've mentioned before, that our infrastructure 
won't cope under the strain of mass development on 
greenbelt land, what with impossibly and almost perpetually 
gridlocked traffic and public and health services being ever 
more snowed under,  I ALSO know that ANY large scale 
development on ANY part of the greenbelt will, or most 
likely, set a dangerous precedent for ALL of our PRECIOUS 
greenbelt to be concreted over!  Nuff said! 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

response we will get if 
we turn our priorities to 
these much more 
underpopulated areas 
I've mentioned; one 
thing we DO know is 
that our already manic 
and overwhelmed 
infrastructure down 
here won't cope, and 
will IMPLODE badly if 
we mass develop; if 
develop at all, any 
more on our greenbelt, 
not to mention more 
flooding and therefore 
EVEN MORE 
dangerous sinkholes! 
And these will impact 
badly on what little is 
left of our greenbelt in 
terms of poisoning our 
wildlife as well as 
defacing the 
landscape. 

Robert Jagar Yes But only within 
the parameter 
of a new 
framework: i.e. 
How many are 
we able to 
build. 

n/a Yes But this will not benefit certain 
areas. Some of the Guildford 
areas are the same as others: 
e.g. Horsleys are very 
expensive areas, increased 
housebuilding is unlikely to 
reduce costs significantly: 
speculators look for high cost 4-
5 bed houses. 

Yes But only in specific 
areas where there is a 
demand: e.g. 
Guildford- students: 
Med. wage earners 
and where 
employment is close 
and available. Certain 
villages: e.g. Horsleys 
require small single or 
two bed: bungalows 
for elderly & retired. 

Recent weather 
conditions have 
highlighted weaknesses 
& defects in the ex. 
infrastructure particularly 
in regard to disposal of 
ground water: the 
question should be what 
the existing can sustain; 
and what is enough? 
Local demand is not as 
high as projected; 
enough should be based 
on actual local demand. 

Recent weather and rainfall have shown clearly that before 
any figures can be assessed. A complete reappraisal of 
means of groundwater disposal is required. The present 
practice of 'conditioning' planning approvals in regard to 
c.w. disposal should be discontinued and existing 'datums'. 
Safety margins in regards to water retention on site require 
updating and revising otherwise the present flooding and 
standing water areas will increase with the loss of areas of 
permeable land, due to development. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Jean Bruton         The questions in the SHMA from GBC are heavily loaded in 
the presumption that a large number of houses have to be 
built and therefore the report by GL Hearne is worthless 
because it was not independent. 
Much of the report presents as fact figures based on 
supposition. 
GBC is committed to 322 houses per annum -there is no 
evidence to justify the massive increase to 800 per annum. 
Here are some alternative questions - 
There are some 800 empty houses in the borough –if there 
is such a need for housing why are they not used? 
How many of those on the housing list are also on lists in 
other locations? 
Why does the university not use its considerable campus 
and planning permission for 2000 units so that student 
accommodation in the town can be released? 
An objective, realistic survey of housing needs should be 
made – one which does not pander to developers and 
builders desire to make profit. 

The previous 
target was 
capacity led.  
This is not a 
housing 
target but an 
assessment 
of need 

Jonathan Cross         I see that 8.26 of the SHMA contains the statement, 
 
‘It should be recognised that this is an objective 
assessment of housing need and takes no account of land 
supply or  development constraints within the Borough, 
such as land availability,environmental constraints, the 
feasibility of delivering infrastructure to support sustainable 
development or of Green Belt policies.’ 
 
This does not seem to be an indication of joined up 
thinking, and any housing increase will have infrastructure 
consequences. How can any additional housing 
considerations take place in isolation? 
 
How can the public respond without being given the whole 
picture? 
 
 
[Email from David Wright] 
 
Dear Jonathan and Jane 
There is a planning policy procedure, laid down by the 
Government which all Councils are instructed to follow. If 
they fail to do so, the Inspectorate which eventually sits in 
judgement on the Local Plan can declare it unsound and 
reject it entirely. When this happens it leaves the door open 
to developers to argue that in the absence of a Local Plan 
their development proposal (whatever it may be) is meeting 
the local demand for housing and should be approved (and 
it often is). It is important therefore that the Council follows 
the procedure step by step. 
The first step is to identify potential available sites, ( 
available that is in the five year timescale of the Plan). The 
second is to assess the potential constraints to their 
development (AONB, Green Belt, etc). The third is to 
produce an assessment of housing need based on a 
mathematical formula laid down by the Government and 
based on Government produced demographic figures. Then 
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the process of comparing and combining the three 
elements takes place and the Council produces its own 
best estimate of what it can reasonably justify as its housing 
target for the next five years. 
We are currently at stage three and the final stage will 
begin later in the year. 
The public are being invited to comment and contribute at 
all three preliminary stages. May I encourage you to do so if 
you have not done so already. The past documents 
covering the previous stages are available, if you need to 
consult them again, at the Council's Planning Department. 
Best wishes 
David Wright 
 
