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Comments on the Introduction chapter  

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

Infrastructure: 

¶ Impact of housing on road and rail infrastructure  

¶ Town centre congestion  

¶ The inadequacy of the A3  

¶ Flood risk must be addressed 

¶ Growing air, light, noise and water pollution  

¶ Aviation impact in Surrey 

¶ Change may be beneficial but continued population growth is not inevitable 
or necessarily desirable.  

The impact of development on infrastructure is addressed in greater detail in the 
table for Policy 17  

Structure: 

¶ Review the order and description of the chapter headings, it lacks 
coherence and is not simple to explore. 

¶ Chapter headings from the Surrey Structure Plan 2004: PART 1: Spatial 
Strategy, Location of Development, Managing Urban Areas, Town Centre, 
Countryside & Green Belt, Rural Settlements, Housing Provision, 
Employment Land, Retail Development PART 2 : Natural Resources & 
Planning Control, Renewable Energy & Energy Conservation, Flooding & 
Land Drainage, Design & Quality of Development, Protecting the Heritage, 
Biodiversity, Nature Conservation, Landscape, Trees & Woodland, River 
Corridors & Waterways.PART 3 : Infrastructure Provision, Parking 
Provision, Public Transport, Aviation, Housing, Tourism and Recreation. 

The structure of the óDraft Local Plan: strategy and sitesô has been has been 
reviewed and updated. Policies within the óProposed Submission Local Plan: 
strategy and sites are grouped into the following categories: strategic policies, 
housing policies, protecting policies, economy policies, design policies and 
infrastructure and delivery policies. 

Foreword: Cllr Mansbridge 

¶ Structure of the document with political statements at the start of the 
document  

¶ Phrasing of statement particularly comments on Green Belt  

¶ Has the full potential for brownfield sites been fully explored? 

¶ Applaud the frankness of these comments in the Foreword 

¶ Concerned over the level of growth planned for Guildford and the number of 
errors and peculiarities in methodology are undoubtedly borne out of this 
statement. This confirms that there is planned growth for the UK and 
confirms Guildford's position as a 'growth hub'. This is therefore not about 
the needs of today but of tomorrow. It is not about Guildford's needs, but is 
about a wider desire to become an economic powerhouse.  

¶ We recognise the councilôs ñintensely difficult balancing actò and the anxiety 
stated in the Foreword about resolving data ñwhich may affect the housing 
numberò. Nonetheless we stress the importance of moving forward with a 
plan that offers certainty and confidence in regard to the housing numbers 

Comments noted. The previous forewords have been deleted. 
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Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

so that optimal sites that are shown to be deliverable can be brought 
forward at the earliest opportunity. 

¶ Paragraph 6 of Stephen Mansbridgeôs introduction is not correct and gives 
a misleading impression to readers. The Green Belt and Countryside Study 
does not allocate land for development nor does it imply that land is suitable 
for development however the study does purport to offer a range of sites 
that the Council may choose to allocate through the Local Plan process. 
However that list has been arrived at in an arbitrary and unfair way, putting 
forward some sites whilst ignoring other similar sites. Sites which have 
been promoted for some time have been the subject of arbitrary selection 
by Officers before the latest Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA) was prepared. It does not represent a sound 
approach to plan making which will satisfy the Statement of Community 
Involvement. 

¶ A figure of 652 dpa does appear in the Foreword on p3 in the section 
written by the Leader of the Council, who appears to want to make it stick 
without exposing himself by tabling a formal policy proposal.  

¶ Since the form of the online consultation makes it difficult for the public to 
comment on the Foreword, this is underhand. 

Foreword Cllr Juneja 

¶ óWhilst it is not desirable to develop on Green Belt sitesé gives us a 
situation where we have no alternative.ô it has already been decided that 
there is no alternative and that for financial reasons, development of brown 
field will not bring about the level of finance needed for the plans Guildford 
has. This is not what the NPPF is about. We are also told by both 
Councillors that legal precedents have been set and that development by 
appeal is very likely if we don't have a plan in place. Ministers have refuted 
this claim.  

¶ It is stated in the Foreword that the plan will "not overburden any single 
area of the borough". But is this this true when applied to the potential effect 
on Effingham 

¶ Lead Councillor for Planning and Governance has stated in her introduction 
that 'We have sought to select sites carefully and in a way which does not 
overburden any single area of our borough and ensure that the right 
infrastructure is in place'. This is clearly not the case. 

Comments noted. The previous forewords have been deleted. 

 

Development document: 

¶ Explanation of the role of the ñDevelopmentò document 

¶ When will the 2
nd

 part of the Local Plan ñdelivering developmentò be 
available for consultation, and where does it fit into the 
consultation/submission schedule? (e.g. Stages Of Preparing The Local 

The timetable and role of the development management document has been set out 

in the Local Development Scheme (LDS). 
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Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

Plan diagram at end of this section).  

Evidence base: 

¶ Wording implies evidence base is complete 

¶ Inaccuracies in some of evidence base highlighted by me have not been 
corrected 

¶ Evidence base constantly changing, with no document tracking so that 
respondents cannot be sure that they respond to the most recent version.  

¶ Additions to the evidence base during the consultation, (Vol 6 GBCS, 
Sustainability Appraisal) may render comments made beforehand invalid 
and incomplete.  Draft joint SHMA yet to be published ï but the housing 
number is supposed to be the driver for everything else that informs the 
Local Plan. Unable to comment rationally when we do not have the most 
important piece of information  

¶ In the face of a changing and incomplete evidence base the wording of this 
section should recognise the incompleteness of the Evidence Base 

¶ the draft Local Plan has proceeded to this consultation stage before any 
real studies have been undertaken and proven to provide evidence for its 
content, even in draft 

¶ The Scrutiny Committee voted to revise the housing number in the draft 
Strategic Housing Market Area (SHMA) prior to issue of this consultation, 
because the SHMA number is overstated (errors in the ONS key data used, 
misapplication of ONS data, using a time period that is short and that 
inflates the projection and other matters).   The housing number is 
overstated, and therefore should be reviewed prior to the issue of this 
document.  Since the housing forecast informs most of this document it is 
fundamental and so changes in the housing forecast should be taken on 
board prior to this consultation process; a view shared by the Scrutiny 
Committee, by the MPs in the borough and by 15 councillors who opposed 
the plan to go to consultation at this stage. As a result, this plan should be 
revised prior to consultation. 

Much of the evidence base has been updated since the regulation 18 consultation. 

 

A detailed response to the evidence base is provided in the table for Appendix C: 

Evidence Base. 

 

Consultation 

¶ Summary of the comments made in earlier consultations, such as number 
of submissions, by ward; those in support, those against has never been 
provided by GBC, fueling the suspicion that previous submissions have 
been disregarded. 

¶ Previous comments by residents have been ignored and not informed 
production of draft LP 

¶ This process does not allow residents to see and comment upon how their 
feedback has been integrated into the final plan - it makes a mockery of 
consultation. Undemocratic if we cannot vote upon the plan or endorse it 

Comments noted. 

Consultation responses have been looked at and taken into account where 

possible.  

 

The previous consultations on the Councilôs Issues and Options publication and 

Draft Local Plan have provided several opportunities to comment on the Local Plan. 

Public consultation will also be held for the óProposed Submission Local Plan: 

strategy and sitesô. 
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Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

before it is presented to the secretary of state.  

¶ The whole process is being rushed through. The citizens of Guildford 
Borough are not permitted enough involvement or actually being listened to. 

¶ Consultation is designed to confuse people to be discouraged from 
commenting in order that you do not get objections.  This is not a 
democratic process and it certainly does not reflect the wishes of the people 
of Guildford Borough.  You do not have their support  - listen hard to the 
objections that have been made. 

The consultation process has been in accordance with, and indeed exceeded, the 

relevant regulations. The consultation was well publicised, and officers were 

available to help explain (in person or on the phone) how to respond to the Local 

Plan, either online, through email or by writing.  

 

Overall document:  

¶ Some of the document is too vague and passive, e.g. "we expecté", 
"éshouldé" etc, instead of stating firm requirements.  

¶ Sometimes it tends to mimic the NPPF by only projecting general 
aspirations rather than distilling them into enforceable local policy 
statements backed up by solid reasoning - looks more like a manifesto than 
a plan, and makes it easier for lawyers to pick holes in it.  

¶ If real policies are to be defined in various off-shoot documents, e.g. 
Delivering Development, Development Control, Visitor Strategy, those 
documents should presumably always be referenced in the policy boxes 
themselves. 

¶ There seems to be quite a lot of unnecessary padding and repetition in the 
policy sections 

¶ The current Draft Local plan is so devoid of any meaningful proposals apart 
from an overblown annual housing number that such significant changes 
will have to be made that "consideration" of the results of public 
consultation will not be sufficient, it will need to be redrafted and re 
consulted. 

¶ I do not agree with the way this Local Plan is being delivered. 

¶ Object to all policies in the draft local plan 

¶ Object  to para 1 Starting ñThis draft local plan....ñ The vision for the town 
centre has only just been seen, and is exactly that, a ñvisionò.  The finances 
to bring this about are not in place, and much remains to agree, especially 
the traffic concepts and flows 

¶ Object - Paragraph 6 Starting ñOur Housing Number....ñ This is misleading 
as all constraints have not been applied and no consideration appears to 
have been taken of environmental factors like the Thames Basin Heaths 
and Common land. 

¶ Object - Paragraph 7 Starting ñWhilst this is emotive.... ñThis encapsulates 
the problem with this draft local plan. There is an assumption, which is not 
supported by the facts, on the SHMA number. Many of the presentations to 
the public gave this view, in what can only be described as an attempt to 

Comments noted.  

 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô document aims to set out 

the strategic priorities for the borough with carefully worded clear policies. The 

policies need to comply with the National Planning Policy Framework.Detailed 

responses to specific planning issues are addressed in the relevant sections of this 

document..The Land Availability Assessment has taken an overall look at potential 

development sites across the borough. 
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Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

drive a growth agenda. 

¶ Enterprise M3 urges Guildford Borough Council to proceed with policies 
focused on delivery of new development (housing, commercial space and 
infrastructure) in order to accelerate what can otherwise tend to be a 
relatively slow process.  

¶ Too many simultaneous potential development schemes under 
consideration ï impinging upon making a rational decision -pause and take 
stock rather than proceed in what appears to be a somewhat confused and 
random master planning process 

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty:  

¶ Agree Natural England should review/expand AONB boundaries to include 
AGLV 

Comments noted. Natural England are likely to undertake this work within the next 
few years. 

Timetable:  

¶ Process be expedited 

¶ Stick to the timetable  

¶ This will ensure the delivery of a five year land supply. 

The timetable is set out in the LDS, available to view at www.guildford.gov.uk/lds 

 

Policies map:  
The intention in para 1.13 to identify safeguarded sites and designated 
safeguarding areas in the Surrey Minerals and Waste Development Framework is 
strongly supported. (SCC)  

The policies map has been reviewed and this issue has been addressed.  

All Policies as laid out in the Guildford Draft Plan:   
I object where the Guildford Greenbelt Group objects and support where the 
Guildford Greenbelt Group supports  

Comment noted.  

 

Comments on Key Facts about the borough chapter   

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

Policies are poorly worded This comment has been responded to in the table on national guidance 

Policies unenforceable This comment has been responded to in the table on national guidance  

Evidence and data: 

¶ Evidence base is incomplete and inaccurate 

¶ Demographic projections are incorrect, so housing need is wrong 

¶ Data for Index of Multiple Deprivation is out of date 

¶ Should not use old data with the view of reviewing it 

¶ Not made clear that SHMA will be updated 

¶ To have such a high housing projection, we must be catering for inward 
migration 

¶ Only need 5000 new homes and they can all be built on brownfield 

The Councilôs objectively assessed housing, employment, retail and leisure needs 
have been determined in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment, Employment 
Needs Assessment and Retail and Leisure Study (each published in Autumn 2015). 
The documents are considered to adopt a sound methodology and the figures 
contained within deemed accurate. Comments relating to the evidence base have 
been responded to in further detail in the table for Appendix C: Evidence Base.   
 
Other facts and figures used in Chapter two have been updated in preparation of 
the proposed-submission Local Plan. 



 

7 
 

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

¶ No satisfactory explanation for the need for housing number 

¶ Too much in a small town 

¶ Trends have been assumed to continue but may well not- rise in university 
attendance before increase in fees, entrance into UK after EU access 
changed 

¶ Have surveys in 2.13 been taken into account? 

¶ Past population projections do not have fixed gaps between and are 
actually incorrect 

¶ The % of those in employment has actually fallen, not grown 

Strategy for growth: 

¶ No real effort to focus development in the urban areas 

¶ Focus development in the town centre to mitigate transport issues. 

¶ Borough is already close to capacity 

¶ Affordable housing will create a need that canôt be met 

Comments not specifically related to Facts and Figures chapter. However, the 
introduction notes the Councilôs approach to delivering the boroughôs objectively 
assessed needs. The Council will deliver growth through the development of a small 
number of strategic sites on the urban fringe and the controlled realignment of the 
green belt. 

Green Belt: 

¶ No reason to remove land from Green Belt 

¶ No reason to inset any villages 

¶ Must accept that the objective to builds thousands of homes, and therefore 
sacrifice Green Belt are wrong 

¶ Housing is not an exceptional circumstance 

¶ Building on Green Belt ruins a natural flood defence 

Comments not specifically related to the Facts and Figures Chapter. Comments 
relating to the Green Belt are addressed in the policy 10 table and the table for 
Appendix C: Evidence Base.  

No evidence that extra infrastructure will be put in place The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan infrastructure schedule 
set out the key infrastructure to support the planned development which is expected 
to place extra pressure on existing infrastructure, or to need new or improved 
infrastructure. The IDP will be updated as further detail on supporting infrastructure 
is available. Developer contributions and other funding sources will be used to 
ensure that key infrastructure is delivered when it is needed, including at the 
planning application stage. 

Water pressure is already very low Comment not specifically related to the Facts and Figures Chapter. Water pressure 
within the water delivery network is generally a matter for the water providers. 
This comment could refer to pressure on water supplies. The Council has already 
adopted the most stringent water efficiency standard allowed by national policy for 
new build dwellings to help improve water efficiency and conserve stocks. This 
standard is continued within Policy D2 Sustainable Design, Constructions and 
Energy.  



 

8 
 

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

Disregard to the environment and nature conservation Comment not specifically related to the Facts and Figures Chapter. However, the 
introduction highlights the planôs intention to meet the boroughôs objectively 
assessed needs whilst protecting our special heritage and natural environment.  
The Green Belt, AONB and other areas of biodiversity/natural importance will be 
protected from inappropriate development.  These points are reiterated in Vision 
and Strategic Objectives. 

Response system is too complex Comment responded to in the table for Question 7.  

No mark up of changes Comment responded to in the table for Question 7.  

No evidence of how constraints have been applied Comment responded to in the table for Question 7.  

Impact of the Plan: 

¶ No one will benefit from this Plan 

¶ Plan isnôt balanced due to the scale 

¶ Plan as it is would ruin Guildford 

 

Comment is not related to the Facts and Figures chapter specifically. However, the 
plan is designed to meet the boroughôs objectively assessed needs whilst protecting 
our special heritage and natural environment. The plan aims to improve the 
prosperity of the borough and residents quality of life.  
Comments relating to the evidence base are responded to in the table for Appendix 
C: Evidence Base 

Itôs good to travel to and from work, and live near a school instead Comment noted.  

If University cost less, people could save for a deposit sooner The Council is not responsible for determining university tuition fees. 

Need for housing: 
 

¶ People need a place to live, so housing is necessary 

¶ Houses should be built for people who work locally as travel to London is 
too expensive 

¶ Support that housing is a strategic issue and there is a need for more 
housing to meet OAN 

Comments noted 

Student numbers should not outweigh general population growth The Strategic Housing Market Assessment looks at student numbers in detail, and 
we expect a proportion of students to be accommodated on land owned by the 
university. Policy H1 of the Proposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sites 
addresses student housing. 

Housing strategy: 

¶ What is the Interim Housing Strategy and the Homelessness Strategy? 

¶ What is the Homelessness Strategy 2013-2018? 

The Draft Housing Strategy (formerly known as the Interim Housing Strategy) 
outlines the Councilôs ambitions for housing provision in the borough over the next 
five years. The document focuses on affordable housing and the use and quality of 
existing homes. 
The Homelessness Strategy (2013-2018) was published by the Council in 2013. 
The document reviews homelessness in the borough and outlines a strategy for 
preventing it. National legislation requires housing authorities to carry out a review 
of homelessness and produce such a strategy every five years.  

Unhelpful to look at Guildford in  National context, but rather in relation to London, 
given this is the real driver of house prices 

The Facts and Figures chapter compares local statistics with those for the wider 
Surrey region and national picture. This approach provides a useful overview of the 
boroughôs context and how it is performing nationally and regionally. Whilst the 
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boroughôs proximity to London undoubtedly has an influence on house prices, 
comparisons with London are not considered appropriate given the contrasting 
demographics, land values and urban forms of the borough and the city.  

Infrastructure: 

¶ Infrastructure is needed before Guildford can grow 

¶ No point building houses if infrastructure cannot support 
 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan infrastructure schedule 
set out the key infrastructure to support the planned development which is expected 
to place extra pressure on existing infrastructure, or to need new or improved 
infrastructure. The IDP will be updated as further detail on supporting infrastructure 
is available. Developer contributions and other funding sources will be used to 
ensure that key infrastructure is delivered when it is needed, including at the 
planning application stage. 

I&O was a sham with no formal analysis response Comment not specifically related to Facts and Figures chapter. Comment has been 
responded to in the table for Question 7. 

So many new residents, but given the aging population, why so many new jobs? The Employment Needs Assessment (2015) identifies the boroughôs objectively 
assessed needs for employment land use. The document outlines the required 
floorspace and explains how it has been derived.  Comments relating to 
employment needs are responded to in greater detail in the tables for Policy 13 and 
Appendix C: Evidence Base. 

HRA and SA published too late and too hard to understand Comment not relevant to the Facts and Figures chapter. The issue has been 
responded to under Question 7 of the questionnaire. 

Evidence base should have summary docs too Comment not relevant to the Facts and Figures chapter. The issue has been 
responded to under Question 7 of the questionnaire. 

Council is following a business interest, not the interests of residents Comment not specifically related to the Facts and Figures chapter. The comment 
has been responded to in the table for Question 7. 

Need to stop landlords buying the cheap houses and renting for high profit Issue not in the power of planning policy.  

Section should highlight the importance of the University of Surrey and Surrey 
Research Park for employment 

Comment noted. However, the importance of the university and Surrey Research 
Park are recognised elsewhere in the Plan. 

Blackwell should be for 3200 homes, making full use of the space, including land to 
extend Surrey Research Park 

Comment not specifically related to Facts and Figures chapter. Comments relating 
to specific site allocations are responded to in Planning for sites - around Guildford 
urban area.  

Urgent need to address the fact that workers cannot afford homes- do not want to 
undermine the future prosperity of Guildford 

This point is noted within the Facts and Figures section of the óProposed 
Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô. 

Sustainable travel: 

¶ Avoid development where private cars would be necessary to access 
facilities 

¶ Developments linked to the Sustainable Movement Corridor should be 
favoured- hence development at University of Surrey and Surrey Research 
Park would be appropriate 

The Guildford Borough Transport Strategy and the transport sections of the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) set out a programme of transport schemes. 
Improvement schemes will address the critical existing transport issues and mitigate 
the key transport impacts of planned development. The schemes that are 
considered necessary for the delivery of the draft Local Plan are written into the 
plan in the Infrastructure Schedule at Appendix C of the óProposed Submission 
Local Plan: strategy and sitesô. Alternative transport schemes may emerge during 
the plan period which could be preferable to schemes already identified. The 
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Transport Strategy and IDP may therefore be updated to include these. As planning 
applications are considered for the sites identified in the new Local Plan, additional 
transport schemes to address site access and other localised issues may be 
secured. 

Review of SHMA suggests number could be higher, to provide more affordable 
homes 

Comment not specifically relevant to the Facts and Figures section. Comments 
relating to the SHMA are responded to greater detail in the table for Appendix C: 
Evidence Base.  

Skill shortages in the borough due to high house prices Comment noted and reflected in the chapter 

Guildford borough also has 151 designated Areas of High Archaeological Potential 
(AHAP); 37 County Sites of Archaeological Importance (CSAI); 35 Scheduled 
Monuments and 10 Registered Parks/Gardens. These all contribute to the heritage 
significance of the borough 

This point has been noted and added to the revised text. 

Confuses the contents of the SWP with the contents of the SMP as the SWP does 
not contain a Policies Map and does not include safeguarding areas. It is suggested 
that the final sentence of paragraph 2.23 is revised as follows: ñThe Key Diagram 
and Site Maps identify the allocated sites for waste management use which are 
safeguarded from development.ò It is suggested that references to óminerals 
safeguarding areasô, óAggregate Recycling Joint DPDô and Surrey Minerals and 
Waste Planô in paragraph 2.24 are replaced with ñmineral safeguarding areasò, 
ñAggregates Recycling Joint DPDò and ñSurrey Minerals and Waste Plansò. 
 
It is suggested that the fourth sentence in paragraph 2.25 is amended to read, ñThe 
Aggregates Recycling Joint DPD allocates...facilitiesò, and the fifth sentence is 
amended to read, ñIt should be read...Minerals Plan Primary Aggregates DPD 
2011ò. 

Comments regarding the Surrey Waste Plan have been noted and amendments 
made accordingly (as suggested). The Policy map has also been revised.  

The borough council should consider including a reference to the Enterprise M3 
LEP Strategic Economic Plan in this section or the following chapter of the 
document. 

The Regulation 19 Local Plan makes reference to the LEP and its role in the growth 
of the region. 

Staff (consultants) have little knowledge of area so cannot answer questions Comment responded to in the table for Question 7 

Officers have stuck to a script so do not engage in discussion Comment responded to in the table for Question 7 

Notes have not been made Comment responded to in the table for Question 7 

Presentations have been inaccurate Comment responded to in the table for Question 7 

Key Diagram: 
 

¶ No reference to Seale and Sands in Key Diagram 

¶ New land around Burnt Common should be on Key Diagram 

¶ Should include the clay lane link road on key diagram 

¶ Should include the River Wey corridor on key diagram 

¶ Would be better to have more maps with less info as hard to comprehend 
 

The Key Diagram is an illustrative way to bring together the main components of the 
spatial strategy across the borough. Since the draft Local Plan 2014, this has been 
significantly redrafted to show the proposed key changes for the borough. This 
includes the proposals for strategic development areas, strategic employment sites, 
new railway stations and park and ride sites and changes to the Green Belt and 
countryside boundaries. A clearer base map has also been used which denotes 
places across the borough to allow readers to orientate themselves including 
villages and the River Wey. Specific site allocations, which are smaller in scale but 
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still key to the delivery of the plan, are shown on individual site proformas within the 
Local Plan. 

Need to make reference to the fact that new employment land is needed Comment noted and reflected in the updated chapter.  

UoS supports controlled realignment of GB and development of strategic sites Comment noted 

Completely wrong for the key retail areas to be the town and East Horsley, as East 
Horsley only has a handful of shops 

Comments relating to local centres are responded to in greater detail in the table for 
policy 1 East Horsley is the largest village in the borough. Reflecting this, it has a 
district centre close to the station and a local centre 

What is the new area of separation and why is it required? Comment not specifically relevant to the Facts and Figures Chapter. Comments 
regarding the Green Belt are addressed in the table for Chapter 10.  

The figures used in the Facts and Figures chapter misrepresent the demographic 
and economic context of the borough.  
 

The Facts and Figures Chapter of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy 
and sitesô is intended to provide an objective overview of the boroughôs physical, 
social, demographic, economic and environmental context. It points to both the 
strengths and weaknesses of Guildford as a place to visit, work and live in. The 
Chapter has been updated to include the latest statistics available (collected from 
various well known and reliable sources) 
 
Points relating to the boroughôs objectively assessed needs and the Councilôs 
evidence base are addressed in the table for Appendix C: evidence base.  
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Comments on Our Vision and ambition  

Issue   Guildford Borough Council Response 

General comments: 

¶ Progressive objectives are well defined. Vision whilst futuristic is sensibly 
and sensitively balanced relative to increasing population demands 

¶ Juggling the needs of all groups, ages, needs & financial backgrounds is 
not going to be easy 

¶ It is important to tackle traveller integration head on 

¶ Believe the aspirations are reasonable and achievable 

¶ The vision for Guildford states the need for key aspects that would facilitate 
residential development. We support the principles outlined within the plan. 

¶ Vision is good. But you always fall down re "infrastructure"- & small 
businesses outside of towns closing 

¶ Could be more ambitious, cleanest, greenest, most high tech, super fast 
broadband in the country etc   

¶ Must be a positive strategy that plans appropriately for identified need 

¶ Will be hard to implement 

¶ If infrastructure improvements are not given priority they could get left out 
and forgotten due to budget cuts caused by another recession 

¶ Relies on mechanisms such as CIL to fund infrastructure once development 
has started however may never come to fruition. 

¶ The rest of the plan does not match with the vision, only focuses on housing 
development. Development should be contingent on being able to 
implement the infrastructure 

¶ Insufficient focus on providing new business premises, encourage high-tech 
start-ups, 

¶ Economic development of villages is important and that can be achieved by 
removal of strategic land from the greenbelt around current settlements. 

¶ Council must ensure that it gets the best use out of development sites. 
Council should decide what is needed and not the developers who just want 
to make a profit 

¶ Vision paints a picture of a very different environment to the one enjoyed 
today 

¶ The vision presents a strategy for unrestrained growth largely ignoring the 
social and environmental consequences 

¶ Our town will be ruined, vision for future communities is very bleak 

¶ Vision does succeed in depicting the borough of 2031. 

¶ Given that the vision itself is flawed, the strategy and plans are worthless 

¶ Vision for people or the councilôs ambitions? 

The vision is an aspirational statement emphasising the place we want Guildford to 
be in 2033. Whilst it is intended to be ambitious and encourage us to plan positively, 
as we are required to do so by the NPPF, it also needs to provide a realistic and 
achievable strategy for development. The strategic objectives and policies of the 
plan set out how we intend to achieve the vision and create a prosperous borough 
which supports and provides opportunities to all of its residents. 
 
The vision and strategic objectives of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: 
strategy and sitesô strategy and sitesô outline the Councilôs ambition for developing 
an economically, environmentally and socially sustainable borough. We will meet 
our objectively assessed needs whilst protecting and conserving our special natural 
landscapes.  
 
The vision and strategic objectives of the plan are considered to comply with the 
principle in favour of sustainable development promoted by the NPPF and the 
NPPF as a whole. 
 
The strategic objectives are considered to be suitable, measurable, attainable, 
realistic and timely. We will measure the success of our Local Plan against these 
objectives using the monitoring indicators identified in each policy 
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¶ Issues have not been addressed adequately 

¶ Vision is simply incorrect and inappropriate 

¶ The objectives are crazy and will destroy the area 

¶ Keep Guildford a lovely little town, not a suburb of London 

¶ The vision in the draft Local Plan is woeful and lacks any kind of ambition.  
It is a generic, any-town vision, is not aspirational 

¶ This proposal wonôt meet the hopes and expectations of the communities in 
the future by the year 2031. The emphasis on growth within the plan is too 
great and will destroy Guildford and its surroundings, its historical 
importance and its importance as positioned in the Metropolitan Greenbelt. 

¶ Work is required to ensure flexibility and deliverability 

¶ The scale of developments proposed means the aims wonôt be achieved.  

¶ The objectives are imprecise, not measurable and have no dates as to 
when they will be achieved.  

¶ More detail required in terms of the existing residue of non- implemented 
existing consents and likely permitted plot ratios and height restrictions to 
minimise impact on Green Belt 

¶ Consideration of the impact on current resident's enjoyment of the 
community 

¶ Consideration of the impact on neighbouring districts/ boroughs 

¶ Increase community based places 

¶ Suggest that the second bullet point in the box in the paragraph should be 
amended to read: 

¶ To be a place fostering world-class businesses and a centre for learning 
and research, development, design and innovation with capacity to expand 
and deliver growth in an evolving, vibrant and thriving economy 

Must be a positive strategy that plans for identified need, The overall vision for the 
borough needs to be more exciting 

The vision is an aspirational statement emphasising the place we want Guildford to 
be in 2033. Whilst it is intended to be ambitious and encourage us to plan positively, 
as we are required to do so by the NPPF, it also needs to provide a realistic and 
achievable strategy for development. The strategic objectives and policies of the 
plan set out how we intend to achieve the vision and create a prosperous borough 
which supports and provides opportunities to all of its residents. 
 
The vision and strategic objectives of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: 
strategy and sitesô strategy and sitesô outline the Councilôs ambition for developing 
an economically, environmentally and socially sustainable borough. We will meet 
our objectively assessed needs whilst protecting and conserving our special natural 
landscapes.  
 
The vision and strategic objectives of the plan are considered to comply with the 
principle in favour of sustainable development promoted by the NPPF and the 
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NPPF as a whole. 
 
The strategic objectives are considered to be suitable, measurable, attainable, 
realistic and timely. We will measure the success of our Local Plan against these 
objectives using the monitoring indicators identified in each policy 

Vision and Ambitions: 

¶ Vision should recognise the importance of maintaining the wildlife and 
environment. ñEnsure the environment and green space is maintained and 
enhanced for the future." 

¶ The vision should be viewed holistically - no one component to be afforded 
any greater or overriding weight. 

¶ Vision should recognise ties with London, and that ensuring ready access 
to London will provide cultural and economic prosperity 

¶ Protecting and enhancing the environmental, historic and cultural assets of 
the borough should be made explicit as a fundamental part of the vision. 

¶ Specifically outline an ambition to meet the 'objectively assessed needs of 
the borough'  

¶ Seems like vision is to create a mini London or a city like Reading 

¶ Make environmental protection explicit in the vision  

The vision is an aspirational statement emphasising the place we want Guildford to 
be in 2033. Whilst it is intended to be ambitious and encourage us to plan positively, 
as we are required to do so by the NPPF, it also needs to provide a realistic and 
achievable strategy for development. The strategic objectives and policies of the 
plan set out how we intend to achieve the vision and create a prosperous borough 
which supports and provides opportunities to all of its residents. 
 
The vision and strategic objectives of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: 
strategy and sitesô strategy and sitesô outline the Councilôs ambition for developing 
an economically, environmentally and socially sustainable borough. We will meet 
our objectively assessed needs whilst protecting and conserving our special natural 
landscapes.  
 
The vision and strategic objectives of the plan are considered to comply with the 
principle in favour of sustainable development promoted by the NPPF and the 
NPPF as a whole. 
 
The strategic objectives are considered to be suitable, measurable, attainable, 
realistic and timely. We will measure the success of our Local Plan against these 
objectives using the monitoring indicators identified in each policy 

Too ambitious/not suitable long term: 

¶ Too vague to form a judgement and creates aspirations that can never be 
met. 

¶ There is a lack for affordable homes and the jobs proposed would not pay 
enough for people to buy in the area - your vision is to ambitious 

¶ Your vision is not suitable in the long term. Lacks a suitable vision for the 
future 

¶ Vision should specify the kind of industry we want to attract 

The vision is an aspirational statement of what we want the borough to look like in 
2033. Whilst it is intended to be ambitious and encourage us to plan positively, as 
required by the NPPF, it also needs to provide a realistic and achievable strategy 
for development. 
The need to provide more affordable homes is recognised within our strategic 
objectives and other policies of the plan (most notably policies 3,4 and 5). 

Housing: 

¶ Existing community don't want 625 homes a year 

¶ Growth too high 

¶ We do not consider enough housing provision is being made in sustainable 
locations that will not have a negative impact on its surroundings 

¶ Not all dev needs for houses can be met by brownfield so other areas 
needed & chosen on good basis 

¶ The vision seems mainly intent on inflicting communities with unwanted 

The vision and our strategic objectives outline the place we want the borough to be 
in 2033. Our housing target is informed by our objectively assessed need which has 
been derived from the West Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). 
Comments regarding the SHMA and objectively assessed need are responded to in 
the table for Appendix C: Evidence Base, whilst concerns relating to housing types 
are addressed in the response table for policy 3.  The óProposed Submission Local 
Plan: strategy and sitesô Policy H1 seeks a mix of housing tenures, types and sizes 
appropriate to the site size, characteristics and location. The SHMA found a need 
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housing developments throughout the borough 

¶ Provides a choice of homes to meet the identified needs which supports the 
economic growth and much needed housing. 

¶ Need to ensure there is adequate provision in Guildford of housing for all 
social classes and age groups 

¶ Better facilities for the elderly required - housing suggested largely geared 
towards family homes and flats for younger people 

¶ Affordable accommodation for vulnerable & homeless 

¶ Focus more on the amount of housing, achieving the Objectively Assessed 
Housing Needs. 

¶ Housing number is too high. It is unsupported by sound data or data 
analysis and is unrealistic for a borough with the landscape and 
infrastructure constraints of Guildford 

¶ Emphasis must be on affordable, renting housing not millionaire mansions 
in the nice bits of the borough. 

¶ Limit amount of Buy to Let properties 

¶ The proposed achievements will be to the detriment of rural areas. The 
problem will not be resolved by 'hiveing off' no's into villages which are 
unable to sustain such large no's.  

¶ Build new villages from scratch instead of insetting current ones 

for predominantly one and two bedroom affordable houses and two and three 
bedroom market housing and the supporting text of the policy sets this out. 
 
Other chapters of the Plan highlight how we will accommodate our objectively 
assessed need through the development of a small number of strategic sites and 
the controlled realignment of the green belt. Points regarding development in 
existing villages and the realignment of the green belt boundary are responded to in 
the tables for policy 9 and 10 and Appendix C: Evidence Base.  

Employment/Economy: 

¶ Guildford is an expensive area and the jobs you are providing will still not 
allow people to buy 

¶ Doesnôt increase work opportunities in the locality 

¶ Opportunity to create a dynamic, knowledge based economic hub capable 
of creating jobs for future generations and significantly enhance GVA. 

¶ Supports economic growth in sustainable and accessible locations. 

¶ Support the expansion of the economic vitality of our rural areas. 

¶ Jobs, growth and services should wherever possible be grouped 
together. 

¶ The CLLR will support the continued economic growth of Guildford - 
strategic priority of the CLLR can be strengthened through revised wording 

¶ Too much focus on business growth 

¶ Enhancing Guildfordôs existing local centres, district centres and in 
particular, the town centre. These central areas contribute significantly to 
the success of the borough  

The vision and strategic objectives of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: 
strategy and sitesô outline our ambition to sustainably grow the boroughôs economy, 
with a particular focus on research and innovation. An emphasis is also placed on 
developing our rural economy and providing further training opportunities and 
access to employment. 

Retail: 

¶ Town centre retail expansion should be lower than in DLP 

¶ Put more shops in the suburbs 

¶ Light industry and retail does not seem like it will foster world-class 

Retail and Leisure Study Update 2014 identified need for significant additional 
comparison floorspace. It is suitable to accommodate most of this within the 
shopping core of Guildford town centre.  
The hierarchy of retail and service centres that the draft Local Plan identifies 
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business of a dynamic economy. provide access to essential everyday services to the whole population of the 
borough.   
 
Retail is a service that is needed to support residents lives.  

Infrastructure: 

¶ Insufficient understanding of day to day living in the area; infrastructure 
issues inadequate 

¶ I would prefer Guildford Town Centre to be less congested. Infrastructure 
will become overwhelmed. If GP surgeries, schools etc are not built it will 
put too much strain on existing resources 

¶ As the roads, welfare and schools are not managed correctly at the moment 
we canôt be sure these will be managed correctly in the future and enough 
resources put in place 

¶ The infrastructure issues are not adequately addressed, particularly 
traffic/road matters 

¶ Catastrophic effect on the infrastructure of the borough and is totally 
unsustainable 

¶ Congestion isnôt being addressed, especially the A3 access  

¶ Put more emphasis on public transport  

¶ Would be good to develop train lines to the suburbs (Merrow/Burpham) 

¶ The vision is one of growth with no regard to connect communities or 
sustainability. No view of the faulty infrastructure/ traffic etc 

¶ If ñThemesñ is part of this question then much of this material is doubtful. Eg 
while there may be peak hour overcrowding on train [infrastructure]. This is 
not within the competence of the Guildford Local Plan, but is a regional or 
national issue in the hand of Department for Transport 

¶ The proposed infrastructure improvements show little insight of current 
issues or vision on how these might be addressed 

¶ Hindhead Tunnel style bypass required for town centre 

¶ Radical realistic approach of siting schools near park and ride facilities 

¶ Need long term flood defences - more thought should be paid to sites that 
flood 

¶ Housing, schools and transport need to work together 

¶ Greater focus on buses and green transport 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan infrastructure schedule 
set out the key infrastructure to support the planned development which is expected 
to place extra pressure on existing infrastructure, or to need new or improved 
infrastructure. The IDP will be updated as further detail on supporting infrastructure 
is available. Developer contributions and other funding sources will be used to 
ensure that key infrastructure is delivered when it is needed, including at the 
planning application stage. 
 
The Guildford Borough Transport Strategy and the transport sections of the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) set out a programme of transport schemes. 
Improvement schemes will address the critical existing transport issues and mitigate 
the key transport impacts of planned development. The schemes that are 
considered necessary for the delivery of the draft Local Plan are written into the 
plan in the Infrastructure Schedule at Appendix C of the óProposed Submission 
Local Plan: strategy and sitesô. Alternative transport schemes may emerge during 
the plan period which could be preferable to schemes already identified. The 
Transport Strategy and IDP may therefore be updated to include these. As planning 
applications are considered for the sites identified in the new Local Plan, additional 
transport schemes to address site access and other localised issues may be 
secured 

Road infrastructure/ congestion /transport: 

¶ Need Road/Traffic studies 

¶ Evidence/ backing from Railtrack/SWT/Highways Agency 

¶ How will the necessary infrastructure projects be provided ï cost of 
providing requisite infrastructure will be enormous  

¶ The University's development will ensure that supporting infrastructure 

The Guildford Borough Transport Strategy and the transport sections of the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) set out a programme of transport schemes. 
Improvement schemes will address the critical existing transport issues and mitigate 
the key transport impacts of planned development. The schemes that are 
considered necessary for the delivery of the draft Local Plan are written into the 
plan in the Infrastructure Schedule at Appendix C of the óProposed Submission 
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needs are included.  Local Plan: strategy and sitesô. Alternative transport schemes may emerge during 
the plan period which could be preferable to schemes already identified. The 
Transport Strategy and IDP may therefore be updated to include these. As planning 
applications are considered for the sites identified in the new Local Plan, additional 
transport schemes to address site access and other localised issues may be 
secured. 

 
Quantum and type of development: 

¶ There is too much development and not enough thought about the current 
population - population pressure needs to be addressed 

¶ Balance is not even. Puts developers first & not the existing population. 

¶ Smaller areas of development over wider area/ expand villages 

¶ Development would ruin the countryside character of much of the borough. 
Proposals seek to urbanize many villages. Ruin the historic heritage 

¶ The vision depicts a bleak future with scarcer facilities, more built-up areas, 
consequent social degradation, and greater traffic congestion. 

¶ The vision seems mainly intent on inflicting communities with unwanted 
housing and industrial developments  

¶ Opposed to high-rise development 

¶ There is an opportunity to improve Guildford as a visitor destination 

¶ The opportunity to make better use of Guildfordôs riverside 

¶ Maintain character and minimize impact on town 

¶ Require new developments to contribute towards making environmentally 
sustainable places. 

¶ Proper independent and unbiased needs and impact assessments for each 
new development required 

¶ Additional land supply/site allocations 

¶ Developers must provide the required amount of affordable houses  

 Our vision and strategic objectives outline the place we want the borough to be in 
2033. The housing and employment targets contained within the Plan are informed 
by our objectively assessed need for each. These have been derived from the West 
Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and the Employment Land 
Needs Assessment. Further detail regarding our objectively assessed needs are 
provided in Appendix C: Evidence Base.   
 
Other chapters of the Plan highlight how we will accommodate our objectively 
assessed need through the development of a small number of strategic sites and 
the controlled realignment of the green belt. Points regarding development in our 
existing villages and the realignment of the green belt are responded to in tables for 
policy 9 and 10.  
 
Whilst the vision and strategic objectives highlight the Councilôs ambition to meet 
our objectively assessed needs, they also emphasise our intention to protect and 
enhance the boroughôs special heritage and natural landscape so that Guildford 
remains an attractive place for people to live, work and visit in. 
 
Requirements placed on developers will be outlined within the relevant policies of 
the Strategy and Sites document and the forthcoming óDevelopment Management 
Policiesô DPD. 

University: 

¶ Policies to reflect the impact of the University on the town 

¶ Should be a clear strategy for the University campuses 

¶ Should be a clear analysis showing what capacity exists for development 
on the two campuses 

Comments not specifically related to the vision and strategic objectives of the Local 
Plan. However, the issues relating to the University are addressed in greater detail 
in responses to comments on Policy 3 and in óProposed Submission Local Plan: 
strategy and sitesô policy H1.The Manor Park Masterplan sets out the approach to 
implementing the outline planning permission at the Manor Park campus.  

Green Belt 

¶ Too much Green Belt destroyed 

¶ No building on Green Belt 

¶ Consideration needs to be given to wider settlement boundaries around 
those settlements being inset from the green belt. 

¶ Object to insetting  

Comments not specifically related to the vision and strategic objectives of the Local 
Plan. However, concerns and queries relating to the Green Belt are responded to in 
detail in the response table for Policy 9 and 10.  

Brownfield sites: The vision and strategic objectives outline that the Council will seek to protect our 
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¶ Clear plans/ assessment to use brownfield sites first natural environment and direct development towards the most sustainable 
locations. Where possible, development will be encouraged on brownfield sites. 

Sustainability/environment: 

¶ Nobody wants this, the draft local plan is unsustainable 

¶ Add an environment that is truly sustainable, with generous public green 
space 

¶ The local plan opens the door for wholesale destruction of the environment. 

¶ Information on planning, design and standards for local outdoor space 

The vision and strategic objectives emphasise that the Council will seek to meet our 
objectively assessed needs whilst conserving our special natural and built 
environment. The Local Plan seeks to achieve this through a controlled realignment 
of the Green Belt boundary and the development of a small number of strategic 
sites. This is considered to be the most sustainable and appropriate approach for 
the growth of our borough.  
 

Population: 

¶ We cannot cope with any further impulse of people in the Surrey area 

¶ The issues we face are overcrowding and infrastructure problems.  These 
should be addressed first before seeking to increase the local population 
further 

¶ Vulnerable communities should be included - accessibility for all needs to 
be considered in all plans/ designs 

The planned growth of the borough outlined in the plan is based on our objectively 
assessed need. The vision and strategic objectives emphasise that the planned 
growth will be supported by enhancements to, and the provision of new, 
infrastructure and will not be detrimental to our special natural landscapes. 
The strategic objectives and vision also outline the Councilôs intention to provide 
opportunities for betterment to all residents and to ensure that development is of a 
high quality design.   

Conformity with NPPF: 

¶ A vision for the borough must be in conformity with the NPPF and the 
principle of sustainable development ï stronger emphasis needed on 
environmental and social concerns 

¶ We will become a feeder town for London. This is not in accordance with 
NPPF policy. 

The vision and strategic objectives of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: 
strategy and sitesô outline the Councilôs ambition for developing an economically, 
environmentally and socially sustainable borough. We will meet our objectively 
assessed needs whilst protecting and conserving our special natural landscapes.  
The vision and strategic objectives of the plan are considered to comply with the 
principle in favour of sustainable development promoted by the NPPF and the 
NPPF as a whole.  

Structure/wording: 

¶ There needs to be a clear set of strategic objectives, not merely generalised 
heading 

¶ Lack of appreciation of the main objectives.. Overkill in rural areas in order 
to meet these aims will destroy many areas 

¶ Produce a coherent policy and not piecemeal development as at present -  
faster plan is necessary 

¶ The plan is a patchwork of mostly housing developments; the vision is loose 
with no relation to Guildford 

The vision chapter has been amended since the óDraft Local Plan: strategy and 
sitesô so that it now contains a clear set of strategic objectives. The vision and 
objectives are specific to Guildford and relevant to the planned growth of the 
borough. They cover a wide range of themes and are considered to provide a 
comprehensive framework for the rest of the plan.  

Consultation: 

¶ The local population has not been adequately consulted or informed 

¶ Not heeding local residents views 

¶ Local views have been overlooked or ignored ï need to be more inclusive 

Comments not specifically related to the Vision Chapter of the Local Plan. However, 
the public have been consulted on two previous stages of the Plan making process 
and the comments received have been utilised to revise the Draft Local Plan. These 
amendments are reflected in the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and 
sitesô.  

The option for the local electorate to veto the draft Local Plan through a referendum Comment not specifically related to the Vision of the Local Plan.  

Evidence base: 

¶ Doubts over evidence base 

¶ Need accurate population figures 

Comments not specifically related to the Vision Chapter of the Local Plan. However, 
queries relating to the evidence base are addressed in the table for Appendix C: 
Evidence Base. Similarly, concerns regarding the duty to co-operate and the facts 
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¶ The plan should be flexible and performed in stages and then need 
reassessed after each stage 

¶ No sign of cooperation with mole valley district council 

and figures contained within the plan are answered in the response tables for 
national guidance and chapter two.  
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Comments on Policy 1: Presumption in favour of sustainable development  

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

NPPF Should be pursued as a whole instead of copying and pasting one policy. 

¶ Guildford draft Plan embraces priorities that are unbalanced in their emphasis on 
economic expansion at the expense of environmental and social objectives. 

¶ ñempowering local people to shape their surroundingsò 

Policy S1 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô reflects the 
principle of sustainable development running through the NPPF and adopts model 
wording suggested.  
The Proposed Submission Local Plan aims to balance the economic, environmental 
and social needs of the borough.  

Support the adoption of the current draft of the local plan as many of its policies 
support these particular groups which I know will be important to our Borough in the 
future 

Comment noted  

Policy and monitoring do not sufficiently cover and make explicit the ñsustainableò 
part of sustainable development. Without reference to sustainability this policy is 
effectively a ñPositive and efficient planning policyò. 

¶ Current monitoring indicators only focuses on number of houses, and does take 
into account the sustainable part of sustainable development. Need to monitor 
economic, social and environmental aspect to ensure the policy is being applied 
correctly. Unsuitably built houses should not indicate the success of this policy. 

¶ Infrastructure monitoring 

¶ For clarity, Policy should make explicit the specific policies within NPPF that 
restrict development and thus adherence to this policy. For example, those 
policies relating to sites protected under the Birds and Habitats Directives and/or 
designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green Belt, 
Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or 
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated heritage assets; and 
locations at risk of flooding or coastal erosion.   

¶ The presumption in favour of development does not apply on the green belt 

¶ IUCN definition of sustainable development 

¶ Building on the green belt is not sustainable 

The NPPF (page 2) draws on the UN General Assembly definition of sustainable 
development. This is therefore the most appropriate definition to use in a planning 
document. Policy S1 does not restate this definition, as there is no benefit in simply 
restating national guidance. 
 
The plan will be read as a whole and policy S1 (presumption in favour of 
sustainable development) will be read alongside the other policies in the plan. 
Policy I4 Green and Blue Infrastructure provides protection for areas that carry 
environmental designations. Policy P2 provides specific protection for the Thames 
Basin Heaths SPA and policy D2 requires sustainable design, construction and 
development. The plan as a whole directs development to sustainable locations. 
 
It is not agreed that building on the Green Belt is unsustainable in every 
circumstance. For example, previously developed sites in the Green Belt and sites 
near sustainable transport hubs and services can be considered sustainable 
locations for development. 
 
 

Plans and decisions need to take local circumstances into account so that they 
respond to the different opportunities for achieving sustainable development in 
different areasñ. 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô largely sets out policies 
that deal with strategic matters. Local circumstances are largely considered during 
the planning application stage. 
The plan as a whole directs development to the most sustainable locations. 
Potential development sites have been assessed against their local circumstances. 
Other policies in the plan also set out criteria for considering development proposals 
against local circumstances, for example opportunities for low and zero carbon 
energy (policy D2) and environmental designations that should apply (policy I4). 

University of Surrey is over developing 

¶ Enough students congesting the stations 

The University of Surrey already has outline planning permission for their 
development at Manor Park. They are only expected to work within this permission. 
Planning has no remit over who uses the stations. 

Key evidence is ñDevelopment control performance statisticsò ï GBC Planning in The Proposed Submission Local Plan does not list key evidence relating to this 
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Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

early 2014 (under FOI request) were unable to demonstrate statistically which 
planning conditions were being enforced on individual sites and had no historic 
records to indicate compliance of any planning conditions ï This would suggest the 
claimed key evidence does not, at this time, exist. 

policy.  

The definition of what is sustainable should be based on core principles Sustainability is assessed according to the objectives in our Sustainability Appraisal. 

Policy opens the door for ñfirst bird gets the wormò mentality when the second bird 
might be better. More considered comprehensive plan-led development is 
preferable and would lead to more productive, effective and efficient use of land. 

We have considered all reasonable alternative spatial strategy and site options in 
the Sustainability Appraisal. 

Support the policy 

¶ GBCôs proactive approach in considering development proposals, aligning 
them with the NPPF's 'presumption in favour of sustainable development' 
and working with applicants (this commitment needs to be used positively at 
ground level in the decision making process when determining planning 
applications) 

¶ Agree brownfield sites should be developed first, as long thereôs a clear 
commitment to and plan of how to deliver infrastructure to support the new 
developments.  

¶ welcome the suggestion of small-scale developments providing affordable 
homes and feel every village in the borough should have this opportunity. 

¶ presumption in favour is sensible as the need for homes is high with an 
aging population, more separations and society having children 

¶ give high priority to helping local businesses grow 

¶ Support the principles adopted to ensure sustainable development (Policy 
1) 

¶ small-scale developments providing affordable homes and feel every village 
in the borough should have this opportunity 

¶ this commitment does need to be used positively at ground level in the 
decision making process when determining planning applications 

¶ Enterprise M3 Planning Charter which seeks to ensure that planning 
applicants and Local Planning Authorities can work together efficiently and 
effectively 

¶ This is of particular importance to residential development in light of the 
Government's objective to provide to 240,000 additional homes per year by 
2016. Within Guildford, a key development policy necessary to achieve the 
Council's aim to provide of a higher quantum of housing supply to meet 
what has been an historic under-supply of housing. In the case of Manor 
Farm we are located adjacent to a proposed 'SANG' and within 5-10 
minutes walk of a range of local services. 

¶ the principle of sustainability includes three key considerations: these are 
environmental, economic and social sustainability. All three need to be 

Comments noted.  
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Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

balanced and this should be made clear throughout the draft plan. 

¶ the requirements of the Duty to Cooperate have been fulfilled, we would 
request that this information be published as soon as possible to allow a 
judgement on the levels of ócooperationô as a priority 

Support the policy but have concerns over the: 

¶ Deliverability of infrastructure 

¶ how the current infrastructure deficit can be remedied 

¶ what infrastructure is necessary to deliver development 

¶ evidence base 

¶ the desire of the borough to grow may be seen to be in conflict with the 
environmental focus of many of the draft Plan policies 

 

Planned development, both the strategic sites and the cumulative impact of smaller 
sites, will place extra pressure on existing infrastructure and will need new or 
improved infrastructure. 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan infrastructure schedule 
set out the key infrastructure to needed support this planned housing.   
 
The IDP will be updated as further detail is available.  
Developer contributions (including the ñpooledò Community Infrastructure Levy), 
planning contributions and other funding sources will be used to ensure that key 
supporting infrastructure is delivered to be available when it is needed. 
 

¶ If there is a presumption in favour of development the Local Plan must also state 
how that development is to be delivered.  

¶ The draft does not suggest how the current infrastructure deficit can be 
remedied nor does it suggest exactly what infrastructure is necessary to deliver 
development in the major areas proposed for development. Development 
proposals must address infrastructure robustly. 

¶ Assessment of the ability of local infrastructure to cope with increased 
development should have a high priority. The extent of the need for it properly 
demonstrated.  

¶ Need for concrete proposals to enhance the infrastructure to cope with any new 
building.  

¶ Failure to assess whether your proposals are genuinely sustainable and how 
they will impact on the quality of life of existing residents. 

¶ for development in the villages, transportation and utility infrastructure are the 
key components ï most journeys will be by car as bus transport is derisory 

¶ roads already highly congested at peak times, will become grid locked, impact of 
traffic noise , pollution and delays, risks to cyclists are already high and the bus 
service is wholly inadequate 

¶ new homes will cause our greatly ailing infrastructure to implode 

¶ The Council has failed to consider the infrastructure issues when drawing up this 
Local Plan, and hence the Plan is incomplete and ill thought through 

¶ Both the Local Plan and Strategic Vision should be supported by an ambitious, 
phased Infrastructure Investment Plan, The Strategic Vision should address the 
factors impeding the sustainable development of Guildfordôs high added value 

Planned development, both the strategic sites and the cumulative impact of smaller 
sites, will place extra pressure on existing infrastructure and will need new or 
improved infrastructure. 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan infrastructure schedule 
set out the key infrastructure needed to support this planned housing.   
 
The IDP will be updated as further detail is available.  
Developer contributions (including the ñpooledò Community Infrastructure Levy), 
planning contributions and other funding sources will be used to ensure that key 
supporting infrastructure is delivered to be available when it is needed. 
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Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

economy, improve the quality of life for residents and arise from a community 
focused process involving Residentsô Associations, Guildford needs to tackle the 
significant challenges it faces rather than allow ever more piecemeal 
development without adequate assessment of cumulative impact or contributions 
to necessary investment. 

¶ The nature of the recent flooding and the need to avoid key areas for 
development to ensure appropriate protection against flooding highlights the 
need to make reference to this restriction here 

¶ Section 2 (Key facts about the borough) disseminating the business impacts of 
the lack of infrastructure improvements and the impact that this has upon the 
boroughôs competitiveness. Indeed this is a key priority in relation to the Slyfield 
Industrial Estate and the principal reason for the Council seeking to implement a 
strategic link road providing a second access in to the Industrial Estate. 

 

Support the building of ñcommunity hubsò in sizeable settlements. Such buildings 
provide a one-stop place for people to access council services, see their GPs, begin 
adult education course and access IT and library services. They would help provide 
a strong community focus ï especially in new settlements like the proposed Wisley 
airfield site ï and offer local people educational and health opportunities on their 
doorstep. e.g Slough  

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô includes proposals for 
new community buildings at the planned strategic sites, alongside new local 
centres.  

Object to the policy Comment noted.  

Little notice taken of publicôs voice of opposition to the original draft local plan Previous consultation responses have been taken into account.  

Sustainable definition 

¶ is not adequately defined in terms that make sense to community. Base 
definition of sustainabity on core principles.  

¶ By definition óSustainableô in itself means: hold up, keep from falling or 
sinking, enable to last out, keep from failure, endure without giving way, 
stand, bear up against, court ï give decision in favour of, bear out, keep 
going continuously (Concise Oxford Dictionary fifth edition reprint) 

¶ What is meant by sustainability? Are there constraints?  Have these still to 
be defined in development control documents?  Does it apply only to sites 
listed in the Local Plan?  Will the council be able to resist poorly designed 
developments under this policy?  

¶ Sustainability wording agreed internationally by the United Nations General 
Assembly. To do this would require : 
Å Living within the planetôs environmental limits (ie not destroying valued 
irreplaceable assets and accepting capacity limits when considering 
housing) 
Å Ensuring a strong, healthy and just society 
Å Achieving a sustainable economy (ie not just growth) 

Sustainable development is defined in the NPPF on page 2. The Council has 
decided not to repeat this definition in policy S1 as there is a general presumption 
against repeating national policy. The NPPF sets out the generally accepted 
international definition of sustainable development (adopted by the UN) and this is 
the most appropriate definition for a planning document. 
 
The plan, if adopted, will become part of the development plan for the borough and 
will apply to all developments, not just those listed in the plan. The plan must be 
read as a whole and constraints on development are presented in other policies. 
This includes policies D1 to D4 which set out policy and guidance on design 
standards. 
 
The Council acknowledges the meaning of sustainable development and the aims 
in the five bullets. The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô aims to 
balance competing needs and deliver the most sustainable outcome across the 
three dimensions of sustainable development (social, environmental and economic). 
There will sometimes be conflict between these dimensions and in those cases the 
Local Plan seeks to deliver a balanced outcome. 
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Å Promoting good governance (working with the community) 
Å Using sound science responsibly 
This is a wholly integrated package which includes community engagement 
for Guildford, an inclusive society, applying Green Belt policy, and affording 
the highest protection to Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and 
adjacent AGLV land. 

¶ This Local Plan does not follow the UK Sustainable Development Strategy 
2005 in regard to óLiving within environmental limitsô.  The sustainability 
appraisal is not complete.  The requirement of NPPF para 165 has not been 
met 

¶ sustainability refers to our infrastructure including land to farm for healthy 
home grown produce and habitat, from where Iôm coming from, refers to 
countryside and nature reserves 

¶ Sustainabilityò in the words of Greg Clark (MP) in the foreword to the NPPF 
means: ñé..ensuring better lives for ourselves doesnôt mean worse lives for 
future generations. GBC totally ignores this aspect 

 
The aim of ñliving within environmental limitsò must be balanced with the other aims. 
The Local Plan seeks to deliver a balanced outcome. 
 
NPPF paragraph 165 is met: the plan is based on up-to-date information, Policy I4 
(a significant update to reg. 18 policy 19) in particular is based on up-to-date 
information about the natural environment, including River Basin Management 
Plans, and incorporates a strategic approach developed by the Surrey Nature 
Partnership. Sustainability Appraisal has been embedded into the process and has 
resulted in significant changes to the plan (for example, the inclusion of a bespoke 
SPA policy following a recommendation in the SA). 
 

Overlooks the NPPF: 

¶ plans and decisions need to take local circumstances into account so that 
they respond to the different opportunities for achieving sustainable 
development in different areas (para10) 

¶ 12 core principles ï At least half have not been fully implemented and 
communities are dissatisfied with the process and do not feel empowered ï 
this has been borne out by a survey of Guildford Parish Councils and Parish 
based Residentsô Associations. http://www.guildfordparishforum.co.uk 

¶ It is in breach of NPPF 119 which states ñthe presumption in favour of 
sustainable development does not apply where development requiring 
assessment under the Birds or Habitats directive is being considered, 
planned or determinedò. 

¶ It is in breach of NPPF 17 which outlines 12 core principles which should 
underline the plan e.g. ñBe genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to 
shape their surroundingsé.òòActively manage patterns of growth to make 
the fullest use of public transporté.ò 

¶ take account of the different roles and character of different areas including 
Green Belt 

¶ presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where 
specific policies indicate that development should be restricted including 
land designated as Green Belt  

¶ support the transition to a low carbon future  

¶ contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural environment and 
reducing pollution 

This policy is based on guidance within NPPF paragraph 14 and adopts 
Communities and Local Government model wording.  

http://www.guildfordparishforum.co.uk/
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¶ encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been 
previously developed (brownfield land) provided it is not of high 
environmental value (use for housing before retail or office as working and 
shopping habits are changing) 

¶ conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance 

¶ actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of 
public transport walking and cycling and focus significant development on 
locations which can be made sustainable 

¶ The presumption in favour of sustainable development (para 14) does not 
apply where development requiring appropriate assessment under the Birds 
or Habitats Directives is being considered, planned or determined (para 
119) 

¶ policy conflicts with Planning Practice guidelines which were published to 
clarify the meaning of ñthe presumption in favour of sustainable 
developmentò in the NPPF and in Policy 4.1 of the GDLP. For example in 
para 7 of the guidance:ò (there is a) need for the planning system to 
performé an environmental role contributing to protecting and enhancing 
our natural, built and historic environment and, as part of this, helping to 
improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and 
pollutioné ñPara 8. ñé environmental gains should be soughté through 
the planning system. ñPara 9. ñésustainable development involves seeking 
positive improvements in the quality of the built, natural and historic 
environment as well as peopleôs quality of lifeémoving from a net loss of 
biodiversity to achieving net gains for nature.ò 

¶ For Burpham residents ñadverse impactsò (para 14) of the DLP ñwould 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.ò 

¶ Policy has ignored the following key requirements from paragraph 17 of the 
NPPF: ñtake account of the different roles and character of different areas, 
promoting the vitality of our urban areas, protecting the Green Belts around 
themò ñrecognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and 
supporting thriving communities within itò ñcontribute to conserving and 
enhancing the natural environment and reducing pollutionñ ñencourage the 
effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed 
(brownfield land) provided it is not of high environmental 
valueò      ñconserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their 
significanceñ ñactively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest 
possible use of public transport walking and cycling and focus significant 
development on locations which can be made sustainableñ.ñempowering 
local people to shape their surroundingsò 

¶ This policy is incomplete and misleading.  Policies should be written with 
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the intention of being enforceable for the life of the plan. 

¶ Ignoring NPPF invalidates plan. This policy has not be written with the 
intention of being enforeceable for the life of the plan. 

¶ NPPF 14 ñspecific policies in this framework indicate development should 
be restrictedò [e.g. sites protected by the Birds and Habitats Directive, land 
designated SSSI/AONB/Green belt, locations at risk of flooding etc 

¶ The policy needs to specify constraints that apply such as environmental 
considerations, e.g. AONB and Thames Basin Heaths SPA. 

¶ The policy states that development applications will be óapproved wherever 
possibleô regardless of sustainability. NPPF 14 notes that policies within the 
framework may require development to be restricted. The draft Plan should 
therefore not imply that development applications will be approved 
whatever their merits. Policy 1 fails to distinguish between presumption in 
favour of sustainable development and a presumption in favour of any 
development at all 

¶ In accordance with the NPPF, development on the Green Belt must only be 
in exceptional circumstances and to my mind these have yet to be 
adequately proved 

¶ communities are dissatisfied with the process and do not feel empowered 

Sustainable development 

¶ The plan does not understand the concept of sustainable development. 
Ensure that development is sustainable. The draft plan contains all the 
possible options and impacts without joining these together into a 
sustainable plan. 

¶ The presumption in favour of sustainable development gives far too much 
power to developers.  

¶ Revise policy so it recognises that there is no presumption in favour of 
sustainable development in the Green Belt 

¶ Some of your criteria for what constitutes ósustainabilityô are laughable 

¶ Planning applications must consider policies in neighbourhood plans as well 
as material considerations looking at the impact as a whole 

¶ The only sustainable development is that which increases the long-term 
survivability of the inhabitants of the borough which precludes any 
development on green-belt and agricultural land.  

¶ ñsustainabilityò means an obligation to pass on things which we currently 
enjoy to the next generation undiminished and untarnished.  It is therefore 
unsustainable to develop in Green Belt areas or to re-draw the boundaries 
of the Green Belt so that villages fall outside its protection.  

We have assessed all reasonable spatial strategy and site options through the 
Sustainability Appraisal process in terms of various issues/objectives, and in doing 
so we are able to understand the pros and cons of each.  It is inevitably the case 
that there are likely to be ótrade-offsô between competing objectives). Informed by 
SA, consultation responses and technical evidence, we consider that our plan 
strikes a balance between these objectives and delivers a sustainable outcome. 
 
Our spatial strategy is discussed further in the Housing Delivery topic paper. 
Comments relating to the green belt are further addressed in the table for policy 10.  
 
Site specific comments are addressed in the table óPlanning for sitesô.  
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¶ By virtue of Approved Document ñLò of the Building Regulations complying 
new homes to meet Code 3 (and soon Code 4) of the code for sustainable 
homes means that every new house will effectively be ñsustainableò.  So the 
presumption that an ñEco homeò should be given planning permission 
because it is sustainable is abject nonsense, and just creates a ñDevelopers 
Charterò.  

¶ Even though the individual houses may be sustainable the wholesale of 
introduction of development sites into the Green Belt villages is not. The 
overloading of the infrastructure is not sustainable and the proposal to 
increase the amount of housing in West Horsley by 44% is the antithesis of 
sustainability and contrary to the Councilôs policy and will not improve the 
economic social and environment of Horsley or any other village. It is 
unsustainable to build the majority of all new housing on the Eastern side of 
the Borough whilst locating the majority of all new business development on 
the Western side of the Borough.  

¶ On what basis does the statement of the principle in favour of sustainable 
development lead to the conclusion that this gives GBC the basis for 
insetting villages? Swallowing up many hectares of green belt land, 
swamping the existing settlement and removing the consequent openness 
that villages (eg West Horsley) enjoy is not sustainable. 

¶ the definition of sustainable development as given In the National Planning 
Policy Framework leaves too much room for local interpretation 

¶ Rural development is unsustainable. The economic factors seem to greatly 
outweigh the environmental impact. 

¶ Sustainable plans need to take account of the dynamic effects that the 
policies themselves may have; eg increased demand.  Restriction may be 
required to avoid unintended consequences. 

¶ GBC must embrace a wider vision of how we develop without 
compromising Guildford for future generations. This will include: 
Å Deciding what are our irreplaceable assets  
Å Ensuring that character, community identity and distinctive architecture 

and design are protected 
Å Providing clean air and water and limiting noise disturbance and light 

pollution 
Å Reducing and managing traffic impact by investigating how to improve 

public transport 
Å Protecting and enhancing open countryside and places of recreation with 
easy access. 

¶ strain and dire uncertainty of our infrastructure, while the work is in progress 
ï road closures and diversions everywhere 
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¶ increased flood risk, causing more potholes and subsidence which could 
lead to sinkholes because the less natural earth we have left for rain and 
river spate water to drain off into the greater the flooding on our roads and 
in our towns, villages and housing estates, as well as ruining crop fields 
unto reduced crop yields, reduced yields of healthy home grown produce on 
account of farmland being turned into housing 

¶ how does earmarking all those 13-15 villages for óreleaseô from the 
greenbelt to allow all this housing support promise to look at brownfield 
sites first? 

¶ It is a legal requirement of the planning system that local plans should seek 
to deliver sustainable development. This requirement is also set out in the 
NPPF. 

¶ Housing needs to be located in accessible locations where appropriate 
provision has or can be been made for employment, shops, community 
facilities and open space. Patterns of development and additional travel are 
therefore important. 

¶ uses accurate figures on proposed housing need, ensure development is 
within Brownfield land before considering Green Belt and makes sure that 
all developments are truly sustainable  

¶ Countryside is an ideal space for the health and well-being of growing 
families. Building on Green Belt can never be sustainable 

Object to the presumption in favour of sustainable development and its impact on: 

¶ the local area, visual and recreational amenity 

¶ infrastructure deficits 

¶ transportation, roads (poor road maintenance) (lack of capacity on local 
road system and trunk roads including the A3), existing crowded trains and 
other public transport capacity 

¶ drainage 

¶ flooding 

¶ sewerage capacity 

¶ lack of state primary and secondary school capacity, 

¶ insufficient local dental and medical facilities 

¶ lack of capacity 

¶ loss of agricultural land 

¶ negative impact of wildlife 

¶ destruction of the Green Belt 

¶ pressure on all services 
 
ñSustainableò is simply taken to mean ñcommercially viableò.  The Policy suggests 

This policy is based on guidance within the National Planning Policy Framework 
paragraph 14 and adopts Communities and Local Government model wording. 
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the early release of ñsafeguardedò land for development.  This is not a defence of 
the public interest against private speculators ï it is a developerôs charter. 

Housing number is unsustainable 

¶ The increase in housing/expanding settlements/new settlements will impact 
on already crowded infrastructure, existing flooding and drainage problems 
and the shortage of school places and is unsustainable. 

¶ Housing number is too high 

¶ SHMA ïwhich the full council required to be amended- 
has not taken place. A new, revised, SHMA on a joint basis with Woking 
and Waverley has not yet been published and is not part of the evidence 
base. How can an objective and defensible consultation be held when the 
critical factor ï the fundamental housing number is still so uncertain 

¶ Guildfordôs future housing requirements has been peculiarly inept. For 
ñIssues and Optionsò= interim housing number of 322, 2014 Draft Plan = 
650 (or 750 

¶ The figure quoted is incorrect and has not been revised despite Office of 
National Statistics data. This policy pursued wholesale will become a 
developers charter and will strain infrastructure to destruction. Hardly a 
ósustainableô solution. 

These comments have been responded to in Appendix C: Evidence Base 
 

Economy 

¶ no proven need for 14,800 more jobs in the borough. Much is made of 
sustainability, expanding the workforce on this scale is not sustainable. 

¶ not sustainable local jobs to support this proposed increased to our local 
population, and that people will have longer and more expensive commutes 
to their place of work, or that investors will continue to buy up housing stock 

¶ Without explaining the nature of economic and social change this section is 
seriously flawed. Failure to take into account the economic revolution which 
made Guildford a knowledge based economy  is flaw which needs to be 
rectified. 

¶ grabbing of farmland for housing. The UK has the lowest food security in 
the western developed world and it is estimated in a recent Cambridge 
study that more than 35% of the UKôs existing agricultural land will be 
needed by 2030 to support the needs of a population of 70M. The UK, in 
addition, must become more self- sufficient as the population in the world 
obviously continues to grow too creating more competition for food. Where 
is this land going to be found to feed future generations if GCC appease 
greedy developers now and 

The floorspace figures in the Reg 19 Local Plan are based on the Employment 
Lands Needs Assessment which was published in September 2015 produced by 
consultants AECOM.  It is available to view on the Councilôs website.  It seeks to 
meet the need for 3,200 additional B class jobs.   
The level of new employment floorspace has been calculated from the need 
generated by the anticipated growth in jobs.  It is based on the Objectively 
Assessed Need (OAN) and not aspirational growth. The need has been assessed 
by consultants AECOM who produced the Employment Land Needs Assessment 
(ELNA), published in September 2015.  The mean average of three economic 
forecasts of the number of employees in the borough.  AECOM then translated this 
into the need for floorspace using historic trends. 
 
The Guildford Local Plan is required by the NPPF to promote sustainable 
development through the balancing of social, environmental and economic 
considerations to achieve the best overall outcome. This is done through assessing 
the Local Plan documents at each stage of their preparation to consider potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. This process, and the resulting report 
is called Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 
SA incorporates Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) which is also required 
by law. SEA assesses potential significant environmental impacts of the plan being 
prepared, and where needed may recommend mitigation measures.  
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The sustainability appraisal (SA), incorporating the strategic environmental 
assessment (SEA), and a non-technical summary of the SA, which accompanied 
the Draft Local Plan strategy and sites 2014 can be viewed on the Councilôs 
website.  A further SA of the proposed submission Local Plan: strategy and sites will 
be published on the website to accompany the main document. 

Ecology 

¶ Concerned about maintaining an ecological balance, the effect of building 
on the land and the negative effect on our habitat  

¶ EVERY possible alternative must be explored before GB ï including 
demolition of existing sites  in order to create visually appealing multi storey 
dwellings. Cost must not be a prohibitive factor.  We will never have the 
opportunity to take back the land. The local plan must look at the whole 
picture 

¶ this policy means the continued urban sprawl on the Green Belt, with the 
resulting loss of biodiversity and abundance of species 

Local Plans must deliver net gains in biodiversity, as well as balance the needs of 
the environment against other competing needs (like the need for housing and 
employment). Policy I4 Green and Blue Infrastructure has been substantially 
enhanced in order to protect important habitats and deliver improvements in 
biodiversity and green and blue infrastructure. 
 
We have sought to maximise brownfield development which is at the top of our 
spatial hierarchy however there is insufficient land to meet our objectively assessed 
housing needs. 
 
Comments related to the Green Belt have been responded to in the table for Policy 
10 

Design 

¶ More savvy design in our development plans  

¶ Why are we not thinking outside the box in term of how we build?  

¶ Housing that is greener, that has a lighter footprint, more compact housing, 
more flats, communal gardens, parks, MORE ALLOTMENTS or Community 
Supported Agriculture.  

¶ More shared car schemes, more facilities for cyclists to help reduce 
pollution and perhaps some of the anticipated traffic overload.  

Design will be addressed in greater detail in our Development Management  
document. The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô contains 
strategic policies on Making Better Places and Sustainable transport for new 
developments.  There are two site allocations for allotments (A21 and  A31). 

Gardens 

¶ No explicit direction for residential gardens a.k.a. ñgarden grabbingò has 
been included under this policy, as suggested by NPPF 53, unless the 
Council is intentionally allowing this. 

Development proposals on private residential gardens will be considered against 
policy D4 Development in Urban Areas and Inset Villages, and all relevant planning 
policies and material planning considerations. Development of private residential 
gardens may be appropriate and has historically contributed towards housing 
supply.  

Policy approach 

¶ Insufficient rigor in this policy ï relies on satisfying Policy 7 for sustainable 
development which requires developers to use measures that are 
ñépractical and viableò. The Building Regulations already 
have specific requirements for sustainability which are ópractical and viableô 
so ANY development proposal would have to meet Building Regulations 
standards and would be acceptable under Policy 1 and Policy 7. 

¶ Policy is naïve, constitutes a developers charter and abdicates the 
obligation of the council to control development 

¶ Too much detail seems to have been left until a time when consultation is 

Comments responded to in the table for policy 7. 
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past or is only in a very preliminary draft form, based on questionable data 

¶ Policy is far too pro development. See the Reigate & Banstead Plan 
approach which states that ñIt will work proactively with applicants to secure 
development that improves the economic, social and environmental 
conditions in the areaò rather than the section about working ñproactively 
with applicants jointly to find solutions that mean that proposals can be 
approved wherever possibleò. 

¶ Plans should not be rushed through, the buildings have to be lived with for 
decades. 

¶ Danger that the Guildford draft Plan will embrace priorities which are 
unbalanced in their emphasis on economic expansion at the expense of 
environmental and social objectives. 

¶ Illogical to put this as the number Policy when it must surely only be 
relevant when other considerations have been met.  

¶ The policy should outline the general position on the increase in housing 
necessary and the plan to make sure the infrastructure is in place to 
maintain the additional development.  The lack of detail and clarification 
only emphasizes the obvious, which is to eliminate the greenbelt in favour 
of development.  The question of what we want our community to look like 
and how we are going to achieve it is not addressed. The policy should 
uphold long-established Green Belt boundaries and protections, setting a 
sound and defensible parameter to future planning decisions. 

¶ Support in principle but object in the context of poor Evidence Base ï its 
inadequate to support such a presumption as it is not possible to determine 
what development would be sustainable 

¶ State how that development is to be delivered 

¶ The draft does not suggest how the current infrastructure deficit can be 
remedied nor does it suggest exactly what infrastructure is necessary to 
deliver development in the major areas proposed for development. So far 
as Merrow is concerned this criticism is directed at the proposed 
development of Gosden Hill Farm 

¶ wording of this policy does not indicate that all the sustainable development 
requirements of the NPPF will have to be accounted for in the preparation 
of planning applications in a way that truly provides developments of highly 
sustainable quality 

¶ work to develop a sustainable plan properly underpinned with accurate 
facts ï revise the housing number, and to amend the Local Plan to utilise 
brownfield/previously used land rather than green field sites ï of which 
there are significant amounts within the Borough 

¶ It is important that the policy is not simply perceived as a óbolt onô. Instead 
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the presumption and need for a positively prepared plan should run 
throughout, notably in respect of housing delivery, infrastructure planning 
and sustainability. 

¶ Brownfield sites should be developed first, as long thereôs infrastructure to 
support the new developments, especially in congested areas in the town 
centre 

¶ The presumption in favour of such huge ósustainable growthô is over 
stated and seems to risk leading to over development in a borough already 
constricted by the downs and the valley. The do less or nothing options 
donôt appear to have been considered in any real seriousness. Guildford is 
already a successful, attractive and well proportioned town, proposed 
development can only change its character for the worse. 

¶ This Plan does not show sustainable development 

¶ The various designations of international, national, regional and local land 
use restrictions (such as SPAs, AONB, Green Belt, Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest, Areas of Great Landscape Value (subject to any future 
redesignation) and Conservation Areas) are not highlighted in the context of 
Policy 1 

¶ University plays a major role in supporting innovation and competitiveness 

and makes positive contribution to UKôs economic and social development. 

University recognises the need to be able to attract people with skills and 

talent to support its evolving role. Blackwell Farm includes employment land 

plus new homes close to existing and proposed employment. Blackwell 

Farm  will provide resources for University to reinvest in its activities in 

Guildford. 

¶ All previously developed land in borough is not necessarily in most 
sustainable locations. Sustainable locations should include urban 
extensions to Guildford in preference to inset villages. Expansion of town is 
more sustainable approach (cf village expansion and Wisley airfield) 
Suggest rewording policy 

Policy wording 

¶ We suggest that the current third paragraph is deleted as there should be 
an up to date plan once this is approved so the paragraph will be irrelevant. 
We suggest a new paragraph 3 which states that proposed developments 
which conflict with the Development Plan will be refused. 

¶ This policy should set out guidelines that restrict development such as Birds 
and Habitats Directive, SSI, Green belt and Areas of Natural Beauty.  

¶ revise the wording of this policy so that it is quite clear that it is the policies 
in the NPPF as they stand, in combination with the Local Plan policies, that 

The policy adopts model wording. Material considerations are generally defined by 
case law.  



 

33 
 

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

need to be adhered to. This is particularly important as in some cases the 
Local Plan policies are out of alignment themselves with the NPPF/NPPG 
as in the case of Policy 8 

¶ Policies should be written with the intention of being enforceable for the life 
of the plan. 

¶ This policy is incomplete and misleading. 

¶ This policy does not show the intention of being enforceable for the life of 
the Plan 

¶ A policy that presumes approval for development in all circumstances is 
completely unacceptable. The Policy must make it absolutely clear that 
there will be a presumption in favour of approval in defined areas, and that 
in protected areas there will be a presumption against development except 
in exceptional circumstances. There should be a presumption against 
development in the Green Belt 

¶ The constraints are not clearly set out and are not  identified as restrictions 
by default (subject to the various tests required by NPPF) 

¶ The infrastructure restrictions (notably the severe deficits in historic 
infrastructure provision) are not articulated 

¶ The policy states that development applications will be approved wherever 
possible' regardless of sustainability. NPPF 14 notes that policies within the 
framework may require development to be restricted. The draft Plan should 
therefore not imply that development applications will be approved 
whatever their merits. Policy 1 fails to distinguish between presumption in 
favour of sustainable development and a presumption in favour of any 
development at all. Of the 12 core principles set out in NPPF 17, Policy 1 
seems to be disregarding at least 7 of these. These core principles must be 
taken into account in order to meet the requirement to comply with NPPF 
17. 

¶ The generality of this section, briefly described as it appears, seems to 
contradict National Planning Policies 

¶ this policy is too prescriptive and may not give sufficient weight to local 
circumstances and local opinions. Secondly, the policy should not be 
worded in such a way as to make the Council slavishly follow it in a 
dogmatic fashion 

¶ The first two lines should state "When considering development proposals 
we will take a positive approach that reflects as far as possible the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the National 
Planning Policy Framework." The third paragraph consists of one sentence 
77 words long and it is more difficult to understand than it needs to be. 

¶ You should be aiming for sentences of no more than 21 words 
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¶ third paragraph, line 3, "...indicate otherwise. The Council will take into 
account whether any adverse impacts of granting permission would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Any adverse impacts 
will be assessed against the policies in the National Planning Policy 
Framework taken as a whole. The Council will also take into account 
specific policies in that Framework which indicate that development should 
be restricted 

¶ Delete the words..." and the policy above follows the model wording 
suggested." There should be no need in a local plan, to follow the exact 
'model wording' of central government 

¶ revise the wording of this policy so that it is quite clear that it is the policies 
in the NPPF as they stand, in combination with the Local Plan policies, that 
need to be adhered to 

¶ no explanation of what considerations might be regarded as "material" 
inconsidering planning application or how "adverse impacts" and "benefits" 
would be weighed 

¶ Paragraph 4 of this policy, which states, "Planning applications that accord 
with the policies in this draft Local Plan (and, where relevant, with policies in 
neighbourhood plans) will be approved without delay, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise," should be extended to include, not just 
Local Plan policies, but other Government/European policies, for example 
those set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the 
Habitats Directive eg Policy 8 does not follow the National Planning Policy 
Guidance (N PPG) 

Green Belt 

¶ no mention of Green Belt in the policy yet almost 90% of the land in the 
borough is such.  

¶ It is protected specifically to preserve the individual nature of towns and 
villages and prevent the urbanisation of those with a rural nature. Yet it is 
exactly this which is being proposed in this Plan for several of the Borough 
villages 

¶ Paragraph 4 of this policy should be extended to include other 
Government/European policies, eg those set out in NPPF, the Habitats 
Directive etc. It should be noted that not all of the policies in this draft Local 
Plan accord with national policy 

¶ No mention of the Green Belt, despite the fact that this covers nine-tenths 
of the borough and is Britainôs biggest contribution to Sustainable 
Development ever instituted 

The Local Plan must be read as a whole. There is a separate policy (P2) which 
seeks to protect Green Belt. 

Monitoring  

¶ donôt show how many homes have been delivered as not what the people 

Policy S1 of the Proposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sites does not 
include any monitoring indicators because it is not considered that the success of 
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living in the borough want 

¶ should include flooding, new and existing properties 

¶  no monitoring is proposed for reductions in growth estimates and the 
effect this would have on housing or employment land and this is an 
omission.  

¶ no monitoring is proposed for the cumulative effect of development and this 
is an omission 

¶ Similarly monitoring the numbers of properties or amount of development 
or employment land that is delivered demonstrates a predilection for 
development at the expense of the environment. Monitoring of delivered 
infrastructure and impact on environment must be included. 

¶ Monitoring of this policy seems to relate primarily to land use for housing 
and commercial development. Sustainability in the NPPF covers economic, 
social and environmental indicators. 

¶ Allow for adjustment of the housing target should parameters change 

¶ The review should also include an assessment of local infrastructure and 
its ability to cope with development; and the environmental and ecological 
impacts of development [impact assessment] 

¶ An environmental impact assessment of new development to check that 
this was as planned 

¶ Reductions in targeted housing and employment land if new demographic 
and other studies indicate lower growth than forecast. 

¶ A form of monitoring indicator is developed that records the sustainability 
credentials of all approved developments against which the quality and not 
just the quantity of sustainable developments can be assessed. This will 
allow the Council and the public to evaluate whether presumption is 
actually being given to development that can legitimately be described as 
sustainable and therefore whether this policy is being applied in the spirit 
for which it is intended. 

¶ inclusion of indicators outlining how the presumption is to be monitored is 
welcomed. What is important is that sustainable sites are approved without 
delay, as required by NPPF Paragraph 14 

¶ the Monitoring Indicators section of Policy 1 fail to recognise the combined 
influences on each other of housing, employment and infrastructure. 

¶ First paragraph "For each policy, there is a summary delivery strategy, 
monitoring and review indicators." Do you mean strategy or procedure? 
The grammar in this sentence is not good. Why not say "For each policy, 
there is a summary delivery strategy. There are also monitoring and review 
indicators." Regarding line 6 in paragraph 3, "safeguarded sites" should be 
changed for clarity to "safeguarded future development sites." 

the policy can be quantitatively measured.  
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¶ Policy 8 (see below).We suggest that a form of monitoring indicator is 
developed that records the sustainability credentials of all approved 
developments against which the quality and not just the quantity of 
sustainable developments can be assessed. This will allow the Council and 
the public to evaluate whether presumption is actually being given to 
development that can legitimately be described as sustainable and 
therefore whether this policy is being applied in the spirit for which it is 
intended 

¶ the monitoring criteria reveal that they are more interested in development 
taking place rather than whether it is "sustainable" in my understanding of 
the word 

¶ Local Plan review - We believe that this review should also include an 
assessment of local infrastructure and its ability to cope with development, 
and environmental impact assessment. 

Evidence Base 

¶ ñEvidence baseò documents (that ostensibly support draft Local Plan ï but 
which are in fact often deeply flawed) attempt (often incorrectly) to record 
precise low-level details of proposed development sites, with the aim of 
generating mechanistic numerical measures that are apparently intended to 
magically produce the ñrightò answer.  This is no substitute for competent 
fundamental thinking, and it is very unlikely to result in the goal that 
ñsustainable development, economic, social and environmental gains 
should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning systemò 
(NPPF 8). 

¶ Plan is constructed on a naïve and out-of-date population projection.  G L 
Hearnôs projection (that was used to generate the housing figure in the 
Local Plan) was based on ONS mid-year figures for 2011, instead of the 
considerably lower ONS SNPP 2012 projection that was published on 29th 
May 2014.  It also used a simple flat profile for migration for the entire 
period until 2031 (see Figure 1). 

¶ population projections underlying the plan are out of date and the 
methodology underlying them is flawed 

¶ The current draft Local Plan is not fit for purpose.  It cannot be considered 
to be sustainable until the process used to develop the Plan itself takes full 
account of the points below 

¶ The gross difference between the mechanistic procedures used to produce 
the evidence base documents, and the essentially human judgements 
needed to balance the economic, social and environmental gains required 
by NPPF:  1. Up-to-date data (as per NPPF 158).2. Sensitivity studies on 
projections or forecasts to quantify the impacts of future uncertainty on the 

The Evidence Base has been refreshed following the previous consultation on the 
Draft Local Plan and is considered to be up-to-date and robust. The Evidence Base 
will be scrutinised by the Planning Inspector at the EIP and used to determine 
whether the plan is sound. Further comments relating to the Evidence Base are 
addressed in the table for appendix C.  
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Plan.3. Periodic formal checkpoints to allow future uncertainty to be 
recognised and managed effectively within the Plan itself 

¶ The Evidence Base is inadequate to support such a presumption as it is not 
possible to determine what development would be sustainable. Equally, the 
lack of integration between housing, employment and infrastructure needs 
is at best unhelpful in this regard. 

¶ the Evidence Base is not good enough to provide a framework for testing 
sustainability, and the Sustainability Appraisal ('SA') has flaws identified in 
response to the SA consultation. 

¶ The Evidence Base should be kept under regular review in addition to the 
developments and infrastructure completed in each year of the Plan. Policy 
is based on the need to provide 13,040 homes - this is flawed ï doesnôt 
account for constraints, inadequate infrastructure, not based on the latest 
ONS figures, re-use of office buildings for residential, Government policy to 
reduce international migration, fails to require Surrey University to house its 
own students it proposes óinsettingô 16 out of 24 villages in the Borough and 
identifying a few very large areas of land to be ósafeguardedô without 
presenting the óvery special circumstancesô  

Horsleys 

¶ These plans and decisions have not taken local circumstances into account 
and have placed an unreasonable development burden in the areas of East 
and West Horsley that would totally change the character of these rural 
villages. 

¶ Object to insetting 

¶ insetting of West Horsley North and South does not appear to comply with 
the overarching ethos of the NPPF. 