 
[Response from Jane and Jonathan Cross] 
 
Thank you for this, and taking the time to reply. I did look at 
the Local Plan in the Autumn and commented in writing 
within the timescale for responses. I was particularly 
concerned about the proposal to remove Shere and 
Gomshall from the Green Belt and provided photographic 
evidence to refute some of the claims in the consultants’ 
report. I am glad that there is a process, but it still seems to 
me that it is a valid view that any housing report should also 
consider the infrastructure requirements in parallel. The 
plans for extra housing in Cranleigh (not in GBC, I know) is 
a case. It is hard to see that the volume planned is in 
response to employment needs on Cranleigh, so there will 
almost certainly be an increase in commuting. Over several 
years the traffic using Hound House Road and Shere to get 
to the A3 towards London without going through Guildford 
has increased. This causes problems in the Hound House 
single track and in Middle and Upper Streets in Shere. More 
houses in Cranleigh will only exacerbate these problems 
and the need for increased road maintenance. Similar 
implications need to be presented to the public if they are to 
comment constructively on any housing report. 
 
I look forward to being able to comment on the results of 
the Council’s combining of the 3 elements you describe. 
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Carol Cook         We should not be building any more houses or business 
premises within the Borough. 
 
There is absolutely no point in continuing to identify need 
for housing within THE Borough of Guildford by producing a 
Strategic Housing Market plan. 
 
Firstly we do not have the infrastructure in place to sustain 
any further housing within the Borough. The A3 is regularly 
at a standstill around Guildford, as is the M25 between 
Junctions 8 - 16. 
 
But the primary indication that it is a ludicrous to plan any 
further building projects, is the appalling sustained flooding 
we have experienced within the River Wey and Mid 
Thames catchment areas. Any proposal or 
recommendation for future housing projects should be 
abolished until flood relief construction has been developed 
to protect existing homes, businesses and properties within 
the mid Thames Valley. 
 
Over the last two months many people have lived in dire 
"3rd world country" conditions with flood water and 
sewerage within their premises and two months further 
down the line conditions remain the same. I speak from 
personal experience as our business premises flooded on 
the 26th December and we still have flood water within our 
premises today. Our business has been closed since before 
Christmas. Also many families are living in houses right 
now with young children, which are flooded , which is an 
appalling situation within a modern sophisticated society, 
which the UK is meant to be. 
 
Huge investments need to be made to protect existing 
dwellings before considering exasperating the situation by 
building more housing on flood plains and in the water 
catchment of the mid Thames. 
 
All water north of the North Downs ends up in the River 
Wey or the mid Thames. After flooding in 2003 the 
Environment Agency identified the need to invest and build 
flood relief within the area of the mid Thames. The 
proposed project was cancelled in 2010, due to lack of 
funding. Even if the project was reinstated, the flood relief 
would not be completed until well after 2026. 
 
So it is an absolute waste of tax payers money to draft 
plans for housing, while existing houses are not protected 
properly. 
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Guildford 
Greenbelt 
Guardians 

        In summary, we believe that the errors in both the 
methodology and the content are sufficiently significant that 
the report needs to be redone in a manner which is 
consistent and completely transparent and objective rather 
than the report before us now which is hugely subjective 
and in our view makes a number of incorrect assumptions. 
GGG believe that it is vitally important to residents of the 
borough that the SHMA is able to withstand the scrutiny of 
PINS. The comments which follow are not exhaustive but 
we believe demonstrate the fact that the report needs to be 
redone and that reworking the numbers would not be a 
solution that would withstand the scrutiny of PINS. 
Key observations 
1. There are numerous errors in the evidence and the 
methodology is subjective. 
2. Data has been manipulated. 
3. The selection of the HMA is arbitrary 
4. Alternatives to housebuilding 
5. There is insufficient evidence of the duty to cooperate 
with neighbouring boroughs 
6. There is confusion between need and demand 
7. Public consultation has been inadequate 
1, Errors in evidence and methodology 
As a general principle we think it important that data is 
consistently provided over the period since 2001. GL Hearn 
use 2001 census data when it suits them but in other 
instances use a shorter 5 year period. As the Local Plan is 
to cover the period to 2031 it is important that the larger 
dataset is used so that short term blips in data are 
minimised. We note that GL Hearn selectively (and 
subjectively) uses both official census data and their own 
unaudited datasets but makes no reference to other 
respected data sources which generate much lower 
housing numbers.1 
There are so many basic errors in the report that it is 
difficult to know where to start. To demonstrate this, we 
note that even the start point cannot be relied upon. 
Looking at total households for example there are six direct 
references to the 2011 number and one derived number 
and we are given six different values. In an additional 
instance the 2013 number equates to one of the 2011 
numbers which clearly cannot be true.2 
Further, at every opportunity GL Hearn appear to inflate the 
numbers to subjectively increase the apparent need rather 
than providing the facts and then providing sensitivity 
analysis on the variables. 
There are a number of issues which have not been properly 
taken into account including:- 
- Household formation: No evidence is given to support the 
report’s repeated claim (para.2.31, 4.24, 4.34) that 
“evidence of household formation has been suppressed in 
the past”. The projected rate has fallen since 2008 (4.5). It 
is clear to us that household formation numbers are likely to 
be distorted by students. The report appears not to count 
the 6-7,000 properties likely to be vacated by Guildford’s 
elderly relatives over the plan period. 
1 E.g. http://www.howmanyhomes.org/ 
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2Page 24 - 56,220; page 63 - 54,186; page 73 - 54,981; 
page 111 - 53,896 (derived); page 113 - 53,973; page 115 - 
53,973; page 32 (app) - 54,183 
- Overcrowding: This is used as an argument to increase 
housing provision, even though it is below the South-East 
average [para 2.31] “notably” below the average for 
England, and increasing more slowly [para 2.35] – and with 
higher under-occupancy – than the rest of the Housing 
Market Area (HMA). If overcrowding is below average it 
cannot follow that household formation is suppressed as 
lower household formation would result in more 
overcrowding. 
- Vacant properties: Recent Freedom of Information (FOI) 
data show a total of 996 vacant properties – 3 years’ 
housing supply at the current interim rate – 449 of them 
empty for more than 6 months. Councils are required to 
bring these vacancies back into residential use (NPPF 
para.51, and draft NPPG). But the report fails to deduct 
them from the housing requirement. On the contrary, it even 
boosts the housing need total by unacceptably including a 
“3% vacancy allowance” (4.20). Information on vacant 
properties is inconsistent as on page 40 “there is no 
identifiable issue of housing vacancy” 
 