These comments have been responded to in the table for Planning for Sites 
 

Wisley 

¶ Shops and school provided óifô enough children ï not sustainable 

¶ Surrounding villages will suffer from increase to traffic from ósustainableô 
new town, pollution, delays, B367 Newark Lane too narrow 

¶ Would overshadow Ockham 

¶ Gridlock Ripley without full junctions to A3 

¶ GBC is not meeting its legal duty to deliver sustainable development by 
promoting the new settlement option at Wisley. The SA is an important 
component in forming a judgment on this issue and WAG considers it is 
inadequate and that more sustainable alternatives exist for development 

These comments have been responded to in the table for Planning for Sites 
 

Normandy  

¶ proposed major expansion of the village not sustainable 

¶ no shops 

¶ a surgery working at near maximum capacity 

We are planning the infrastructure to support this planned strategic development. 
This includes the expansion of Wyke primary school, a new secondary school, and 
improvements to the railway line serving Westborough station.  
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¶ a primary school which is over subscribed 

¶ Flexford end of the village has a minimal bus service 

Effingham 

¶ During the wars, food was even grown on Effingham Common, a lifesaver 
in different circumstances. Incidentally and sadly, GBC wish to build a car 
park even on it. 

The Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Avoidance Strategy supports 
the delivery of a small parking (six spaces) area to improve access to Effingham 
Common. The Council is considering a number of options and it is not considered 
preferable to deliver one on the common. 

Ockham 

¶ Local plan for this village is not sustainable. Presumption in favour of 
sustainable development needs to be tempered by the social, economic 
and environmental constraints as required by the NPPF 

¶ requires development to work inside the limitations of land which is not 
Green Belt designated. The NPPF accepts the permanence of Green Belt 
and doesnôt permit unlawful development except in exceptional 
circumstances. 

¶ local plan disregards the restrictions on Green Belt development by 
threatening to remove 15 out of 24 villages from the Green Belt. Inset 
agricultural land, commonage, SPA protected land and SSSI sites are all 
included for development.  Exceptional Circumstances have not been 
shown. 

¶ What happens in 2031? ï Development demand will once have gone up! 
When the bank of assets is depleted, who will sustain all these people who 
still need houses that donôt flood, food, clean water? Why is óclimate 
changeô strategy not GBCôs primary policy. Numbers of bees are falling at 
alarming rates 

These comments have been responded to in the table for Policy 10 
 

Planning principles - should be applied to underpin both plan-making and decision-
taking and so these should be taken into account in the framing and the 
administering of the Local Plan. This has not been done leading to an unreasonable 
proposal and breach of the principles. 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô is considered to reflect 
the principle of sustainable development and conform with the NPPF and NPPG. 

Neighbourhood Plans - Planning applications must consider policies in 
neighbourhood plans as well as material considerations looking at the impact as a 
whole. 

Comment not relevant to the Local Plan-making process. In determining planning 
applications, the Council will have regard to the Development Plan (including 
adopted and emerging Neighbourhood Plans). 

Self Build 

¶ ñWe urgently need to build more homes and now is the time for councils to 
act and earmark areas that encourage people to buy a plot of land and get 
a builder to build them a home.òThe above comments from the Planning 
Minister, at the time of comment, clearly outlines how the government 
intended LPA to respond to the requirements set out in the NPPF when 
drawing up new Local Plans. Councils should take a proactive position to 
providing land and should undertake rigorous and effective evidence 
gathering to measure custom and self build need in their districts. National 

The Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 requires Local Planning 
Authorities to set up and publicise a self-build register by April 1

st
 2016. The Council 

have met this duty and will have regard to it in its future planning, housing, 
regeneration and disposal functions. The interest in self-build is acknowledged in 
the reasoned justification of Policy H1 paragraph 4.2.12 of the óProposed 
Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô and some of the strategic site 
allocations.  
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Custom & Self Build Association  

¶ Requirement of NPPF to plan for people wishing to build their own homesò 

Process  
 
We ask GBC to lead the process and be inclusive. It should be a joined up, 
borough-wide exercise not just focused on the town centre, research park and 
Slyfield. We suggest strong, long term community partnership will be needed. The 
Strategic Vision should encompass matters not under GBC's direct control. Wider 
partners with a pivotal role should be involved from the outset.  
ACTIONS: 

1. Set up effective mechanisms for working more closely with the 
community to shape Guildford's future. 
 

2. Prepare a longer term Strategic Vision, with full public engagement, for 
the town and surrounding villages. 

 
3. Press ahead with producing a robust Local Plan to overcome 

vulnerabilities to inappropriate development and shape any initiatives 
pursued under the Localism Act, engaging with the community 
throughout working to a clear and meaningful consultation programme. 

 
4. Identify any sites that need safeguarding to prevent development that 

would impede subsequent construction of critical infrastructure (eg road 
bridge over railway, space for rail link to Heathrow, cross Guildford road 
link). 

 
5. Ensure all developers contribute to new infrastructure. 

Break down long term aspirations into bite sized chunks of work that 
can be costed and funded using mechanisms such as Community 
Infrastructure Levy. 

 
6. Encourage businesses to strengthen their links with the community and 

make greater provision for their traffic and parking impact. 
 

7. Plan for the economic opportunities of the future. Heed changes in 
retailing and do not assume retail-led development will resume with 
economic recovery.  

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan infrastructure schedule 
set out the key infrastructure to needed support this planned housing.   The IDP will 
be updated as further detail is available.  Developer contributions (including the 
ñpooledò Community Infrastructure Levy), planning contributions and other funding 
sources will be used to ensure that key supporting infrastructure is delivered to be 
available when it is needed. 
 
 
The floorspace figures in the Reg 19 Local Plan are based on the Employment 
Lands Needs Assessment (ELNA) which was published in September 2015, 
produced by consultants AECOM.  It identifies the need for 3,200 additional B class 
jobs which has been calculated from an average of three employee forecasts.  
AECOM then translated this into the need for floorspace using historic trends which 
will take into account the growth of homeworking.  The ELNA takes into account B 
class jobs and does not include any other sectors including retail. 
 
The Retail and Leisure Update Study 2014 assesses the need for retail, food and 
drink floorspace and leisure needs over the plan period to serve the growing 
population, whilst retaining consistent market share.  

NPPF says SPA, green belt, SSSIôs, heritage sites and conservation areas are 
excluded from presumption in favour of development 
 

These comments have been responded to in the table for Planning for Sites 
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All of Ockham and the former Wisley airfield are within 800 m of the SPA protected, 
much of it lying inside the 400m protected zone, and the green belt. The SSSI of 
Ockham Common is also in the former Wisley airfield site. 
There are 29 grade 1 and grade 2 listed buildings in Ockham, several are within 
10m of the proposed new town in the heart of Ockham. 
Parts of the Ockham conservation area are within 100 meters of the site 
 
Object to GBCs failure to examine the bigger picture, regarding the long-term 
sustainability of Thames Basin SPA.GBC have other choices than to build near SPA 
 
The 1987 United Nations Brundtland report definition of Sustainable development 
is: óDevelopment that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs.ô   

 

Comments on Policy 2 Planning for the borough ï our spatial development strategy   

Issue  Guildford Borough Council Response  

NPPF Should be pursued as a whole instead of copying and pasting one policy. 

¶ Guildford draft Plan embraces priorities that are unbalanced in their 
emphasis on economic expansion at the expense of environmental and 
social objectives. 

ñempowering local people to shape their surroundingsò 

Policy S1 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô reflects the 
principle of sustainable development running through the NPPF and adopts model 
wording suggested.  
The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô aims to balance the 
economic, environmental and social needs of the borough. 

Support the adoption of the current draft of the local plan as many of its policies 
support these particular groups which I know will be important to our borough in the 
future 

Comment noted 

Policy and monitoring do not sufficiently cover and make explicit the ñsustainableò 
part of sustainable development. Without reference to sustainability this policy is 
effectively a ñPositive and efficient planning policyò. 

¶ Current monitoring indicators only focuses on number of houses, and does 
take into account the sustainable part of sustainable development. Need to 
monitor economic, social and environmental aspect to ensure the policy is 
being applied correctly. Unsuitably built houses should not indicate the 
success of this policy. 

¶ Infrastructure monitoring 

¶ For clarity, Policy should make explicit the specific policies within NPPF that 
restrict development and thus adherence to this policy. For example, those 
policies relating to sites protected under the Birds and Habitats Directives 

The NPPF (page 2) draws on the UN General Assembly definition of sustainable 
development. This is therefore the most appropriate definition to use in a planning 
document. Policy S1 does not restate this definition, as there is no benefit in simply 
restating national guidance. 
 
The plan will be read as a whole and Policy S1 (presumption in favour of 
sustainable development) will be read alongside the other policies in the plan. 
Policy I4 Green and Blue Infrastructure provides protection for areas that carry 
environmental designations. Policy P2 provides specific protection for the Thames 
Basin Heaths SPA and policy D2 requires sustainable design, construction and 
development. The plan as a whole directs development to sustainable locations. 
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and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as 
Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 
Heritage Coast or within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); 
designated heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal 
erosion.   

¶ The presumption in favour of development does not apply on the Green 
Belt 

¶ IUCN definition of sustainable development 
Building on the green belt is not sustainable 

It is not agreed that building on the Green Belt is unsustainable in every 
circumstance. For example, previously developed sites in the Green Belt and sites 
near sustainable transport hubs and services can be considered sustainable 
locations for development. 
 

Plans and decisions need to take local circumstances into account so that they 
respond to the different opportunities for achieving sustainable development in 
different areasñ. 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô largely sets out policies 
that deal with strategic matters. Local circumstances are largely considered during 
the planning application stage. 
The plan as a whole directs development to the most sustainable locations. 
Potential development sites have been assessed against their local circumstances. 
Other policies in the plan also set out criteria for considering development proposals 
against local circumstances, for example opportunities for low and zero carbon 
energy (Policy D2) and environmental designations that should apply (Policy I4). 

University of Surrey is over developing 
Enough students congesting the stations 

The University of Surrey already has outline planning permission for their 
development at Manor Park. They are only expected to work within this permission. 
Planning has no remit over who uses the stations. 

SUPPORT The definition of what is sustainable should be based on core principles Sustainability is assessed according to the objectives in our Sustainability Appraisal. 

Policy opens the door for ñfirst bird gets the wormò mentality when the second bird 
might be better. More considered comprehensive plan-led development is 
preferable and would lead to more productive, effective and efficient use of land. 

We have considered all reasonable alternative spatial strategy and site options in 
the Sustainability Appraisal. 

Support the policy 

¶ GBCôs proactive approach in considering development proposals, aligning 
them with the NPPF's 'presumption in favour of sustainable development' 
and working with applicants (this commitment needs to be used positively at 
ground level in the decision making process when determining planning 
applications) 

¶ Agree brownfield sites should be developed first, as long as there is a clear 
commitment to and plan of how to deliver infrastructure to support the new 
developments.  

¶ Welcome the suggestion of small-scale developments providing affordable 
homes and feel every village in the borough should have this opportunity. 

¶ Presumption in favour is sensible as the need for homes is high with an 
aging population, more separations and society having children 

¶ Give high priority to helping local businesses grow 

¶ Support the principles adopted to ensure sustainable development (Policy 
1) 

¶ Small-scale developments providing affordable homes and feel every 

Support noted  
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village in the borough should have this opportunity 

¶ This commitment does need to be used positively at ground level in the 
decision making process when determining planning applications 

¶ Enterprise M3 Planning Charter which seeks to ensure that planning 
applicants and Local Planning Authorities can work together efficiently and 
effectively 

¶ This is of particular importance to residential development in light of the 
Government's objective to provide to 240,000 additional homes per year by 
2016. Within Guildford, a key development policy necessary to achieve the 
Council's aim to provide of a higher quantum of housing supply to meet 
what has been an historic under-supply of housing. In the case of Manor 
Farm we are located adjacent to a proposed 'SANG' and within 5-10 
minutes walk of a range of local services. 

¶ The principle of sustainability includes three key considerations: these are 
environmental, economic and social sustainability. All three need to be 
balanced and this should be made clear throughout the draft plan. 

The requirements of the Duty to Cooperate have been fulfilled, we would request 
that this information be published as soon as possible to allow a judgement on the 
levels of ócooperationô as a priority 

Support the policy but have concerns over the: 

¶ Deliverability of infrastructure 

¶ how the current infrastructure deficit can be remedied 

¶ what infrastructure is necessary to deliver development 

¶ evidence base 

¶ the desire of the borough to grow may be seen to be in conflict with the 
environmental focus of many of the draft Plan policies 

 

Planned development, both the strategic sites and the cumulative impact of smaller 
sites, will place extra pressure on existing infrastructure and will need new or 
improved infrastructure. 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan infrastructure schedule 
set out the key infrastructure to needed support this planned housing.   
 
The IDP will be updated as further detail is available.  
Developer contributions (including the ñpooledò Community Infrastructure Levy), 
planning contributions and other funding sources will be used to ensure that key 
supporting infrastructure is delivered to be available when it is needed. 

¶ If there is a presumption in favour of development the Local Plan must also 
state how that development is to be delivered.  

¶ The draft does not suggest how the current infrastructure deficit can be 
remedied nor does it suggest exactly what infrastructure is necessary to 
deliver development in the major areas proposed for development. 
Development proposals must address infrastructure robustly. 

¶ Assessment of the ability of local infrastructure to cope with increased 
development should have a high priority. The extent of the need for it 
properly demonstrated.  

¶ Need for concrete proposals to enhance the infrastructure to cope with any 
new building.  

Planned development, both the strategic sites and the cumulative impact of smaller 
sites, will place extra pressure on existing infrastructure and will need new or 
improved infrastructure. 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan infrastructure schedule 
set out the key infrastructure needed to support this planned housing.   
 
The IDP will be updated as further detail is available.  
Developer contributions (including the ñpooledò Community Infrastructure Levy), 
planning contributions and other funding sources will be used to ensure that key 
supporting infrastructure is delivered to be available when it is needed. 
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¶ Failure to assess whether your proposals are genuinely sustainable and 
how they will impact on the quality of life of existing residents. 

¶ for development in the villages, transportation and utility infrastructure are 
the key components ï most journeys will be by car as bus transport is 
derisory 

¶ roads already highly congested at peak times, will become grid locked, 
impact of traffic noise , pollution and delays, risks to cyclists are already 
high and the bus service is wholly inadequate 

¶ new homes will cause our greatly ailing infrastructure to implode 

¶ The Council has failed to consider the infrastructure issues when drawing 
up this Local Plan, and hence the Plan is incomplete and ill thought through 

¶ Both the Local Plan and Strategic Vision should be supported by an 
ambitious, phased Infrastructure Investment Plan, The Strategic Vision 
should address the factors impeding the sustainable development of 
Guildfordôs high added value economy, improve the quality of life for 
residents and arise from a community focused process involving Residentsô 
Associations, Guildford needs to tackle the significant challenges it faces 
rather than allow ever more piecemeal development without adequate 
assessment of cumulative impact or contributions to necessary investment. 

¶ The nature of the recent flooding and the need to avoid key areas for 
development to ensure appropriate protection against flooding highlights 
the need to make reference to this restriction here 

¶ Section 2 (Key facts about the borough) disseminating the business 
impacts of the lack of infrastructure improvements and the impact that this 
has upon the boroughôs competitiveness. Indeed this is a key priority in 
relation to the Slyfield Industrial Estate and the principal reason for the 
Council seeking to implement a strategic link road providing a second 
access in to the Industrial Estate. 

 

 

Support the building of ñcommunity hubsò in sizeable settlements. Such buildings 
provide a one-stop place for people to access council services, see their GPs, begin 
adult education course and access IT and library services. They would help provide 
a strong community focus ï especially in new settlements like the proposed Wisley 
airfield site ï and offer local people educational and health opportunities on their 
doorstep. e.g Slough 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô includes proposals for 
new community buildings at the planned strategic sites, alongside new local 
centres. 

Object to the policy Comment noted. 

Little notice taken of publicôs voice of opposition to the original draft local plan Previous consultation responses have been taken into account. 

Sustainable definition 

¶ is not adequately defined in terms that make sense to community. Base 
definition of sustainabity on core principles.  

¶ By definition óSustainableô in itself means: hold up, keep from falling or 

Sustainable development is defined in the NPPF on page 2. The Council has 
decided not to repeat this definition in policy S1 as there is a general presumption 
against repeating national policy. The NPPF sets out the generally accepted 
international definition of sustainable development (adopted by the UN) and this is 
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sinking, enable to last out, keep from failure, endure without giving way, 
stand, bear up against, court ï give decision in favour of, bear out, keep 
going continuously (Concise Oxford Dictionary fifth edition reprint) 

¶ What is meant by sustainability? Are there constraints?  Have these still to 
be defined in development control documents?  Does it apply only to sites 
listed in the Local Plan?  Will the council be able to resist poorly designed 
developments under this policy?  

¶ Sustainability wording agreed internationally by the United Nations General 
Assembly. To do this would require : 
Å Living within the planetôs environmental limits (ie not destroying valued 
irreplaceable assets and accepting capacity limits when considering 
housing) 
Å Ensuring a strong, healthy and just society 
Å Achieving a sustainable economy (ie not just growth) 
Å Promoting good governance (working with the community) 
Å Using sound science responsibly 

¶ This is a wholly integrated package which includes community engagement 
for Guildford, an inclusive society, applying Green Belt policy, and affording 
the highest protection to Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and 
adjacent AGLV land. 

¶ This Local Plan does not follow the UK Sustainable Development Strategy 
2005 in regard to óLiving within environmental limitsô.  The sustainability 
appraisal is not complete.  The requirement of NPPF para 165 has not been 
met 

¶ sustainability refers to our infrastructure including land to farm for healthy 
home grown produce and habitat, from where Iôm coming from, refers to 
countryside and nature reserves 

Sustainabilityò in the words of Greg Clark (MP) in the foreword to the NPPF means: 
ñé..ensuring better lives for ourselves doesnôt mean worse lives for future 
generations. GBC totally ignores this aspect 
 

the most appropriate definition for a planning document. 
 
The plan, if adopted, will become part of the development plan for the borough and 
will apply to all developments, not just those listed in the plan. The plan must be 
read as a whole and constraints on development are presented in other policies. 
This includes policies D1 to D4 which set out policy and guidance on design 
standards. 
 
The Council acknowledges the meaning of sustainable development and the aims 
in the five bullets. The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô aims to 
balance competing needs and deliver the most sustainable outcome across the 
three dimensions of sustainable development (social, environmental and economic). 
There will sometimes be conflict between these dimensions and in those cases the 
Local Plan seeks to deliver a balanced outcome. 
 
The aim of ñliving within environmental limitsò must be balanced with the other aims. 
The Local Plan seeks to deliver a balanced outcome. 
 
NPPF paragraph 165 is met: the plan is based on up-to-date information, Policy I4 
(a significant update to draft Local Plan policy 19) in particular is based on up-to-
date information about the natural environment, including River Basin Management 
Plans, and incorporates a strategic approach developed by the Surrey Nature 
Partnership. Sustainability Appraisal has been embedded into the process and has 
resulted in significant changes to the plan (for example, the inclusion of a bespoke 
SPA policy following a recommendation in the SA). 
 

Overlooks the NPPF: 

¶ plans and decisions need to take local circumstances into account so that 
they respond to the different opportunities for achieving sustainable 
development in different areas (para10) 

¶ 12 core principles ï At least half have not been fully implemented and 
communities are dissatisfied with the process and do not feel empowered ï 
this has been borne out by a survey of Guildford Parish Councils and Parish 
based Residentsô Associations. http://www.guildfordparishforum.co.uk 

¶ It is in breach of NPPF 119 which states ñthe presumption in favour of 
sustainable development does not apply where development requiring 

Policy S1 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô is based on 
guidance within NPPF paragraph 14 and adopts Communities and Local 
Government model wording. 

http://www.guildfordparishforum.co.uk/
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assessment under the Birds or Habitats directive is being considered, 
planned or determinedò. 

¶ It is in breach of NPPF 17 which outlines 12 core principles which should 
underline the plan e.g. ñBe genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to 
shape their surroundingsé.òòActively manage patterns of growth to make 
the fullest use of public transporté.ò 

¶ take account of the different roles and character of different areas including 
Green Belt 

¶ presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where 
specific policies indicate that development should be restricted including 
land designated as Green Belt  

¶ support the transition to a low carbon future  

¶ contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural environment and 
reducing pollution 

¶ encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been 
previously developed (brownfield land) provided it is not of high 
environmental value (use for housing before retail or office as working and 
shopping habits are changing) 

¶ conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance 

¶ actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of 
public transport walking and cycling and focus significant development on 
locations which can be made sustainable 

¶ The presumption in favour of sustainable development (para 14) does not 
apply where development requiring appropriate assessment under the Birds 
or Habitats Directives is being considered, planned or determined (para 
119) 

¶ Policy conflicts with Planning Practice guidelines.  

¶ in favour of sustainable development and a presumption in favour of any 
development at all 

¶ In accordance with the NPPF, development on the Green Belt must only be 
in exceptional circumstances and to my mind these have yet to be 
adequately proved 

¶ communities are dissatisfied with the process and do not feel empowered 
 historic environment as well as peopleôs quality of lifeémoving from a net 
loss of biodiversity to achieving net gains for nature.ò 

¶ For Burpham residents ñadverse impactsò (para 14) of the DLP ñwould 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.ò 

¶ policy has totally ignored key requirements from paragraph 17 of the NPPF 

¶ This policy is incomplete and misleading.  Policies should be written with 
the intention of being enforceable for the life of the plan. 

¶ Ignoring NPPF invalidates plan. This policy has not be written with the 
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intention of being enforeceable for the life of the plan. 

¶ NPPF 14 ñspecific policies in this framework indicate development should 
be restrictedò [e.g. sites protected by the Birds and Habitats Directive, land 
designated SSSI/AONB/Green belt, locations at risk of flooding etc 

¶ The policy needs to specify constraints that apply such as environmental 
considerations, e.g.AONB and Thames Basin Heaths SPA 

¶ The policy states that development applications will be óapproved wherever 
possibleô regardless of sustainability. NPPF 14 notes that policies within the 
framework may require development to be restricted. The draft Plan should 
therefore not imply that development applications will be approved 
whatever their merits. 

 

Sustainable development 

¶ The plan does not understand the concept of sustainable development. 
Ensure that development is sustainable. The draft plan contains all the 
possible options and impacts without joining these together into a 
sustainable plan. 

¶ The presumption in favour of sustainable development gives far too much 
power to developers.  

¶ Revise policy so it recognises that there is no presumption in favour of 
sustainable development in the Green Belt 

¶ Some of your criteria for what constitutes ósustainabilityô are laughable 

¶ Planning applications must consider policies in neighbourhood plans as well 
as material considerations looking at the impact as a whole 

¶ The only sustainable development is that which increases the long-term 
survivability of the inhabitants of the borough which precludes any 
development on green-belt and agricultural land.  

¶ ñsustainabilityò means an obligation to pass on things which we currently 
enjoy to the next generation undiminished and untarnished.  It is therefore 
unsustainable to develop in Green Belt areas or to re-draw the boundaries 
of the Green Belt so that villages fall outside its protection.  

¶ By virtue of Approved Document ñLò of the Building Regulations complying 
new homes to meet Code 3 (and soon Code 4) of the code for sustainable 
homes means that every new house will effectively be ñsustainableò.  So the 
presumption that an ñEco homeò should be given planning permission 
because it is sustainable is abject nonsense, and just creates a ñDevelopers 
Charterò.  

¶ Even though the individual houses may be sustainable the wholesale of 
introduction of development sites into the Green Belt villages is not. The 
overloading of the infrastructure is not sustainable and the proposal to 
increase the amount of housing in West Horsley by 44% is the antithesis of 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We have assessed all reasonable spatial strategy and site options through the 
Sustainability Appraisal process in terms of various issues/objectives, and in doing 
so we are able to understand the benefits and disadvantages of each.  It is 
inevitably the case that there are likely to be ótrade-offsô between competing 
objectives. Informed by Sustainability Appraisal, consultation responses and 
technical evidence, we consider that our plan strikes a balance between these 
objectives and delivers a sustainable outcome. 
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sustainability and contrary to the Councilôs policy and will not improve the 
economic social and environment of Horsley or any other village. It is 
unsustainable to build the majority of all new housing on the Eastern side of 
the borough whilst locating the majority of all new business development on 
the Western side of the borough  

¶ On what basis does the statement of the principle in favour of sustainable 
development lead to the conclusion that this gives GBC the basis for 
insetting villages? Swallowing up many hectares of green belt land, 
swamping the existing settlement and removing the consequent openness 
that villages (eg West Horsley) enjoy is not sustainable. 

¶ the definition of sustainable development as given In the National Planning 
Policy Framework leaves too much room for local interpretation 

¶ Rural development is unsustainable. The economic factors seem to greatly 
outweigh the environmental impact. 

¶ Sustainable plans need to take account of the dynamic effects that the 
policies themselves may have; eg increased demand.  Restriction may be 
required to avoid unintended consequences. 

¶ GBC must embrace a wider vision of how we develop without 
compromising Guildford for future generations. This will include: 
Å Deciding what are our irreplaceable assets  
Å Ensuring that character, community identity and distinctive architecture 
and design are protected 
Å Providing clean air and water and limiting noise disturbance and light 
pollution 
Å Reducing and managing traffic impact by investigating how to improve 
public transport 
Å Protecting and enhancing open countryside and places of recreation with 
easy access. 

¶ strain and dire uncertainty of our infrastructure, while the work is in progress 
ï road closures and diversions everywhere 

¶ increased flood risk, causing more potholes and subsidence which could 
lead to sinkholes because the less natural earth we have left for rain and 
river spate water to drain off into the greater the flooding on our roads and 
in our towns, villages and housing estates, as well as ruining crop fields 
unto reduced crop yields, reduced yields of healthy home grown produce on 
account of farmland being turned into housing 

¶ how does earmarking all those 13-15 villages for óreleaseô from the 
greenbelt to allow all this housing support promise to look at brownfield 
sites first? 

¶ It is a legal requirement of the planning system that local plans should seek 
to deliver sustainable development. This requirement is also set out in the 

Our spatial strategy is discussed further in the Housing Delivery topic paper. 
Comments relating to the green belt are further addressed in the table for policy 10.  
 
Site specific comments are addressed in the table óPlanning for sitesô. 
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NPPF. 

¶ . Housing needs to be located in accessible locations where appropriate 
provision has or can be been made for employment, shops, community 
facilities and open space. Patterns of development and additional travel are 
therefore important. 

¶ uses accurate figures on proposed housing need, ensure development is 
within Brownfield land before considering Green Belt and makes sure that 
all developments are truly sustainable  

¶ Countryside is an ideal space for the health and well-being of growing 
families. Building on Green Belt can never be sustainable 

 

Object to the presumption in favour of sustainable development and its impact on: 

¶ the local area, visual and recreational amenity 

¶ infrastructure deficits 

¶ transportation, roads (poor road maintenance) (lack of capacity on local 
road system and trunk roads including the A3), existing crowded trains and 
other public transport capacity 

¶ drainage 

¶ flooding 

¶ sewerage capacity 

¶ lack of state primary and secondary school capacity, 

¶ insufficient local dental and medical facilities 

¶ lack of capacity 

¶ loss of agricultural land 

¶ negative impact of wildlife 

¶ destruction of the Green Belt 

¶ pressure on all services 
 
ñSustainableò is simply taken to mean ñcommercially viableò.  The Policy suggests 
the early release of ñsafeguardedò land for development.  This is not a defence of 
the public interest against private speculators ï it is a developerôs charter. 

This policy is based on guidance within the National Planning Policy Framework 
paragraph 14 and adopts Communities and Local Government model wording. 

Housing number is unsustainable 

¶ The increase in housing/expanding settlements/new settlements will impact 
on already crowded infrastructure, existing flooding and drainage problems 
and the shortage of school places and is unsustainable. 

¶ Housing number is too high 

¶ SHMA ïwhich the full council required to be amended- 

¶ has not taken place. A new, revised, SHMA on a joint basis with Woking 
and Waverley has not yet been published and is not part of the evidence 
base. How can an objective and defensible consultation be held when the 

These comments have been responded to in the table for Appendix C: Evidence 
Base 
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critical factor ï the fundamental housing number is still so uncertain 

¶ Guildfordôs future housing requirements has been peculiarly inept. For 
ñIssues and Optionsò= interim housing number of 322, 2014 Draft Plan = 
650 (or 750 

The figure quoted is incorrect and has not been revised despite Office of National 
Statistics data. This policy pursued wholesale will become a developers charter and 
will strain infrastructure to destruction. Hardly a ósustainableô solution. 

Economy 

¶ no proven need for 14,800 more jobs in the borough. Much is made of 
sustainability, expanding the workforce on this scale is not sustainable. 

¶ not sustainable local jobs to support this proposed increased to our local 
population, and that people will have longer and more expensive commutes 
to their place of work, or that investors will continue to buy up housing stock 

¶ Without explaining the nature of economic and social change this section is 
seriously flawed. Failure to take into account the economic revolution which 
made Guildford a knowledge based economy  is flaw which needs to be 
rectified. 

¶ grabbing of farmland for housing. The UK has the lowest food security in 
the western developed world and it is estimated in a recent Cambridge 
study that more than 35% of the UKôs existing agricultural land will be 
needed by 2030 to support the needs of a population of 70M. The UK, in 
addition, must become more self- sufficient as the population in the world 
obviously continues to grow too creating more competition for food. Where 
is this land going to be found to feed future generations if GCC appease 
greedy developers now and 

The floorspace figures in the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô 
are based on the Employment Lands Needs Assessment (ELNA) which was 
published in September 2015 produced by consultants AECOM.  It is available to 
view on the Councilôs website.  It seeks to meet the need for 3,200 additional B 
class jobs.   
The level of new employment floorspace has been calculated from the need 
generated by the anticipated growth in jobs.  It is based on the Objectively 
Assessed Need (OAN) and not aspirational growth. The need has been assessed 
by AECOM in the ELNA. The mean average of three economic forecasts of the 
number of employees in the borough.  AECOM then translated this into the need for 
floorspace using historic trends. 
 
The Guildford Local Plan is required by the NPPF to promote sustainable 
development through the balancing of social, environmental and economic 
considerations to achieve the best overall outcome. This is done through assessing 
the Local Plan documents at each stage of their preparation to consider potential 
social, environmental and economic impacts. This process, and the resulting report 
is called Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 
SA incorporates Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) which is also required 
by law. SEA assesses potential significant environmental impacts of the plan being 
prepared, and where needed may recommend mitigation measures.  
The sustainability appraisal (SA), incorporating the strategic environmental 
assessment (SEA), and a non-technical summary of the SA, which accompanied 
the Draft Local Plan strategy and sites 2014 can be viewed on the Councilôs 
website.  A further SA of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô: 
strategy and sites will be published on the website to accompany the main 
document. 
 

Ecology 

¶ Concerned about maintaining an ecological balance, the effect of building 
on the land and the negative effect on our habitat  

¶ EVERY possible alternative must be explored before GB ï including 
demolition of existing sites  in order to create visually appealing multi storey 
dwellings. Cost must not be a prohibitive factor.  We will never have the 

Local Plans must deliver net gains in biodiversity, as well as balance the needs of 
the environment against other competing needs (like the need for housing and 
employment). Policy I4 Green and Blue Infrastructure has been substantially 
enhanced in order to protect important habitats and deliver improvements in 
biodiversity and green and blue infrastructure. 
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opportunity to take back the land. The local plan must look at the whole 
picture 

¶ this policy means the continued urban sprawl on the Green Belt, with the 
resulting loss of biodiversity and abundance of species 

We have sought to maximise brownfield development which is at the top of our 
spatial hierarchy however there is insufficient land to meet our objectively assessed 
housing needs. 
 
Comments specifically related to the Green Belt have been responded to in the 
table for Policy 10 
 

Design 

¶ More savvy design in our development plans  

¶ Why are we not thinking outside the box in term of how we build?  

¶ Housing that is greener, that has a lighter footprint, more compact housing, 
more flats, communal gardens, parks, more allotments or Community 
Supported Agriculture.  

More shared car schemes, more facilities for cyclists to help reduce pollution and 
perhaps some of the anticipated traffic overload. 

Design will be addressed in greater detail in our Development Management  
document. The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô contains 
strategic policies on Making Better Places and Sustainable transport for new 
developments.  There are two site allocations for allotments (A21 and  A31). 

Gardens 
No explicit direction for residential gardens a.k.a. ñgarden grabbingò has been 
included under this policy, as suggested by NPPF 53, unless the Council is 
intentionally allowing this. 

Development proposals on private residential gardens will be considered against 
Policy D4 Development in Urban Areas and Inset Villages, and all relevant planning 
policies and material planning considerations. Development of private residential 
gardens may be appropriate and has historically contributed towards housing 
supply. 

Policy approach 

¶ Insufficient rigor in this policy ï relies on satisfying Policy 7 for sustainable 
development which requires developers to use measures that are 
ñépractical and viableò. The Building Regulations already 
have specific requirements for sustainability which are ópractical and viableô 
so ANY development proposal would have to meet Building Regulations 
standards and would be acceptable under Policy 1 and Policy 7. 

¶ Policy is naïve, constitutes a developers charter and abdicates the 
obligation of the council to control development 

¶ Too much detail seems to have been left until a time when consultation is 
past or is only in a very preliminary draft form, based on questionable data 

¶ Policy is far too pro development. See the Reigate & Banstead Plan 
approach which states that ñIt will work proactively with applicants to secure 
development that improves the economic, social and environmental 
conditions in the areaò rather than the section about working ñproactively 
with applicants jointly to find solutions that mean that proposals can be 
approved wherever possibleò. 

¶ Plans should not be rushed through, the buildings have to be lived with for 
decades. 

¶ Danger that the Guildford draft Plan will embrace priorities which are 
unbalanced in their emphasis on economic expansion at the expense of 

Comments responded to in the table for policy 7: Sustainable design, construction 
and energy  
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environmental and social objectives. 

¶ Illogical to put this as the number Policy when it must surely only be 
relevant when other considerations have been met.  

¶ The policy should outline the general position on the increase in housing 
necessary and the plan to make sure the infrastructure is in place to 
maintain the additional development.  The lack of detail and clarification 
only emphasizes the obvious, which is to eliminate the greenbelt in favour 
of development.  The question of what we want our community to look like 
and how we are going to achieve it is not addressed. The policy should 
uphold long-established Green Belt boundaries and protections, setting a 
sound and defensible parameter to future planning decisions. 

¶ Support in principle but object in the context of poor Evidence Base ï its 
inadequate to support such a presumption as it is not possible to determine 
what development would be sustainable 

¶ State how that development is to be delivered 

¶ The draft does not suggest how the current infrastructure deficit can be 
remedied nor does it suggest exactly what infrastructure is necessary to 
deliver development in the major areas proposed for development. So far 
as Merrow is concerned this criticism is directed at the proposed 
development of Gosden Hill Farm 

¶ wording of this policy does not indicate that all the sustainable development 
requirements of the NPPF will have to be accounted for in the preparation 
of planning applications in a way that truly provides developments of highly 
sustainable quality 

¶ work to develop a sustainable plan properly underpinned with accurate 
facts ï revise the housing number, and to amend the Local Plan to utilise 
brownfield/previously used land rather than green field sites ï of which 
there are significant amounts within the borough 

¶ It is important that the policy is not simply perceived as a óbolt onô. Instead 
the presumption and need for a positively prepared plan should run 
throughout, notably in respect of housing delivery, infrastructure planning 
and sustainability. 

¶ Brownfield sites should be developed first, as long thereôs infrastructure to 
support the new developments, especially in congested areas in the town 
centre 

¶ The presumption in favour of such huge ósustainable growthô is over 
stated and seems to risk leading to over development in a borough already 
constricted by the downs and the valley. The do less or nothing options 
donôt appear to have been considered in any real seriousness. Guildford is 
already a successful, attractive and well proportioned town, proposed 
development can only change its character for the worse. 
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¶ This Plan does not show sustainable development 

¶ The various designations of international, national, regional and local land 
use restrictions (such as SPAs, AONB, Green Belt, Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest, Areas of Great Landscape Value (subject to any future 
redesignation) and Conservation Areas) are not highlighted in the context of 
Policy 1 

¶ University plays a major role in supporting innovation and competitiveness 
and makes positive contribution to UKôs economic and social development. 
University recognises the need to be able to attract people with skills and 
talent to support its evolving role. Blackwell Farm includes employment land 
plus new homes close to existing and proposed employment. Blackwell 
Farm  will provide resources for University to reinvest in its activities in 
Guildford. 

¶ All previously developed land in borough is not necessarily in most 
sustainable locations. Sustainable locations should include urban 
extensions to Guildford in preference to inset villages. Expansion of town is 
more sustainable approach (cf village expansion and Wisley airfield) 
Suggest rewording policy 

Policy wording 

¶ We suggest that the current third paragraph is deleted as there should be 
an up to date plan once this is approved so the paragraph will be irrelevant. 
We suggest a new paragraph 3 which states that proposed developments 
which conflict with the Development Plan will be refused. 

¶ This policy should set out guidelines that restrict development such as Birds 
and Habitats Directive, SSI, Green belt and Areas of Natural Beauty.  

¶ Revise the wording of this policy so that it is quite clear that it is the policies 
in the NPPF as they stand, in combination with the Local Plan policies, that 
need to be adhered to. This is particularly important as in some cases the 
Local Plan policies are out of alignment themselves with the NPPF/NPPG 
as in the case of Policy 8 

¶ Policies should be written with the intention of being enforceable for the life 
of the plan. 

¶ This policy is incomplete and misleading. 

¶ This policy does not show the intention of being enforceable for the life of 
the Plan 

¶ A policy that presumes approval for development in all circumstances is 
completely unacceptable. The Policy must make it absolutely clear that 
there will be a presumption in favour of approval in defined areas, and that 
in protected areas there will be a presumption against development except 
in exceptional circumstances. There should be a presumption against 
development in the Green Belt 

The policy adopts model wording. Material considerations are generally defined by 
case law. 
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¶ The constraints are not clearly set out and are not  identified as restrictions 
by default (subject to the various tests required by NPPF) 

¶ The infrastructure restrictions (notably the severe deficits in historic 
infrastructure provision) are not articulated 

¶ The policy states that development applications will be approved wherever 
possible' regardless of sustainability. NPPF 14 notes that policies within the 
framework may require development to be restricted. The draft Plan should 
therefore not imply that development applications will be approved 
whatever their merits. Policy 1 fails to distinguish between presumption in 
favour of sustainable development and a presumption in favour of any 
development at all. Of the 12 core principles set out in NPPF 17, Policy 1 
seems to be disregarding at least 7 of these. These core principles must be 
taken into account in order to meet the requirement to comply with NPPF 
17. 

¶ The generality of this section, briefly described as it appears, seems to 
contradict National Planning Policies 

¶ this policy is too prescriptive and may not give sufficient weight to local 
circumstances and local opinions. Secondly, the policy should not be 
worded in such a way as to make the Council slavishly follow it in a 
dogmatic fashion 

¶ The first two lines should state "When considering development proposals 
we will take a positive approach that reflects as far as possible the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the National 
Planning Policy Framework." The third paragraph consists of one sentence 
77 words long and it is more difficult to understand than it needs to be. 

¶ You should be aiming for sentences of no more than 21 words 

¶ third paragraph, line 3, "...indicate otherwise. The Council will take into 
account whether any adverse impacts of granting permission would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Any adverse impacts 
will be assessed against the policies in the National Planning Policy 
Framework taken as a whole. The Council will also take into account 
specific policies in that Framework which indicate that development should 
be restricted 

¶ Delete the words..." and the policy above follows the model wording 
suggested." There should be no need in a local plan, to follow the exact 
'model wording' of central government 

¶ revise the wording of this policy so that it is quite clear that it is the policies 
in the NPPF as they stand, in combination with the Local Plan policies, that 
need to be adhered to 

¶ no explanation of what considerations might be regarded as "material" 
inconsidering planning application or how "adverse impacts" and "benefits" 
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would be weighed 

¶ Paragraph 4 of this policy, which states, "Planning applications that accord 
with the policies in this draft Local Plan (and, where relevant, with policies in 
neighbourhood plans) will be approved without delay, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise," should be extended to include, not just 
Local Plan policies, but other Government/European policies, for example 
those set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the 
Habitats Directive eg Policy 8 does not follow the National Planning Policy 
Guidance (N PPG) 

Green Belt 

¶ No mention of Green Belt in the policy yet almost 90% of the land in the 
borough is such.  

¶ It is protected specifically to preserve the individual nature of towns and 
villages and prevent the urbanisation of those with a rural nature. Yet it is 
exactly this which is being proposed in this Plan for several of the borough 
villages 

¶ Paragraph 4 of this policy should be extended to include other 
Government/European policies, eg those set out in NPPF, the Habitats 
Directive etc. It should be noted that not all of the policies in this draft Local 
Plan accord with national policy 

¶ No mention of the Green Belt, despite the fact that this covers nine-tenths 
of the borough and is Britainôs biggest contribution to Sustainable 
Development ever instituted 

The Local Plan must be read as a whole. There is a separate policy (P2) which 
seeks to protect Green Belt. 

Monitoring  

¶ Does not show how many homes have been delivered as not what the 
people living in the borough want 

¶ Should include flooding, new and existing properties 

¶ No monitoring is proposed for reductions in growth estimates and the effect 
this would have on housing or employment land and this is an omission.  

¶ No monitoring is proposed for the cumulative effect of development and this 
is an omission 

¶ Similarly monitoring the numbers of properties or amount of development or 
employment land that is delivered demonstrates a predilection for 
development at the expense of the environment. Monitoring of delivered 
infrastructure and impact on environment must be included. 

¶ Monitoring of this policy seems to relate primarily to land use for housing 
and commercial development. Sustainability in the NPPF covers economic, 
social and environmental indicators. 

¶ Allow for adjustment of the housing target should parameters change 

¶ The review should also include an assessment of local infrastructure and its 
ability to cope with development; and the environmental and ecological 

Policy S1 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô: strategy and 
sites does not include any monitoring indicators because it is not considered that 
the success of the policy can be quantitatively measured. 
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impacts of development [impact assessment] 

¶ An environmental impact assessment of new development to check that 
this was as planned 

¶ Reductions in targeted housing and employment land if new demographic 
and other studies indicate lower growth than forecast. 

¶ A form of monitoring indicator is developed that records the sustainability 
credentials of all approved developments against which the quality and not 
just the quantity of sustainable developments can be assessed. This will 
allow the Council and the public to evaluate whether presumption is actually 
being given to development that can legitimately be described as 
sustainable and therefore whether this policy is being applied in the spirit for 
which it is intended. 

¶ Inclusion of indicators outlining how the presumption is to be monitored is 
welcomed. What is important is that sustainable sites are approved without 
delay, as required by NPPF Paragraph 14 

¶ The Monitoring Indicators section of Policy 1 fail to recognise the combined 
influences on each other of housing, employment and infrastructure. 

¶ First paragraph "For each policy, there is a summary delivery strategy, 
monitoring and review indicators." Do you mean strategy or procedure? The 
grammar in this sentence is not good. Why not say "For each policy, there 
is a summary delivery strategy. There are also monitoring and review 
indicators." Regarding line 6 in paragraph 3, "safeguarded sites" should be 
changed for clarity to "safeguarded future development sites." 