Net completions, which have been higher in Guildford than 
in the rest of the HMA, and often above target, with no 
overall shortfall in the period 2001-11. In backdating 
housing need totals to 2011 (6.5) the report fails to deduct 
completions and planning permissions granted since then. 
- Unbuilt permissions are not taken into account [including 
the 2400 at the University and 400 in Ash] 
- Prisoner numbers are apparently not deducted from the 
housing need calculation. 
- Student numbers: Counting students as permanent 
residents and heads of household hugely inflates housing 
need totals. When he met local MPs and Councillors on 15 
January, the Planning Minister made it clear that “all 
student accommodation, whether it consists of communal 
halls of residence or contained dwellings and whether or 
not it is on campus, can be included towards the housing 
provision”3. See also 4.6 below. We note that GL Hearn 
use the five year data set which includes the time period 
when student numbers increased dramatically in order to 
avoid the change in fee structure providing a large blip in 
student numbers. We understand that more recently 
student numbers have decreased in both 2011/12 and 
2012/13 highlighting the need for an accurate 
understanding of this data. It is vitally important that the 
university and other further education providers provide 
both up to date and historical data on student numbers, and 
the scale of on-campus accommodation, the number of 
students housed in private housing. Students make up 
approximately 10% of the total population of the borough so 
the effect of including students has an exponential effect on 
housing need. Approximately 50% of the University student 
population are overseas students. In the light of recent 
changes in policy regarding student visas it is likely that this 
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number will decrease. We believe that if the University is to 
have the support of local residents it should look to provide 
on-campus accommodation for at least 60% of its students. 
This is a common requirement in other university cities. 
- Affordability: The report’s claims that housing provision 
needs to be increased to support affordability (e.g. 4.37) are 
unsupported by the evidence presented. The report (3.21) 
states that housing is “as ‘affordable’ now as it was in the 
late 1990s”. The appendices (1.23) confirm that “median 
house prices in Guildford are average relative to other 
areas…Recent house price growth has also been average”. 
The affordability ratio applied in the report is not adjusted 
for the, nationally, relatively high income of Guildford’s 
lower quartile population (2.60 and 2.64). Nor are income 
levels and housing need adjusted to the fact that Guildford’s 
employment level has remained stable while in the region it 
has fallen by 2%. Calculations in the Appendices assume a 
house-buying deposit of 10%, despite the rapid take-up of 
5% deposits under the Government’s Help to Buy scheme, 
and an income-to-mortgage multiple of 3.5, when 5 is the 
South-East 
3 Mr Boles’s (undated) follow-up letter to Anne Milton MP. 
Reiterated in Sir Paul Beresford MP’s press release of 16 
January 2014. 
In summary, there is nothing to support the Summary of 
Key Findings conclusion that “an upwards adjustment to 
housing provision to increase affordability could be justified 
by the evidence”. 
- Employment, which the report predicts will grow at 1.7%pa 
despite historically flat-lining at 0.4%, despite Experian’s 
1% projection and despite the continuing fall in public-
sector employment – 27% of total – and retail jobs. ONS 
figures suggest thousands of jobs have been lost in the 
borough in recent years. No account is taken of limits to 
local growth from existing congestion and overheating. 
Table 13 absurdly claims that a projected 322 additional 
jobs per annum would require an additional 392 additional 
homes per annum, calling this “a reasonable baseline”, 
although the report also says “there would not need to be 
any uplift to housing requirements to meet job growth” 
(4.13). One approximate way to estimate future housing 
requirement would be to deflate any projected growth in 
jobs by 50% to account for those held by inbound 
commuters, plus about 30% to account for joint-income 
households. On this basis, growth of 0.4% would imply just 
5,000 more jobs over the Plan period, not 14,000 – or only 
100 additional homes a year, not 570 (4.31). 
- House prices, which are below the mean and median 
price for the whole of Surrey. Market sources4 confirm the 
report’s admission that they are “relatively affordable”, 
much more affordable than analogous parts of Greater 
London and no less so than in the 1990s. The report’s claim 
that they are “substantially above the regional average” 
(3.32) is misleading as many, less prosperous parts of the 
South-East – such as the Thames estuary, decayed 
seaside towns and non-commuter areas – are not 
comparable to Guildford. 
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- House sales are declining, according to estate agents 
(3.36), but the report dismisses this as unimportant. 
- Population growth in the past (2001-11) “has been over-
estimated” (4.4) and so does not justify major increases in 
housing. International immigration is declining. In any case, 
“57% of international in-migrants are students” (2.57), who 
should not be counted as permanent residents. The use of 
CLG data at paras 4.26-27 is too slapdash to be taken 
seriously as evidence. Paras 4.28-29 assume – 
preposterously for a commuter borough – that everyone 
who works in Guildford needs to live here. GBC’s housing 
list (which includes students) does not appear to have 
grown during the period 2009-13, when only 300dpa were 
being built. 
- Social housing stock owned by GBC does not appear to 
be fully taken into account. Figures in the Housing Revenue 
Account Business Plan show that 42% of the current 
tenants are in the 65+ age bracket. It is reasonable to 
assume that a significant portion of these properties will 
become available in the life of the plan. 
- Private rental sector provision of affordable homes has not 
been taken into account as there is no policy in place. GL 
Hearn discount this as a source of supply despite the fact 
that a number of properties currently shown as available to 
rent on Rightmove would indicate that prices are below the 
Local Housing allowance cap. We believe that the private 
rental sector is an option that needs to be considered when 
looking at supply. 
- Housing list has remained relatively constant at circa 
3,700 despite the recent recession and the building of circa 
200 homes a year. This would imply that building has little 
or no effect on demand. 
- Windfalls are not taken into account. GBC needs to 
provide historical data on the number of windfalls and these 
should be included in the supply as the Planning Minister 
made clear to local MPs and Councillors on 15 January. In 
the case of the Tandridge and Mole Valley Core Strategies, 
Inspectors have already agreed that this is justified. 
2, Data has been manipulated 
5 Joint press release of 21 January 2014 from Jonathan 
Lord MP, Anne Milton MP and Sir Paul Beresford MP. 
The requirement under the NPPF is for GBC to make an 
objective assessment of housing need. GBC is not required 
to consider possible future scenarios only those which can 
be deemed likely to occur. As such, the assessment of 
need must be realistic and proportionate, based on sound, 
objective methodology. We see little evidence in the GL 
Hearn report that this is the case. 
For example, we cannot understand how the report 
recommends a number of 800dpa which would equate to 
an increase of 29% in households in the borough over the 
plan period. 
As we outline in paragraph 1 above, the starting point for 
the GL Hearn report is unclear. They make use of a five 
year population trend which is inflated by an anomaly in the 
student population due to one-time circumstances and then 
inflate the housing number at every available opportunity. 