¶ Policy 8 (see below).We suggest that a form of monitoring indicator is 
developed that records the sustainability credentials of all approved 
developments against which the quality and not just the quantity of 
sustainable developments can be assessed. This will allow the Council and 
the public to evaluate whether presumption is actually being given to 
development that can legitimately be described as sustainable and 
therefore whether this policy is being applied in the spirit for which it is 
intended 

¶ the monitoring criteria reveal that they are more interested in development 
taking place rather than whether it is "sustainable" in my understanding of 
the word 

¶ Local Plan review - We believe that this review should also include an 
assessment of local infrastructure and its ability to cope with development, 
and environmental impact assessment. 

Evidence Base 

¶ ñEvidence baseò documents (that ostensibly support draft Local Plan ï but 
which are in fact often deeply flawed) attempt (often incorrectly) to record 
precise low-level details of proposed development sites, with the aim of 

The Evidence Base has been refreshed following the previous consultation on the 
Draft Local Plan and is considered to be up-to-date and robust. The Evidence Base 
will be scrutinised by the Planning Inspector at the Examination in Public (EIP) and 
used to determine whether the plan is sound. Further comments relating to the 
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generating mechanistic numerical measures that are apparently intended to 
magically produce the ñrightò answer.  This is no substitute for competent 
fundamental thinking, and it is very unlikely to result in the goal that 
ñsustainable development, economic, social and environmental gains 
should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning systemò 
(NPPF 8). 

¶ Plan is constructed on a naïve and out-of-date population projection.  G L 
Hearnôs projection (that was used to generate the housing figure in the 
Local Plan) was based on ONS mid-year figures for 2011, instead of the 
considerably lower ONS SNPP 2012 projection that was published on 29th 
May 2014.  It also used a simple flat profile for migration for the entire 
period until 2031 (see Figure 1). 

¶ Population projections underlying the plan are out of date and the 
methodology underlying them is flawed 

¶ The current draft Local Plan is not fit for purpose.  It cannot be considered 
to be sustainable until the process used to develop the Plan itself takes full 
account of the points below 

¶ The gross difference between the mechanistic procedures used to produce 
the evidence base documents, and the essentially human judgements 
needed to balance the economic, social and environmental gains required 
by NPPF:  1. Up-to-date data (as per NPPF 158).2. Sensitivity studies on 
projections or forecasts to quantify the impacts of future uncertainty on the 
Plan.3. Periodic formal checkpoints to allow future uncertainty to be 
recognised and managed effectively within the Plan itself 

¶ The Evidence Base is inadequate to support such a presumption as it is not 
possible to determine what development would be sustainable. Equally, the 
lack of integration between housing, employment and infrastructure needs 
is at best unhelpful in this regard. 

¶ The Evidence Base is not good enough to provide a framework for testing 
sustainability, and the Sustainability Appraisal ('SA') has flaws identified in 
response to the SA consultation. 

¶ The Evidence Base should be kept under regular review in addition to the 
developments and infrastructure completed in each year of the Plan. Policy 
is based on the need to provide 13,040 homes - this is flawed ï doesnôt 
account for constraints, inadequate infrastructure, not based on the latest 
ONS figures, re-use of office buildings for residential, Government policy to 
reduce international migration, fails to require Surrey University to house its 
own students it proposes óinsettingô 16 out of 24 villages in the borough and 
identifying a few very large areas of land to be ósafeguardedô without 
presenting the óvery special circumstancesô 

Evidence Base are addressed in the table for appendix C. 

Horsleys These comments have been responded to in the table for Planning for Sites 
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¶ These plans and decisions have not taken local circumstances into account 
and have placed an unreasonable development burden in the areas of East 
and West Horsley that would totally change the character of these rural 
villages. 

¶ Object to insetting 

¶ Insetting of West Horsley North and South does not appear to comply with 
the overarching ethos of the NPPF. 

Wisley 

¶ Shops and school provided óifô enough children ï not sustainable 

¶ Surrounding villages will suffer from increase to traffic from ósustainableô 
new town, pollution, delays, B367 Newark Lane too narrow 

¶ Would overshadow Ockham 

¶ Gridlock Ripley without full junctions to A3 

¶ GBC is not meeting its legal duty to deliver sustainable development by 
promoting the new settlement option at Wisley. The SA is an important 
component in forming a judgment on this issue and WAG considers it is 
inadequate and that more sustainable alternatives exist for development 

These comments have been responded to in the table for Planning for Sites 
 

Normandy  

¶ Proposed major expansion of the village not sustainable 

¶ No shops 

¶ A surgery working at near maximum capacity 

¶ A primary school which is over subscribed 

¶ Flexford end of the village has a minimal bus service 

We are planning the infrastructure to support this planned strategic development. 
This includes the expansion of Wyke primary school, a new secondary school, and 
improvements to the railway line serving Westborough station.  
 

Effingham 
During the wars, food was grown on Effingham Common, a lifesaver in different 
circumstances. Incidentally and sadly, GBC wish to build a car park on it. 

The Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Avoidance Strategy supports 
the delivery of a small parking (six spaces) area to improve access to Effingham 
Common. The Council is considering a number of options and it is not considered 
preferable to deliver one on the common. 

Ockham 

¶ Local plan for this village is not sustainable. Presumption in favour of 
sustainable development needs to be tempered by the social, economic 
and environmental constraints as required by the NPPF 

¶ Requires development to work inside the limitations of land which is not 
Green Belt designated. The NPPF accepts the permanence of Green Belt 
and doesnôt permit unlawful development except in exceptional 
circumstances. 

¶ Local Plan disregards the restrictions on Green Belt development by 
threatening to remove 15 out of 24 villages from the Green Belt. Inset 
agricultural land, commonage, SPA protected land and SSSI sites are all 
included for development.  Exceptional Circumstances have not been 
shown. 

These comments have been responded to in the table for Policy 10 
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¶ What happens in 2031? ï Development demand will once have gone up! 
When the bank of assets is depleted, who will sustain all these people who 
still need houses that donôt flood, food, clean water? Why is óclimate 
changeô strategy not GBCôs primary policy. Numbers of bees are falling at 
alarming rates 

Planning principles - should be applied to underpin both plan-making and decision-
taking and so these should be taken into account in the framing and the 
administering of the Local Plan. This has not been done leading to an unreasonable 
proposal and breach of the principles. 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô is considered to reflect 
the principle of sustainable development and conform with the NPPF and NPPG. 

Neighbourhood Plans - Planning applications must consider policies in 
neighbourhood plans as well as material considerations looking at the impact as a 
whole. 

Comment not specifically related to the Local Plan-making process. In determining 
planning applications, the Council will have regard to the Development Plan 
(including adopted and emerging Neighbourhood Plans). 

Self Build 

¶ ñWe urgently need to build more homes and now is the time for councils to 
act and earmark areas that encourage people to buy a plot of land and get 
a builder to build them a home.òThe above comments from the Planning 
Minister, at the time of comment, clearly outlines how the government 
intended LPA to respond to the requirements set out in the NPPF when 
drawing up new Local Plans. Councils should take a proactive position to 
providing land and should undertake rigorous and effective evidence 
gathering to measure custom and self build need in their districts. National 
Custom & Self Build Association  

Requirement of NPPF to plan for people wishing to build their own homes 

The Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 requires Local Planning 
Authorities to set up and publicise a self-build register by April 1

st
 2016. The Council 

have met this duty and will have regard to it in its future planning, housing, 
regeneration and disposal functions. The interest in self-build is acknowledged in 
the reasoned justification of Policy H1 paragraph 4.2.12 of the óProposed 
Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô and some of the strategic site 
allocations. 

Process  
 
We ask GBC to lead the process and be inclusive. It should be a joined up, 
borough-wide exercise not just focused on the town centre, research park and 
Slyfield. We suggest strong, long term community partnership will be needed. The 
Strategic Vision should encompass matters not under GBC's direct control. Wider 
partners with a pivotal role should be involved from the outset.  
ACTIONS: 

6. Set up effective mechanisms for working more closely with the 
community to shape Guildford's future. 
 

7. Prepare a longer term Strategic Vision, with full public engagement, for 
the town and surrounding villages. 

 
8. Press ahead with producing a robust Local Plan to overcome 

vulnerabilities to inappropriate development and shape any initiatives 
pursued under the Localism Act, engaging with the community 
throughout working to a clear and meaningful consultation programme. 

 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan infrastructure schedule 
set out the key infrastructure to needed support this planned housing.   The IDP will 
be updated as further detail is available.  Developer contributions (including the 
ñpooledò Community Infrastructure Levy), planning contributions and other funding 
sources will be used to ensure that key supporting infrastructure is delivered to be 
available when it is needed. 
 
The floorspace figures in the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô 
are based on the ELNA.  It identifies the need for 3,200 additional B class jobs 
which has been calculated from an average of three employee forecasts.  AECOM 
then translated this into the need for floorspace using historic trends which will take 
into account the growth of homeworking.  The ELNA takes into account B class jobs 
and does not include any other sectors including retail. 
 
The Retail and Leisure Update Study 2014 assesses the need for retail, food and 
drink floorspace and leisure needs over the plan period to serve the growing 
population, whilst retaining  
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9. Identify any sites that need safeguarding to prevent development that 

would impede subsequent construction of critical infrastructure (eg road 
bridge over railway, space for rail link to Heathrow, cross Guildford road 
link). 

 
10. Ensure all developers contribute to new infrastructure. 

Break down long term aspirations into bite sized chunks of work that 
can be costed and funded using mechanisms such as Community 
Infrastructure Levy. 

 
8. Encourage businesses to strengthen their links with the community and 

make greater provision for their traffic and parking impact. 
 

Plan for the economic opportunities of the future. Heed changes in retailing and do 
not assume retail-led development will resume with economic recovery. NPPF says 
Special Protection Area, Green Belt, SSSIôs, heritage sites and conservation areas 
are excluded from presumption in favour of development 
 
All of Ockham and the former Wisley airfield are within 800 m of the SPA protection, 
much of it lying inside the 400m protected zone, and the green belt. The SSSI of 
Ockham Common is also in the former Wisley airfield site. 
There are 29 grade 1 and grade 2 listed buildings in Ockham, several are within 
10m of the proposed new town in the heart of Ockham. 
Parts of the Ockham conservation area are within 100 meters of the site 
 
Object to GBCs failure to examine the bigger picture, regarding the long-term 
sustainability of Thames Basin SPA.GBC have other choices than to build near SPA 

 
The 1987 United Nations Brundtland report definition of Sustainable development 
is: óDevelopment that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs.ô  

consistent market share.  
 
These comments have also been responded to in more detail in  the table for 
Planning for Sites 
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Comments on Policy 3: Homes for all  

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

Support as - 

¶ Council has worked hard to develop an inclusive approach to the policies and 
proposals  

¶ Policy covers spectrum of future home owners 

¶ Catering for all types of housing on all sites including those inset from Green Belt 
and previously developed 

¶ Communities with a good mix of housing to accommodate everyone tends to 
lead to a healthier community both physically and mentally. We would want to 
see a sympathetic mix of housing. 

¶ We agree with the proposed Policy. The absence of an up to date Local Plan 
has led to a shortage of housing through inadequate land supply and the 
consequent inability to provide small units, family sized units and affordable 
housing. There is not enough housing, especially affordable housing, to meet the 
natural increase of the population, the inward migration population increase, the 
increase in household units, and accommodation for first time buyers, and those 
unable to compete in the housing market. The analysis of the Housing Market in 
the SHMA shows that there are extreme affordability issues in Guildford when 
compared to the wider South East. 

¶ Mix of housing should meet the needs of a broad range of socio-economic 
citizens but not be so prescriptive that it suffocates development 

¶ Many workers canôt afford homes close to work so more new homes are needed 
to increase supply and ensure house prices donôt exceed salaries 

¶ The Homes for all (Policy 3) and appropriate levels of housing that is affordable 
(Policy 4) which will help with recruitment and retention of young staff 

¶ While the spirit of this policy is welcome, the detail is problematic 

¶ Homes for all (Policy 3) and appropriate levels of housing that is affordable 

¶ Housing mix and traveller pitches are all vital 

¶ Some well planned, sympathetic additional housing in the Horsleys would be 
welcomed and most especially housing that will enable the older generation to 
downsize and remain in the area, and the young to buy their first homes. 

¶ I support the proposal not to allow clusters of housing of one type 

¶ Not against development if it meets the needs of the community, especially key 
workers 

¶ We welcome this statement and hope that this aspect of the policy will reduce 
the number of new developments for large ñexecutive ñ homes which do not 
meet local need. 

¶ Focus on one and two bedroom affordable houses and two and three bedroom 

 
Support noted and welcomed. 
 

 

Ensuring a mix of housing types, tenures and sizes is addressed in the Local Plan 

policies on housing and affordable housing. 

 

 

We recognise the need for additional housing to support local employment. 

 

 

The wording of policy H1 is considered to reflect these comments. 

 

 

Topography is considered to be covered by character of an area. 

 

 

Building a variety of homes to meet a range of needs as set out in the Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) will ensure more 1,2 and 3 bedroom homes 

are provided. The redrafted policy reasoned justification sets out the findings of the 

SHMA 2015 in respect of the number of bedrooms required for affordable and 

market housing. 

 

 

Policy H1 has been drafted to give flexibility to determine density on a case by case 

basis. 
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market houses in section 4.17 is welcome as there is a real shortage 

¶ The policy is also considered to reflect Objective 1 of the Sustainability 
Appraisal, prepared by URS and published in August 2014, which seeks to 
provide a sufficient housing of a suitable mix taking into account local housing 
need, affordability, deliverability, the needs of the economy and travel patterns. 

¶ We support the flexible approach that this policy seeks to adopt, particularly with 
regard to housing mix and density which allow for greater consideration to be 
given to the characteristics and location of an application site. These aspects of 
this policy will help to ensure that new development complements existing built 
and natural environments 

¶ Many of the members of the Chamber have experienced difficulties with 
recruitment due to the high house prices within Guildford 

¶ The policy does however provide flexibility in recognising that regard will need to 
be paid to the characteristics of the site and its location, as well as the viability of 
the scheme. It is considered that this approach is appropriate and accords with 
the Councilôs strategic objective to: ñrequire new developments to be of the 
highest quality design, have a positive relationship with their surroundings and 
contribute towards making environmentally sustainable places.ò  

¶ We support social inclusion and are pleased that the planôs economic and 
sustainable community strategies have this aim at their heart. 

¶ Support the growth and development of the local economy that the plan aspires 
to deliver 

¶ The plan is so wide ranging that we hope people arenôt going to take a narrow 
interest in what it means for their house, their street or their locale. We trust that 
enough people can get to see it and understand it in its fullest sense to enable 
support for the actions that are needed to make Guildford work for everyone. 
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Homes for all title 

¶ "Homes for All", but notes this is a somewhat generic heading that is not defined 
clearly enough in the ensuing verbiage.  

¶ Why should Guildford be providing homes for all? 

¶ The concept of Homes for All could loosely be taken to mean 'meeting all 
demand' where, to all intents and purposes, demand in Guildford is limited only 
to the extent excessive development does not do irreparable harm to the town 
and borough. Need, however, is a different matter.  

¶ The title is misleading. The GBC SA (July 2013) defined ñSA Objective 1 ï To 
provide sufficient housing of a suitable mix taking into account local housing 
need, affordability, deliverability, the needs of the economy, and travel patterns.ò 
This better reflects the constraints affecting housing delivery in Guildford and the 
role of commuting The objective is not to provide ñhomes for allò 

¶ Guildford Borough seek to provide homes for all? It should only provide sufficient 
homes to meet a properly quantified need which is within the capability of the 
borough to provide. 

¶ Homes for all is a meaningless objective 

¶ The title "Homes for all" is nonsense and not aligned with the SA Objective 1.  

The title of the policy promotes inclusivity by suggesting that homes for all types of 
people are provided. This is qualified by the text which clarifies the housing should 
meet the needs and demands of different people in our community.  
 
The policy reflects the ambitions of the National Planning Policy Framework to 
deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities for home 
ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities (para 49). 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (para 47) requires local planning 
authorities to meet the full objectively assessed needs for market and affordable 
housing as far as is consistent with the policies set out in the National Framework. 
 

Homes for all   

¶ Building lots of houses wonôt create affordable homes. 

¶ ñNew residential development is required to deliver a wide choice of homes and 
meet a range of housing needs as set out in the latest Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment.ò  However Local Plan policy for provision of Homes must fit with 
NPPF Section 6 paras 47 to 55 where the parameters for delivering new homes 
are comprehensively set out. 

¶ Until the SHMA housing number is arrived at using sound and accepted 
methodology, it is both disingenuous and perverse to discuss how that number 
might be split into dwelling types 

¶ This is an admirable policy in principle but it misses out so much of what needs 
to be delivered within neighbourhoods and communities. A large part of the 
issue here is the poor quality of the assessments of the Guildford Urban Area.  

¶ The absence of critical data overall and character assessments of settlements 
across the borough and neighbourhoods within the Guildford Urban Area means 
that opportunities have been missed to use spatial planning to contribute to 
solutions which address the most serious areas and elements of relative 
deprivation, increase density in some locations, ensure development enhances 
local areas, prevent overdevelopment of particularly sensitive areas and help 
ensure the viability of local services whilst respecting the quality of local 
environments 

¶ Why should Guildford be providing homes for all? The number of homes 

 

 

Larger housing developments will have a proportion of affordable housing, as set 

out in detail in the new policy H2.  

 

Paragraphs 47 to 55 of the NPPF óDelivering a wide choice of high quality homesô 

has been the starting point when drafting this policy; In particular paragraph 49 and 

planning for a mix of housing based on trends and needs of different groups in the 

community. 

 

The West Surrey SHMA September 2015 has assessed the housing need for 

Guildford borough and a breakdown of housing types, sizes and tenures. The 

number of homes needed over the plan period are set out in policy S2.  

 

It is important to make the most efficient use of land with an appropriate density.  

 

The Residential Design Guide has looked at the character of residential areas of 

Guildford borough. 
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provided should not exceed the capacity of the borough. 

¶ I object to GBC not recognizing that óhomes for allô should be built where 
needed, i.e. locally. GBC must ensure new homes are spread fairly and 
proportionally throughout the borough.  Nobody is fooled into believing that 
dumping new towns on Green Belt will be for local people, or that they will be 
affordable 

¶ It puts building homes as a higher priority than (a) preserving the Green Belt and 
(b) making attempts to reduce the growth that feeds the need for new housing. 

¶ development of smaller personal businesses and smart growth from home 

¶ Policy 3 is not supported by correct statistics or have the appropriate data to 
make a proper decision.  There should be current and projected information 
broken down by Housing mix, density, specialist housing, students, travellers, 
and houses in multiple occupation.  There should also be a specific blueprint for 
each of these categories to be measured and regulated. 

¶ Most ordinary first-time buyers cannot afford to get on the housing market in 
Guildford so new homes will be bought by high earners moving out of London.  

¶ Object as infrastructure and local services are inadequate to cope with more 
houses (mains sewer canôt cope, flooding issues) 

¶ Planners must continue to take into account the different local styles and 
densities of housing in the different areas of Guildford  and its surroundings. 
Particular care should be taken to avoid putting strain on already over-crowded 
streets by building too densely without sufficient parking provision.  

¶ More explanation of why so many new homes need to be built 

¶ Small scale in-fill, redevelopment or subdivision to meet need 

¶ Meet the housing need of local residents who need to move 

¶ High Rise development was the answer to our housing needs but they became 
unsafe and blown up. 

¶ will affect current house prices 

¶ We live in a wonderful county with a unique history and beauty. More housing 
will lead to a fundamental change of character of our area. I do respect the need 
for housing for all ï but our area is already full of people, the traffic is too much, 
the infrastructure cannot be expanded in the way needed. There are many areas 
further out which may provide more space 

¶ Based as it is on the SHMA this policy is to some extent flawed 

¶ The number of homes provided should not exceed the capacity of the borough, 
only provide those homes it can sustainably  

¶ it is absurd to attempt to backdate assessment of housing need. I understand 
there are serious errors in the need calculations upon which this provision is 
based  

Green spaces are addressed in Policies D1 and I4. 
 
 

 

The relevant findings of the SHMA in relation to this policy have been summarised 

in paragraph 4.2.3. The reasoned justification goes into further detail. 

 
The dwelling per annum  target figure/ number of homes is set out in Policy S2 
Borough Wide Strategy. It is not necessary to repeat the target in this policy. 
 
Density will be determined on a case by case basis taking into account local context 
and character. 
The detail on numbers and mix is set out in the SHMA. In para 4.17 we state that 
there is a predominant need for 1 and 2 bedroom affordable houses and 2 and 3 
bedroom market houses. 
 
 
 
The introduction (para 1.10) states that that the plan should be read as a whole.  
 
 
The SHMA looks at the housing mix, tenure, student accommodation, specialist 
housing etc. Travellers accommodation needs are looked at in the Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment. Where possible we monitor the different types of 
housing granted planning permission. 
 
 
The NPPF (para 47) requires local planning authorities to meet the full objectively 
assessed needs for market and affordable housing as far as is consistent with the 
policies set out in the National Framework. The SHMA  shows a predominant need 
for 1,2 and 3 bedroom homes. 
 
 
Infrastructure is addressed in policy I1  and Appendix B. 
 
Density is determined on a case by case basis taking into account local context and 
character. 
 
Policy S2 addresses the scale and distribution of development and sets the housing 
target. 
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¶ The housing needs are based on the SHMA and National Frameworks.  These 
both suggest housing development well beyond local immediate need and 
include growing student populations, Government immigration expectations 
etc.  Thus the 670 or so homes a year, well up from the previous target of 
approx. 450, will include many for people who would like to live in Guildford, but 
are not on essential housing requirement. 

¶ the SHMA appears to be a work of fiction and no justification for the number 
reached has been provided to the people of Guildford. There has been no 
adjustment for constraints; there is no requirement to provide a ñwide choice of 
homesò- unless it is to satisfy the various house builders who have enjoyed 
hospitality provided by GBC. Therefore, this and all policies stemming from the 
SHMA are flawed and need to be reconsidered. 

¶ Is GBC seriously suggesting that new house building should continue until 
everyone who wants to live in the borough can do so? Totally unreasonable! 

¶ Therefore any presumptions for development in the plan should prioritise those 
needs and policies should be drafted accordingly. The draft should be amended 
accordingly 

¶ suggesting that each community should facilitate a small number of low cost, 
non profit making units to create homes for low income families or key workers 

¶ Policy 3 and 4 are based on unproven assumptions that create totally unsuitable 
unjustifiable high density development out of character with its surround on 
Green Belt land and is based on implausible interpretations of a flawed plan 

¶ sufficient homes for local people and particularly that there are sufficient 
affordable homes for key workers and young people.  

¶ lack of availability of suitable brownfield sites within the borough and the need to 
protect the green belt so far as possible, it is essential that housing development 
should meet local needs ï more affordable housing for those on middle and 
lower incomes who want to buy their own homes ï prioritise these 

¶ This policy, as it stands, is unenforceable and very ill defined. This policy does 
not discuss density, and is very loosely worded so that it has no legal force and 
cannot be used to make policy decisions or determine planning applications. 
Until the housing number is right, it is impossible to discuss how that should be 
broken down into categories; when the housing number is determined, the 
proportion of mix etc., density will need to be determined. 

¶ Guildford Borough principally needs: affordable houses, and homes for older 
people it does not need more large mansions for wealthy migrants to the area. 

¶ Object - Paragrah 159 requires local planning authorities to have a clear 
understanding of housing needs in their area. They should prepare a Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment  

¶ Whatever decision is reached about the number of houses Guildford there needs 

 
Small scale in-fill, redevelopment or subdivision is appropriate in certain locations 
but this alone will not meet our housing need. 
 
Planned strategic development sites can help address the infrastructure needs. 
 
The SHMA has been updated since the original drafting of this policy and comments 
on the SHMA are addressed in detail in Appendix C the evidence base section. 
 
The Land Availability Assessment has assessed the potential of suitable and 
available brownfield sites.  
 
The wording of the policy has been reviewed. Density is addressed by the policy.  
This policy aims to get the mix and balance of homes right for the borough. 
 
 
A SHMA has been prepared which looks at a variety of accommodation needs and 
quantum. This local plan, through the site allocation policies, identifies where the 
new development should go. 
   
 
Affordable housing is addressed in greater detail under Policy H2. This policy seeks 
a variety and mix of affordable housing to meet the various identified needs of our 
community.  
 
 
Providing more housing of a suitable mix should enable essential workers more 
opportunity to access housing. 
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to be an analysis of how the number of  houses should be allocated to different 
groups and where they should go. 

¶ There are three  groups who will need ñaffordableò housing.  
There is the welfare  group, estimated to be around 1,500 who are regarded as 
ñhomelessò and fall within  a social welfare category. Another category ñskilled ñ 
worker housing  are those young scientists and professionals who  can find work 
in Guilford but cannot  market rates  They are key to the growth of the economy 
and who indirectly provide  resources for welfare expenditure. They need to be 
given top priority for without growth social affordable housing  cannot be funded.  
Thirdly there are the elderly who will need help ï although these could fall within 
the welfare umbrella. There is a frustrated demand for elderly housing by asset 
rich home owners desperate to move to  smaller and more conveniently 
located  homes. These could be in the town centre and could help fund housing 
for less well off elderly There is then the need to plan locational  priorities. Which 
houses need to be near to work places so as top minimize traffic flows, which 
need to be near shops, and which need  to have more  space.  
As an example one could following the above considerations allocate key worker 
housing adjacent to the University and Research Park, housing for the elderly in 
the town centre, and family housing around the Borough.  
The manner in which houses should be allocated will entail a judgement but 
should be guided by the different  social and economic objectives established by 
the above policies.   

Homes for all ï executive housing 

¶ No more executive homes or large mansions, enough already which attract 
commuter/ wealthy migrants. This has pushed the house prices up and made 
the town unaffordable for the locals  

¶ Allowing more executive houses will be excessive and catering for this demand 
with destroy the beauty of the area and Green Belt. Large scale development out 
of character  

¶ Experience in East Horsley shows that there is a continuing process of builders 
buying up the smaller buildings and replacing them with ñfootballerò size 
properties which are unaffordable by the locals and therefore does nothing for 
local people who need accommodation. 

This policy requires new residential development to deliver a wide choice of homes 
to meet a range of accommodation needs as set out in the latest Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment. 
 
The findings of the SHMA will help promote more one, two and three bedroom 

houses within development schemes and a mix of tenures. 

Housing Mix 

¶ We need a wide range of house sizes and prices to address the needs of the 
market/affordability 

¶ Changing eligibility criteria for social housing masks real need 

¶ Catering for demand for 5 bed homes will destroy that beauty and the continuity 
of the Green Belt.  There is no órightô for people to be able to fulfill a desire to live 
in one of the most beautiful parts of the country (certainly in the over-crowded 

 
We recognise the need for a wide range of accommodation, and this policy requires 
new residential development to deliver a wide choice of homes to meet a range of 
accommodation needs as set out in the latest Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment. 
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South-East of England).  It would be perverse to the point of madness to try to 
assuage such desire by additional development.  Providing infrastructure in 
attempts to meet the new needs of migrants into the Borough would simply 
encourage even more.  As with policy 3 this policy would also inevitably lead to 
exponentially growing numbers without end. 

¶ A mix of homes is clearly desirable, which should at present reflect current 
needs, rather than the marketability of new dwellings to people who may be 
attracted to the area by them. The future needs can only be assessed in the 
future, and will need ongoing reassessment. Assumptions about future need 
should not be based on a growth scenario. 

¶ Why is there an emphasis on providing such a mix of property types and sizes 
when there is a definite shortage of smaller lower priced properties? It would 
seem appropriate that flats close to the town centre (along areas in Walnut Tree 
Close) would seem appropriate - particularly with more traditional terraced 
houses and larger buildings in the neighbouring areas of town. 

¶ The statement that óNew residential development is required to deliver a wide 
choice of homes and meet a range of housing needs as set out in the latest 
Strategic Housing Market Assessmentô is erroneous.  All detailed surveys of 
housing need in the Borough conducted by local organisations (i.e. by local 
people who, by dint of NPPF paragraph 17, should be empowered; not by 
remote, development-biased consultants) conclude that the most pressing need 
is for affordable housing.  Consequently, the proportion of affordable housing 
catered for in the Local Plan should be as high as possible, ideally about 80% of 
total projections.  These are the only houses that the borough actually needs for 
its indigenous population. 

¶ Need for more affordable houses (the only type of housing needed for our 
indigenous population) 

¶ It is naive in the extreme to expect developers to do anything but construct 
houses that will maximise their profits. high priced ñexecutiveò homes will result 
in a huge increase in traffic and demand on local services. Theò affordableò 
homes will, even at £146,000 (the figure quoted in the Plan) be out of reach of 
the people 

¶ developers, who wish to build larger houses which are more profitable, usually 
manage to minimise the number of smaller homes either by the splitting of the 
whole into smaller parcels or deals to have the smaller homes built in other 
locations which results in developments not having the óaffordable óhomes they 
should 

¶ There is no detail with regard to the mixture of the types of property to be built. 
We know it is the view of our residents that the needs of the parish are strongly 
aligned to smaller and affordable properties. 

The housing numbers are established and addressed in greater detail in the 
response section for Policy S2.  
 
 
The SHMA will be updated in the future as required. The findings of the SHMA will 
help promote more one, two and three bedroom houses within development 
schemes and a mix of tenures. The SHMA found that the demand for four bed 
properties is significantly lower. 
 
 
We want a flexible housing stock that can be adapted to meet the changing needs 
of people over their lifetime, and this can include óstep-freeô properties.  
 
 
Many of the principles of Policy D1  Making Better Places are compatible with 
dementia friendly environments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The SHMA is an important piece of evidence base for the Guildford local plan and it 
considers and quantifies the variety of affordable housing needs.  
 
 
Housing for our ageing population is addressed within the reasoned justification of 
the policy. 
 
Housing numbers are given in policy S2. The breakdown of housing numbers has 
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¶ the fundamental question of housing need makes us question the ability of the 
Local Plan to deliver the appropriate mix of housing stock.  

¶ The need is to cater for all types of houses, but no numbers relate to each, 
except for the category of Travelers, which is also confusing in its meaning with 
homes shown against plots. 

¶ It is also worth considering a ñHousing Needs Analysisò be carried out so that 
types can be identified 

¶ ensure that housing mix genuinely does take account of the ñsize, characteristics 
of the site and locationò to ensure that homes are commercially attractive. SHMA 
gives a realistic summary position and the Council should support schemes 
which broadly follow these principles.  The Council should not, however, seek to 
unduly influence the proposed mix. 

¶ Local housing need is critical, along with the housing mix. Affordable, social and 
market housing must be mixed together to ensure an integrated community 

¶ more mixed development would be preferred on the periphery of Guildford and 
in other certain areas. 

¶ object to this policy as currently worded. If the policy related to local need then it 
could be supported. 

¶ We will expect new residential development to be on sustainable sites and to 
offer a real choice of homes to meet the accommodation needs of our 
communities. Concentrations of any one type of accommodation in any one 
place will be avoided, with HMOs limited to no more than 40% and the creation 
of gated communities not permitted. 

¶ All development should embrace good design principles with design proposals 
for sites of larger than 0.01 ha, situated within conservation areas or other 
sensitive heritage or natural environment sites being subject to review by the 
design panel to be implemented by GBC. 

¶ housing tenure of new housing estates should be better-integrated than has 
been the case in recent years. 

¶ Retain degree of flexibility to comply with NPPF para 173 so that affordable 
housing requirement does not impact on viability of scheme 

¶ Housing mix should be appropriate to site and location 

¶ consider housing mix carefully rather than seeking to create Sheltered 
accommodation schemes where older people are housed together - instead look 
to create housing schemes which offer a mix and encourage 
mixed  communities and engagement between different members of the 
community . Look at intentional communities or co-housing schemes (Dutch 
model) as ways of reclaiming communities that support each other 

¶ all private developments will be based on profitability 

¶ evidence of persistent under delivery - affordability and affordable housing needs 

not been specified to retain flexibility if the SHMA is updated. 
 
 
The local need for travellers pitches has been assessed in the TAA. We are aware 
of recent Government guidance on travellers. Pitches are located across the 
borough. Strategic development sites will deliver a mixture of uses and housing 
including pitches. 
 
The SHMA gives a breakdown on tenure and number of bedrooms for development 
schemes which will be a guide when negotiating housing mix on development sites. 
 
The Land Availability Assessment looks in detail at potential development sites and 
their location. 
 
 
HMOôs are addressed in the reasoned justification. Gated communities is 
considered to be a more detailed issue for Development Management policies or a 
SPD.  
 
 
Guildford does have an independent design review panel for significant schemes. 
Significant schemes are defined as those that incorporate 100 new homes or more, 
or exceed 10,000sqm of development floor space, or by nature of their location or 
complexity or otherwise are deemed to constitute a significant development. 
 
 
Policy H2 aims to help create balanced, sustainable and inclusive communities. 
 
 
 
 
The SHMA recognises the need for more 2 and 3 bedroomed market housing 
suitable for families. 
 
 
 
 
Policy S2 addresses the quantum of development in greater detail.  
 
 



 

68 
 

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

are critical issues locally, which are creating socially inequitable communities. In 
this context, the planning system is failing to deliver balanced and thriving 
communities, which offer sufficient housing choice to all parts of society. 

¶ If no further development the price of the existing housing stock will continue to 
rise and this will further erode affordability for key workers in the 
community.  The key focus of any further development must be to bridge this 
affordability gap for those most at risk of exclusion.  Attempting to satisfy the 
natural demand for this area is not a sustainable proposition as further 
development will only lead to further demand, leading to ongoing erosion of the 
green belt and its replacement with the urban sprawl Green Belt was originally 
created to prevent 

¶ It is not clear if mixing traveller accommodation with market housing 
development on strategic sites is practical. 

¶ Appeal of Guildford to: a)Young professionals - natural flat dwellers - whose 
employment may equally as well be London based as local. 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 based or Internationally 
orientated. 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 ï either physically or economically. Plus of 
course we should not forget the continuing appeal and convenience - but less so  
affordability - it holds for its already established community, including in the rural 
areas a significant proportion with long standing family connections 

¶ As the housing number is incorrect the categories cannot be correctly identified 
and so it is not possible to say that Guildford will provide housing for all 

¶ Concern over Social Housing alongside Affordable Homes being built:  Changing 
criteria for gatekeeping of Social Housing means needs 
are underestimated. Appropriate-sized Private rented sector housing is 
unaffordable by the working poor - with numbers of these families  increasing, as 
seen by welfare agencies in the Borough.  Increase cost to GBC from Housing 
Benefit is no answer. 

¶ Self- build homes increases the diversity of buildings within developments. 

 
Providing pitches and plots on strategic development sites will help meet the targets 
as set out in the Traveller Accommodation Assessment; we are not aware of any 
considerations which make this unpractical. 
 
 
The demand  for different types of accommodation has been assessed in the up to 
date SHMA. 
 
 
 
 
New wording on self build and custom housebuilding has been added to the 
reasoned justification. 

Housing mix ï 1,2,3 bedroom homes 

¶ I don't believe that Guildford needs more flats and small houses (1-2 bedrooms) 
with little or no outdoor space. The people currently in them would love to move 
to bigger houses (such as ourselves as we would like to have more children but 
don't have the space) but can't afford any of the limited number of 3/4 bedroom 
semi-detached or detached houses available. 

¶ It has been shown that small homes are needed for young couples as starter 

 
 
The findings of the SHMA identified the need for more one, two bedroom affordable 
houses and more two and three bedroom market houses.  
 
The findings have been added to the reasoned justification in paragraph 4.2.3. 
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homes and Older People to downsize yet allowing them to remain in their local 
area 

¶ Normandy survey (high return from over 80% of households) showed a need for 
smaller 1 or 2 bedroom dwellings. Something of this nature is good as a starter 
home or for single older persons wishing to down size but stay local, near friends 
and or family. Also preference for small developments containing 2 or 3 
bedroomed housing and part ownership was preferred over rental 

¶ There are already a lot of large executive homes within the borough.  The need 
is for more affordable housing for those people who are on middle and lower 
incomes.   At present many of those people are priced out of the market in 
Guildford.  They often still want to buy their own homes and any policy on 
affordable housing should include that possibility.  Therefore any presumptions 
for development in the plan should prioritise those needs and policies should be 
drafted accordingly 

¶ The type of development should be focused on local need and include first time 
buyers, "down sizing" properties and a proportion of affordable housing that the 
will not stifle development or can be publically funded. This would indicate that 
smaller two bedroom properties should be encouraged in sustainable locations. 
The occupation study indicates that a large proportion of the existing housing 
stock is underutilised. There is a need for down sizing properties, first time buyer 
and affordable housing. This would indicate that new properties should be 
smaller, say 1 and 2 bedroom to allow for down sizing and new local entrants. 
These smaller properties should be sited in truly sustainable locations; not rural 
settings.  

¶ actively discouraging the development of more large houses, especially as they 
have high CO2 emissions, and positively encourage any new building to be of 
smaller and more sustainable and affordable homes. 

¶ there is no detail with regard to the actual numbers and mixture of the types of 
property to be built. This can only lead to developers paying lip service to the 
affordable aspect in these aims and continue to build the 5+ bedroom East 
Horsley houses that are outside the reach of most local people. 

The policy aims to achieve a mix of housing, including properties suitable for 
downsizing.  
 

Housing mix ï concentrations of one type 

¶ Concern over wording óconcentrations of one type of housing will be avoidedô ï 
campus specifically for student accommodation and other types inappropriate 

¶ ñconcentrations of any one type of accommodation in any one place will be 
avoided.òWe welcome this statement and  hope that this aspect of the policy will 
reduce the number of new developments for large ñexecutive ñ homes which do 
not meet local need 

¶ Concentrations of any one type of accommodation in any one place will be 
avoided.  There is already a high number of Traveller pitches along the 

 
The wording on concentrations of one type of housing will be avoided has been 
deleted.  
 
The wording ónew development should provide a mixéô  
will help ensure a mix of accommodation within new development schemes. 
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Worplesdon/Normandy/Ash Green Belt corridor.   

Housing mix ï bungalows 

¶ Bungalows should be ósafeguardedô in the real sense of the word, in order to 
allow older people who wish to ódownsizeô to free up a family home, then there is 
somewhere that is suitable for them to move to.  Bungalows are also needed for 
people of all ages who have disabilities. 

¶ Many bungalows converted loft space making them less affordable 

¶ Protection should be granted to bungalows to maintain the current number of 
this type of property and to prevent them being demolished and replaced with 
two storey dwellings. 

 
It is not within the remit of planning to have a blanket approach to protect existing 
bungalows as each planning application must be determined on its own merits. 
However, what the policy aims to do is to encourage good design which encourages 
flush thresholds etc which can help people who wish to live in a step-free home. 

Family Housing 

¶ Need for housing for young families who want to stay locally to support 
parents/grandparents 

¶ Children need safe places to play outside and we donôt feel any flat-type 
developments would be suitable for families. 

¶ Page 30 ï The number of children under 15 is projected to increase significantly 
up to 2031 an increase of around 3,300.  

¶ Despite the proposal for 2 new secondary schools at inappropriate sites this will 
still be insufficient for the anticipated need.  Where will the 1,300 remaining 
children attend school? 

¶ support - there may be a need for 3-4 bedroom affordable housing e.g. for a 
family with 2 children. This is more important than simply 'encouraging a 
reasonable quality and size of accommodation in the private rented sector' and 
must extend to opportunities for small families to purchase a house at a price 
less than 8x joint income. 

¶ the houses built will not be affordable housing and therefore will still preclude 
young people and couples with young children from buying in the area 

¶ providing affordable housing (mostly 3/4 bedroom semi and detached houses) 
makes a mockery of providing housing for an 'identified need' - they will be 
bought as most family houses by those with young families moving out of 
smaller properties in larger towns and the greenbelt sacrificed for profit. 

 
A good mix of housing will cater for all types of housing needs, including families 
and those wishing to have garden areas for children. 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan Infrastructure Schedule 
set out the key infrastructure to support the planned development. The IDP will be 
updated as further detail on supporting infrastructure is available. Developer 
contributions and other funding sources will be used to ensure that key 
infrastructure is delivered when needed, as outlined in draft Policy I1.  
 
The SHMA found a need for predominantly one and two bedroom affordable houses 
and two and three bedroom market housing. The reasoned justification of the policy 
sets this out.  
 

Ageing population 

¶ More housing suitable for the elderly, particularly in the villages 

¶ Demographic changes in ageing population requires more consideration for 
facilities/resources for infirm and disabled - not only housing - but for health and 
social needs. 

¶ The policy recognises the need to provide a wide choice of homes and thus offer 
the opportunity for people to access housing which may support them in better 
ways, particularly housing to address the needs of the ageing population and 
has the potential to allow people who are ageing to downsize yet remain local. 

 
The policy requires new development to deliver a wide choice of homes to meet a 
range of accommodation needs as set out in the latest Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment.  A good mix of housing in new developments will cater for all types of 
housing needs, including suitable housing for older people.  
 
The SHMA has identified a need for 242 care or residential bedspaces and 1,334 
specialist homes for older people over the plan period. The reasoned justification for 
this policy has been updated to reflect this (paragraph 4.2.3). 
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An intergenerational mix in any development is important in addressing the 
social isolation which can befall older people and we support the aim to avoid 
concentrations of any one type of accommodation in any one place.In relation to 
an ageing population and specialist accommodation, the design of the built 
environment can have a huge impact on how safe and secure people with 
dementia feel. Lighting, appropriate materials such as floor tiles, room layout and 
signage can all improve orientation so that people with dementia are less likely 
to get confused and can therefore continue to live as independently as possible. 
Reference to this should be included in paragraph 4.24. You may find the 
following links helpful:- Dementia Friendly Environments design guidelines: 
http://www.surreyinformationpoint.org.uk/kb5/surrey/sip/site.page?id=3sisRwG0d
AE 

¶ Dementia Services Development Trust document, outlining how living spaces for 
people with dementia and sight loss can be made more supportive and 
accessible: http://dementia.stir.ac.uk/design/good-practice-guidelines. 

¶ Mention is made for improved options for elderly yet there is little evidence of 
this being implemented? The USA has areas the size of small villages totally 
equipped for elderly permitting people to live safely in homes they can call their 
own for as long as possible. Residential care homes are not the only solution to 
our ageing population.  

¶ A proportion of those homes could be properties capable of being adapted to 
meet special needs. A  large proportion of the overall new provision should be 
focused on 1 and 2 bed roomed development. It is common ground amongst the 
aging population that if such accommodation is not to be found in their local area 
a move to an urban setting is desirable because of the need for improved access 
to facilities as a result of increasing frailty 

¶ Need some specific words on houses for the elderly particularly bungalow 
provisions. There seems to be a growing trend to remove bungalows and out in 
higher density housing stock. We need to preserve bungalows for the elderly 
and disabled population. Some research and safeguarding from development is 
required. 

¶ need for sheltered housing were vulnerable residents can look after themselves 
for the normal processes of life but have call systems  and daily checks should 
they have problems 

¶ preference should be given to building small blocks of flats ( 1 and 2 bed) in all 
wards of Guildford. allowing residents to down size within an area where they 
already have roots- there is a shortage of smaller homes. 

¶ There is no clear strategy for the provision of so-called óaffordableô homes. 
Whilst key workers and retired people clearly need to be assisted to afford to live 
and/or find suitable accommodation in the Guildford Area, I can (sadly) see no 

 
The reasoned justification for the ageing population (paragraphs 4.2.10 to 4.2.11) 
has been updated to cover good design considerations that help ensure 
accommodation is adaptable and wheelchair friendly.  
 
Additional wording has also been added to the reasoned justification which states 
óConsidering factors including a buildings layout, materials and lighting can also 
help people with dementia or sight loss to continue to live as independently as 
possible.  
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan infrastructure schedule 
set out the key infrastructure to support the planned development which is 
expected to place extra pressure on existing infrastructure, or to need new or 
improved infrastructure. 
 
It is recognised that residential care homes are not the only solution for our ageing 
population.  
 
 
The policies in this plan will apply to new developments and therefore be 
implemented  in the future. 
 
 
The supporting text on our ageing population recognises that different types of 
homes are required to offer a real choice and enable people to remain in their own 
homes for longer should they wish. 
 
 
The supporting text has been updated to cover good design that help ensure 
accommodation is adaptable and wheelchair friendly. 
 
 
 
The supporting text recognises the need for a flexible and adaptable housing stock. 
 
The SHLAA has been replaced by the Land Availability Assessment, which 
identifies separate sites for student accommodation and C2 care or residential 
homes; they are treated as different needs. 
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mechanism to facilitate this, in the current plan. I suggest that local community 
planning would be the best way to address this issue, through the facilitation of 
low-cost starter-homes, retirement communities and housing association 
development. 

¶ Given an aging population, the policy should also address the issues of homes, 
sheltered and other for the elderly 

¶ A purpose built mix of housing for older people would be far more amenable to 
the residents of Ash Green compared with the Ghetto type developments 
proposed thus far. This policy discusses elderly housing but makes little or no 
recommendation as to where it should be placed as the SHLA simply lumps 
student housing with elderly housing; both having differing needs. 

¶ National Planning Practice Guidance reaffirms this in the guidance for assessing 
housing need in the plan making process entitled "How should the needs for all 
types of housing be addressed? {Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 2a-021-
20140306) and a separate subsection is provided for "Housing for older people". 
This stipulates that "the need to provide housing for older people is critical given 
the projected  increase in the number of households aged 65 and over accounts 
for  over half  of  the new households (Department for Communities and Local 
Government Household Projections 2013}. Plan makers will need to consider the 
size, location and quality of dwellings needed in the future for older people in 
order to allow them to move. This could free up houses that are under-occupied. 
The age profile of the population can be drawn from Census data. Projections of 
population and households by age group should also be used. The future need 
for older persons housing  broken down by  tenure and type (e.g. Sheltered, 
enhanced sheltered, extra care, registered care) should be assessed and can be 
obtained from a number of online tool kits provided by the sector. The 
assessment should set out the level of need for residential  institutions  (use 
class C2}. But identifying the need for particular types of general housing, such 
as bungalows, is equally important."  

¶ "What Housing Where Toolkit" table below has been replicated from the toolkit 
and shows the projected changes to the demographic profile of Guildford 
between 2008 and 2033: the demographic profile of the Authority is projected to 
age. The proportion of the population aged 60 and over is projected to increase 
from 20.7% to 25.6% between 2008 and 2033. The largest proportional 
increases in the older population are expected to be of the 'frail' elderly, those 
aged 75 and over, who are more likely to require specialist care and 
accommodation. 

¶ We commend the Council for taking a positive approach in seeking to provide 
appropriate accommodation to meet the needs of its ageing population 
particularly within Policy 3, but concerns over the wording of Policy 4: Affordable 

This policy acknowledges the different types of accommodation needed and aims to 
deliver a mix of accommodation and a flexible housing stock that can be more 
readily adapted to suit the occupants needs. 
 
 
 
Good design in properties, such as level access and flush thresholds can provide 
step-free living as an alternative to bungalows. 
 
 
 
 
 
The principal requirements are set out in the draft affordable housing policy.  
 
 
 
 
A good mix of housing across the borough will cater for all types of housing needs, 
and provide suitable smaller properties should residents in larger homes wish to 
downsize. 
 
 
 
The Land Availability Assessment has been updated and specific sites for C2 use 
class care or residential homes have been identified within the Regulation 19 Local 
Plan. Specialist homes for older people are expected to be provided in the housing 
mix on larger development sites. 
 
 
We recognise that each planning application for extra care housing will need 
assessing in detail to establish whether it falls within C2, C3 or sui generis use 
class. The Clockhouse extra care home has since been granted planning 
permission.  
 
 
The creation of a separate home within a backgarden development for a relative 
would need to be considered on a case by case basis through a planning 
application. 
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Homes (this policy applies to retirement homes, sheltered housing, Extra Care 
Housing, and all other types of housing that fall within Use Class C3) 
Assumption that Extra Care accommodation sits within Use Class C3 of the Use 
Classes Order. Extra Care accommodation (also known as Assisted Living 
accommodation) while supporting independent living and importantly self-
contained units, also falls within Use Class C2 by 
virtue  of  the  significant  level  of  care  provided   and   the   requisite   on-
site   facilities  that enable that care. This has been established by a number of 
recent appeal decisions dealing specifically with Extra Care development 
.Concurrently the enhanced facilities and services that define an Extra Care 
development are provided at an extra cost to the developer and as a result the 
financial viability  of  such developments is more finely balanced then that of 
conventional housing. (Extra Care) development at The Clockhouse, London 
Road was ultimately refused but the Council did accept that this development 
was Use Class C2  

¶ Housing should cater for an ageing population including single persons. This 
means smaller houses on smaller plots but not in some kind of ghetto. Older 
people like to be part of a wider community, which might include their own 
family, and therefore in any larger developments a range of housing sizes and 
types should be provided. One justification for back garden development is for a 
small dwelling for use by a relative which would also have less impact due to the 
smaller size and lack of a car. The development would need to be conditioned 
such that the two units could only ever be sold as one which would create a rare 
and very useful commodity which would serve an entirely justifiable planning 
purpose; flexibility to let to non related elderly people would be allowed. 

Ageing population ï downsizing 

¶ Para 4.24 The aging demography of the Boroughôs population is a major issue 
and an opportunity for well thought out and appropriate development. The 
second sentence would better read: ñé.to downsize and either remain within 
their local community or move to a more urban area where they have improved 
access to local facilities.ò 

¶ Future developments are approved they should include the provision of 
óshelteredô type housing for older people and those with disabilities of all ages, 
along with the provision of bungalows for these groups.  Bungalows that 
currently exist should be ósafeguardedô in the real sense of the word to allow 
older people to ódownsizeô therefore freeing up larger family homes.  Protection 
should also be provided to bungalows to maintain the current number and not 
allow them to be demolished and replaced with two storey dwellings 

¶ Under occupancy of larger houses where ageing parents live alone and cannot 
move easily owing to the shortage of appropriate housing for their needs to live 

  
 
A good mix of housing across the borough will cater for all types of housing needs, 
and provide suitable smaller properties should residents in larger homes wish to 
downsize. 
 
Paragraph 4.2.3 outlines the need for homes with one, two or three bedrooms.  
 
 
The paragraph of the reasoned justification (4.2.11) has been updated to reflect 
comments made about remaining in local area or moving to an alternative area with 
good access to local facilities. 
 
 
It is not within the remit of planning to have a blanket approach to protect existing 
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an independent life close to the facilities they require 

¶ specialised, attractive smaller homes for the elderly to free up larger homes 

¶ Need for down-size accommodation of a decent-sized apartment, or ground-floor 
accommodation with enough space to accommodate my visiting family and with 
a decent outside space, e.g. a balcony or a courtyard. There appear to be very 
few appropriate properties available in Guildford town centre. Todayôs óolder 
generationô are leading more active and healthier lives and wish to retain their 
independence for as long as possible without resorting to assisted living 
accommodation. Please bear this demographic in mind when planning new 
homes. 

¶ There is a shortage of homes for local older people, especially in the rural 
villages: if they could be accommodated in specialised, attractive smaller homes, 
they would free up a number of larger houses for younger people. Future 
housing developments should also include suitable housing for older/disabled 
people whether in óshelteredô type accommodation or in the provision of more 
bungalows. 

¶ Need for housing to enable downsizing 

¶ Many people downsizing are asset rich but cash poor and can afford to buy 
homes with less but large rooms (to use the furniture they have) and if such 
properties are found this releases the larger family homes which are under 
occupied. 

¶ there is a considerable amount of accommodation in the Borough which is 
under-occupied by the aging population whose needs for accommodation are 
changing and will change in the coming years. The Borough Council should 
place an emphasis on the building of one and two bed roomed homes 

bungalows as each planning application must be determined on its own merits. 
However, what the policy aims to do is to encourage good design which encourages 
flush thresholds etc which can help people who wish to live in a step-free home. 

Density  

¶ GBC should opt for higher densities and less use of land. We believe that high 
density can be achieved which also provides each dwelling with green spaces. 
BedZed is just one example of such an approach. 

¶ The policy on density is very loosely defined/ imprecise. 

¶ There should be a degree of flexibility in terms of the development potential of 
sites being considered in context of the local character area and the viability of 
the site, ensuring that the spirit of paragraph 173 of the NPPF is upheld. 

¶ High density of housing, does not reduce housing cost- merely increases 
Developers profits. It provides less than ideal homes in the long term. It is 
rational to ensure that future homes do not promote unhealthy living and over 
crowding 

¶ Planning policy normally works in terms of dwellings per hectare but since there 
is increasing variance in the size of a dwelling, density by reference to habitable 
rooms or even floor area might be more appropriate. High-density development 

 
The policy supports a mix of housing at various densities appropriate to the location, 
for a variety of users.  
 
The policy states that new residential development is required to make the best use 
of land whilst responding to local character, context and distinctiveness. This retains 
a degree of flexibility towards density. 
 
The wording of the reasoned justification on densities (paragraph 4.2.8)  has been 
expanded  to include considerations when assessing planning applications, such as 
established street patterns, plot sizes, spaces around buildings, relationship with 
nearby buildings as well as form, massing, height of existing buildings and 
structures and materials.  
 
It is our preference to use dwellings per hectare to calculate density. 
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could be permitted where the occupants undertake not to own a car. This is 
difficult to enforce but when combined at the outset by on street parking 
restrictions might be achievable. The policy could also be reinforced in a positive 
way by, for example, requiring the developer to provide long-term entitlements to 
free public transport and by the council ensuring that public transport was 
improved; similarly by ensuring that within a larger scheme there is provision for 
car sharing which is available on a commercial basis within the town already. 

¶ We support the view expressed in para 2.6 that many workers are unable to 
afford homes close to work, and consider that there is an urgent need to address 
this problem that risks undermining Guildford's future prosperity. This is an 
important task for the Local Plan, which should provide for more new homes to 
be built to increase supply, so that house prices do not continue to accelerate 
beyond growth in salaries. 

¶ Density as an issue should be considered in more detail within the spatial 
strategy in Policy 2 

¶ At present if two sites are promoted by the same developer all Low cost housing 
could be placed on one site and all expensive homes on another and still meet 
the requirement, While creating a future ghetto or slum to the detriment of the 
occupants of the rented accommodation. 

¶ New residential development is required to make the most efficient use of land 
whilst responding to local character, context and distinctiveness; the practice of 
developing new, free-standing residential property within existing gardens (so-
called ñgarden grabbingò) where such development would result in a materially 
higher plot density than for the surrounding area and where suitable access to 
existing highways is not available will be discouraged.  Residential densities will 
vary dependant upon the local area context and character and the sustainability 
of the location. Higher density development will be supported in Guildford town 

¶ High density of housing does not reduce housing cost ï merely increases 
Developers Profits. It provides less than ideal homes in the long term. It is 
rational to ensure that future homes do not promote unhealthy living and over 
crowding 

¶ The statement on density says almost nothing of substance 

¶ Local residents should be consulted/involved in the development of their 
neighbourhoods and acceptable density. 

¶ Degree of flexibility for density needed to take into account local character and 
viability of site (uphold para 173 of NPPF) 

¶ The Plan should set out a framework of indicative housing density ranges for 
different areas and a clear policy that appropriate density, building height, 
spaces between buildings and the ratio of hard to soft surfaces should be 
decided on a case by case basis according to the areas character. To support 

 
Car free development, or the use of car clubs is a possibility in suitable locations. 
 
 
Density is addressed in this policy, whilst policy S2 focuses on the Borough Wide 
Strategy. 
 
Densities of individual development sites have been considered in more detail in the 
Land Availability Assessment, taking account site specific constraints. However, the 
most appropriate densities for various sites would be considered on a case by case 
basis in more detail once a planning application is submitted; Each planning 
application is determined on its own merits, and density of surrounding area taken 
into account.  
 
Our current approach is to encourage a good mix of different housing tenures 
pepper-potted throughout larger schemes. 
 
 
Local residents sharing a boundary with a proposed development sites are 
consulted on submitted planning applications and can comment on proposed 
density. 
Para 173 of the NPPF addresses site viability and deliverability. Paragraph 47 of the 
NPPF states that to boost significantly the supply of housing local planning 
authorities shouldéset out their own approach to housing density to reflect local 
circumstances. 
 
We aim to provide further detail on density and local context and character in the 
Delivering Development document and /or supplementary planning guidance.  
 
Policy D1 addresses design of new developments in greater detail and Policy I3 
addresses transportation considerations.  
 
The Residential Design Guide Supplementary Planning Guidance document does 
encourage an appropriate transition in density and height for development sites 
adjoining the countryside edge; this is likely to be updated in due course. 
 
 
 
The SHMA has been updated and the housing target is set out in Policy S2. The 
wording of the supporting text on density has been reviewed. The policy supports a 
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this framework, the Evidence Base should include a database of the current 
density of development in different communities across Guildford, including 
recent developments. Where it is not out of character, the framework should 
allow reasonable increases in density in urban areas where appropriate to allow 
for blocks of flats and to allow for increases in the density of affordable housing. 
Access to public transport should be taken into account, as one factor among 
several, when considering appropriate density and parking requirements. 

¶ Access to public transport should be taken into account when considering 
appropriate density and parking requirements. However, inappropriately high 
density that harms character would be unacceptable and unsustainable 
regardless of whether a location is close to a bus stop or railway station. 

¶ High density and taller buildings should be avoided around the edge of built 
areas to continue the approach of soft green edges that are a valued feature of 
Guildford.  

¶ Should have dense housing, good for sustainable public transport, for people 
who don't own cars, central for bus and train. Concentrate on building apartment 
blocks (with good sound insulation) rather than separate housing. 

¶ Over-density of housing reduces quality of life still further in an area where it is 
already under pressure. It is important that the size of houses is not reduced by 
developers to a point where small rooms and lack of window space affect 
residents' health, as shown in recent research. 

¶ New homes in Urban areas should avoid over development. High Densities 
simply in order to meet housing targets are not acceptable. New homes in 
Villages should be of the size and type to meet the needs of that Village 
Community 

¶ This policy evades all of the important issues on housing, it does not discuss 
density, and it is so loosely worded that it is effectively meaningless. Until the 
housing number has been corrected, it is not possible to break it down into 
categories. The requirement is to meet the housing target, not to meet the 
number in the SHMA as stated in this Policy.  The SHMA has been clearly 
demonstrated to be not fit for purpose. 

¶ Density figures for allocated sites must be agreed in consultation with 
landowners and should be based on robust analysis. 

¶ There are no character assessments that indicate the existing densities in any 
particular area. LSOA data which gives an indication of the densities in a wider 
area but there needs to be more direction to understand where densities should 
be preserved at more or less current levels and where (if anywhere) these might 
be increased through good design. Density could be used as a force for good in 
some areas where there is relatively low density development but little public 
realm and where social or environmental and deprivation issues are prevalent. 

mix of housing at various densities appropriate to the location, for a variety of users.  
 
The methodology behind densities for specific sites is discussed in more detail in 
the Land Availability Assessment, but a planning application would enable more 
detailed consideration of an appropriate density for a site.  
 
Appropriate densities for various sites would be considered on a case by case basis 
in more detail once a planning application is submitted. 
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¶ Housing density policy needs to be more clearly defined and the issue of high-
rise developments, which would be immensely damaging to Guildford, should be 
confronted.  

Density ï specific sites 

¶ Density and building heights -for example, along the River Wey to the north of 
the town centre -could, through careful master planning, deliver substantial 
numbers of homes whilst leaving the key views to and from the north-downs 
relatively unaffected. In other areas, however, height and mass would have a 
major and detrimental impact on long distance views and on street-scenes. 

¶ The accompanying Planning and Design Analysis Document shows that the 
Land at White Horse Yard can deliver a density of circa 40 dwellings per 
hectare. 

¶ opportunities created by new strategic development, notably the new settlement 
at Wisley, it is important that a suitable reference related to the opportunity to 
create new character and hence a density reflective of that new character is 
included. 

¶ Attractive higher density redevelopment to enhance Park Barn and support the 
needs of the Hospital and Research Park is preferable to nearby green field 
development below the Hogôs Back. 

¶ There is no available evidence that this policy is being applied in relation to Site 
69, a proposed development on the boundary with Bookham, which is in the 
existing Green Belt close to Effingham Village. Any proposed development must 
adhere to this policy and be refused if the density does not match the local area 
and character of Effingham Village and Bookham. 

¶ the stated policy regarding housing mix and density is inconsistent with the 
actual proposals. The proposed development of 434 homes on 3 sites in West 
Horsley is at a considerably higher density than we have currently in the village 

¶ high density housing is completely out of character with the existing village 
(West Horsley) and contrary to the statement in the local plan that new 
residential development should respond to "to local character, context and 
distinctiveness"; the scale of the proposed development would have a 
devastating effect on the village 

¶ Policy 3 Homes for all says residential densities will vary depending on the local 
area. This has not been applied in the case of West Horsley. Although the policy 
states that density will vary dependent ñupon the local area context and 
characterò the number of houses planned for the designated developments 
areas in Horsley and the other Green Belt villages indicates that this policy has 
already been forsaken 

¶ There is enormous scope for higher density developments along Walnut Tree 
Close to take advantage of the river frontage and access to the town centre and 

 
 
The policy states that new residential development is required to make the best use 
of land whilst responding to local character, context and distinctiveness. This retains 
a degree of flexibility towards density. 
 
The wording of the reasoned justification on densities (paragraph 4.2.8)  has been 
expanded  to include considerations when assessing planning applications, such as 
established street patterns, plot sizes, spaces around buildings, relationship with 
nearby buildings as well as form, massing, height of existing buildings and 
structures and materials.  
 
Appropriate densities for various sites have been considered in more detail in the 
Land Availability Assessment and would be considered on a case by case basis 
once a planning application is submitted. 
 
Opportunities for new development to create a sense of place are addressed in 
Policy D1.  
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mainline station. The town centre master plan should develop these 
opportunities 

Density ï heights of buildings 

¶ Developments above 4 or 5 storeys would be unacceptable in Guildford due to 
topography and of views into and from the town.   

¶ Height of buildings in a town with distant views is very important and should not 
normally exceed 5 storeys. too much recent development has been of large 
housing stock that take up large areas of land with few occupants. 

¶ generally low rise but in the centre of town centres and larger villages up to say 
4 to 6 storeys would be acceptable. 

 
Potential heights of proposed buildings will be considered on a case by case basis 
through a planning application. An additional sentence has been added (4.2.8) 
which considerations include height of existing buildings and structures. 
 
Further detail on design will be included in the Delivering Development document 
and /or supplementary planning guidance. 

Density ï Green Belt 

¶ development of homes on Green Belt sites at much higher densities that 
currently exist would be completely out of character with the existing mix of 
housing styles and layout of the Parish.  

¶ do not support high density housing especially on Green Belt sites.  It provides 
greater developer profits and not a greater quality of life for residents 

¶ The housing mix and density supports high density housing in the Green Belt. 

¶ If Green Belt land is used it is essential that it is used efficiently whilst reflecting 
character of area 

¶ Development of Green Belt sites is at a higher density than currently exist in the 
village and would be totally out of character with the existing housing mix and 
the layout of the village. 

¶ Will result in high-density housing in the Green Belt 

¶ The Borough Council has failed to publish density proposals for the greenbelt 
area, particularly inset villages which promote urbanization. 

¶ Will lead to high density housing in the Green Belt. 

 
Appropriate densities for various sites would be considered on a case by case basis 
in more detail once a planning application is submitted.   
 
The reasoned justification on densities (paragraph 4.2.8)  has been expanded  to 
include consideration when assessing planning applications, such as established 
street patterns, plot sizes,spaces around buildings etc. 

Density - baseline 

¶ The Policy wording should be adapted to include reference to a minimum 
baseline density per hectare. 

¶ the Council should set a minimum baseline density per hectare.  It is suggested 
either a blanket minimum density of 30 dph or potentially a sliding scale between 
greenfield and brownfield sites ï should be based on robust analysis and agreed 
in consultation with landowners/developers 

¶ To ensure that the most productive use is made of any site released for 
development it is recommended that the Council set a minimum baseline density 
per hectare.  It is suggested either a blanket minimum density of 30 dph or 
potentially a sliding scale between greenfield and brownfield sites. 

 
It is not the intention within this strategic policy to set a minimum baseline density 
per hectare. Appropriate densities for various sites would be considered on a case 
by case basis in more detail once a planning application is submitted. 

Density ï range 

¶ Previous versions of the plan were more precise in advising on housing density 
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by area -40 dwellings per hectare (dph) for extensions to urban areas and new 
settlements, 30 dph for extensions to villages. This policy seeks to advise rather 
than control development 

¶ Lower densities of 20-30 dwellings per hectare may be appropriate to retain 
character in some parts of garden suburbs and villages. 30-40 dwellings per 
hectare will often be an appropriate range, with building height confined to 2 -3 
storeys. 

¶ Wouldn't it be safer to specify some density limits or ranges? The lack of 
precision in density in the Plan will surely leave the Council completely open to 
challenge/appeal from developers 

¶ it is important that densities on brownfield sites do not exceed the current 
planning levels of 30-50 dwellings per hectare and that developments include 
open spaces, play areas and leisure facilities.  They should meet the needs of a 
wide age-range including adolescents and adults and should not be built just for 
small children 

¶ Previous versions of the plan were more precise in advising on housing density 
by area.  The Issues and Options document stated:  ñThese are 40 dwellings per 
hectare (dph) for extensions to urban areas and new settlements, 30 dph for 
extensions to villages.ò  Whilst the policy indicates that residential densities will 
vary dependent  upon the local area context and character and the sustainability 
of the location, this seeks to advise rather than control development. 

It is not the intention to set a range of density per hectare within this strategic policy. 
The focus is on making the most efficient use of land whilst responding to local 
character, context and distinctiveness. 
 
 
Appropriate densities for various sites would be considered on a case by case basis 
in more detail once a planning application is submitted. 
 
 
 

Specialist Housing 

¶ Support this policy 

¶ Would like specifically highlighted, the need for accommodation for adults with 
learning difficulties and special needs. I would hope that the council have worked 
closely with Surrey County Council to make sure that opportunities are found to 
bring specialist housing back into the county. A detailed analysis with Surrey 
County Council specifically on specialist housing is very necessary. 

¶ Local nursing homes on the Hogs Back and at Puttenham are highly Successful 

¶ support the provision of specialist forms of accommodation in appropriate 
sustainable locations, taking into account local housing needs. 

¶ Much credence is being given to Specialist Housing yet there is little evidence of 
this being implemented. Why is student housing being compared with 
Retirement Housing in the SHLA. Both have different needs. 

¶ We have two hostels  in Guildford. There is an increased need for more beds. 
Surrey has a large population of people who misuse drugs and alcohol. SADAS 
and other community services do sterling work supporting people with drugs and 
alcohol problems, but they need to be much better supported to cope with a 
large increase in population, as the NHS canôt (or often wonôt as people are not 
deemed ósevere enough to warrant NHS treatment) help 

 
 
Additional wording  on specialist accommodation has been added to the reasoned 
justification of the policy to include people with learning difficulties.  
It is understood that Surrey County Council are undertaking work on the need for 
specialist accommodation for adults with learning difficulties and special needs. 
 
 
The SHLAA has been replaced by the Land Availability Assessment, which 
identifies separate sites for student accommodation and C2 care or residential 
homes; they are treated as different needs. 
 
 
This policy acknowledges the different types of accommodation needed and aims to 
deliver a mix of accommodation and a flexible housing stock that can be more 
readily adapted to suit the occupants needs. 
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¶ There is increasing need for specially adapted housing for those with chronic ill 
health, those who are elderly and those who need a more supportive 
environment. 

¶ It is not accepted that for those who are extremely frail i.e. in need of nursing 
care need to be in accommodation close by to other areas for accessibility by 
the residents. As such thought should be given to the use of Henley Park which 
at one stage was proposed for elderly housing.  

Specialist Housing ï homelessness 

¶ The Homelessness Strategy is a key document in this regard and we would want 
to see it at the heart of the local plan insofar as no-one in Guildford should be at 
risk of homelessness because there isnôt enough affordable, good quality 
housing and people are sufficiently supported to remain in their homes. At this 
time this is particularly pertinent because of the restricted support to those on 
benefits if staying in too large, long term family homes (the spare room subsidy) 
or not able to afford high private sector rents when benefits  have been lowered 
(the benefit cap) 

 
Guildford Borough has a Homelessness Strategy which addresses this issue in 
greater detail. Providing more affordable housing will help to address housing 
needs including that of homeless people and this is addressed in Policy 4.  
 

Students - general 

¶ Student numbers should be removed from the SHMA calculations.  

¶ Wide choice of homes should also be available for students who are not a 
homogenous group and have different needs 

¶ The student policy must be a coherent one which enables the learning sector to 
thrive but which ensures there is no detrimental effect on the wider community. 

¶ The university and other educational centres should be encouraged to develop 
their own land for student accommodation. No further allocation or permissions 
should be granted until they have developed their own sites.  

¶ Students at Guildford University are the only migrants that the borough needs in 
significant numbers; they should be accommodated in dedicated buildings 
around the University. 

¶ some tensions created by those living in rented student and temporary 
accommodation, often in houses of multiple occupation. I am pleased to see 
acknowledgement of this in the Plan. However I would hope that there are 
policies beyond this document that aim to reduce these tensions. I would like to 
see actions that enhance the important positive contribution that our students, 
visiting research staff and academic staff make whilst also diminishing the 
challenges that comes from 'visiting' groups of residents. 

¶ Student accommodation can be provided much more densely than family homes 
(as it allows larger groups to share communal areas and facilities), which allows 
the University to provide safer and better quality accommodation (better value 
for the money) on campus than can be found in converted houses in the town. 

¶ the students of the University and their requirements for accommodation are 

 
 
Paragraph 159 of the NPPF states that the SHMA needs to address the need for all 
types of housing, including affordable housing and the needs of different groups in 
the community. For Guildford this includes the needs of students. 
 
Planning Practice Guidance: Methodology ï assessing housing need óHow should 
the needs for all types of housing be addressed?ô was updated on 26/03/15 and 
adds the following paragraph:  
 
Student housing: Local planning authorities should plan for sufficient student 
accommodation whether it consists of communal halls of residence or self-
contained dwellings, and whether or not it is on campus.  
Student housing provided by private landlords is often a lower-cost form of housing. 
Encouraging more dedicated student accommodation may provide low cost 
housing that takes pressure off the private rented sector and increases the overall 
housing stock. Plan makers are encouraged to consider options which would 
support both the needs of the student population as well as local residents before 
imposing caps or restrictions on students living outside of university-provided 
accommodation. 
 
Students have a free choice over where they choose to live. Some students do 
choose to remain in Guildford after completing their studies. 
 

http://www.guildford.gov.uk/media/15204/Homelessness-Strategy-2013---2018/pdf/Homelessness_Strategy_2013_-_2018.pdf
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different from other education establishments in town and should be treated on a 
different basis: There is a strong case (on grounds of sustainability and 
performance outcome) that accommodation should be provided for the vast 
majority of University students on campus. There will be some exceptions 
(mature students with families, local students preferring to remain with their 
parents). 

¶ The remaining student accommodation should be distributed across the urban 
area of the town to avoid the creation of student ghettos and encourage the 
development of a society that includes students and permanent residents. 

¶ Effects of Buy-to-Iet impact on first time home buyers.  

¶ I do not want to live in Guildford after I leave university.  I do want the Green Belt 
and countryside to be protected.   Do not seek to build a house in order to 
provide for my needs & donôt assume I will stay in the area, because I do not 
plan to do this, nor will most of my friends.  You should adjust your projections 
as a result.   The assumptions you are making about my generation are wrong. 
Focus on those who have a stake in the area Those who know and understand 
an area should be listened to more carefully than students who are only moving 
through and spend 9 short terms there living focussed on the University and its 
activities. The local town is an irrelevant backdrop.  

¶ The Local Plan needs to make reference to student accommodation both for 
students and residents and their communities. 

¶ The treatment of student housing has a major impact on the immediate 
surroundings of the town centre and in terms of development in areas such as 
Walnut Tree Close. The University and its corresponding knowledge based 
businesses are key success factors for Guildford and GVG is keen to ensure 
that a II elements II of the housing market are fit for purpose 

¶ the multiple occupancy of former affordable housing which is now used for 
students 

¶ The University and other colleges may be excellent and do provide employment, 
but the accommodation of student population within the the community, 
particularly in west Guildford, has not been generally acceptable to local 
residents. The students are not part of the community and some subject 
residents to high levels of noise and unacceptable behaviour. To allow the 
University and other colleges to expand further, can only cause further problems. 
In addition, the development of internet education courses may reduce the 
demand for student attendance at Universities, which could limited University 
development in the near future. 

¶ page 27 - How or where do increased student flats/units fit into this table? 

¶ Oxford Local Plan policy; ñCore Strategy Policy CS25 ï Student Accommodation 

seeks to manage the number of students in the private housing market. It does 

From the Draft Local Plan Strategy and Sites consultation responses we know that 
many local residents are concerned about the amount of students living in market 
housing which could potentially be occupied by families. We also recognise that 
students have a free choice over where they choose to live. 
 
The University is building more student accommodation on its Manor Park campus. 
The University currently has over 5000 student bedspaces at its various sites. 
 
The SHMA 2015 has looked at student numbers. It is not within the remit of 
planning to restrict the number of students living off campus. The university is 
already within the top 5% in the UK for provision of accommodation on campus. 
 
The example of Oxfordôs approach to student housing has been looked at and we 
appreciate the details provided.  
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this by only allowing planning permission to be granted for additional teaching or 

administrative accommodation where it can be demonstrated that the number of 

full-time students, at whichever University is proposing the development, who 

live in Oxford outside University-provided accommodation, does not exceed 

3000 at the time of completion. It must also be demonstrated that all future 

increases in academic or administrative floor-space must be matched by a 

corresponding increase in student accommodation. ñPolicy CS25 is used when 

assessing planning applications by the two universities. If the evidence is that 

the university does not have sufficient student accommodation then either:1. 

Planning permission would be refused if the institution had no way of complying 

with the policy; or 2. If it was a timing issue, then either a condition or obligation 

would be imposed at the time of granting planning permission which would 

prevent development or occupation of the development until sufficient student 

accommodation was provided (a so-called ñGrampianò style 

condition).ñFollowing a binding recommendation made by an independent 

Planning Inspector, the Core Strategy removes the Local Plan policy condition 

that restricted occupancy of new student accommodation to Oxford Brookes 

University or the University of Oxford. Instead Policy CS25 includes the 

requirement that student accommodation be restricted to occupation by students 

in full-time education and on courses of an academic year or more. Any 

speculatively built student accommodation may be occupied by students of 

private colleges or language schools provided they are studying full-time and are 

enrolled on a course for at least one academic year. ñThe above restriction does 

not apply outside the semester or term-time, provided that during term-time the 

development is occupied only by university students. This ensures opportunity 

for efficient use of the buildings for short-stay visitors, such as conference 

delegates or summer language school students, whilst providing permanent 

university student accommodation when needed. When the Core Strategy was 

adopted, the previous Local Plan policies relating to the University of Oxford and 

Oxford Brookes University were superseded. However, policies in the Local Plan 

relating to private colleges have been saved and therefore remain relevant. 

ñLocal Plan Policy ED.10 ï Private Colleges: Student Accommodation indicates 

that planning permission will only be granted for the establishment of new 

educational establishments or the expansion of existing ones where the 

applicant agrees to a limit on the overall number of students, and to 

 
 
The current SHMA calculates student bedspaces in halls of residence or purpose 
built student accommodation on campus this to be 2425 bedspaces over the plan 
period. 
 
 
Buy-to-let can also provide an important source of housing to all members of our 
community. 
 
We appreciate that students are not a homogenous group and they have various 
accommodation needs.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is not considered appropriate to included text along suggested lines as we have 
not done so for other organisations that contribute to the prosperity of the borough. 
The wording of student section has been reviewed. 
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accommodate the students in other educational premises, purpose built 

accommodation or family lodgings.ò [see: 

http://www.oxford.gov.uk/Library/Documents/Planning/Student%20Numbers%20

in%20Oxford%20Report%20April%202012.pdf ] Guildford Borough Council 

should impose similar requirements (with a limit, say, of 1,750 students living off-

campus).  

¶ Wide choice of homes should also be available for students who are not a 
homogenous group and have different needs.  

¶ Add sentence on continuing growth of University is important to prosperity of 
borough and local plan should include provision for future student needs. Delete 
sentence requiring any increase in student population due to increase in 
floorspace being matched by student accommodation provision.  

Student numbers and the SHMA 

¶ Current student numbers 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 ï there is not one at present. Neither is it 
possible to know the Universityôs 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 óbodiesô to 
its site. 

¶ I object to the numbers, which must be revised downwards and not backdated, 
applying only to 2016-2031. The student accommodation factor should be 
removed from the calculation entirely and subjected to a separate study as it 
totally distorts the figure  

¶ Students are included in the housing needs calculation in full, one student 
counting as a member of the population. The housing calculation does not 
allocate a student room on a one-for-one basis but on a fractional basis in any 
case - and now GBC is proposing to allocate only incremental housing provision. 
This is a deliberate distortion. One approach to this might be to exclude student 
numbers completely from the SHMA. This would be consistent with the comment 
in 4.19 that "Student accommodation needs are considered as separate from 
general housing needs". If student needs are separate from housing provision, 
then they should not be included in the assessment of the population size in 
order to determine the needs for new housing. This distortion is particularly 
serious since the 20-24 age band - including most but not all of the student 
population in the borough ï is the single largest age band in the borough, 
representing approximately 8% of the population. This distortion in the housing 
analysis must be corrected so as not to cause major planning errors. 

 
The University predicts to increase its total student population by 3,300 in the next 
10 years up to a maximum of 6,300 by 2033. 
 
The growth aspirations of the University of Surrey are dependent upon the 
proposals already secured through their extant planning permission. We cannot 
control their numbers growth so long as they work within this permission. 
 
The final West Surrey SHMA which covers the period 2013-2033 identifies a 
separate need for student bedspaces based on growth expected at the University of 
Surrey. It also includes an additional uplift for Guildford for general C3 housing to 
take account of the element of student growth in population that will continue to 
choose to live in general market housing rather than student halls. 
 
The West Surrey SHMA has identified separate figures for students living on 
campus and students that will live within the household population. A detailed 
response on the Students and migration /demographic projections is in the section 
below. 
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Student accommodation counted in overall housing figures 

¶ Students are included in the housing needs calculation in full, one student 
counting as a member of the population. The housing calculation does not 
allocate a student room on a one-for-one basis but on a fractional basis in any 
case ï and now GBC is proposing to allocate only incremental housing 
provision. This is a deliberate distortion. One approach to this might be to 
exclude student numbers completely from the SHMA. This would be consistent 
with the comment in 4.19 that ñStudent accommodation needs are considered as 
separate from general housing needsò. If student needs are separate from 
housing provision, then they should not be included in the assessment of the 
population size in order to determine the needs for new housing. This distortion 
is particularly serious since the 20-24 age band ï including most but not all of 
the student population in the borough ï is the single largest age band in the 
borough, representing approximately 8% of the population. This distortion in the 
housing analysis must be corrected so as not to cause major planning errors. 

¶ ñAny additional student accommodation built over and above projected need (as 
identified in the most up to date SHMA) will count towards the general housing 
requirement, based on the amount of accommodation it releases into the general 
housing market.ò In fact, as clarified by Nick Boles in ministerial guidance and 
letters to our MPs, all built student accommodation should count towards the 
general housing requirement, not only the additional student accommodation. 

¶ increasing the level of student accommodation  in  the  private housing sector 
actually reduces the use of the private rented sector by student residents. This 
increases housing supply elsewhere. Paragraph 4.19 is therefore supported in 
the recognition this use offers to overall supply. 

¶ SHMA should reflect guidance from MP that on-campus student housing can be 
counted against local housing needs. 

¶ This approach is also sound as it is consistent with PPG Paragraph 039 (March 
2014) that highlights that student accommodation, including halls of residence, 
can be included towards a Planôs housing requirement; based on the amount of 
accommodation it releases in the housing market. 

¶ Your explanatory point at 4.19 regarding student accommodation seems to show 
a flaw in your projected figures as all student accommodation will be counted to 
meet the projected need which is identified in the SHMA. 

¶ This is in direct conflict with a statement by Nick Boles MP (former Parliamentary 
Under Secretary of State ï Planning) in ministerial guidance and letters the 
Boroughôs local MPs that ñStudent housing makes a significant contribution 
towards housing supply by taking pressure off demands on local housing 
stock.  This Government has clarified guidance to make it clear that local 
authorities can include student housing in the calculation of, and the monitoring 

 
The Governmentsô Housing and economic land availability assessment 
methodology (NPPG, para 038 ref ID 3-038 20140306) states that all student 
accommodation, whether it consists of communal halls or residence or self-
contained dwellings, and whether or not it is on campus, can be included towards 
the housing requirement, based on the amount of accommodation it releases in the 
housing market. Notwithstanding, local authorities should take steps to avoid 
double-counting. 
 
It is our understanding that the approach in NPPG is that student needs should be 
identified separately from general housing needs. It follows that student 
accommodation to be provided will meet that separate identified need and generally 
speaking will not go to meet general housing needs. However, the guidance also 
recognises that if student accommodation is provided, it may be occupied at least in 
part by students who would otherwise occupy general market housing. The net 
effect of this is to release housing to the general market. Therefore the provision of 
new student accommodation can result in the release of housing to meet general 
housing needs. Where this occurs the guidance is saying the extent of that release 
can be counted towards meeting general housing needs. 
 
The DCLG guidance on Definitions of general housing terms (November 2012) 
defines purpose built (separate) homes, such as a self-contained student flat 
clustered with four to six bedrooms, as counting as one dwelling. 
 
In summary, student bedspaces can only be counted towards general market 
housing based on the level of market housing they release. We can therefore only 
count those bedspaces that are delivered which are over and above what our 
student bedspace need  is calculated as. It is important to note that one bedspace 
does not equal one dwelling. 
 
We will monitor the level of student accommodation that is delivered and, should we 
exceed the need identified in the SHMA, then we will count these towards our 
general housing target as it is considered that at this stage they would begin to 
release homes in the general market. 
 
Focusing on the future growth of the University of Surrey the SHMA estimates that 

up to 2,425 student bedspaces are required on campus and 500 additional market 

dwellings (25 dwellings per year based on 4 students per dwelling) over the period 

2013-2033 are needed to meet the growth in the student population. This is based 

on the assumption that 50 to 60% of students will live within halls and purpose built 

https://www.gov.uk/definitions-of-general-housing-terms


 

85 
 

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

against, local housing needs regardless of whether they are communal sited or 
on a university campusò. 

¶ The housing number must be corrected to take include student housing in the 
calculation ï and to include the maximum permissible number. 

¶ ALL students housing counted towards the 13,040 target. 

¶ As specifically clarified in ministerial guidance and letters to our MPs, all built 
student accommodation should count towards the general housing requirement, 
not only additional student accommodation. An incorrect approach to this issue 
introduces huge distortions into the housing figure. 

¶ MP Paul Beresford ï I met with Nick Boles personally to discuss this point and 
following this meeting received written confirmation that ñYes. Student housing 
makes a significant contribution towards housing supply by taking pressure of 
demand for housing stock. This government has clarified guidelines to make it 
clear that local authorities can include student housing in the calculation of, and 
the monitoring against, local housing needs, regardless of whether they are 
communal or sighted on a university campus. This is another very important 
point which had not been fully appreciated at the time the Local Plan was put 
together and it is vitally important that the council consider this development and 
reduce the planned number of new houses accordingly 

¶ Point 4.19 is flawed. It notes "Any additional student accommodation built over 
and above projected need (as identified in the draft SHMA for Guildford alone, 
which is all that has been published at the date of writing) will count towards the 
general housing requirement, based on the amount of accommodation it 
releases into the general housing market." In fact, as clarified by Nick Boles in 
ministerial guidance and letters to our MPs, all built student accommodation 
should count towards the general housing requirement, not only the additional 
student accommodation. This is worryingly distorting and inflates other housing 
need to a significant degree. The proportion of student accommodation that is 
provided by the University and other academic institutions should be monitored 
formally.  

¶ Unutilised permission for student accommodation should be enforced as a 
precondition for further development, as is specifically encouraged in the 
ministerial statement by Nick Boles dated 9 March 2014 which noted that 
"councils should also be able to consider the delivery record (or lack of) of 
developers or landowners, including a history of un implemented permissions; 
this will also serve to encourage developers to deliver on their planning 
permissions". Students are included in the housing needs calculation in full - one 
student counts as a member of the population. The housing calculation does not 
allocate a student room on a one-for-one basis but on a fractional basis in any 
event ï and now GBC is proposing to allocate only incremental housing 

student accommodation. 
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provision. This appears to be a deliberate distortion and the reasons for this bear 
examination. One solution to this might be that the student numbers should be 
excluded from the SHMA in their entirety, which would seem consistent given 
the comment in 4.19 that "Student accommodation needs are considered as 
separate from general housing needs." If student needs are separate from 
housing provision, then why are student numbers included at all in the 
assessment of the population size in order to determine the needs for new 
housing? In fact, this distortion is particularly acute since the 20-24 age band - 
including most but not all of the student population in the borough- is the single 
largest age band, representing approximately 8% of the population of Guildford. 
This distortion in the housing analysis must be corrected since it will give rise to 
serious error in the planning process. 

Students and migration /demographic projections 

¶ Students/20-24 year olds represent the largest group in the forecast.  The 
majority of these are students yet they have been treated ñnormallyò for future 
projections ie remain in the Borough, form families etc.  However, they 
leave.  The ONS has agreed that the methods used in the calculations are 
wrong.  The population growth in the past has been due to international 
migration at around the time of the enlargement of the EU.  This is unlikely to be 
repeated and central Gov is pledging to limit this net migration in to the UK.  This 
historic growth driver cannot be expected to continue. The University is a main 
driver of growth of the Borough.  From numbers I have seen from the ONS 2001 
Students = 7004     Population =129,800 2011 Students = 10727    Population = 
137,200 Student Growth = 3723 or 50.3% of  Population growth of 7400.  When 
you add the lecturers & families, support staff etc the University is a considerable 
factor in the historic growth rates. 

¶ 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 Guildfordôs 
population they will represent a significant ósegmentô within these projections ï 
projections which are a key determinant of identifying óhousing needô. 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. He 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. 

The NPPF requires that our assessment of housing need takes account of 
migration. University expects an increase in international students in the coming 
years, which we must take account of in assessing future need. We can only 
consider the evidence that is available and cannot predict what future changes in 
Government policy may be. We will continue to update the SHMA as and when new 
evidence becomes available. 
 
Whilst international migration is a significant proportion of our projected growth it is 
not possible to simply remove a component of population change and continue to 
rely on the figures in the remaining components of population change as this does 
not acknowledge the relationship between them. This is particularly the case 
between international and internal migration patterns.  
 