 

415 
 

Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

The baseline figure they use of 671 is without foundation 
and we believe that it is much more appropriate to use the 
10 year population information to create a sound starting 
point for the study. [this is particularly important because we 
know the five year figures are distorted by students]. 
GL Hearn go on to further inflate the figures by dismissing 
[due to their inexplicable view that the 10 year figure was 
less robust than the five year figure] the lowest ten-year 
migration-led figure in table 12 of 470 and replacing it with 
the subjective, GL Hearn derived 5 year migration-led figure 
of 671 then rounding up to 680 and increasing again to a 
recommendation of 800dpa. There is no objective evidence 
presented in the report to support this figure. Furthermore, 
we note that GBC may look to accommodate overspill 
demand for housing from neighbouring boroughs which we 
find extremely surprising. We would have expected the 
reverse to be true and that GBC should have established 
whether neighbouring boroughs could assist by assimilating 
any objectively identified surplus demand. 
3. The selection of the Housing Market Area (HMA) is 
arbitrary 
We believe that the selection of Waverley and Woking as 
component boroughs in the HMA is flawed and stems more 
from circumstance and the desire to utilise the findings from 
the previous West Surrey HMA prepared by DTZ than from 
an robust and objective assessment of the links between a 
larger number of boroughs. 
It is clear to us that the HMA should include at least 
Rushmoor as a number of Guildford employees live in the 
borough. A case could be made to include the whole of the 
area of the M3LEP and that does not appear to have been 
properly considered. 
The arbitrary selection of a narrow HMA will focus 
development on Guildford which is severely constrained by 
green belt and being a gap town. It is unfortunate that 
Woking has already agreed a low housing number and 
Waverley is currently struggling to finalise a housing target 
meaning that there is little hope of them being able to assist 
with accommodating any overspill from Guildford despite 
the fact that Woking is able to accommodate large numbers 
of dwellings in a small area and appears likely to exceed its 
own housing number in one development alone currently 
under consideration. 
We believe that it is vital for GBC to review properly the 
proposed HMA boundaries as infrastructure and housing in 
the wider area have an impact. All reasonable opportunities 
to meet Guildford’s housing needs in a wider area should 
be explored. 
4. Alternatives to house building 
There is no evidence to show that there are credible 
alternatives to new house building to accommodate a rising 
population. We consider that there are a number of 
alternatives which need to be included in any review of this 
report. In no particular order these include: 
- A lower number of vacant properties 
- A higher number of HMO properties 
- The return of properties currently occupied by students to 
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the “open market” 
- The use of tax incentives/disincentives to encourage 
landlords to embrace the wider non-student market 
- More shared ownership 
- Change of use of redundant office buildings into 
residential use 
- Policies to promote the use of the private rental sector as 
a source of supply for affordable housing 
- Better use of existing GBC owned social housing to meet 
demand 
- Change of use from retail space to residential 
- Better telecommunications allowing more home-based 
workers would allow GBC based employees to live further 
afield reducing the strain on infrastructure and housing 
5. Duty to cooperate 
We have serious concerns that the GL Hearn report does 
not fulfil the “Duty to cooperate” requirement under the 
NPPF and NPPG. PINS have already overturned a number 
of Local Plans for failing the “Duty to cooperate” test and it 
is important that the GBC plan does not fail for this reason. 
It is particularly important because GL Hearn was involved 
in the Waverley Plan where the Inspector had already 
commented on the need to review a wider HMA as part of a 
SHMA and before than plan was withdrawn. 
The only evidence that any collaboration has taken place is 
in the form of a workshop held on the day that the GL 
Hearn report was published which included representatives 
from other local councils. There have been no publicly 
available documents of this meeting and we therefore 
cannot see how this alone fulfils the requirement to 
cooperate as there could have been no input in the draft 
report. Subsequent consultations after the publication of the 
draft are not sufficient. 
6. Confusion between need and demand 
We do not understand how GL Hearn can justify a target of 
800dpa particularly when GBC’s successfully challenged 
the SE Plan which called for 422dpa. We see no change in 
the macro-economic factors and would therefore expect 
that any housing number in a draft report should be close to 
the 322dpa number agreed following the legal challenge. 
The difference between need which we believe should be 
the needs of local people and demand which is largely 
aspirational is not at all clear in the report. Whilst the NPPF 
states the requirement to prepare an SHMA that caters for 
housing demand – what case law clarifies is that the 
requirement is to prepare an SHMA which caters for need. 
As many others have commented, in any commuter town, 
and particularly in this area, demand is infinite. Since 
Guildford is cheaper than London, more affordable than 
much of Surrey with good schools and reasonable 
commuting times to London demand will be limitless. This is 
true both in the market sector and in the affordable/social 
sector where the housing register has remained constant 
despite new builds of 200-300 per year. 
The assertion in GL Hearn’s report that affordability can be 
improved by increasing supply is frankly implausible. 
7. Public consultation is inadequate 
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Councillors and Officers need to understand that the public 
perception of the Local Plan process to date is that it is 
neither transparent nor acceptable. The apparent promotion 
by GBC of aggressive growth is without mandate from the 
electorate. 
The vast scale and complexity of the evidence base and the 
numerous errors contained within it coupled with the short 
time scales for review mean that residents of the borough 
have serious concerns. . 
This is not helped by the appointment of consultants who 
appear to specialise in pro-development work. It might 
appear that in fact the driver for the housing number is not 
the objective need for housing, rather the need of GBC to 
promote building in order to gain income through New 
Homes Bonus and other subsidies of this nature. 
The situation is exacerbated further by GBC asking the 
public what can only be classified as “leading questions”. 
This was the case in the SSIO and the SHMA questions 
also fall into that category. The public should not be asked 
to respond to questions designed to elicit a particular 
response, especially when the evidence is not in place 
It is unfortunate that meetings have been arranged at short 
notice, and in the case of the meeting on 27th January for 
parish councils and residents’ associations, attendees were 
neither given the opportunity of seeing the draft report prior 
to the meeting nor given anything to take away meaning 
that it was impossible to make many comments on the 
content of the report at the time. Further, it is clear that 
studies undertaken by parish councils have not been 
considered as a useful source of relevant information to 
inform the SHMA report. 
New systems are needed so that, residents are consulted 
at the beginning of the exercise at the terms of reference 
stage so that there is less conflict going forward. 
A vote to support the GGG petition would be a start on the 
groundwork for a new Local Plan which could then be made 
with much less risk of legal challenge in the later stages of 
the process. 
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David Reeve         I would like to submit the following comments on the SHMA: 
1.In your document “How many new homes?” the 2008-
based Sub-national Population Projections for Guildford 
ONS data was subject to an explicit caveat, namely that 
“ONS also advise the projections are not forecasts but 
show what would happen if past trends continue”. Great 
care must therefore be taken avoid building the SHMA upon 
implicit assumptions based on a simple recent trends and 
expecting them to play out accurately over periods of 
almost two decades. 
 