Guildfordôs population is expected to grow much more strongly for younger age 
groups than the national population (younger than 29 age group) and generally 
weaker for older age groups. Younger age groups are much more likely to be 
mobile (i.e. migrate outside of Guildford) than older age groups. The effect of this 
type of population change means that our population is growing in the age groups 
that are more likely to migrate at a greater rate than nationally. This means that 
Guildfordôs level of out-migration is also expected to increase by a higher 
proportional amount thus reducing the level of population growth and associated 
housing need.  
 
The SHMA at Figure 17 and Figure 18 sets out the age groups of those people that 
have in the past migrated into Guildford from elsewhere in the country and 
internationally. There is clear spike in the 18 year group for internal in-migration 
whereas there is a bigger spike for international in-migration occurring between the 
late teens and mid-twenties age group. The greater comparative growth in younger 
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¶ The demographic projections are distorted by the effect of student numbers 
at Surrey University, for example, which inflate the need for housing. Work to 
review and revise the statistical analysis has not been done or disclosed ï as 
requested by the Councilôs own Scrutiny Committee. The requirement of NPPF 
para 159 has not been properly met. 

¶ Students in this Policy are being treated wrongly as permanent residents, and 
the blip in the student population before student fees increased is erroneously 
taken as a long-term trend. 

 
 

people in Guildford is therefore being principally driven by international in-migration. 
Given this is the age range that is more likely to migrate out of the borough either 
internally or internationally, a greater increase in this age range results in a greater 
comparative growth in the level of out-migration that is projected.  
 
It is for these reasons that one cannot state that the growth is due entirely to 
international in-migration because without this element of growth, Guildford would 
not see the level of internal out-migration that is forecast to occur. 
 
A SHMA that did not include international migration would not define our full 
objectively assessed housing need and would therefore not be considered robust or 
sound by a planning inspector. The level of international in-migration is a function of 
what makes Guildford and is due to factors such as the Royal Surrey County 
Hospital, University of Surrey and Surrey Research Park. 
 
Appendix C of the SHMA looks at this issue in more detail. 

Student  30% and 60% target, use of term óeligibleô and óon University owned 
landô 
 The target of housing 60% of students in University owned accommodation is 

extremely high and above the norm for universities.  This type of accommodation 
is inefficient as it is not used intensively all year round. Better to leave the private 
sector to cater for increased student numbers through letting privately owned flats. 

¶  I expect that the University will argue quite rightly that students live where they 
want to and they are entitled to do so. You are therefore imposing unrealistic and 
potentially enormously expensive conditions on a University whose record on 
accommodating students has been outstanding throughout 

¶ 75% of University students should be housed on campus.  

¶ when a 60% target was set in 2003, it was ignored and that the University does 
not provide clear data.  Monitoring of performance will be essential.  To be 
effective, the policy should only refer to campus accommodation.  

¶ Help with recruitment and retention of staff. However, the proposed requirement 
for the University to accommodate 60% of University students on site does not 
look realistic or workable. The hospital itself has a student population of 
nurses/medics and others and so we are aware that students vary inô their 
accommodation needs and are relatively flexible in where they choose to live. This 
policy will not change that and would appear difficult, if not impossible, to enforce. 
We would suggest that this requirement is deleted and replaced with a policy that 
broadly encourages new purpose-built accommodation in appropriate locations 
well-related to the University and the hospital.  

¶ An appropriate cap should be set for other higher education establishments in 

 
 
 
The wording of the policy and reasoned justification with regards to student 
accommodation has been amended. The wording has retained the expectation that 
60% of the University of Surrey eligible student population (full time equivalent) is to 
be provided on campus. The expectation for other higher education establishments 
to provide student accommodation should they expand has been removed, and the 
wording óUniversity owned landô has also been deleted. 
 
 
The target of 60% of University of Surrey student accommodation on campus 
originates from the last Local Plan, when the Manor Park site was removed from the 
Green Belt.  It is considered important to maintain a percentage of student 
accommodation on campus in proportion to the increase in student numbers to help 
minimise the impact on local housing and the community and to provide students 
with a choice of accommodation to meet their needs. A figure higher than 60% is 
not considered reasonable and would not offer students the choice and flexibility of 
where to live. 
 
 
The University of Surrey aim to house 50 to 60 per cent of óeligibleô students on 
campus. The University consider that providing campus accommodation over the 50 
to 60 per cent rate would see higher vacancy rates as a proportion of students will 
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Guildford 

¶ UNIS can continue to expand provided 60% of FTE students housed ï the 
remaining uncapped 40% will continue to exert upward pressure on housing costs 
to the detriment of local people. 

¶ The UNIS should have a separate policy requiring it to build accommodation for a 
great % of students and to build extant ppôs 

¶ The expectation is that the University should provide for 60% and that other 
institutions should provide for 30%. These figures seem too low. The pressure on 
local rented housing would be reduced if this these figures were increased. Not 
clear why the óother higher educational establishmentsô need only provide 30% 
accommodation. Advice is that there are 10,000 such students in Guildford. 

¶ This policy is unspecific. One shortcoming is the lack of specific control on the 
proportion of the university students to be housed on campus. This should be 75% 
to free smaller rental properties and increase council tax 

¶ The University first undertook to achieve a 60% target in 2003 (Manor Farm 
Master Plan (2003), Section 5.2) when it lobbied to have Manor Farm released 
from the Green Belt and has so far failed to achieve it, and so monitoring of their 
performance is crucial 

¶ Does not place enough emphasis on ensuring that further and higher education 
bodies provide sufficient accommodation for their students.  The Uni of Surrey has 
built much accommodation over recent years and has the space at Blackwell 
Farm to provide more, which could be arranged in tandem with Housing 
Associations if appropriate as in the past.  Other colleges should also be expected 
to come nearer to the 60% provision expected of the University rather than only 
30% as stated in Policy 3 of the Plan 

¶ Not clear why other higher educations are expected to provide 30%, which 

appears discriminative. Aspiration is unrealistic and unjustified. University students 

have same rights as other members of the public and cannot be compelled to live 

in University accommodation. 

¶ Cannot expect University to build on campus accommodation beyond demand ï 

which is 50 to 55% of eligible students. 

¶ 30% of Merrist Wood students should be housed on campus. 

¶ It should be policy that the University is required (not óexpectedô) to provide 
accommodation for a minimum of 60% of its students. 

¶ Why are higher education establishments other than the University of Surrey 
ñexpectedò to provide ñup to 30 per centò student accommodation whereas the 
university is ñexpectedò to provide a ñminimum of 60 per centò?  The expression 
ñup to 30 per centò effectively imposes no requirement on these institutions at all. 

¶ How to enforce 60% of Surrey University students should be housed in University 

continue to choose to live off campus within the local community. 
 
 
The University of Surrey continues to build new student accommodation on its 
Manor Park campus. A site has also been allocated within the Regulation 19 Local 
Plan Strategy and Sites at the University of Law, which if granted planning 
permission, could provide purpose built student accommodation (site A33). 
 
 
The term óeligibleô has been used within the West Surrey SHMA and for consistency 
it is also used within the Regulation 19 Local Plan Strategy and Sites. The term 
eligible is defined within the reasoned justification accompanying the Homes for all 
policy (paragraph 4.2.19): it applies to students requiring accommodation in the 
locality and excludes those students not requiring student accommodation such as 
those on distance learning courses, year out placements, part-time students and 
those living in their own or family home. 
 
 
The Manor Park site was allocated for University purposes in the 2003 Local Plan. 
Outline planning permission for student and staff residences, buildings for research 
and academic purposes, support services, sports facilities, landscape and other 
associated works was granted planning permission in 2004.  
 
 
Since then the University has undertaken a significant amount of building at its Manor 
Park campus ï over 1,800 bedspaces to date. There is outline planning permission 
to build a total of 4,171 bedspaces at Manor Park as set out in the Manor Park 
Masterplan. Over all Unversity of Surrey sites this equals to a total of approximately 
7,221 bedspaces. Building works are ongoing so this figure may need updating. 
 
 
The University continue to progress development on the Manor Park campus and 
there are two current planning applications for new student buildings with 200 and 
953 bedspaces on the Manor Park campus. 
 
 
Applications for student accommodation outside campusô will be determined on their 
own merits.   
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accommodation?  

¶ The university should be pressed to build the student accommodation which they 
have contracted to and to build further properties on their land for up to 70% of 
their students. With such a large number of foreign students there should be no 
problem in filling these properties, releasing a large number of rentals in the town 
for locals  

¶ The University of Surrey has sufficient resources available within the land 
allocated to it and not presently bounded by green belt to house 75% of their 
students ï for students from without the UK this would not seem unreasonable. 
This would be easily enforceable by making it a condition of acceptance of a place 
at the University. Other universities have conditions of residency that allow only 
those in their final year to look for accommodation outside of the University or for 
permission to be sought.  

¶ Why does the Policy state that 60% of students should be housed ñon the 
University campus or on University owned landô,? The University target should be 
on the campus only ï otherwise there is the opportunity to retain land at Hazel 
Farm, buy up land in town that is better suited to full-time Guildford residents, or 
build on its other landholdings, such as Blackwell Farm, where the need to do so 
canôt be demonstrated on sustainability grounds. 

¶ Object to wording requiring 60% student accommodation provided on campus or 

university owned land. Phrase eligible student is working definition not appropriate 

for use in local plan policy. No context on how this could be achieved and is an 

aspiration not a policy. 

¶ The term ñeligibleò should be removed from the students on campus % used for 
the calculations. It is not there in the 2003 plan or updates, is not clear what that 
means, and will allow manipulation by the University. The University is already 
misquoting the existing number. 

¶ We are appreciative of the proposed restriction of university accommodation to 
amount not exceeding 40% off-campus. 

¶ The scarcity of land in our area mean that even at 40% of the University Full-
Time-Equivalent students plus the students at University of Law, the Academy of 
Contemporary Music, Italia Conti, Performance Preparation Academy, and any 
other further education establishments, there will be large numbers of dwellings 
unavailable to the market or for affordable homes. 

¶ The Parish Council considers that a 60% provision of onsite accommodation is 
quite modest. Students will of course live where they choose to live but it is only 
by restricting their access to the accommodation needed by local families that the 
fundamental shift will take place. Land and housing is scarce in Guildford 

¶ The policy as worded gives a carte blanche for the UNIS to continue to expand 

It is not considered appropriate to place a cap on the number of students living off 
campus and it should be recognised that the university is within the top 5% in the 
UK for provision of accommodation on campus. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

90 
 

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

provided that it has the ability to house 60% of its FTE students.  The housing 
demand from the remaining uncapped 40% will continue to exert upward pressure 
on housing costs to the detriment of all local people in need of accommodation.  

¶ The UNIS should be the subject of a separate policy which requires it to build 
accommodation for a greater % of its students, and that requires it to build out its 
existing extant permissions. 

¶ The University target should be on the Campus only - otherwise there is the 
opportunity to retain land at Hazel Farm, buy up land in town which is better suited 
for full-time Guildford residents, or build on other landholdings such as Blackwell 
Farm, where the need to do so canôt be demonstrated on sustainability grounds. 
Little past evidence to show that the University has attempted to fulfil the target of 
60% (first set in 2003), but has instead changed the target (from 60% to 40%) in 
order to meet it. Likewise it has successfully land banked several thousand units 
of housing, by not fulfilling a 'need' that was established in 2003. Adding 
'University owned land' to the proposition would effectively remove any barriers for 
University growth which is unlikely to be acceptable to anyone outside the 
University. 

¶ 60% of students to be housed on the University campus or University owned land. 
This was a promise that the University made at the time of the Manor Farm 
development and it has failed to keep. Worryingly, the University states in 2009 
Estates Plan that it is only targeting 42% of students on campus. This part of the 
policy needs tightening up to avoid the one sided relationship between the 
University and the Council that is the perception of residents.  Additionally this 
target should be monitored and permission for further development predicated on 
the success of the University achieving this target. 

¶ There were firm commitments on accommodation supporting growth which have 
flagrantly not been enforced by GBC. We specifically refer to the University of 
Surreyôs agreement to build 4790 student residences, and 300 staff residences. 
To date only around 1665 residences and 30 staff houses have been build, while 
the University has expanded by 5850 full time students (SHMA Appendix C). 
Other conditions in Section 16 of the 2003 2003 Local Plan remain unfulfilled, and 
section 16 itself was quietly expired in 2007 leaving a massive gap in housing in 
Guildford, and several local facilities never provided. The University has taken 
advantage of this and to our knowledge GBC has not monitored or managed the 
MPDB. GBC recently (August 20

th
 planning meeting) announced that agreement 

known as the Manor Park Development Brief was old and not of serious weight. 
To WSVA, this makes a mockery of the local plan process. University committed 
to 60% of full time students on site. It currently admits to 54%, but with 11523 
(under and post graduate) full time students (SHMA appendix C) and only 5100 
accommodation units (SHMA Appendix C) this is calculated 44% on site.  We 
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further aximizin that the current University Estates Plan of 2009 states clearly the 
University only plans for 42%, in direct breech of that 2003 agreement.  We note 
the slight fall after 2011 is more likely to do with the introduction of student grants, 
than a plan reduction by the University as stated in SHMA Appendix C. 

¶ For such an important indicator, the plan should state what the actual ratio is now 
and how it has developed over the past decade. Further it should be made clear 
that the indicator refers to the Surrey campus and does not include data referring 
to other sites at which the university operates. UNIS states that currently 54% of 
students live on campus but this is not verifiable and may not include all students 

¶ The draft Guildford SHMA suggests that the Universityôs expansion plans will 
attract further overseas students. The University will benefit financially from this 
and we therefore question why accommodation for them all is not provided on 
campus and the 60% target increased It is particularly of concern that the 
University has consent for campus accommodation that has not been built and 
that it is developing the veterinary school on the site of a proposed 
accommodation block which could have been sited elsewhere. 

¶ The target for student accommodation on campus should be a minimum of 85% 
across all full-time equivalent students.  This would be in line with targets set by 
Oxford City Council. 

¶ If the university is to buy land in the town for student accommodation that could 
otherwise be used to provide housing for the general population then the situation 
is not improved, so the phrase ñor on university owned landò should be deleted. 

¶ The policy as worded gives a carte blanche for the UNIS to continue to expand 
provided that it has the ability to house 60% of its FTE students.  The housing 
demand from the remaining uncapped 40% will continue to exert upward pressure 
on housing costs to the detriment of all local people in need of accommodation.  

¶ The UNIS should be the subject of a separate policy which requires it to build 
accommodation for a greater % of its students, and that requires it to build out its 
existing extant permissions. 

¶ The University has not fulfilled the target of 60% of students living on campus (first 
set in 2003),but has instead reduced the target from 60% to 42% (in its 2009 
Estates Strategy). It has land banked thousands of units of housing, by not 
fulfilling a ñneedò that was established in 2003. Removing the wording ñUniversity 
owned landò from this Policy would ensure that University growth is confined to 
Manor Park ï the area that the 2003 Local Plan set aside for its growth over the 
next 30 years. 

¶ the University states in 2009 Estates Plan that it is only targeting 42% of students 
on campus. This part of the policy needs tightening up to avoid the one sided 
relationship between the University and the Council that is the perception of 
residents. Additionally this target should be monitored and permission for further 
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development predicated on the success of the University achieving this target. 

¶ Not clear why other higher educations are expected to provide 30%, which 
appears discriminative. Aspiration is unrealistic and unjustified. University students 
have same rights as other members of the public and cannot be compelled to live 
in University accommodation. 

¶ should be higher than 60% 

¶ It has land banked several thousand units of housing, by not fulfilling a ñneedò that 
was established in 2003. Adding ñUniversity owned landò to the proposition would 
effectively remove any barriers to University growth ï a growth that is unlikely to 
be acceptable to anyone outside the University. 

¶ The target for student accommodation on campus should be a minimum of 85% 
across all full-time equivalent students. This would be in line with targets set by 
Oxford City Council 

¶ There is little evidence to show that the University has attempted to fulfil the target 
of 60% of students living on campus 

¶ Students of the University and their requirements for accommodation are different 
from other education establishments in town and should be treated on a different 
basis: There is a strong case (on grounds of sustainability and performance 
outcome) that accommodation should be provided for the vast majority of 
University students on campus. 

¶ There will be some exceptions (mature students with families, local students 
preferring to remain with their parents). This isnôt unrealistic ï top American 
Universities (which incidentally sit much higher up the international rankings than 
the University of Surrey) typically have more than 90% students living on campus 

¶ 60% of the University of Surrey eligible student population éaccommodation on 
their campus or on university owned land. There should however be recognition in 
the Policy that student accommodation is supported  in  appropriate locations 
outside the campus or University owned land. An arbitrary percentage based 
target should therefore not be applied. As previously stated, TCGôs site on Walnut 
Tree Close is such an appropriate site due to its proximity to the University 
and  ease  of  access  to  the  Railway Station and Town Centre 

¶ too much wiggle room in the policy as currently stated, which would result in a 
larger number of students living off campus than written in the policy and the 
percentages quoted mean that the numbers living off campus are too high 

¶ local plan policy imposes an absolute cap on the number of students living off 
campus and a figure of 1,500 students (which equates to approximately 85% of 
the population) would be a good target. As the student population grows, the 
percentage of students living on campus would grow too. 

¶ Appropriate that the local plan policy imposes an absolute cap on the number of 
students living off-campus and a figure of 1,500 students (approximately 85% of 
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the population) would be a good target. Limit numbers of students living off 
campus. As per Oxford 

¶ Few of the promises made then by the University have been fulfilled, and GBC 
have been remiss in not holding them to their promises, for example, by not 
granting any further planning permissions until progress towards agreed targets 
(such as 60% of students to be accommodated in university residences) was 
made.  So I support this policy but object to the way that GBC are failing to 
monitor and implement this policy. 

¶ The requirement on the University for 60% of students to live on campus or on 
owned land could be met by the purchasing of housing or land.  How would that 
help the housing situation in Guildford? 

¶ The policy as worded gives a carte blanche for the UNIS to continue to expand 
provided that it has the ability to house 60% of its FTE students. The housing 
demand from the remaining uncapped 40% will continue to exert upward pressure 
on housing costs to the detriment of all local people in need of accommodation.  

¶ Cannot expect University to build on campus accommodation beyond demand ï 
which is 50 to 55% of eligible students. 

¶ The wording ñeligible studentsò has not been defined in the draft plan. Without 
defining this, the University could argue that this means students on fulltime 
courses who do not live in Guildford etc. The original policy from the Manor Park 
Development Brief refers to 60% of all full-time-equivalent students, no allowance 
is made for ñeligibleò and, as this was one of the conditions upon which Manor 
Farm was removed from Green Belt 

¶ Removing the wording ñUniversity owned landò from this Policy would ensure that 
University growth is confined to Manor Park the area that the 2003 Local Plan set 
aside for its growth over the next 30 years. 

¶ There is a precedent for local authorities in the UK to limit numbers of students 
living off-campus. Oxford University, for example, has nearly 20,000 students and 
only 3,000 of these live off-campus. This is because Oxford City Council 
recognises the problems with student accommodation in the city and stipulates 
limits in Oxfordôs Local Plan. The same limits are placed on Oxford Brookes 
University.  

¶ The UNIS should be the subject of a separate policy which requires it to build 
accommodation for a greater % of its students, and that requires it to build out its 
existing extant permissions. 

¶ Object to wording requiring 60% student accommodation provided on campus or 
university owned land. Phrase eligible student is working definition not appropriate 
for use in local plan policy. No context on how this could be achieved and is an 
aspiration not a policy  

¶ In the paragraph on ñStudentsò, the phrase ñor on university owned landò should 
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be deleted. 

Student accommodation location 

¶ Encourage purpose built student accommodation on or close to campus or other 
higher ed establishments or in town centre ï will help vitality and night time 
economy and attract students away from family housing.  

¶ Students should be in dedicated buildings around the University.  

¶ The campus at UniS does provide accommodation very close to the town centre. 
This still enables students to feel very much part of the town 

¶ The large numbers of students living off-campus does have a bad effect on 
residential areas, including noise and disturbance, and upkeep of the property 
(as described in Issues and Options document). The impact is made worse by 
the void left in the town outside term time, when most students return to their 
parentôs home. Houses and flats being let to students are therefore generally 
vacant for about 40% of the year. This isnôt efficient, good for Guildford or good 
for the environment. There is a particular concern that the Council is proposing 
to remove areas of Green Belt when these properties could be used more 
efficiently. 

¶ Student accommodation can be provided much more densely than family homes 
(as it allows larger groups to share communal areas and facilities), which allows 
the University to provide safer and better quality accommodation (better value 
for the money) on campus than can be found in converted houses in the town 

 
The University continues to build purpose built student accommodation on its Manor 
Park campus, and a site has also been allocated within the Regulation 19 Local 
Plan Strategy and Sites at the University of Law, which if granted planning 
permission, could provide purpose built student accommodation (site A33). 

University of Surrey  

¶ The University's expansion is vital to Guildford's future but has the supporting 
data on student housing has been updated  

¶ Has the University met previous similar commitments? Has the Borough Council 
made any requirement on it to do so?  

¶ The majority of private houses rented in Guildford are to University students. If 
these were reclaimed then there would be a considerable number of houses 
available for private occupation.  

¶ no reason why substantial student accommodation could not be built and 
completed within the nought to five year requirement 

¶ Census data and empty homes data arising from the census give a misleading 
picture -the student population are counted in their non-term-time residence and 
this leads to high levels of notionally empty properties in the town centre: 

¶ The expansion of the university has put direct strain onto the housing stock. The 
council should put more efforts into working with the university to ensure that the 
current expansion, and any further expansion, is met with additional student 
accommodation and does not rely on private landlords taking up even more local 
housing stock. There needs to be a much more intelligent usage of the current 

 
We recognise the importance of the student population in Guildford and the 
contribution it makes to the development and growth of the local economy as well 
as contributing towards a highly skilled graduate workforce.  
 
Since the previous consultation the SHMA has been updated and the West Surrey 
SHMA was published in September 2015. 
 
 
We understand that the university is within the top 5% in the UK for provision of 
accommodation on campus. It continues to build student accommodation on its 
Manor Park campus and there are currently two pending planning applications for 
further student accommodation blocks. 
 
We recognise that students have a free choice over where they live and they are 
not one homogenous group. 
 
Brownfield sites have been looked at in great detail in our Land Availability 
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housing stock available and where possible we should be looking to build 
specific housing types, such as student accommodation, to free up the current 
housing. 

¶ Current draft plan states there is a shortage of ñbrownfieldò sites in Guildford, but 
such sites available in Guildford are either reserved for commercial development 
or held by the University.  

¶ void left in the town outside term time ï generally vacant for about 40% of the 
year. This isnôt efficient, good for Guildford or good for the environment. There is 
a particular concern that the Council is proposing to remove areas of Green Belt 
when these properties could be used more efficiently.  

¶ Expansion of Surrey University has distorted the property rental market in 
Guildford and contributed to housing shortage  

¶ In particular, there needs to be clear agreement with the University on student 
housing and a way of enforcing any agreement. 

¶ The University must take responsibility for providing Halls of Residence for its 
students, as they are transient group of people who place a massive burden on 
existing housing stock, contributing little to community sustainability and 
depriving long term residents of suitable accommodation 

¶ price it in such a way that it encourages students to live off campus 

¶ Why hasnôt GBC addressed the problem of Surrey University? Why havenôt they 
been forced to meet their 2003 commitment to build student 
accommodation?  Students should be accommodated on site as other 
Universityôs are encouraged to do. Families around Guildford could move 
straight in to the freed up rented accommodation, taking the pressure off the 
need to build on Green Belt. 

¶ price it in such a way that it encourages students to live off campus by sharing 
what would otherwise be family housing 

¶ The number of homes provided should not exceed the capacity of the borough.   

¶ We also propose this be enforced with strong measures, be subject to public 
scrutiny and annual local plan review. GBC have failed in the scrutiny over the 
last 11 years, we recommend similar measures to Oxford be taken to control the 
university growth until this situation is fully rectified in favour of the people of 
Guildford. 

¶ Significant low end houses would be released to the market c1800 houses 

¶ Add sentence on continuing growth of University is important to prosperity of 
borough and local plan should include provision for future student needs. Delete 
sentence requiring any increase in student population due to increase in 
floorspace being matched by student accommodation provision. 

Assessment. 
 
From these consultation responses we know that many local residents are 
concerned about the amount of students living in market housing which could 
potentially be occupied by families, and that are vacant outside term time. We also 
recognise that students have a free choice over where they choose to live. 
 
All first-year undergraduate students at the university are offered a place in 
University accommodation and International students are offered on-campus 
accommodation for the duration of their course. Many students in their 2

nd
 3

rd
 and 

4
th
 years of study choose to live in Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) with 

fellow students, some of which are University Managed Houses. If students live as a 
single household , the house is not an HMO, but is classed as a C3c dwellinghouse. 
You do not currently need planning permission to convert a house to an HMO for 
under six people. 
 
Student accommodation needs have been assessed in the SHMA  (Appendix C).  
 
The wording of the policy has been reviewed and the reference to requiring any 
increase in student population due to increase in floorspace being matched by 
student accommodation provision has been deleted. Additional wording on the 
growth of the University is not considered appropriate and has not been included 
for any other educational establishment. 

University of Surrey planning permissions 

¶ University has consent for campus accommodation that has not been built and 

 
 

http://www.surrey.ac.uk/accommodation
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that it is developing the veterinary school on the site of a proposed 
accommodation block which could have been sited elsewhere. Over 9,000 
university students are estimated to live in private rented homes within the town 
and this is likely to increase with the opening of a medical, veterinary and 
business school. This represents a large number of more affordable homes that 
could potentially be made available to the wider community if the university had 
more accommodation on their own campus. 

¶ Object to student housing being included in the figures when Surrey University 
has unused planning permission for over 2,000+ student housing. The university 
must build those homes and GBC remove them from the Plan. 

¶ Why has the University not fulfilled its obligations and provided sufficient student 
and staff accommodation on campus for which planning permission was granted 
a long time ago?  

¶ GBC have actively encouraged the University development through the new 
Veterinary School approval (against the agreement), and by selecting Site 60 as 
a strategic site, in the face of the evidence of wrong doing.   

¶ Surrey University has not met its 2003 commitment to provide accommodation 
on their own property, using up housing stock, whiles increasing student 
numbers 

¶ University of Surrey has been given permission to build student accommodation 
on itôs own land (which was taken out of the Greenbelt for this purpose) but has 
yet to deliver this accommodation, which would provide for in excess of 2000 
students and would relieve pressure on the affordable end of the housing 
market.  Surely this should be progressed before destroying our Green Belt?  

¶ Analysis of town homes occupied by students needed ï if University built all 
planned student accommodation extra new build would not be needed and 
family homes would be freed up 

¶ Universityôs failure to build onsite student accommodation under planning 
permissions previously granted. 

¶ Require that all historic planning permissions covering accommodation for 2,121 
students be built (as student accommodation or affordable housing) before any 
new applications by the university are approved and before the university is 
allowed to make speculative gains from the development of Green Belt land it 
owns. 

¶ Student accommodation should be provided by Guildford University itself: it 
already has the Manor Farm site allocated for that purpose.  

¶ Student accommodation should be excluded from the overall numbers and 
provided on campus as previously agreed with Surrey University. It begs the 
question as to why the University has been allowed to get away with not doing 
this? 

The Manor Park site was allocated for University purposes in the 2003 Local Plan. 
Outline planning permission for student and staff residences, buildings for research 
and academic purposes, support services, sports facilities, landscape and other 
associated works was granted planning permission in 2004.  
 
 
Since then the University has undertaken a significant amount of building at its Manor 
Park campus ï over 1,800 bedspaces to date. There is outline planning permission 
to build a total of 4,171 bedspaces at Manor Park as set out in the Manor Park 
Masterplan. Over all Unversity of Surrey sites this equals to a total of approximately 
7,221 bedspaces. Building works are ongoing so this figure may need updating. 
 
 
The University continue to progress development on the Manor Park campus and 
there are two current planning applications for new student buildings with 200 and 
953 bedspaces on the Manor Park campus. 
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¶ The current housing needs of many people in the borough could be met if Surrey 
University built the student accommodation for which they already have planning 
permission, enabling students to vacate the private accommodation they 
currently occupy 

University of Surrey accommodation on campus and costs 

¶ They price it in such a way that it encourages students to live off campus by 
sharing what would otherwise be family housing.  

¶ The University charges £127-£197 pounds per week, one of the highest levels 
outside London, and significantly more than the local housing market can 
demand or afford.  The net effect is that students want to live off campus (as its 
cheaper), driving up local demand, and causing a housing problem in Guildford. 

 
The rental cost of student accommodation is outside the remit of planning 
considerations. 

University of Surrey car parks 

¶ The University has plenty of existing space  (including open air car parks) which 
could be developed recommend that the number of students be agreed and 
enforced equivalent to 85% of fulltime students. This to be set and monitored 3-5 
years period ahead with severe penalties for failure to comply.   

¶ The University is maximizing97in extending surface car parks at Stag Hill 
(Approx 17Haôs) and Manor Park instead of building the student accommodation 
they committed to build when the greenbelt boundary was adjusted to 
accommodate the Manor Park campus. They are in essence creating housing 
demand so they can solve ñthe problemò, this is a conflict of Interests. It should 
be noted that Manor Park was originally designated as a ñcar free campus in 
2003ò when the greenbelt was previously rolled back to accommodate the 
Universityôs expansion plans. We note that with the continuing development, 
including the Veterinary School, the University continues to submit planning 
applications for surface car parking and if the current requests are approved this 
will mean there will be 2,480 car parking spaces on their Stags Hill and Manor 
Park facilities. The latest approvals will also mean that the 5% traffic cap 
imposed on the Manor Park site will now be breached.  

 
As far as we are aware the University has no current plans to redevelop its car 
parking areas on the Stag Hill campus.  
 
The University continues to build on its Manor Park campus, and there are currently 
two pending planning applications for student accommodation. Vehicular access to 
the student accommodation on campus is restricted by barrier. 

University of Surrey Blackwell Farm site  

¶ Unclear about how it comes to be the case that The University of Surrey has 
been allowed to develop land at Manor Farm by way of leasing land to the 
Borough Council to provide an underused parking provision for the Park and 
Ride whilst claiming that they also need to expand their building programme into 
further areas of green belt along The Hogs Back and to the northwest of 
Guildford.   

¶ Site 60 Blackwell Farm, next to this location, and wants to build 3000 houses 
(not 2250 as stated here) to help the Guildford Housing problem.  We note there 
is a direct conflict of interest in the University, which has been allowed to 
continue by GBC.  

 
The site at Blackwell Farm, off the Hogs Back has been allocated within the 
Regulation 19 Local Plan Strategy and Sites document as a site (A26) for mixed 
use development, which includes housing, retail, traveller pitches, self-build plots, 
employment land and a primary school. It is not proposed to use the land for 
University purposes. The Manor Park site was allocated in the Local Plan 2003 
specifically for university purposes.  
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¶ Surrey University own the land around Blackwell farm and wish to sell it for 
housing. Perhaps they may reconsider this strategy and preserve this area for 
the enjoyment of the residents of Guildford.  

University of Law  

¶ Significant demand from students who are seeking on-site student 
accommodation.  

¶ The cost of housing in Guildford is high and short in supply. This deters students 
from enrolling at the University. 

¶ The UOLôs new student accommodation proposal will help to address some of 
this existing need and reduce the pressure for housing elsewhere in Guildford. 
This will meet existing need rather than any associated with a proposal for new 
academic floorspace. Policy 3 shouldnôt only relate to new student 
accommodation associated with a proposal for new academic floorspace. It 
should encourage new student accommodation at the UOL whether or not new 
academic floorspace is provided.   

 
The preferences of students attending the University of Law for on-site 
accommodation have been noted.  
The University of Law site is proposed to be inset from the Green Belt and the 
upper car park has been allocated for student accommodation (Policy A33). Key 
considerations include the setting of the Grade II listed building, conservation area 
and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
 
The text of Policy H1 has been amended to address the concern raised about the 
links between student accommodation and academic provision.  

RHS Wisley 

¶ RHS Wisley accommodates the main education and research function of the 
Society and the School of Horticulture is based at RHS Wisley, which offers 
Diplomas in Horticulture and a Master of Horticulture. As part of its development, 
the Society is seeking to develop its educational activities further based upon its 
reputation for research as a centre of excellence for horticulture. Volunteers, 
interns and apprentices all benefit from the Society's work at Wisley. Paragraph 
4.29 of the LPSSDLP lists further and higher educational institutions within the 
Borough of Guildford. As a provider of higher education, RHS Wisley should be 
recognised within the policy as a provider of higher education. We request that 
RHS Wisley should be listed in paragraph 4.29 to recognise it as one of the 
Borough's higher education institutions. At present there are 17 purpose-built 
student accommodation units located within Wisley Village with teaching and 
research facilities. The RHS accommodates other students, interns and 
apprentices in the village, so wish to invest in student accommodation to 
complement the expansion of higher education courses by providing an 
additional 17 units. As set out within the representations, dated 27 November 
2013, the desire is to provide this additional accommodation within the Village in 
order to develop a mini student hub within close proximity to the practical 
experience offered to students in the Gardens. However, additional development 
is constrained by the TBHSPA and Green Belt policy, which will be addressed to 
enable this development to proceed. We have held discussions with Guildford 
Borough Council and Natural England to establish the principle of student 
accommodation within the Village or possibly within the Gardens as an 
alternative. 

 
Amendments have been made and RHS Wisley School of Horticulture has been 
added to the policy reasoned justification (paragraph 4.2.16). 
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Travellers 

¶ People are looking for equality, consistency and fairness across the borough. 

¶ There is no evidence for a traveller transit site in the Borough, but this will be 
addressed if the need becomes apparent.  Effect of East/West Sussex transit 
Traveller site policy?  A site will be needed somewhere in Surrey. 

¶ Provision of traveller sites needs to be proportionate taking into account all the 
relevant constraints. 

¶ when travellers cease travelling they should not be treated differently from others 
who want or need social housing. 

¶ The Plan should include policies that prevent hard standing created for aximizi 
sites becoming a justification for future permanent housing development. 

¶ Retrospective planning permission on special grounds is prevalent. We believe a 
specific policy to rule against this behaviour is warranted. 

¶ inconsistencies of selection criteria on sites selected in the policy specified in 
this chapter. Will note inconsistencies on a site by site basis in comments. 

¶ Provision of traveller sites needs to be proportionate taking into account all the 
relevant constraints. 

¶ Where are all the traveller extra sites going to be sited in the whole Guildford 
Borough? 

¶ The draft Plan makes traveller sites conditional on safe vehicular access, turning 
space, parking, access to schools, health service facilities and other local 
services. When normal housing sites are considered, however, these 
requirements disappear: lack of infrastructure is not considered a constraint on 
housebuilding. This is a case of double standards 

¶ Travellers sites should be proportionate taking into account all relevant 
constraints 

¶ no support for Travellers pitches ï I would much rather Guildford invested in 
affordable homes and appropriate infrastructure to support people with low 
income 

¶ Travellers usually prefer open settings where such are available. These are 
suitable due to the nature of their normal work, storage area, lorries etc . Also to 
the bias which often exists against them. Sites in suitable areas could be used 
by multiple families 

¶ art of traveller culture that the accommodation they occupy is on one floor, i.e. 
that of a mobile home. What is unfortunate is that this has the effect of doubling 
the amount of land that is needed in order to provide them with appropriate sites. 
The Parish Council therefore questions the need for space to be allocated for 
"related business activities" given the pressure on resources and the fact that 
this is a luxury most cannot afford 

¶ include policies that prevent hard standing created for traveller sites becoming a 

 
The needs of travellers residing or resorting to our area have been assessed in the 
Guildford  borough Traveller Accommodation Assessment. There was no need for a 
transit site identified within Guildford borough at that time. 
 
The total number of pitches and plots required over the period 2012 to 2027 is 73 
pitches for travellers, and 8 plots for travelling showpeople. 
 
Planning policy for traveller sites August 2015  states that the Governmentôs aims in 
respect of traveller sites include: for local planning authorities to ensure that their 
Local Plan includes fair, realistic and inclusive policies to increase the number of 
traveller sites in appropriate locations with planning permission, to address under 
provision and maintain an appropriate level of supply to enable provision of suitable 
accommodation from which travellers can access education, health, welfare and 
employment infrastructure for local planning authorities to have due regard to the 
protection of local amenity and local environment.   
 
Specific details of what we would expect to see on new traveller sites is set out 
within this policy as this policy replaces existing  Local Plan 2003 policies H13 and 
H14 on Gypsy and Travelling Showpeople sites. Regulation 19 Local Plan policies 
including D1, D4 and P2, I1 and I3 do set out more overarching expectations for 
new developments.   
 
The location of traveller sites is addressed in greater detail in the section Planning 
for sites. 
Travelling showpeople traditionally have space within their plot to accommodate 
their business equipment. 
 
Creating hard standing is not a justification for permanent housing development, 
and adjacent neighbours are consulted when planning permissions are submitted. 
 
Many travellers have an aversion to living within bricks and mortar housing. Many 
travellers also wish to have a permanent place for their mobile homes/caravans. 
 
The day to day running of travellers sites is not within the remit of planning policy. 
 
Introducing a policy on retrospective planning applications is not within the scope of 
Local Plan making. 
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justification for future permanent housing development. 

¶ Consult with local residents before traveller sites are developed 

¶ the local plan the proposals for traveller sites appear to be woefully inadequate. 
This is a controversial issue that predates this local plan and deserves more 
sympathetic and proper consideration. 

¶ Need to have some places for travellers but normal houses should be provided 
for them (permanently). 

¶ Traveller sites should be run with a booking in system, proper facilities (paid for 
by the travellers) rubbish containers and perhaps a max stay of 28 days. 
Travellers do need somewhere to camp on route. Sites should be carefully 
chosen for accessibility for their large caravans which are not very 
manoeuvrable in tight spaces. 

¶ We need a policy to stop retrospective planning applications. It is widely abused. 

Traveller ï numbers 

¶ There seems to be more sites than are necessary 

¶ It is not clear that there is a requirement for four additional travellers caravan 
sites in the borough. 

¶ Do we need to provide so many?  

¶ the proposal between 2012-2027 to build over 70 sites for travellers and gypsies 
seems excessive and without grounds considering the reasoned extent of the 
well-established and integrated provision already present in the Guildford 

¶ Traveller accommodation should be proportionate to national need; by definition 
travellers move. While it would be clearly discriminatory to fail to provide a due 
proportion of those plots needed for travellers (especially those, per ministerial 
guidelines, that are genuinely travellers as opposed to actually part of the settled 
population) it is not clear that Guildford Borough should offer a higher proportion 
of accommodation than would be proportionate to the national traveller 
population. 

¶ Traveller accommodation should be proportionate to national need since, by 
definition, genuine travellers who are not part of the local settled population are 
mobile. It is not clear why Policy 3 proposes to offer more accommodation than 
this. 

 
Planning policy for traveller sites August 2015 states that local planning authorities 
should make their own assessment of need for the purposes of planning.  
 
 
The needs of travellers residing or resorting to our area have been assessed in the 
Guildford  borough Traveller Accommodation Assessment. 
 
 
The total number of pitches and plots required over the period 2012 to 2027 is 73 
pitches for travellers, and 8 plots for travelling showpeople. 
 

Travellers-  support for policy and smaller sites 

¶ Traveller pitches are vital. 

¶ I am pleased to note that you would plan to develop plots for travellers on a 
number of small sites. These small sites should be distributed on an 
equitable basis across the borough and not concentrated in just a few of the 
villages on the edges of the borough. 

¶ encourage smaller traveller sites which could be provided from within the 
travelling community by using land they own or would be easier to manage by 

 
 
Within the reasoned justification for policy H1 we have stated our support for small 
scale Traveller sites as we believe these will better integrate with the locality 
(paragraph 4.2.20).  
 
Rather than focusing on the dispersal of development across the borough we have 
prioritised  the most suitable sites.  Our spatial strategy is based on sustainability 
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local authorities. 

¶ This is supported. It is refreshing to see Gypsy-Travellers included in a policy for 
housing generally and not a separate consideration at the end of the housing 
chapter. I support the reference to a need for a mixture of tenures-but in practice 
I see little evidence of this. I support reference to the need for small sites. Most 
allocations are for small sites.  

¶ In general we support the policy on this. In numerical terms this is not a large 
problem (though it is for the people suffering from inadequate housing) and it 
should be possible to meet it on normally developable land, or as a rural 
exception site. Consideration should be given to making the provision of pitches 
part of the affordable housing allocation. 

¶ I support the simple, uncomplicated and easily understood criteria which I am 
sure your colleagues in Development Management will be grateful for.  

¶ amended to encourage smaller traveller sites which could be provided from 
within the travelling community by using land they own or would be easier to 
manage by local authorities 

considerations and our spatial hierarchy rather a proportionate growth approach. 
 
Brownfield land is at the top of our spatial hierarchy however there is insufficient 
land to meet our objectively assessed housing needs. Whilst seeking to make the 
best use of land it is important that we consider factors such as character when 
planning for development within our urban areas. 
 
 
 

Traveller definition  

¶ Dictionary defines a traveller as a person who travels or is travelling from one 
place to another, why are you providing sites? 

¶ Traveller sites are for non- travelling ñtravellersò and guidelines are about going 
to change in the near future. Guidance is now been amended to mean no 
special conditions apply and we believe this should be reflected in the Local 
Plan.  These sites should all remain in the Green Belt and not be turned over 
due to political necessity, or because the last debacle was not managed or 
fought. http://www.localgov.co.uk/Councils-given-extra-power-to-tackle-
unauthorised-traveller-sites/37203 

¶ The section on travellers will need to be updated to take account of very recent 
Government pronouncements on the definition of travellers and the Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment will also need to be revisited in the light of the new 
definition of traveller which will exclude those who intend to settle permanently. 

¶ As The Local Plan will run from 2016-2031 it will now have to take into account 
the Department of Local Communities proposals that the definition of travellers 
in planning law will be changed so that local authorities would only be asked to 
plan ahead to meet the needs of those who lead a genuine travelling lifestyle. 
Applications for permanent sites by someone who has stopped physically 
travelling would be considered in the same way as an application for a bricks 
and mortar development on Green Belt. In Normandy we have two temporary 
sites that you are considering changing to permanent. The Local Plan will need 
to consider these changes in law. 

¶ In deciding whether to increase provision for travellers the question is why they 

 
 
Planning policy for traveller sites (August 2015) defines gypsies and travellers for 
planning policy purposes as óPersons of a nomadic habit of life whatever their race 
or origin, including such personséwho have ceased to travel temporarilyéô It also 
gives advice on what to consider when establishing whether people are gypsies and 
travellers for the purpose of the Government planning policy. 
 
We have assessed the need for all types of accommodation within our borough and 
this includes the need for pitches and plots. 
 

http://www.localgov.co.uk/Councils-given-extra-power-to-tackle-unauthorised-traveller-sites/37203
http://www.localgov.co.uk/Councils-given-extra-power-to-tackle-unauthorised-traveller-sites/37203
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need to be here. Travellers by definition should be footloose.  

¶ GBC should also not that census details show that 0.4% of the boroughôs 
population were classed as travellers, compared with 0.2% of the population of 
Surrey and 0.1% of the national population.  GBC must not treat ex travellers as 
a privileged minority, and sites provided should go only to those who actually 
travel. Thus I object to this policy, as it treats ex-travellers and travellers the 
same, as a privileged minority. 

¶ The traveller policy needs to take into account the latest government thinking 
and it needs to be proportionate and for true ñTravellersò not permanent 
Travellers. This is not currently the case.  

¶ emphasis must be on provision for those families who genuinely travel, 
otherwise each pitch on which someone settles permanently is immediately 
taken away from the travelling population 

Traveller site location 

¶ The large table at the front of the óPlanning for Sitesô document identifies sites 
and their proposed uses in more detail.  Numbers are indicated for those 
proposed solely as Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites, however, 
where pitches/plots are proposed to be provided as part of a mixed use scheme 
numbers are not provided.  It is therefore difficult to work out the total number of 
pitches/plots that are proposed.   We recognise this is a difficult and challenging 
issue but consider that it will be necessary to specifically allocate sites for a 
specific number of pitches/plots to ensure they are deliverable and provide 
certainty. 

¶ more evenly distributed within the Guildford area/borough, rather than the 
majority being situated close to the Wood Street Village 

¶ object to the number of extra Traveller Pitches allocated to Worplesdon Parish 
and the insetting of Green Belt in order to create these Traveller pitches ï 
Worplesdon, Normandy and Ash overburdened 

¶ this west side of Guildford has more sites 

¶ temporary residences on land which would otherwise be prevented from building 
on will be made permanent, to the financial benefit of those who built on it in the 
first place.  

¶ Traveller sites should be spread over the whole County. It is no argument to say 
they want to be all together. We would all like to have our families together 
nearby. 

¶ why does the Plan seek to inset land to allow for the Traveller Community in the 
same Parishes time and time again? why doesnôt the plan seek to distribute the 
traveller community equally across all of GBC parishes. Surely this would allow 
for greater integration of the traveller community   

¶ Traveller sites should be allocated to the periphery of existing developments 

 
The site allocation policies allocate specific traveller sites, and these are listed at 
the beginning of the site allocation policies section of the Regulation 19 Local Plan. 
They are site numbers A48 to A57. The Land Availability Assessment (LAA) also 
now provides a breakdown  of realistic sites for traveller development (Appendix A). 
Land needs to be suitable, available and achievable over the plan period. 
 
The LAA explains in Appendix A why we have looked to inset appropriate sites from 
the Green Belt to enable delivery of traveller accommodation, which includes the 
significant unmet need, the difficulty of providing traveller accommodation in urban 
areas and village settlements and the lack of availability on any public sites in 
Guildford or within wider Surrey. 
 
Rather than focusing on the dispersal of development across the borough we have 
prioritised  the most suitable sites.  Our spatial strategy is based on sustainability 
considerations and our spatial hierarchy rather a proportionate growth approach. 
 
Brownfield land is at the top of our spatial hierarchy however there is insufficient 
land to meet our objectively assessed housing needs. Whilst seeking to make the 
best use of land it is important that we consider factors such as character when 
planning for development within our urban areas. 
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areas. By their nature the occupation should be considered transitory. Plots 
adjacent to existing residential caravan parks should be considered. 

Traveller sites in Green Belt 

¶ Traveller sites (temporary or permanent) in the Green Belt are considered 
ñinappropriate developmentò, except in very special circumstances and should 
not be considered to form part of a strategic site development located on the 
Green Belt. 

¶ The last minute inclusion of GBCôS vol VI which removes 9 traveller sites from 
the Green Belt is not acceptable.  This is against the permanence of the 
Greenbelt and provides a loop hole by which the travelling community will be 
able to get benefit from in appropriate locations and developments. 

¶ The erection of 2 travellers pitches on Green belt is ñpositive discriminationò 
There would be no way a private individual would be allowed to build a house on 
Green Belt land so why should one portion of society be allowed to have a 
special preference over another? The use of travellers sites is also a very poor 
use of land and more families could be housed in the same floor area through 
more conventional housing 

¶ Cannot be sited in the green belt large swathes of green belt adjustment will 
need to be made. Provision of traveller sites needs to be proportionate taking 
into account all the relevant constraints. 

¶ Traveller sites have been specifically excluded from changing of Greenbelt sites 
by Government edict therefore this policy within the plan fails to follow planning 
statutes. 

¶ The NPPF Traveller Policy states that ñTraveller sites are inappropriate 
development within the Green Belt unless very ñspecial circumstancesò have 
been identified.òIn Nick Bowles Ministerial statement dated March 6

th
 2014 he 

reaffirmed Green Belt protection, noting that unmet housing need is unlikely to 
outweigh harm to the Green Belt  to constitute very ñspecial circumstancesò 
justifying inappropriate development. 

¶ If we are not able to build on Green Belt land then the same rules should apply 
to Traveller sites. 

¶ The borough is required to provide sites through the plan-making process. 
However, Government policy is very clear that  ñInappropriate development is 
harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved, except in very special 
circumstancesò. Traveller sites (temporary or permanent) in the Green Belt are 
inappropriate development.  

¶ Guidance is clear that any boundary review to meet an identified need for a 
traveller site should be ñan exceptional limited alterationò in ñexceptional 
circumstancesò, ñto meet a specific identified needò and ñspecifically allocated in 
the development plan as a traveller site onlyò. 

 
Paragraph 83 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that once 
established, Green Belt boundaries should  only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. This is the 
process we are currently going through,  and we propose to inset sites from the 
Green Belt for various uses. 
 
Planning policy for traveller sites (August 2015) sets out  
Governments planning policy for traveller sites.  
 
Existing traveller pitches within the Green Belt are proposed to be inset from the 
Green Belt, as are the strategic development  sites including those for housing.  
 
The need for accommodation for travellers is set out in the Travellers 
Accommodation Assessment. We know there is a backlog of need with 
overcrowded and concealed households. 
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¶ It is aximizing that the borough is required to provide sites through the plan-
making process. However, Government policy is very clear that ñInappropriate 
development is harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved, except in 
very special circumstancesò. Traveller sites (temporary or permanent) in the 
Green Belt are inappropriate development. This has recently been reinforced by 
the Planning Minister in a letter to Guildfordôs MP in which he expresses concern 
that Inspectors have not always given the Green Belt ñsufficient protection that 
was the policy intent of Ministersò. Guidance is also clear that any boundary 
review to meet an identified need for a aximizi site should be ñan exceptional 
limited alterationò in ñexceptional circumstancesò, ñto meet a specific identified 
needò and ñspecifically allocated in the development plan as a aximizi site onlyò. 

¶ Given this statement, there is no point considering any Green Belt sites as 
potential sites for travellers. And illegal settlements on Green Belt sites by 
ñtravellersò should receive exactly the same treatment given to others who build 
illegal buildings on the Green Belt. 

¶ Traveller sites (temporary or permanent) in the Green Belt are considered 
ñinappropriate developmentò, except in very special circumstances and should 
not be considered to form part of a strategic site development located on the 
Green Belt. 

¶ It would appear that the borough wishes to provide more than its fair share of 
traveller sites and as these cannot be sited in the green belt large swathes of 
green belt adjustment will need to be made 

Traveller provision on strategic development sites 

¶ object to traveller pitches being integrated into all new developments above 500 
homes. This will make the proposal less viable to developers. Areas around the 
traveller pitches will inevitably be higher-density housing in order to meet the 
development cost brought about by the requirements for sustainability 
measures, contributions to upgrade poor or non-existent infrastructure and the 
45% affordable units 

¶ objection to the requirement for Traveller provision to be made on strategic sites 
at the scale proposed, which compromises site deliverability through the loss of 
developable land. This objection may be overcome, should it be made clear that 
the most efficient use of land should also be made for Travellers site provision. 
The requirements may then be less onerous on development 

¶ The implied requirement for any large site of in excess of 500 homes to provide 
traveller sites is unenforceable on some sites due to environmental constraints. 
This eventuality is not covered in the policy. This is an omission 

¶ Mixing traveller accommodation with market housing development on strategic 
sites is impractical. The Plan should include policies that prevent hard standing 
created for traveller sites becoming a justification for future permanent housing 

 
 
Paragraph 50 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that to create 
sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities local planning authorities 
shouldéplan for a mix of housing based onéthe needs of different groups in the 
community. 
 
Integrating traveller pitches or plots within large development sites is considered to 
reflect the aims of national planning policy whilst helping to provide needed pitches 
and plots over the plan period. 
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development. 

Travellers Accommodation Assessment TAA 

¶ You havenôt explained what TAA 2012 is  
 

 
TAA stands for Travellers Accommodation Assessment, and we have amended  the 
text to refer to this in full.   

HMOôs (and rented accommodation) 

¶ Support HMOs 

¶ Support the principle of this policy 

¶ Houses of multiple occupation for students should be disallowed and the 
properties systematically returned to family and individual residences. 

¶ much tighter and specific detailed rules to control HMOôs should be introduced. 
Volumes and changes should be reported annually in the local plan report. The 
current wording is inadequate. 

¶ rented housing ïwe trust the plan allows for the enforcement of high standards, 
affordable rents and longer tenancies 

¶ There needs to be some positive intervention through the planning system to 
systematically reduce the numbers of HMOs in these areas. 

¶ Para 4.36, which describes the policy on HMO, should be extended so that no 
undergraduate university students should be able to rent an HMO. 

¶ concerned about those who are in private rented sector where housing costs 
take over 40% of their income (from their HNA) and hope the aspirations for 
more affordable homes can be achieved 

¶ HMO issues are not confined to the Urban area of Guildford or just student 
accommodation, but are increasingly used by young professionals, as well as 
migrant workers. A report by John Perry ñUK migrants and the private rented 
sectorò Joseph Rowntree Foundation (2012) noted (ONS) 2011 census data, 
75% of migrants who came to the UK in the past five years, reside within the 
private rented sector. I suggest that GBC is possibly unaware of the full extent of 
the number of HMOs across the borough because the council does not operate 
a licensing of small HMOs outside of the mandatory licensing requirement of the 
2004 Housing Act. I further suggest GBC should seriously consider a licensing 
scheme to incorporate all HMOs to ensure that housing development in 
Guildford will be based on a better informed understanding of the needs and 
extent of the various groups of people living in the private rented sector across 
the borough. 

¶ The problem of the concentration of HMOs must have a strong policy to avoid 
creating blight in an area. An increase in the number of homes may eventually 
decrease the need for HMOs but the current housing market would suggest that 
this will take time (and may never happen). The lack of long term, secure leases 
in the rental market make leasing properties a challenge for younger people who 
canôt afford a mortgage. We need to address the stigma attached to long term 

 
 
 
The Government sets out when the conversion of a building to a House in Multiple 
Occupation requires planning permission (The Town and County Planning Act Use 
Classes Order). Currently you do not need planning permission to convert a house 
into a HMO for less than six people.  
 
 
This policy sets out when we will support applications for HMOôs (when they require 
planning permission) and what considerations will be taken into account.  The 
reasoned justification expands upon this. 
 
 
The Council has set up and HMO Task and Finish group who have looked in detail 
at the issue of HMOôs in the borough. This project included setting up a HMO 
stakeholders group and launching a Guildford Lettings Accreditation Scheme.  
 
 
The wording of this section has been amended slightly and we have added HMOôs 
(where planning permission is required) to the monitoring indicators section. 
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rentals and take a more European approach. 

¶ Most HMOs cater for less than 6 people so the planning regulations do not 
currently apply.  There is nothing to stop whole streets being overtaken by 
HMOs. Additional controls would be helpful. 

¶ HMO are not monitored properly in Guildford. York Road has rubbish dumped in 
the front gardens and sewage coming out from the flats. The park close by is 
populated by vagrants leaving litter. 

¶ a clear and unambiguous policy for Homes in Multiple Occupation ('HMOs') must 
be included in the Local Plan. The conversion of homes into HMOs has been 
envisaged but the management of existing HMOs has not. There must be a limit 
or some similar control on numbers (whether by reference to percentages of 
housing stock in any particular given area or by absolute numbers) and this must 
be capable of being managed through the planning system. 

¶ A clear and unambiguous policy for Homes in Multiple Occupation ('HMOs') 
must be included in the Local Plan. The conversion of homes into HMOs has 
been envisaged but the management of existing HMOs has not. There must be 
a limit or some similar control on numbers (whether by reference to percentages 
of housing stock in any particular given area or by absolute numbers) and this 
must be capable of being managed through the planning system. 

Disability 

¶ No reference to the needs of disabled people, particulary accessibility.  

¶ Would prefer more recognition of access matters, and of sensory impaired 
people & people with learning difficulties. Access needs of disabled people 
should be taken into consideration. 

Additional wording added to specialist accommodation section to read 
óaccommodation should be well designed to ensure it is adaptable and wheelchair 
friendly.ô  Building regulations will also help achieve this.  
People with learning difficulties have been added to paragraph 4.2.14 in the 
reasoned justification. 

Self Build 

¶ The draft plan has not taken into account the Governmentsô clear policy on 
custom build housing set out in the NPPF, its accompanying Planning Practice 
Guidance and the Housing Strategy for England. 

¶ The policy should encourage self build or serviced self build plots. This will be 
very good for low income families to get property which are very sustainable and 
eco friendly  

¶ Significant risk that the plan could be found unsound unless the Council makes 
an urgent assessment of local demand for people who want to build their own 
homes, to comply with Para. 159 of the NPPF and accompanying Guidance and 
take steps to meet any demand through its housing policies and proposals 

¶ The LPA are not in a position to only assess types of need they see as a priority. 
All types of need, including people who wish to build their own homes, should be 
evidenced and referenced in new Local Plans as per the requirements of the 
NPPF. It does not appear that Guildford Borough Council has done this and as 
such serious concerns remain over the representative nature of the draft 

 
The policy has been reviewed in light of recent Government guidance and 
legislation and now includes a section on self-build and custom housebuilding (para 
4.2.12). The Housing and Planning Bill is progressing through the House of Lords 
and has a section on self build and custom housebuilding which we will keep under 
review.  
 
The existing wording óNew development should provide a mix of housing tenures, 
types and sizeséô covers self build homes, and a new section on self build and 
custom housebuilding has been added to the reasoned justification.  
 
The SHMA 2015 has updated the section on self-build properties and the Council 
has since set up a Register for people with an interest in self-build or custom house 
building plots. 
 
Any site that is suitable for market housing is also suitable for self-build or custom 
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document. 

¶ Currently only option for self build is to demolish existing house and rebuild. 

¶ Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 was adopted in 2014 and includes a policy for 
people wanting to build their own home after robust evidence gathering. 
Paragraph 4.22 states:ñIn accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework the Council has collected evidence to understand demand for custom 
build. A leading land agent has provided figures indicating over 3,000 individual 
customers have paid subscriptions to search for residential plots in Teignbridge 
since 2001, indicating a high demand.ò 

housebuilding as this type of housing falls within the same planning C3 use class 
category. 
 
Teinbridge example noted. 

Self Build demand 

¶ The robustness of the conclusions of the Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) 
2013 which identified no demand from ñpeople wishing to build their own homeò 
is considered questionable. The relevant Housing Needs Assessment (Guildford 
2013) contained one question which related to building your own home and is 
based on the answer of just 93 respondents. The Government are 
maximizing107 the self-build market and the policy should maximize the 
contribution which can be made through this specialist type of housing.  Given 
the nature of the product the level of self-build will be hard to quantify, however, 
the Council should put in place measures to allow for individual plots or larger 
development sites to come forward as self-build projects. 

¶ The methodology for collecting evidence on custom and self build is not robust 
and does not reflect the requirements set out in the NPPF. This has led to a 
potentially skewed evidence base which policy relies and derives from. 

¶ If a larger demand was evidence from a more robust data gathering exercise then 
the LPA would have been required to reflect this in the policies contained in the 
Local Plan: strategy and sites document. This could be included as a standalone 
policy to respond to individual plots of land and/or a requirement for a percentage 
of larger housing sites to set outside plots for self or custom build. 

¶ The methodology for assessing the demand of people who wish to build their own 
home appears flawed. Firstly, the number of respondents is not appropriate to 
measure a need such as this. This type of survey is not the most effective way of 
generating robust evidence on this subject. Secondly, the format of the question 
is rather confusing. Building your own home and living in a detached house for 
example are not mutually exclusive. Including the option of building your own 
home in this question is misconceived. It should be considered in as a separate 
question and not attached on the end with a list of options that do not relate 
properly 

¶ I do not believe that GBC could not find people wishing to build their own homes 
and would like to see the evidence to support this statement. 

¶ It is inconceivable that Guildford Borough has 0% demand for custom or self build 

 
The SHMA 2015 looked in greater detail at the demand for self-build and custom 
build properties (pg 157).  
 
 
Following the enactment of The Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 in 
March 2015, and in accordance with The Self-build and Custom Housebuilding 
(Register) Regulations 2016 the Council has now set up a formal register for people 
or associations interested in a plot of land to construct a self-build and custom build 
house as a sole or main residence. We will be monitoring the level of interest and will 
have regard to the information on the register when carrying out our planning, 
housing, land-disposal and regeneration functions.  
 
The Regulation 19 Local Plan Strategy and Sites document now specifically 
allocates some self-build plots within the strategic development sites. 
 
The policy H1 has now been revised to include a section on self-build and custom 
housebuilding (para 4.2.12).  
 
 

http://legislation.data.gov.uk/uksi/2016/105/made/data.pdf
http://legislation.data.gov.uk/uksi/2016/105/made/data.pdf
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from its population. If one in 50 people around the country (as surveyed by Ipsos 
MORI) expect to buy a building plot in the next 12 months for custom or self build 
purposes then this lack of interest in people from the Borough of Guildford is 
incomprehensible.  

¶ The 2013 Ipsos MORI survey questioned nearly 2,000 people and the results 
indicated that one in eight Britons expect to research how to build a home for 
themselves in the next 12 months. 

Self Build provision of plots 

¶ Councils should take a proactive position to providing land and should undertake 
rigorous and effective evidence gathering to measure custom and self build need 
in their districts. 

¶ Require a proportion of the plots to be reserved / sold off for self build properties 

¶ The housing proposals and site allocations do not consider self build 

 
The Regulation 19 Local Plan Strategy and Sites document specifically allocates 
some self-build plots within the strategic development sites. However, it should be 
noted that any site that is suitable for market housing is also suitable for self-build or 
custom housebuilding as this type of housing falls within the same planning C3 use 
class category. 

Viability   

¶ A clear indication of the level of information required to support a viability case 
should be embedded within this policy, or at least the supporting text. However, 
it is importance that the policy requirements comply with paragraph 122 of the 
ClL Regulations. 

¶ The Guildford Society does not have a sense from the Local Plan as to how the 
Council will approach any viability test, nor the sequential approach to any 
concessions that might be made. 

¶  If the Local Plan is to be predictable and defensible, there  must be a clear 
hierarchy of need and a settled approach to  determining the viability of any 
development in the context  of CIL, Affordable Housing levies and in terms of 
other  design and content provisions in this Local Plan when seen  against the 
provisions of Policy 1 (Presumption in favour of  Sustainable Development) 

¶ The inclusion of this statement in the policy essentially means that all other 
policies in the Local Plan may be overridden if the Planning Department and 
Committee accept a non-viability case put forward by the applicant and his 
advisers. This is wrong and the Policy must be considerably strengthened to 
ensure that the appropriate safeguards and unbreakable links with other Local 
Plan policies are in place and enforceable. 

¶ Viability is enshrined in the policy (see p32) as the final point: "We will consider 
on a case-by-case basis evidence of viability if an applicant can demonstrate 
that the requirements of this policy cannot be met." If this is included in the policy 
then it invalidates all other policies and so cannot be allowed to stand- it would 
become the only policy which had any effective force in the whole Local Plan, 
and would render the whole exercise meaningless. This is a get-out-of-jail-free 
card for developers. In practice viability will be used to both reduce the CIL and 
the affordable housing ratio, so that the people of Guildford will not benefit to the 

 
 

The sentence on viability has been removed from the draft policy, as it repeats 

national planning policy (NPP F, paragraph 174) and guidance (PPG) without 

adding a local dimension to it.  

 
 
The viability issues that we will consider and the cascade approach to affordable 
housing contributions are set out in the draft Affordable Housing policy and its 
reasoned justification.  
 
 
 
 
 
Policy I1 addresses infrastructure and delivery, including viability (see paragraph 
4.6.8 of the reasoned justification). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We have removed the phrase ñsubject to viabilityò these affordable homes will be 
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anticipated extent either in terms of additional affordable housing or in terms of 
CIL receipts 

¶ NPPF paragraph 173 states: ñPursuing sustainable development requires careful 
attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking.  Plans should 
be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the 
plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that 
their ability to be developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of 
any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements for 
affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements 
should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, 
provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to 
enable the development to be deliverableò.  As Guildford is an area of high 
house prices, it would be very surprising if developers in this area ever failed to 
make ñcompetitive returnsò, which is supported by paragraph 4.53 of the draft 
Local Plan, where it states ñOur viability evidence shows that the vast majority of 
developments in most locations in the borough are viable with an affordable 
housing contribution of 40 per centò.  Instead of virtually inviting developers to 
apply for waivers on the grounds of NPPFôs comment on viability, the Plan 
should instead be giving a very clear signal that applications by developers for 
viability waivers in this borough are expected to be very unusual indeed.  Doing 
anything else displays a less than charming commercial naiveté. 

¶ It should be near impossible for developers not to make very substantial profits, 
and the way they dance rings around councils to eliminate the requirement for 
affordable housing. So GBC need to say no to developers who argue providing 
affordable homes as part of their development.  If they canôt, then get someone 
else in to do the development who can.  Change this policy to say that affordable 
housing is a fixed and non-negotiable part of planning permission.   

¶ Viability is a get out of jail free card for developers that will invalidate all other 
policy and should be removed. 

¶ Mix of housing should be agreed in advance. CIL should be agreed and money 
in the bank, before a tree is cut down or a blade of grass disturbed. This needs 
to be part of the developer financial cost.  

¶ This is too vague/ unenforceable and is open to abuse by developers who 
should not be protected by GBC if they overpaid for the land making the 
development uneconomic 

¶ This policy is not robust enough ï developers are expert at arguing that they 
canôt make money if the council insists on all that affordable housing. The real 
need in Guildford is for affordable housing which is affordable to rent or buy to 
for shared ownership by people on middle and lower incomes in the 
borough.  Without that developments are completely unacceptable.  

provided. 
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¶ The wording of Policy 3 almost invites developers to apply for waivers from 
planning obligations, infrastructure provision, affordable housing provision, etc. 
The wording should robust to reflect your own evidence that the vast majority of 
developments can sustain a 40% mix of affordable housing and waivers should 
be granted only in exceptional circumstances. 

¶ Support for the realistic and flexible policy approach to viability which has 
potential to allow a wider range of development proposals to come forward and a 
case by case consideration 

¶ The sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be 
subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be 
developed viably is threatened.ô (paragraph 173- NPPF) the provision of policy 
burdens such as an areaôs affordable housing requirement (thresholds and 
percentage), may impact on the viability, especially when other environmental 
factors are taken into account on certain sites 

¶ This is too vague and is open to abuse by developers who should not be 
protected by GBC if they overpaid for the land making the development 
uneconomic. 

¶ Developers are expert at arguing that they canôt make money if the council 
insists on all that affordable housing. The real need in Guildford is for affordable 
housing and that means housing which is affordable to rent or buy to for shared 
ownership by people on middle and lower incomes in the borough. Without that 
developments are completely unacceptable 

¶ Viabilityô should not be a get-out clause for developers: if they have not costed 
correctly, they should still have to provide the promised services. 

¶ ñViabilityò is not defined and looks like a ñget outò clause for developers.  

¶ This policy is unenforceable and gives developers an opt-out on alleged viability 
waivers.  Why should Guildford be providing homes for all? 

¶ Support the approach that is taken to viability, though a clearer indication of the 
level of information required to support a viability case should be provided in the 
supporting text of the policy. Officers need to be clearly aware of the 
implications. It should be made clear in the DLP that contributions toward this 
infrastructure, either by a physical provision or financial contributions are 
proportionate to the development proposed and are fairly and reasonably related 
to the development and the area in which it is located. Generally, any 
contributions sought from developments are only those that are needed and 
appropriate, as development should not be unnecessarily hindered but rather 
supported in a pragmatic and viable manner. In this regard contributions sought 
must be compliant with paragraph 122 of the Regulations, which states that a 
planning obligation must be (a) necessary to make the development acceptable 
in planning terms; (b) directly related to the development; and (c) fairly and 
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reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

Wording 

¶ Policy 3 states: ñNew residential development is required to deliver a wide 
choice of homes and meet a range of housing needs as set out in the latest 
Strategic Housing Market Assessmentò. In fact, the requirement is to meet a 
housing need target, not to meet the number in the SHMA unadjusted for 
constraints. It is first necessary to show that the SHMA is fit for purpose, that 
constraints have been applied etc. This has not been done. 

¶ The requirement is to meet the housing target, not to meet the Objectively 
Assessed Housing Need (OAN) number in the SHMA, and in any event it is 
necessary to demonstrate that the SHMA is fit for purpose - which, at present, it 
is not. 

¶ Assertions in point 4.17 should be subject to revision, since they depend on the 
2014 draft SHMA which is deeply flawed and due for revision  

¶ it does not discuss density, and it is so loosely worded that is effectively 
meaningless. Until the housing number is corrected, it is not possible to break it 
down into categories. The requirement s to meet the housing target, not to meet 
the number in the SHMA as stated in this policy. In any event, the SHMA has 
been clearly demonstrated to be not fit for purpose.  

¶ The plan should run from the date of approval ï housing need for past years is 
not relevant. 

¶ The policy should include wording which states that ñAll new homes require 
access to roads, healthcare provision, education and local community centres 
prior to being occupiedò  

¶ Is too loosely worded to provide a clear and constraining framework for practical 
decision-making 

¶ Page 29 ï Typing ERROR reads as 500 ï 99 homes should read as 500 to 999 
homes. 

¶ This is a ''blanc mange'' of a policy which on closer review appears to read more 
like a corporate mission statement than a serious policy statement. What on 
earth do you mean by houses that are ''flexible, adaptable and age friendly'' . 
That they have brackets pre-fitted for installation of a stair lift? 

¶ How is it proposed to assess what mix of type/house/size is ''appropriate to the 
site''. 

¶ Have specific mention in the Policy to the effect that 'the practice of developing 
new, free-standing residential property within existing gardens (so-called 
'garden-grabbing') where such development would result in a materially higher 
plot density than that for the surrounding area, and where suitable frontage and 

 
This policy is worded to focus on the range of housing needs (rather than the 
number) set out in the SHMA such as the number of bedrooms for affordable and 
market housing, tenure, specialist housing, care and residential home need etc.   
 
The housing number is established in policy S2.  Please refer to the response to S2 
and Appendic C on  the evidence base for a more detailed response to the 
Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAN) number in the SHMA  
 
Density is addressed in the policy text and supporting text.  
 
We are required to take into account the backlog of housing need and this is 
addressed in greater detail in the response to Appendix C - evidence base section 
on the SHMA. 
 
Policy I1 states that we will ensure that new infrastructure needed arising from a 
proposed development is provided and available when first needed to serve the 
occupants and users of the development. 
 
Typo noted  and text updated. 
This is a strategic policy that seeks a flexible housing stock that can be adapted as 
the needs of the occupants change and paragraph 4.2.11  gives more detail such 
as level thresholds, wheel chair friendly and adaptable. 
Each site is assessed during the planning application process, and the most up to 
date SHMA will be used to calculate the right balance of housing sizes. 
More detailed housing and design policies will be in the Local Plan Delivering 
Development document. Paragraph  4.2.8 has been revised and does state that 
applications must have regard to the character of the surrounding area and plot 
sizes. 
 
 
When considering planning applications the impact of the proposal on local 
character, context and distinctiveness will be taken into account.  
 
 
Paragraph 4.17 has been updated to reflect the latest SHMA which covers 
Guildford, Woking and Waverley. Evidence base documents are not normally 
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access onto adopted highways is not available, will be discouraged. 

¶ What does ñre­sponding to local character, context and distinctivenessò 
mean?  Unless this is drafted to make it clearer and more prescriptive, the 
character of my village will be in the hands of developers aximiz on aximizing 
their commercial return unless the Local Plan defines far more tightly what is 
acceptable. 

¶ How is it proposed to assess what mix of type/house/size is ñappropriate to the 
siteò. This is not stated anywhere for reasons that are obvious ie to avoid 
cramping the developers who have options on the prime sites. 

¶ Some of the assertions included in point 4.17 should be subject to revision, 
given that they are reliant on the 2014 draft SHMA which, is, as further explored 
below, a deeply flawed document which is due for revision. The housing number 
is based on a Guildford only draft which is acknowledged to be flawed, and is 
superseded by a combined HMA draft covering Guildford, Woking and Waverley, 
which has not been subject to consultation and has not been seen by the public 
or even by councillors 

¶ What is needed is a very policy statement for each settlement that defines in 
clear prescriptive terms the standards that will be applied to developments (in 
terms maximum density, architectural style, height, size, etc, including different 
sets of such standards for different purposes. Eg. Full redevelopments of 
brownfield sites; conservation areas, infill developments, flood risk areas 
etc).  Anything less will result in a fudge that fails to comply with NPPF, and will 
leave developers in a position where they can drive a coach and horses through 
ill-worded policies.  If itôs not properly specified, it wonôt happen! 

¶ Good design across all types of homes is essential, along with high ógreenô 
credentials and BREAM ratings. 

¶ The Policy wording should be adapted to include reference to a minimum 
baseline density per hectare. 

¶ That development needs to respond to ólocal character, context and 

distinctivenessô should afford us a degree of reassurance, but given the 

proposed numbers of new builds in areas of low density housing, with buildings 

of significant architectural interest, in close proximity to AONB and within existing 

Green Belt, we cannot see that GBC have taken any account of local character, 

context or distinctiveness. 

¶ statements in this policy are insufficiently precise 

¶ The drafting must be changed to plug all potential loopholes. 

¶ Is GBC seriously suggesting that new house building  should continue until 
everyone who wants to live in the borough can do so? Totally unreasonable 

¶ headline wording which we find both unrealistic and misleading. It conflicts with 

subject to consultation. 
 
 
We do not propose to have a minimum baseline density for this policy as the 
wording emphasises that density is dependent on local context and character. 
Paragraph 4.2.8 has been updated to state that planning applications will be 
assessed on a case by case basis having regard to the local context, character of 
area and sustainability of location. More detailed design policies will be provided in 
the Local Plan Delivering Development policy. The Residential Design Guide 
Supplementary Planning Document is likely to be updated .  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Without specifying the óloopholesô it is difficult to ascertain whether the reviewed 
Local Plan has addressed them. 
 
The wording has been altered to reflect that this policy is about accommodation 
rather than housing numbers. The wording of the introductory text has also been 
updated.  
 
 
 
The approach towards density applies to all residential development, including 
traveller sites. 
 
 
 
Policy D1 requires all development to achieve high quality design. Policy D2 
addresses sustainable design and construction. 
 
 
 
The housing target for the plan period of 2013 to 2033 is set out in Policy S2. The 
focus is on providing a range of accommodation rather than the specific quantity of 
housing. 
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the Guildford Sustainability Appraisal which defines the objective as follows: ñto 
provide sufficient housing of a suitable mix to take into account local housing 
need, affordability, deliverability, the needs of the economy and travel patternsò. 
The title of this policy is not helpful 

¶ noted that paragraph 4.19 outlines the inclusion of C2 uses (residential 
intuitions) in the monitoring of housing delivery 

¶ policy wording should be amended to make clear that the ómost efficient use of 
landô should be made for Traveller sites. 

¶ Paragraph 4.21 , add the following text óThere are opportunities created by large 
scale strategic development to create unique or new character, and hence 
facilitate appropriate densitiesô. 

¶ The policy states ónew residential development is required to deliver a wide 
choice of homes and meet a range of housing needs as set out in the latest 
strategic housing market assessmentô. In fact the requirement is to meet the 
housing need target not to meet the number in the SHMA unadjusted for 
constraints. As noted above the SHMA is defective and the consequences 
drawn from it in Policy 3 are consequently flawed. 

¶ ñNew housing developments must take account of local need to create balanced 
sustainable communities and give a genuine choice in housing.òThe proposed 
40% increase in housing for West Horsley is not balanced nor based on local 
need.  

¶ absence of a housing number, questions of how you break it down are 

pointless.  This Policy is a sloppy piece of drafting that does not set out any clear 

boundaries to what planners can or canôt do.  

¶ In this there is the statement ñthe number of children under the age of 15 is 
expected to increase markedly to 2013.ò  Then under the heading Family Homes 
an expected increase of 3,300 is given.  Statistics from the ONS (revised 2012 
projections) show that in 2014 there is expected to be 24,400 children under 15 
across the borough, and by 2031 this was projected by them to have increased 
to 27,400, an increase of 3,000, or an increase over 17 years of 12%.  Thus to 
suggest the population of under 15 year olds will increase markedly was a gross 
exaggeration.   Even this increase is entirely dependent on the birth rate 
continuing at the high level of the 5 years up to 2012, which is extremely 
unlikely.  So this statement is not just an exaggeration, it was based on a 
projection that did not consider social trends, as GBC should have done.  This is 
an illustration of the poor quality of analysis that features across many 
documents in the entire evidence base. 

¶ We suggest that this section of the Local Plan should include one or two 
paragraphs on GBCôs policy and ambitions towards the development of 
residential housing for commuters. 

 
 
Comments noted and the sentence (4.2.9) has been revised  to read óThe number 
of children under 15 is projected to increase up to 2033ô. This is based on the 
findings of the SHMA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy 3 looks at the mix of housing types; it is not appropriate to focus on who the 
occupants of the housing will be. 
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Wording ï typoôs 

¶ Policy 3 Homes for All ï First line of ñHouses in Multiple Occupationò: transpose 
ñonlyò to come before ñwhereò. Insert ñWhereò after ñandò. These suggestions 
may seem to be pedantic but they refer to a policy, not any old bit of text! 

¶ 4. 17 Policy 3 Homes for All ï Correction to grammar needed in respect of line 7: 
ñthe number of children under 15 years old is...ò Lines 9 & 11 ñindicative needò: 
delete ñindicativeò as this is meaningless jargon. 

¶ 4.20 Density ï line 5 needs a hyphen at the end.4.22 Family Housing ïline 4 
needs a hyphen at the end. See also the lack of hyphens on page 34. 

 
 
The policy wording has been updated and the text amended  where appropriate 
such as the sentence (4.2.9) has been revised  to read óThe number of children 
under 15 is projected to increase up to 2033ô and the word óindicativeô has been 
deleted. 
 

Wording ï concentrations of development types 

¶ It is unclear what is meant by "Concentrations of anyone type of accommodation 
in anyone place will be avoided." Unclear statements or those designed to 
obscure meaning should also be avoided. This sentence is unclear, and its 
intentions are unclear, so it should be deleted. It is also undesirable. In the town 
centre, developers are likely to wish to build smaller units, which could well be 
socially desirable in terms of providing less expensive homes, so this is not only 
unclear, it is unhelpful as a policy. 

¶ Concern over wording óconcentrations of one type of housing will be avoidedô ï 

campus specifically for student accommodation and other types inappropriate 

 
The wording of the policy has been reviewed and the sentence on concentrated 
types of development has been deleted. 
 

Wording - expectation 

¶ The policy is worded very badly and represents a wish list rather than a definitive 

policy: E.g.o  We will expect a minimuméo  They will be expected to 

makeéo  We will consider on a case by case basis evidence of viability. The 

policy needs to be reworded with a view to implementation I.e.  We requireé  

¶ the documentation refers to an expectation rather than a requirement. 

¶ In the paragraph on ñHousing Mixò, the wordò expectò is too weak. 

¶ Within the policy there is a proliferation of tentative language - e.g. "We will 
expect a minimum", "up to 30 per cent." etc. A policy must be clear and 
prescriptive or it cannot be implemented or be used to set planning decisions. All 
that these vague aspirations do is to assert a preference, which, given the 
viability clause, can be avoided in all circumstances by any developer. There 
must be a much stricter set of requirements enshrined within the plan that can 
become enforceable. 

¶ Replace ówe will expect etcô with ówe requireô 

¶ The wording is very weak, ñwe expectò surely it should be a minimum 
requirement! 

¶ The policy needs to be reworded with a view to implementation I.e.  We 
require...   

¶ draft Local Plan simply ñexpectsò developers to meet the aspirations expressed 

 
 
The wording of Policy H1 has been reviewed and amended. We have used stronger 
wording where appropriate. 
 
 
The first  sentence states óNew residential development is requiredéô The same 
wording is used for the paragraph on density. 
 
 
The paragraph on viability has been deleted. 
 
 
The revised wording of policy H1 alongside the reasoned justification is considered 
to give a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a development 
proposal. 
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in this policy, then underachievement of those aspirations will inevitably occur 
because developers will be seeking to maximise their profits by developing to 
suit their objectives rather than those of the borough; therefore, the word 
ñrequiresò should be used. 

¶ The policy is worded incorrectly and represents a wish list rather than a definitive 
policy: E.g.We will expect a minimum..., They will be expected to make..., We 
will consider on a case by case basis evidence of viability 

¶ In summary, there is far too much woolliness for the existing wording to be 
described as a Policy.  It reads as though it is intended to provide the widest 
possible flexibility for planners to make unfettered ad hoc decisions in the 
future.  This Policy fails totally to comply with the requirement in paragraph 154 
of NPPF that ñOnly policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision 
maker should react to a development proposal should be included in the planò 
the draft Local Plan simply ñexpectsò developers to meet the aspirations 
expressed in this policy, then underachievement of those aspirations will 
inevitably occur to maximize their profits by developing to suit their objectives 
rather than those of the borough.  The word ñrequireò should be used. 

Infrastructure 

¶ Local services are inadequate to service the homes proposed. The Main Sewer 
cannot cope with discharges in heavy rain and frequently bursts the manhole 
covers flooding gardens and farm land with raw sewerage and unmentionable 
detritus 

¶ The proposed high level of development would be unsustainable in terms of road 
capacity, public transport, drainage and schools 

¶ I donôt understand why the number of homes provided should exceed the 
capacity of the borough. Anything newly built need to have proper access to 
roads, schools etc 

¶ Is the Royal Surrey equipped to deal with an increase in the number of residents 
in the Guildford area? Areas such as the Maternity ward 

¶ Increase the number of houses in currently small places such as Normandy and 
Send ï Please can you ensure that the plans will include schools and Doctors 
for the increased numbers of people that will move to this area. 

¶ Proposal is not based on local need and is contrary to the Councilôs stated 
commitment in the plan to develop only where ñthe infrastructure is able to 
copeò. West Horsley has one shop, no post office and only a limited bus service. 
The size of the proposed expansion is ridiculous. 

¶ Affordable public transport to encourage social inclusion, thriving bus companies 

in rural areas to help alleviate living remotely with few facilities. Those on low 

incomes find moving around Guildford very expensive. Improve traffic 

 
Planned development, both the strategic sites and the cumulative impact of smaller 
sites, will place extra pressure on existing infrastructure and will need new or 
improved infrastructure. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan 
infrastructure schedule set out the key infrastructure to needed support these 
sites.   
 
The IDP will be updated as further detail is available.  
Developer contributions (including the ñpooledò Community Infrastructure Levy) and 
other funding sources will be used to ensure that key infrastructure is delivered to 
be available when it is needed. 
 
Infrastructure comments are addressed in greater detail under Policy I1 and 
Appendix B - Infrastructure Schedule. Surrey County Council are responsible for 
school buses. 
 
Infrastructure is addressed in Policy I1 with wording  to ensure its provided when 
needed by the occupants of the new development. 
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congestion during school terms with safe and affordable school buses 

¶  The policy should also state how the housing (residents) will be serviced by 

additional roads, healthcare, education, community centres etc., before the 

houses are occupied. 

¶ The policy should include wording which states that ñAll new homes require 

access to roads, healthcare provision, education and local community centres 

prior to being occupiedò 

Key workers 

¶ Recruitment of health and social care workers is hard in the local area. We 
would want to see good ókey workerô housing for this sector. 

¶ There is a need for one and two bedroomed homes for the purposes of 
affordable housing to assist key workers in our important services and industries 
who cannot afford to live reasonably close to their place to their place of 
employment, in particular those who work in our hospitals, police and fire 
services .These individuals need to be close to their places of employment in 
order to give the flexibility in hours required by emergency services. 

¶ Policy needs expansion and emphasis on the economic need for key worker 
housing for it is this sector upon which Guildfordôs economic future depends. 

 
The need for a good mix of tenures, sizes and types of houses is recognised to 
meet the needs of different people in our community. This policy aims to ensure that 
more 1, 2 and 3 bedroomed affordable and market houses are provided in 
residential development schemes, as justified by the findings of the SHMA. Sites 
have been allocated for housing development across the borough, including sites in 
close proximity to places of employment (such as the hospital).  

Farming and forestry workers 

¶ Essential that developments including all agriculture buildings and structures, 
agriculturally tied buildings and any barn conversions are able to gain planning 
permission easily and without any additional costs. 

¶ Overlooks the specific requirements of housing for farming and forestry workers 
ïsuggest an additional policy which encompasses the need for occupational 
accommodation for rural workers in the countryside, reference the functional and 
financial tests specified in PPS7, although superseded by NPPF, gives a sound 
and reasonable way to justify when and where rural workers accommodation is 
needed. 

¶ Privately owned and managed accommodation to satisfy a specific local 
employment need, often providing accommodation for those with an existing 
connection to the local parish 

¶ Agricultural developments should be exempt from payment of an affordable 
housing contribution, and the policy should be re-worded to reflect this. 

 
All planning applications must be determined on their own benefits. 
We understand that recent changes to planning legislation enables the conversion 
of up to 3 agricultural buildings (outside of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty) to 
residential use.  
 
NPPF paragraph 55 addresses housing for rural workers and the re-use of 
redundant or disused buildings in the countryside.  
 
 
Agricultural development is not required to contribute to affordable housing 
provision 

General 

¶ This policy is fluffy and unspecific 

¶ I would strongly urge the council to re-consider this DLP to better in-keep with 
the values, spirit and soul of Guildford. It is a wonderful place to live and work, 
letôs please work hard to keep it as such  

¶ Failure to resolve some of the major causes of relative deprivation needing 

 
This policy aims to provide a strategic policy addressing the criteria set out in the 
NPPF and reflect the findings of our evidence base documents. The policy is based 
upon the ambitions of the National Planning Policy Framework to deliver a wide 
choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and create 
sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities (para 49). 
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remedy. 

¶ This policy has some components that will challenge the planning department. 

¶ Concern over rental rates and the price of houses in the area, so appreciate the 
desperate need for more housing but feel it is important to get the development 
right for the sake of existing communities and the new communities you will be 
creating 

¶ the plan is ill conceived based upon flawed or unsubstantiated data/requirement 
and fails to address the significant infrastructure burden. 

¶ an example of a more sympathetic and successful development is the newly 
built village of Mawsley near Kettering. By building a new village in a suitable 
location a large number of houses were accommodated on sensibly sized plots 
whilst fully considering the needs of the residents by also building a school, Drs 
Surgery, Dentist, nursery, shops and community centre. This allows building 
targets to be met without excessive strain on existing services and infrastructure  

¶ Immigrants, the vast number being allowed into the country 
 

It is hoped that the policies within the Local Plan will help address some issues of 
deprivation within the planning remit. 
Without further detail it is difficult to ascertain what the challenges to the planning 
department are considered to be by the respondant. 
Comments noted and it is the aim of the Local Plan to get good development 
schemes in the right locations. 
The SHMA has projected the housing numbers and calculated the need for size, 
type and tenure of housing over the period 2013 to 2033. Please see the evidence 
base and infrastructure section for further details.  
 
Example noted. The proposed strategic development sites provide a mixture of 
infrastructure, including schools and community uses. 
 
Immigration is addressed in the SHMA. 