It appears that modelling tools such as POPGROUP have 
been used in order to address this problem, however 
experience shows that it is easy (and extremely common) 
for modelling to produce incorrect results unless it is carried 
out and reviewed with considerable care. Without having 
access to the detailed modelling (both the process and the 
data used), it is not possible to verify the results. 
 
Can you please therefore ensure that full data is made 
available well before the final SHMA is published so that 
this detailed work can be carried out. 
 
 
2.The draft SHMA presents its conclusions as the housing 
requirement expressed in terms of an average numbers of 
houses per year over the Local Plan period. As the future is 
inherently unpredictable, there is considerable merit in 
planning for housing growth to follow a logarithmic 
progression rather than being simply a constant number of 
housing completions per year. This enables the Plan to 
“hedge its bets” against future uncertainty by beginning at a 
lower rate of building and progressively increasing the 
number of completions per year, while building the same 
total number during the Plan period. The following table 
illustrates the point based on an average of 671 houses 
(though this should not be taken as implying my support for 
a figure of 671). 
 
Year Draft SHMA Build Rate Logarithmic Equivalent Build 
Rate 
2015 671 615 
2016 671 622 
2017 671 628 
2018 671 635 
2019 671 642 
2020 671 649 
2021 671 656 
2022 671 663 
2023 671 670 
2024 671 677 
2025 671 685 
2026 671 692 
2027 671 699 
2028 671 707 
2029 671 715 
2030 671 722 

We have 
varied trend 
timescales to 
assess this 
impact. 
However the 
starting point 
must be the 
projections 
produced 
centrally 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

2031 671 730 
11407 11407 
 
This approach provides the considerable benefit that the 
larger numbers are planned towards the end of the period 
when there is ample time to monitor ongoing requirements 
and to progressively finalise the planned numbers for the 
near term rather than attempting to decide now on annual 
sixteen years into the future. 
 
 
3.The approach suggested in point (2) above is an example 
of a much wider general principle. Forecasting the future 
with any accuracy really is difficult; one only has to think of 
the major events that have caused huge disruptions the 
progress of economic and housing growth over the past 
twenty years (eg. the 2000/2001 recession; Eastern 
European immigration; the credit crunch). The borough 
needs to defend itself against housing targets that are set in 
stone; if they are too high we will simply build housing that 
will attract in new residents just because the housing is 
available, but for whom local jobs are not available; on the 
other hand, if the target turns out to be too low to meet our 
evolving genuine housing need, the remainder of the Plan 
period will just become a permanent planning battleground. 
 
We can avoid both these outcomes by building a Local Plan 
and the SHMA that include as a fundamental feature an 
ongoing review process. It would for example be sensible 
for both documents to set out what we currently believe are 
our requirements out to 2031, but to explicitly acknowledge 
the difficulty (or impossibility!) of reliably producing realistic 
figure over such a period, and commit ourselves to a formal 
review every five years. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

Solum 
Regeneration 
(Peter Hughes) 

No 
answe
r 

  No 
Answe
r 

 No 
Answer 

  The SHMA confirms at para. 2.28 that the size mix in 
Guildford is dominated by mid to large sized properties with 
around two thirds of the stock comprising three or more 
bedrooms. Guildford also has less 1 and 2 bedroom 
properties (35.8%) relative to the South East regional 
average (37.8%) and the national average (39.7%) - see 
Table 1: House size - Number of Bedrooms (2011). As a 
consequence the SHMA confirms at para. 2.27 that 
Guildford has a comparatively low proportion of flatted 
properties at 13.9% compared to the West Surrey HMA, 
South East region and the national average - 15.7%, 22.5% 
and 24.5% respectively - see Figure 5: Profile of Stock by 
Type (2011). The evidence from local estate agents also 
confirms that the housing stock in Guildford is expensive 
(para. 3.40) and that there is an undersupply of properties 
with 2 and 3 bedroom properties particularly in demand. 
 
Despite the above evidence it is noted that the suggested 
market housing size mix is for 3+ bedroom properties to 
provide 60% to 65% of future delivery event though the 
SHMA states that the focus of new provision (para. 8.35) 
should be on 2 and 3 bedroom properties to meet the 
needs of newly forming households and younger families. 
 
Given the above there is a concern whether the suggested 
housing size mix is appropriate. The evidence suggests that 
the proportion of 1 and 2 bedroom properties should be 
higher than proposed. 
 
We are also concerned how this suggested mix is reflected 
in emerging Local Plan policy. We would certainly endorse 
the need for flexibility, as advocated by the SHMA (para. 
8.36), in how any housing mix policy is applied to individual 
sites. We would also agree that significant weight should be 
attached to other factors such as the location and proximity 
to public transport of a particular site in determining what is 
an appropriate mix in any redevelopment proposals which 
come forward. 

n/a 

Jeff Shaw Yes Provided the 
identified need 
is based on 
appropriate 
figures. 

n/a Yes But not at all costs - and this 
should not be the primary driver 
for building. 

Yes  High demand, high 
prices, people being 
priced out of the market; 
workers/students forced 
to commute if there is 
not enough local 
housing. 

As well as meeting demand (and I do think the quoted 
figures for demand seem very high), this has to be 
balanced with the land / sites available for building. There is 
only so much land in Guildford that can be built on. And 
policy should be reviewed carefully. For example: I'd sooner 
see us have no new Waitrose and build housing on that city 
centre site than I'd see us building on areas of outstanding 
natural beauty. Decisions like this should be considered 
carefully, for the good of the local community. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

or heritage. 

Laura 
Selvakvmaran 

Yes   Yes  Yes The 70% cap needs to 
be lower. In our area 
where house 
prices/rents (private) 
are very high, but 
wages have not 
increased in recent 
years. 

Social problems causing 
various costs in other 
areas- e.g. health, 
policing, environmental. 
People need homes to 
build lives & futures but 
we are in a difficult job 
market for many. 

  

Alan Wyle Yes   Yes  Yes  People who want to 
work in Guildford have 
to commute. People 
growing up in a village 
will not be able to afford 
to live there. 

No. n/a 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

C.O.M. Borman         I am writing because I would like to raise the following 
issues in response to the above report. 
 
The NPPF (para. 47) requires GBC to meet the “full, 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable 
housing in the Housing Market Area”. Recent planning case 
law makes it clear that need and demand are different. 
Need is in the public interest, whereas demand is in the 
private interest and should not to be the main object of 
public policy. Where is the evidence in the report that local 
plans (pushed by the Government, 'Big Society), parish 
councils and community groups were consulted?  Why is 
the report biased towards developers? The National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and draft National 
Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) require Guildford to 
make an objective assessment of housing need, prepared 
on the basis of rigorous methodology, which is 
“proportionate” and “realistic”: “assessing development 
needs should be proportionate and does not require local 
councils to consider purely hypothetical future scenarios, 
only future scenarios that could be reasonably expected to 
occur”. Where is the evidence in the report that G L Hearn 
was in consultation with the local public, parish councils' 
and community groups within the borough to find out local 
need? On the 27 January during the exercise to engage the 
public, Ripley Parish Council objected that the report took 
no account of its own study and appraisal of neighbourhood 
housing need. 
 
[Planning Policy hold the full response from C.O.M 
Borman] 

The NPPG 
defines need 
which also 
includes 
demand. It is 
not the remit 
of the SHMA 
to calculate 
the housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

D Mercer         Further to your recent letter regarding the draft Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment(SHMA) we write to confirm 
our strong objection to this draft document and to the 
council relying upon its findings whilst drawing up the 
Guildford Borough Council Local Plan. 
 
Our reasons are that the data used to support the 
suggested housing need of the borough appears to be 
based on inaccurate projections. The report we find is far 
from objective as it chooses to use selective data based on 
various assumptions rather than on real and more accurate 
detail from local parishes and residents in the borough.. 
We do not therefore have any confidence in the reliance 
and choice of various trends (migration ,population growth 
and student numbers which distorts the assessment.) The 
need for housing stock in the report period up to year 
2031as being 800 houses per year is vastly over estimated. 
Please will the council take care to rely on realistic current 
build rates, land availability, amenities and infrastructure 
issues which are all important. The demand for this amount 
of housing in the future has not been substantiated by the 
various speculative numbers produced by the SHMA even 
without taking into account all the other relevant factors. 
We would please ask the council to think again about the 
make up and use of the data in the SHMA report. 

We have 
reviewed the 
student issue 
which is 
linked to 
international 
migration.   

Janine Robinson Yes Empty new 
flats and 
offices and 
buildings and 
previously 
developed 
land. 

n/a Yes For people to live not 
investments. 

Yes Some right to buy has 
been rented out to 
students in Shepherds 
Hill. 

More people needing 
homes and where will 
they live. 
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Name Q1Should we be 
seeking to maximise 
housing delivery to 
meet the need for 
housing that has been 
identified? 

GLH 
Response 

Q2 Should we be trying to reduce the 
cost of housing by boosting 
housebuilding? 
 

Q3 Should we try to deliver 
more affordable housing? 

Q4 What are the 
implications of not 
building enough 
homes? 
 

Q5 Do you have any other comments about the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment? 
 

GLH 
Response 

A.W. Ackehurst         Unfortunately I may not be fit to attend- if able my 
preference will be the afternoon session. I am against any 
large development in Rural areas (thats why they are called 
Rural- the Horsleys and Hogs Back at the heart of the 
British way of life - and should never even be considered! 
 
Developments like the Glebe are the most that should even 
be considered, as our contribution to housing in the 
Borough.  Like most, I THINK CLANDON ARE MAX! 
 
In my lifetime London HAS SPEAD DEEP INTO SURREY, 
THE GOSDEN HILL Development should be 
GUILDFORDS contribution to RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
FOR THE NEXT TIME! 
 
I can trace my family back to the 17th Century, my father 
and his four brothers fought in the 14-18 war, all survived it 
- that is why I think I have some say in what goes on.  I 
have also thought the Abolition of the Guildford RURAL 
DISTRICT Council was a mistake because this would have 
DOUBLED THE OPPOSITION TO ANY DEVELOPMENT.  
I hope you can understand most of this rheumatism and a 
worn out typewriter does not allow clear messaging, but at 
least I try - everyone may not agree with me, but at least I 
do show an interest in what’s going on. 

It is not the 
remit of the 
SHMA to 
calculate the 
housing 
target, or 
take into 
account 
housing land 
or 
infrastructure 
capacity, 
location or 
impact of 
development 
on 
infrastructure
, the 
environment 
or heritage. 

 