Affordable housing 

¶ Identifying sites for building enough affordable homes ï we are pleased that this 
problem is being addressed along with the attendant needs for infrastructure and 
dealing with traffic congestion  

¶ extra housing, particularly affordable housing must be found within existing 
towns and villages, using brown field sites and land trapped from agricultural or 
leisure use. Development must not be too dense that it spoils the relaxed aspect 
of these places.   

¶ Due to proximity of the Guildford Borough Council area to London, homes here 
will always sell and will not reduce prices  or  be óaffordableô 

¶ only way in which a greater measure of "equality" could be achieved is if the 
GBC start to build or finance affordable homes along the council house 
approach previously discarded  

¶ Since the building of council houses was discontinued, and the "right to buy" 
policy established, a significant percentage of the less well off population have 
very little chance of owning their own home   

¶ It may be desirable to have a for the worldôs wealthy elite.  The primary goal for 
GBC is protect access to affordable homes for its own population and to confine 
its appetite for development to the constraints of the environment.  GBC is 
required to honour its commitments to protect the boroughôs environmental 
assets for future generations. 

 
 
 
Affordable housing is addressed in more detail in Policy H2. The Land Availability 
Assessment looks in detail at potential development sites including brownfield sites 
across the borough, and sites are allocated for development within the redrafted 
Regulation 19 Local Plan Strategy and Sites in the óSite Allocation Policiesô section.  

Location of development 

¶ With shopping moving to on-line purchasing and big business parks, there must 
be possibilities of using some of the old centre shopping space for 

 
The town centre is the appropriate location for town centre uses that generate many 
trips, as it is generally the more accessible location by public transport (called the 
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housing.   Most of the suggested spots for development in this area represent 
small incursions into the Green Belt and must be resolutely resisted.  

¶ Make development of brownfield sites for housing in the town the top priority, 
and a better understanding established that all land in the town of Guildford is so 
precious that it cannot be used for ground level parking.  

¶ We believe council should have policies to actively encourage the development 
of brown field sites 

ñtown centre firstò principle). Whilst housing is also needed in town centres, this 
should not be their primary use, housing can also be located away from public 
transport and areas for linked trips. 
 
The need for amendments to Green Belt boundaries is addressed in more detail in 
the response to comments on Policy S2 and planning for sites.  
 
Our spatial strategy is based on sustainability considerations and our spatial 
hierarchy rather a proportionate growth approach. 
 
Brownfield land is at the top of our spatial hierarchy however there is insufficient 
land to meet our objectively assessed housing needs. Whilst seeking to make the 
best use of land it is important that we consider factors such as character when 
planning for development within our urban areas. 
 
Whilst our spatial hierarchy prioritises sites in and around the urban areas as part of 
meeting our supply over the plan period, it is the smaller sites particularly around 
villages which are able to deliver homes in the early part of the plan period. 

Deprivation 

¶ The principle of the policy seems to be one of inclusivity. The failure to look to 
explicitly solve some of the major causes of relative deprivation is troubling. 
Impact assessment of proposed allocations on relative deprivation, as well as 
some positive policies designed to overcome some of the extreme deprivation 
scores. The Local Plan needs to make specific numerical reference to student 
homes and ensure we plan properly both for the students and their institutions, 
and also for current and aspiring residents and their communities. 

¶ Although data on a Lower Super Output Area basis is readily available, this does 
not seem to have been taken into account. The LSOA Deprivation Indices 
highlight specific challenges for particular areas in such topics as: Multiple 
Deprivation Index (overall Deprivation);Income; Employment; Health & Disability; 
Education Skills and Training; Barriers to housing and Services; Crime; Living 
Environment; 

 
This policy focuses on housing to meet a variety of needs and this will help address 
one aspect of deprivation. It picks up on paragraph 50 of the NPPF to deliver a wide 
choice of homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and create sustainable, 
inclusive and mixed communities. 
 
Student housing is addressed in Policy H1 but also in detail within the SHMA. 
 
Lower super output areas are discussed within the Regulation 19 Local Plan in 
paragraph 2.6.  

Extensions/ replacement of dwellings 

¶ The Council  should review Policy H9: Extensions to Dwellings in the 
Countryside of the Guildford Borough Local Plan 2003. The wording of Policy H9 
on ósmall dwellingsô which aims to maintain a mix and balance of dwelling types 
and sizes to cater for a range of housing needs. housing and decent homes 
standards have changed since 2003 and we think the constraint in the policy is 
too restrictive and could cause hardship to small dwelling householders who 
wish to replace or add to the volume of houses 

 
We plan to write more detailed policies in the Local Plan: Development 
Management Policiesô document. However, redrafted policy P2 now includes 
wording on extensions or alterations and replacement buildings in the Green Belt. It 
is not proposed to retain the small dwelling criteria in the Development Management 
Policies document.  
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Number of homes 

¶ Question number of homes proposed 

¶ Does not actually state the number of homes that are proposed, and so it is not 
possible to express a view on that number in terms of the proposed policy.  

¶ Policy 3 provides little by way of useful parameters for practical decision-making 
on planning issues. It does not state any dpa target figure, concealing the flaws 
of the SHMA report and GBCôs true intention of promoting excessive 
housebuilding. 

¶ Unconvinced that the projections for numbers of houses required are valid, and 
as such the statements regarding types of housing are meaningless.  

 
Policy S2 óBorough Wide Strategyô in the Regulation 19 Local Plan Strategy and 
Sites sets out the number of homes we will make provision for over the plan period.  
 
It is not considered necessary to repeat the target in this policy (now labelled H1). 
 
 

Scale and character 

¶ Take into account the impact of new build on Guildfordôs roof line and history so 
scale and character should be a critical determinant of building size particularly 
in the centre. 

Policy H1 states that new residential development is required toérespond to local 
character, context and distinctiveness. Paragraph 4.2.8 in the reasoned justification 
now states that planning applicationsé.will consider relationship with nearby 
buildings aswell as form, massing, height of existing buildings and structures and 
materials. 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

¶ The NPPF sets three dimensions to sustainable development; economic, social 
and environmental.  The third point has not been met, as this plan causes 
significant harm to the countryside. I object to the weight given to economic 
dimensions in this plan.  As a result the plan cannot be considered to be 
promoting sustainable development. 

¶ Paragraph 150 of the NPPF advises that "Local Plans are the key to delivering 
sustainable development that reflects the vision and aspirations of local 
communities". In this respect, we have serious concerns regarding the 
effectiveness of the current public consultation exercise, given the level of 
uncertainty surrounding key aspects of the evidence base, in particular housing 
evidence, up to date employment evidence and information pertaining to the 
Duty to Cooperate which was previously requested by various parties at Issues 
and Options stage. Also have concerns regarding the accompanying SA and the 
manner in which it has been produced. 

¶ Paragraph 152 of the NPPF advises that where significant adverse impacts 
against any of the three dimensions of sustainable development are noted, these 
should be avoided and where possible, alternative options which reduce or 
eliminate the issues should be pursued. We do not consider that the Council has 
sufficiently considered alternative options. 

¶ The NPPF makes clear that Local Plans "must be prepared with the objective of 
contributing to the achievement of sustainable development" which is consistent 
with the principles and policies of the Framework (paragraph 151). NPPF, 
Section 39(2) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 allows for 
local authorities to exercise plan making functions provided that they do so with 

 
Policy S1 follows guidance from Communities and Local Government on 
sustainable development. Environmental considerations are addressed throughout 
the plan and the plan needs to be read as a whole.  
 
 
Comments noted and addressed in more detail in Policy H2 on affordable housing 
and Policy I1 on infrastructure and delivery.  
 
Comments noted and addressed in greater detail in the evidence base section and 
the Duty to Cooperate topic paper.  
 
 
 
Alternative options are considered in the Sustainability Appraisal.  
 
 
These comments are addressed  in greater detail under the section on policy S2 
and within the site allocations section. 
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the objective of contributing towards sustainable development.  

¶ The proposal to allocate the FWA site is contrary to the principles of sustainable 
development and is therefore also contrary to the basic principles to plan 
making. We do not consider the reasons for site selection have been justified 
through the SA and the plan. In light of the alternatives available we do not 
consider that the FWA site is the most appropriate for development or that the 
proposal can be justified in light of its location within the Green Belt. 

Consultation 

¶ Impressed with the wide ranging scope of the plan and appreciate the efforts 
that have gone into making everyone aware of it and to encourage everyone to 
give their views 

¶ Support the widest possible involvement and comment to allow all views to be 
taken into account. Local involvement should extend beyond this consultation 
period and allow for continued involvement through to implementation of the 
proposals. We would be especially keen for the early engagement of the young 
in the development of strategic policies and the next local plan. 

¶ Commitments to ensuring the continued support of accessible information, 
advice and support within Guildford is a welcome addition. 

¶ This policy needs to be re-consulted after the SCMA document is released. 

Comments noted and welcomed.  
Significant draft Local Plan consultation periods and events have been held. For full 
details please see the Community Engagement Statement Jan 2014 and the 
Statement of Community Engagement October 2014. Previous public consultations 
have specifically targeted and involved young people and their comments taken on 
board. 
 
The Council aims to provide accessible information, advice and support including 
the availability of relevant documents online, in our offices and in local libraries 
where appropriate. 
 
The Regulation 19 consultation will take place after the latest SHMA has been 
released. 

 

Comments on Policy 4: Affordable Homes 
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Support the principle of building more affordable homes We acknowledge your support for more affordable housing to be built in the 
borough, for which there is great need 

Confusion between need (local) and demand (proximity to London) 
 

Need generally refers to affordable housing and demand is for market housing.  

Would like to see greater commitment to affordable housing  
 

We acknowledge that you would like to see higher affordable housing delivery 

No explanation of which group in society affordable housing will apply to 
 
Should be more affordable housing for first time buyers, young families and older 
people wishing to downsize 

Affordable homes are allocated to those on the Councilôs Housing Register, as 
being in need of affordable housing.  

More affordable homes needed for first time buyer, young families, key worker 
rather than more ñexecutiveò homes 

Agreed, this is where the greater need is 

House prices driven by London market demand 
 

Demand does come in part from outside of the borough, including from London. 
Demand is not the same as housing need, which is specifically for those whose 
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housing need are not met by the market 

No evidence for this policy approach - Building a lot of market housing in the hope 
of getting a few affordable homes is a risky strategy 
  
High housebuilding numbers are cynically justified in the name of providing 
affordable homes, without any account taken of the supply-pull this would create 
from London.  
 
The borough needs affordable housing but building lots of housing will not mean 
these will be built. Building lots wonôt bring other prices down and there is no right 
for anyone to be able to afford the place or house type they want 
 

Delivery of affordable housing as part of market developments is the governmentôs 
current mechanism  for delivering affordable housing. 
Additionally Councils can now build affordable homes themselves, but this is 
unlikely to result in anywhere near the number of affordable homes needed 

Requiring investors to provide 40% of affordable pushes up the prices of market 
homes 

When there is no government grant available to private developers, they need to 
take the cost to them of providing affordable housing into account in the price they 
pay for development land.  

Building more affordable housing will not lead to lower house prices;  just attracts 
more people to the area 
 
Building more homes will not reduce market prices because housing is a capital 
good influenced mainly by the price of capital rather than supply-and-demand 
mechanisms like consumer goods.  
Edge Analytics came to the same conclusion.  
Lots of other factors are ignored ï ONS population data, windfalls, vacant 
properties, constraints on development etc. 

These comments have been responded to in the table for Appendix C: Evidence 
Base 
 

Calculation of affordable housing need is flawed, exaggerating need 

¶ The backlog in affordable housing provision should not be included in calculating 
future needs. 

¶ Without a full council agreed housing number based on final complete SHMA, 
the evidence in draft LP is unsound 

¶ Evidence base is flawed, for split provision of affordable housing 70% for rent 
and rest by other means 

¶ Data on affordable housing need is not current 

¶ Where is the evidence to justify the additional homes being built (W. Horsley) 

¶ Population data is flawed 

The SHMA has assessed affordable housing need using the Basic Needs 
Assessment Model, in accordance with the NPPG. 
 

Calculation of affordable housing need is flawed and exaggerates need. This policy 
should be redrafted when the final SHMA is completed 

The policy has been redrafted following the publication of the 2015 SHMA 

Statement ñhalf of Guildfordôs residents cannot afford to buy or rent a homeò is 
rubbish 

Over the Plan period, the SHMA predicts that over half of future household demand 
will be from households that cannot meet their housing needs in market housing.  

Affordable homes owned by GBC and under its financial control could be built using The Council already builds its own affordable homes in the borough, with 65 new 



 

122 
 

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

council land 
 
GBC should build affordable homes on land it owns, so that it is in control, rather 
than rely on whether private developers are able to make sufficient profit from the 
building of accompanying market houses 
GBC should build affordable homes on its land rather than spending on commercial 
property investments as it has been. 
Within areas of borough, GBC more amenable to this style of housing 

affordable homes built since 2012, and a further 12 on site and 18 more in pipeline. 
These are all within the Housing Revenue Account (HRA)  
 
The Council has also recently set up a Housing Company to build both affordable 
and housing on other sites.  

Paragraph 4.46 should be part of Policy 4, rather than in commentary.  
 
ñDevelopments that seek to avoid the requirements of this policy by failing to make 
most efficient use of land (having regard to Policy 3 Homes for All), or by artificially 
subdividing land into smaller sites will not be permittedò. 
 
The wording should be robust to reflect your own evidence that the vast majority of 
developments can sustain a 40% mix of affordable housing and waivers should be 
granted only in exceptional circumstances 

We do not consider it necessary to include this wording in policy 

Possible percentage rounding down will be applied to all new developments The policy justification explains why we propose using mathematical rounding, 
which is considered to be most fair 

Land may be unavailable due to assumption that it will become available for market 
value 
 

Sites of qualifying size will have to provide affordable housing 

Housing should remain affordable after the first occupancy in perpetuity rather than 
being sold into the market as they have been. 
 
Not clear the meaning of affordable housing and mechanisms to control prices of 
houses. People buy cheap houses and then they sell it higher price. 

The NPPF definition of affordable housing, includes a requirement for all affordable 
housing to be retained in perpetuity, or for the subsidy to be recycled.  
Due to the governmentôs Right to Buy initiative, all we are able to do if it is sold is to 
make sure that any government subsidy (if there was one) is recycled 
 
Only rural exception housing is specifically exempt from the Right to Buy and Right 
to Acquire 

Need flexibility regarding viability to prevent stalling of developments Provision to consider this is set out in national planning policy and in the justification 
to this policy 

Affordable housing should remain at 35% 
 
45% requirement could undermine viability 
 
40% target may be too high and may prevent many small sites being developed 
 
Object to provision of 40% affordable at a threshold 5 dwellings ï unsupported by 
meaningful evidence/financial burden 
 

Our development viability evidence shows that market housing developments can 
contribute more, and our housing needs evidence shows that affordability is an 
issue and the need for  affordable housing remains high 
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Should change wording from ñat least 40%ò to ñup to 40%ò  

GBC should explore ways to build a reasonable number of affordable houses within 
an overall housing target. 

The 40% is the split between affordable (40%) homes and market homes (60%) on 
qualifying sites. These homes are all part of the overall housing number.  

Council unable to achieve consistent 30% (affordable housing) 
 

The Council have a good track record of securing affordable housing on qualifying 
sites 

Support a single percentage target for all sites 
 
Target for all sites should be 40%, subject to viability 

Agreed. In the interest of simplicity of operation of the policy, we have amended the 
policy to include a single proportion of 40% as a requirement 

Object to requirement for 45% on rural sites of at least 5 units This is viable and we have demonstrated need.  However, in the interest of 
simplicity of operation of the policy, we have redrafted it to include a single 
proportion of 40% as a requirement.  

How is the required affordable homes % of development arrived at? 
 

The policy justification explains the need and viability evidence considered in 
drawing up this draft policy 

Affordable housing target should be 80-90% of any new development 
 
Support 45% on greenfield land, should be higher 50% 
 
If affordable housing proportions are set too high it will preclude valuable sites from 
coming forward 

Our viability evidence shows that this would not be viable, the developments would 
not proceed and no housing would get built as  a result 

Support lower requirement for brownfield sites reflecting generally higher 
development costs 
 
Support the proposed lower threshold for affordable housing, and the proposed 
different percentages of affordable housing to be required on brownfield and 
greenfield sites 

In the interest of simplicity of operation of the policy, we have amended the policy to 
include a single proportion of 40% as a requirement.  

Need for contributions from all housing developments, not just developments of five 
or more homes.  Small developments can contribute to off-site provision.  
 
Why exempt developments of 5 homes from the obligation to provide affordable 
housing, levy on all new homes, and pool contributions from developments of 1-5 
homes 
 
Further study is required to justify small development in very special circumstances 
for proven local need 

Whilst very small site of four of less homes could contribute, we do not want to deter 
small developments, which may not realise sufficient profit to act as an incentive to 
the owner to release the land for development.  
 
Including a site size threshold will ensure that the unit site size threshold does not 
drive down housing density.  

Site size threshold of 5 unit (gross) is too low and likely to impact medium sized 
house builders; suggest 10 unit threshold 

Our viability evidence demonstrates that developments over five new homes are 
generally viable with 40% contribution 

Specialist housing should contribute to affordable housing 
 
Specialist housing (care homes / student halls) should not contribute to affordable 
housing 

Where suitable and viable, specialist housing will be required to contribute. 
Qualifying housing developments are set out in the reasoned justification to the 
policy. 
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Threshold for contributing affordable housing should be higher, at 10 dwellings, and 
for schemes over this threshold there should be a scale for contributions, for 
example 
10 - 20 dwellings -15% 
20 - 40 dwellings - 25% 
50 - 100 dwellings - 30% 
100+ dwellings - 35-40% 

Our viability evidence does not support this approach. The borough would be 
missing out on may affordable homes from developments that could have provided 
them. This would not help to meet the boroughôs need for more affordable housing. 

Use brownfield sites in the town centre for housing not commercial  
 

Guildford town centre is the appropriate location for town centre uses that generate 
many trips, as it is generally the more accessible location by public transport (called 
the ñtown centre firstò principle). Whilst housing is also needed in town centres, this 
should not be their primary use, housing can also be located away from public 
transport and areas for linked trips.  

Rural exception sites can play a role in meeting local housing need 
 

Comment noted.  

Draft policy risks  housing forced onto much less acceptable sites 
 

The Council do not consider that the draft policy would result in housing coming 
forward on inappropriate sites. 

Affordable homes for local people only in Shalford 
 

Shalford has very little housing planned and so very little affordable housing will be 
developed. Rural Exception housing for local needs may be possible here where 
local need is demonstrated.  

Housing register at parish level and not borough, allocate for local people 
 

Parishes do undertake rural housing needs surveys. This type of house, allocated to 
those in housing need with a village or Parish connection is called rural exception 
housing.  
General affordable housing is allocated to those in greatest housing need.  

More recent evidence on viability and need is required to support policy 
 
Support the principle of providing more affordable housing  but no up to date proof 
of its viability 
 
Cost of land not a material consideration in determining viability 
 

Both the ñLocal Plan Viability and Affordable Housing Studyò and the ñWest Surrey 
SHMAò have been revised since the 2014 Local Plan consultation, and reissued in 
2016 and 2015 respectively. 
 
Cost of land is a material consideration, as policy requirements should be taken into 
account in the cost paid. 

Housing along river banks will not be affordable and will exacerbate the flooding 
issue 

Housing development will be directed away from areas of flood risk and only 
approved in such areas where a sequential test and exceptions test are passed. 

Affordable housing number must be secured in planning applications 
 

These are almost always secured by planning obligation (a type of legal 
agreement), and occasionally by condition.  

The Council should divide greenfield land into plots and sell them to families to 
develop their own homes, restrict to local families needing 3 plus bedroom houses 
 
The Local Plan should identify sites for self-build homes 

Individuals and associations can apply to be placed on the Councilôs self-build and 
custom housebuilding register. The Council are required to keep such a register and 
have regard to it in our planning, regeneration, disposal and housing functions.  

No information on density of individual areas for development Density considerations are not set out in the design policies of the Proposed 
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 Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô.  

Key worker housing provision should be either allocated to specific jobs or tied 
housing 

There is no such category as key worker. Affordable housing is for those who 
cannot meet their housing needs in the market. Tied housing may be developed by 
particular organisations for their own staff.  

The policy will not lead to more affordable housing for those that need it because of 
clause ñsubject to viabilityò. 
 
This developer ñget outò clause should be removed, as it encourages developers to 
avoid providing affordable housing 
 

This has been removed from the draft policy, as it repeats national planning policy 
(NPPF) and guidance (PPG) without adding a local dimension to it.  
 
 

Requiring developers to provide affordable housing increases house prices 
 

There is a high demand and need for both market and affordable housing.  
 
Policy requirements such as affordable housing are taken into account in 
negotiating land sales.  
This is currently the governmentôs preferred method for affordable housing delivery.  
 

All affordable housing built should be retained by a Housing Association. This would 
avoid them simply making money for the ñbuy to letò investment market 
 
I would like to see affordable housing protected from buy-to-let purchases who 
perpetuate high rents and low housing availability 

Currently, affordable housing must be provided by a Registered Provider, which is 
most unlikely to be a private ñbuy to letò investor 
 
 

Affordable homes should be in locations needed, close to jobs, community services 
and transport links 
 
Young people will move away because of house prices, which would be a loss to 
the community balance / sustainability of employment 

Whilst affordable housing is needed in the town centre, close to jobs, there is also a 
need for affordable housing in rural areas, close to rural jobs and families, in order 
to ensure our communities are balanced and mixed 

More affordable housing would promote social cohesion, allowing people to live 
near their families and provide care 

Comment noted. Affordable homes across the borough can help families to remain 
living close together, increasing social cohesion. This can also assist with care for 
the elderly or sick 

Affordable homes should be in keeping with rural character and community mix, and 
existing market homes 
 
Affordable homes should be on small sites, possibly such as Site 51, or mixed 
within a larger housing site, and not in large areas of only social housing 

Affordable homes are generally most suitably located mixed in with market housing 
in a single development.  There should be not significant difference in design nor 
quality.  

Financial contribution will be difficult to use due to shortage of sites, and could delay 
main development.  It should only be allowed as a very last resort  
Financial contributions in lieu of on-site provision should be possible, where on-site 
provision is not reasonable or viable 

The default position required by the National Planning Policy Framework and the 
óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesó policy is for provision to be 
on-site if suitable and possible. This is set out in the policy justification 

Shared ownership is useful to assist key workers in accessing home ownership 
 

A variety of affordable housing is needed to meet needs. This is likely to include 
some shared-ownership, starter homes, and homes for rent.  
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We need a wide range of house sizes and prices to address the needs of the 
market.  

Dearth of affordable homes for first time buyers, and any new development should 
target this sector of the market 

The specific needs of first time buyers is being addressed by the proposals to 
introduce ñstarter homesò via the Housing and Planning Bill and its related changes 
to national planning policy and secondary legislation 

There appears to have been no viability assessment of the proposed development 
of the FWA site, particularly in terms of the provision of infrastructure such as the 
vehicle access and off site works, and exceptional costs that would arise from the 
provision of main services such as water, waste water, electricity, gas and 
broadband to serve a development of the size suggested in this location, rather than 
an extension to existing services in other locations closer to urban areas and main 
settlements. 
 
WPI submission on the Issues and Options consultation reference is made to 
viability issues in the potential provision of affordable housing (5.3). As such, in line 
with advice in the Planning Practice Guidance, if the cost of delivering the scheme 
suggested in draft policy 66 area are high, the Council cannot be certain that it 
would provide the suggested 40% affordable housing required to fulfil the social role 
in delivering sustainable development 

Guildford Local Plan Viability and Affordable Housing Study 2014 does include 
consideration of the viability of this site (see Table 5.2). As not all infrastructure 
costs were known at that time, the Study acknowledges that a larger buffer is 
suitable, and caution should be exercised due to ñcurrently unknown site specific 
Section106 costsò 

¶ No new student housing off-campus 

¶ Off campus, does this include land owned by UniS in town centre 

¶ Third parties put off from developing student accommodation in town centre 

¶ Allocate some town centre sites specifically for student housing 

It would not be reasonable for all students to live on campus, which is generally 
more expensive than house-shares. There are also a number of other universities 
and colleges in Guildford whom do not have large enough campuses to 
accommodate students.  
The need for student housing is identified in the Strategic Market Housing Market 
Assessment (SMHA) 

Homes and Community Agencyï refurbishing and upgrading existing houses, first 
preferred option 
Developers to partner with Housing Associations on large housing sites to achieve 
real affordable and lively mixed development 

We can use off-site contributions to upgrade existing market home and where 
suitable, convert them to affordable homes.  

Introducing rent controls would lead to a withdrawal of significant buy-to let funds 
from the market, which cause prices to fall and increase the supply of affordable 
housing 
 
Rent checks to ascertain suitability for the area 
 
ñAffordable Rent must be no more than the maximum percentage of market rent set 
out in our most recent housing guidance or strategyò It is proposed that this will only 
mean 80% of market rents. How this will enable those in genuine poverty to afford 
homes in Guildford, even "affordable" homes, is unclear 

Whilst this would help to make homes more affordable, the government has said it 
will not introduce rent controls for the private sector. 
 
All affordable rented housing in the borough is in effect capped (it must be provided 
at Local Housing Allowance or lower) 

Scale of development proposed for West Horsley does not reflect in local need. The This number is the need for affordable housing by existing households currently 
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West Horsley Housing Needs Survey May 2014 reports a need for 20 affordable 
homes 

living in the area who cannot meet their housing needs in market housing. Over the 
course of the plan period, new households will form, and will move to work in the 
area and may need affordable housing.  

No housing in Guildford borough is truly affordable. This is especially so once 
council tax and rent increase are taken into account 
 
Ripley affordable homes are £379,000 object to GBC abdicating their duty to 
provide affordable homes 
 
Key workersô wages do not increase as rapidly 
 
The term ñaffordable housingò is not widely understood.  
Suggest using term ñsubsidised housingò 

The governmentôs planning definition of affordable housing (set out in the NPPFôs 
glossary) is the relevant definition for the Local Plan.   

Building flats and smaller homes that are more affordable but privately owned 
should be given greater consideration 

¶ Tower blocks in centre of Guildford, young couples and family prefer to live 
in the centre of town, 

¶ Empty houses and businesses premises put into community use 

Low cost market housing is currently specifically excluded from the governmentôs 
planning definition of affordable housing (set out in the NPPFôs glossary) 
The Council has an initiative to bring back into use long term empty homes.  

Affordability is more of an issue for single people.  
 
Part of the affordability problem is connected to student loans and the debts that 
people have on leaving University 

These factors will certainly reduce the amount that a household can spend on rent / 
mortgage. However, the Council is not responsible for determining university tuition 
fees. 

No assessment has been made of any of the councils own housing estates many of 
which were built to very generous densities, or if it has it has not been made 
available as part of this consultation process.   
 
Most local authorities and  housing associations have looked very closely at their 
older stock and introduced regeneration proposal that have seen significant net 
gains in numbers of units 

We do consider how we can make the best use of the land which we own to provide 
more affordable housing.  This includes redeveloping underused garages  

Affordable housing will encourage the building of fewer larger houses Whilst intentional avoidance of thresholds can be an issue, we have addressed this 
in the policy, including new site size threshold by hectares, so developers will not 
have an incentive to build at a lower density. 

Monitoring completion of new homes needed to see if affordable homes target is 
being met 

We currently report the delivery of affordable homes annually in our Monitoring 
Report, and include suitable indicators in the óProposed Submission Local Plan: 
strategy and sitesô 

McCarthy and Stone has concerns over the wording of Policy 4: Affordable Homes 
(his policy applies to retirement homes, sheltered housing, Extra Care Housing, and 
all other types of housing that fall within Use Class C3) Assumption that Extra Care 
accommodation sits within Use Class C3 of the Use Classes Order. 
 

This has been updated in the redrafted policy to reflect the need for supported 
living. This reflects the findings of Guildfordôs Local Plan and Affordable Housing 
Viability Study 2014 (updated 2016). 
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Based on the case of development at The Clockhouse, London Road in 2013 
(Application Ref: 13/P/01559), which was refused, we do note that the Councilôs 
officer report did accept that this development is within Use Class C2. It has 
therefore been established that Extra Care accommodation may sit within use class 
C2: Residential Institutions and as such the presumption in paragraph 4.43 that it is 
a C3: Residential use is therefore misleading and overly simplistic.   
We therefore respectfully request that the Council recommend amend the wording 
of Paragraph 4.43 so that it reads as follows: 
 "...This policy applies to retirement homes, sheltered housing and all other types of 
housing that fall within Use Class C3, as well as student flats. It does not apply to 
residential institutions such as care homes, nursing homes and  extra 
care  accommodation  which  are within Use Class C2" 

We are concerned with the findings regarding affordable housing tenure and that 
the Draft Local Plan is suggesting that there is a need for a 90/10 spilt 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 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 a very significant demand and need for shared-equity based products. They are 
very popular and are always quick to sell, demonstrating real demand and need as 
well as insufficient supply.  

The proposed split of affordable housing tenure, based on identified needs (in the 
West Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment) is 70% rented and 30% other 
forms, including shared ownership.  
 
The draft Policy, alongside the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and 
sitesô as a whole, has been subject to viability testing in the Local Plan Viability and 
Affordable Housing Study 2014 (updated 2016), and shown to be viable.  

Guildford Council had the opportunity to fulfil a definite need for affordable 1/2 
bedroom homes for sale in the New Road development in Gomshall but chose not 
to do so in favour of taking a few more people off the Guildford town housing list by 
giving us all social housing, in direct contravention of their own existing local plan.   
 
The new development in New Road and Gravel Pits Lane in Gomshall has been 
allowed specifically to take people off the Guildford housing list as there is no 
proven need for social housing in Gomshall and Shere parish.  
 
We were also told that the council intended to charge rents at current private market 
rates for this new social housing so I fail to see how this helps families on low 
incomes.  If they could afford private rents they would already be in private rented 
accommodation!  

Every part of the borough has to contribute to meeting the housing need of the 
borough as a whole. The Council consider that affordable accommodation should 
be available in both urban and rural areas of the borough.   
People from Gomshall are entitled to apply for social housing in Guildford town, and 
vice versa. Applications are determined on need. The development at New Road 
was within the settlement boundary, so was not subject to órural exceptionô local / 
Parish connection rules, which are applied when affordable housing development is 
permitted in the Green Belt where residential development would not ordinarily be 
permitted.  
 
The development did not contravene the Local Plan. It followed the Local Plan, 
which stated that limited infilling within the settlement boundary in villages is 
acceptable.  
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We were promised a mix of housing - some social and some shared ownership 
or fully owned as affordable housing to buy such as 1/2 bedroom starter homes are 
needed by young people in the village but this is not what we have in this new 
development.  It is specifically for the benefit of Guildford town.  
 

 
The Council is not charging rents at market rates. The rents are set at Local 
Housing Allowance, which is roughly 70% of the market rate in Gomshall. This is a 
higher rent level than the original council properties in the area, and this is a 
function of a change in government policy which requires housing providers to fund 
the build of new affordable housing from the income from higher rents rather than 
from government capital grants.  
 
 
We considered shared ownership but felt at the time that rented housing was the 
greatest priority, particularly as shared ownership is related to market sale prices 
which were very high in Gomshall and might therefore have meant that shared 
ownership was out of reach of those who were eligible for the scheme.  
 

 

Comments on Policy 5: Rural Exception Homes  

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

Support the policy Comment noted 

Do not support any development on greenfields, in green belt nor in rural areas This is identified in the NPPF as suitable development on greenfield, green belt land 

Compliance with NPPF: 

¶ This Policy falls foul of both Ministerial guidance and the NPPF by allowing 
development outside settlements even in Green Belt, and even suggests 
extending this to market housing.   

¶ This is a Trojan horse to allow development where it would otherwise be 
prohibited.  

¶ The Policy in the blue box needs to make it clear that the overriding 
requirements of the NPPF, especially NPPF 87, 88 and 89, fully apply 

Allowing Rural Exception Housing in the Green Belt is compliant with national 
government policy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Commendable that the Council has worded the policy to include sites which adjoin 
or closely relate to an existing settlement; either defined or non-defined.   

The suggested wording is to enable greater opportunities for rural exception 
housing than the current Local Plan 2003 policy whilst being suitably located 

Viability: 

¶ Object to the commentary that allows developers to avoid the policy 
altogether if they deem it non-viable. Rural exception sites should not be 
used for market housing. 

¶ There are no circumstances where it should be permissible to build market 
housing under the rural exceptions scheme 

¶ This policy is contrary to the policies given within the NPPF. Planning 

The NPPFôs glossary definition of affordable housing tells us we may allow small 
numbers of market housing at our discretion where this would help with viability 
 
Viability of rural exception housing is a valid consideration 
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permission cannot be given for market housing in the green belt.  

¶ The ñviabilityò get out clause at paragraphs 4.66 and 4.67 should therefore 
be deleted 

¶ Paragraph 4.66 (inclusion of some market housing if needed  to deliver 
rural exception housing) is unlikely to be observed 

¶ Object to exceptions, create loop holes, the original reason will be forgotten 
and taken advantage of. 

 
 
 

Is there actually any legal mechanism to enforce this, will developer not just go 
through the back door and purchase land as agricultural land for a huge price and 
then ask to develop it.  
 
Inclusion of market housing will increase the price of the land and thus negate 
purpose.  
 
Money can be raised through alternative mechanisms and self build programs.  
 
'ten times the agricultural land value at the time' in 4.67 is far too high and would 
encourage land banking and possible neglect of agricultural land.  

Inclusion of any market homes would be at our discretion, as set out in national 
policy. Whilst we may consider allowing these where vital to deliver a scheme, this 
will be the exception, in order to comply with national policy.   
 
 
From experience of rural exception housing, we have calculated this as a 
reasonable multiple.  
 
 
 
 

The explanatory notes on rural exception housing at 4.66 and 4.67 states that 
enabling market housing may be allowed. This has not taken para. 89 of the NPPF 
into account which states that exceptions to Green Belt policy are limited to 
affordable housing. 

This reflects NPPF paragraph 89 ñlimited affordable housing for local community 
needs under policies set out in the Local Plan.  
Such housing is also referred to as ñrural exception sitesò, which, as set out at 
paragraph 54 and in the glossary ñRural exception sitesò. 
Our Local Plan policies must be consistent with national policy, and we must 
therefore be willing to consider, at our discretion, market homes where needed for 
viability 

Whilst we support Policy 5 in principle, given the findings of the Sustainability 
Appraisal, there is a need for a more flexible approach to facilitate the provision of 
affordable housing on rural exception sites where there is a lack of public subsidy.  
 
Policy 5 should therefore be amended, in accordance with paragraph 4.66 to allow 
for more market housing to act as óenabling developmentô on such sites where it will 
deliver affordable housing for the local population if there is a known need. 

The chosen policy approach reflects both options in the 2014 Interim SA report.   
Potential for provision of some market housing is included in the policy justification.  
 

Traveller sites are not appropriate in the green belt, and rural exception sites are 
therefore not appropriate for travellers 
 

The NPPF says, ñTo deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, widen 
opportunities for home ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed 
communities, local planning authorities should plan for a mix of housing based on 
current and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different 
groups in the communityò (page 13).  The óProposed Submission Local Plan: 
strategy and sitesô proposes to amend Green Belt boundaries to meet the need for 
housing (C3), employment land, and traveller accommodation. 
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Policy D of Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (national planning policy) is called 
rural exception sites, and promotes use of rural exception policy for Traveller sites, 
in line with rural exception for bricks and mortar housing, to help meet local needs.  

Support traveller pitches in this policy Comment noted.   

We understand the thinking behind this proposal and welcome in particular the 
statement made in paragraph 4.63.  We believe that the Parish Councils must have 
input and involvement in connection with Local Needs Surveys 

We welcome working with local communities to help to deliver affordable housing to 
meet local needs  
 

The cascade provision implies that such housing may be built without a 
demonstrated need in the parish. For locals only 
 

Approval for a scheme will not be given for a rural exception scheme unless there is 
proven need for this type of housing in the Parish.  
 
Between carrying out the local needs survey and completing the housing, local 
needs may have changed, but this is a last resort for rural exception housing, which 
almost all gets allocated to those with a Parish connection.  

We do not find the wording of Policy 5 sufficiently concise.  
It is too open to interpretation, and insufficiently precise.  

Care has been taken to ensure wording is sufficiently clear and precise.  

It would be more robust strategy to specifically allocate all of the suitable sites within 
or immediately adjoining the defined village settlement boundaries in order to 
directly contribute to the Councilôs housing target. 
 
However if Policy 5 is kept para 4.66 should be amended to allow for more market 
housing to act as óenabling developmentô on sites where it will deliver affordable 
housing for the local population if there is a known need. Also public subsidy should 
be made explicit in the policy.  

We did consider allocating land for rural exception housing, but this was not the 
preferred approach as it could well lead to land banking in the hope of a higher 
value land allocation or permission.  

These policies could produce different type of policy outcomes for public sector/ 
affordable homes and private housing sector residents, with a more discretionary 
policy working for public sector/ affordable homes which would appear to be at risk 
of producing unfairness between owners.  

Rural exception housing is specifically for those who cannot afford to access market 
housing.  

No mention of alternative rural housing delivery models in the plan such as 
Community Right to Build / Community Land Trusts; these should be included here 
 

These do not currently meet the governmentôs definition of Affordable Housing 
providers in the NPPF, except for intermediate housing for sale, which Community 
Land Trusts are unlikely to deliver.   
The definition of affordable housing is likely to change soon, which will change who 
can deliver affordable housing.  

Surely paragraph 4.62 "We will facilitate provision of rural exception sites and small 
sites in the Green Belt for local traveller needs where such a need is demonstrated" 
is contrary to Policy E in the NPPF Planning Policy for Travellers document.  
 
It states traveller sites are inappropriate development in the Green Belt, except in 
very special circumstances. What are the very special circumstances here? 
 

The proposal to enable rural exception sites for Traveller accommodation conforms 
with national planning policy ï Planning Policy for Traveller Sites Policy D Rural 
Exception Sites. Rural exception sites can be provided for traveller accommodation 
in the same way they are for bricks and mortar housing.  
 
We consider that there are exceptional circumstances that justify amending Green 
Belt boundaries. In the case of traveller accommodation, this will create small insets 
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from the Green Belt.   The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô will 
include a series of topic papers to help readers understand the exceptional 
circumstances. 

Oppose traveller sites being imposed on rural communities which are not occupied 
by the persons listed as permitted occupants, as has happened in the past. Do not 
have good reputation of environmental protection 
 

Rural exception traveller sites would be required to meet a local need, therefore the 
residents of the new accommodation would have a local connection, in accordance 
with Policy D Rural Exception Sites of Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (national 
planning policy), which says, ñRural exception sites should only be used for 
affordable traveller sites in perpetuity. A rural exception site policy should seek to 
address the needs of the local community by accommodating households who are 
either current residents or have an existing family or employment connection, whilst 
also ensuring that rural areas continue to develop as 
sustainable, mixed, inclusive communities.ò 
 
The conditions of planning permissions (including temporary permissions) are 
subject to enforcement where appropriate. 

The selection of land for traveller sites should take account of the fact that many 
residential pitches need to have space for appropriate business activities in their 
proximity 
 

Planning Policy for Traveller Sites says, ñLocal planning authorities should consider, 
wherever possible, including traveller sites suitable for mixed residential and 
business uses, having regard to the safety and amenity of the occupants and 
neighbouring residents.ò  Where appropriate, business use has been included in 
site allocations, however, the majority of sites are solely residential. This is due to 
the location of the sites in residential areas, the landowner preference (in relation to 
small private sites) and the need to make the most efficient use of the land.  

Normandy has taken a lot of traveller sites over last 15 years, other areas have to 
take their fair share 
 

The identified need is proposed to be met through a combination of direct provision 
by the Council, developer provision from sites over 500 homes, and some 
temporary permissions becoming permanent.   This achieves a distribution across 
the borough. 

A clear need within Effingham for some rural exception homes for Travellers with 
strong local connections. 
Should be used instead of insetting village from green belt.  
 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô allocates six new 
Traveller pitches at Home Farm in Effingham, to be delivered as rural exception 
pitches, and not inset from the Green Belt.  

Policy 5 should be more flexible to accommodate 
óenabling developmentô and alternative models of housing delivery, such as 
ócommunity right to buildô and ócommunity land trustsô 
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Evidence of Burpham shows no intention of making it a better place in the past few 
years 

This policy is one of a number of policies that will be used to ensure a high standard 
of design in all new development. 

Design Panel: 

¶ Should have a Design Review Panel 

¶ Should not set up a Design Panel 

The NPPF recommends the use of design review panels. A Design Review Panel 
was therefore set up in 2015. 

Merrow could actually become a worse place 
 

This policy is one of a number of policies that will be used to ensure a high standard 
of design in all new development. 

Historic buildings recently knocked down Demolition of a heritage asset is a rare occurrence and will only be permitted under 
exceptional circumstances if criteria in local and national policy have been fulfilled.  

Must protect heritage Policy D3 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô relates to the 
historic environment. The policy will be used to ensure that the boroughs heritage 
assets are conserved ad enhanced. 

Planning permission should only be given to places with architectural merit and 
once a traffic impact assessment has been carried out 

Development proposals will be assessed against all policies in the plan including 
the specific transport policies.  

HGVs should be removed from town centre and towards industrial sites Comment not relevant to this policy. 

Words in policy wonôt be met with actions Once the Local Plan is adopted it will become part of the Councilôs Development 
Plan. Planning applications will be assessed against the policies of the 
Development Plan and permission for development will only be granted if proposals 
fulfil the criteria of the relevant policies.  

Policy is unenforceable Once the plan is adopted development proposals will be assessed against all of the 
policies in the plan and will be refused if they do not meet the criteria. 

Good to give priority to non-car based transport 
 

The policy recognises the need for new developments to give priority to non-car 
based modes of transport. 

Use ñrequireò rather than ñexpectò 
 

Noted, the opening line of the policy now reads ñWe will require all new 
development, é.ò 

What kind of public space can be built on 0.5ha 
 

0.5hectares is the minimum size of site for which this policy will apply, the policy 
requires developments to ñprovide places for communities to meet and interact, 
such as play and recreation and other public spaces in large development.ò This 
requirement could be in met in different ways, the size of the site will play a role in 
how this is achieved but the policy will apply to all sites over 20 dwellings or on sites 
of over 0.5 hectares. 

More emphasis on the context of new developments 
 

Agree, the policy has been re-drafted to say that all developments will ñrespond 
meaningfully and sensitively to the site, its characteristics and constraints, and the 
layout, grain massing and height of surrounding buildings.ò 

No commitment to design quality to ensure attractive design  
 

The draft policy sets the standards that will be required to ensure design quality in 
the borough. 

Landscape Character Assessment should be observed more closely The Landscape Character Assessment is Key Evidence for policy D4 óDevelopment 
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 in urban areas and inset villages. 

No mention of controlling street clutter or pollution 
 

Policy D2 of the Proposed Submission Local Plan covers sustainable design and 
construction. 

Policy should apply to all developments  
 

This is one of a number of design policies that development proposals should 
conform with.  

Wisley is only accessible by car yet this policy wants to encourage non-car based The policy will be applied, along with others in the plan, to all new developments.  

Take advantage of renewable energy technologies 
 

This policy will be used in conjunction with others in the plan that cover sustainable 
energy sources 

Definition of large developments needs to be revised upwards (100+ and a medium 
of 20-40) 
 

As a general principle the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô 
allocates sites that are over 25 homes. These are considered to be key to the 
delivery of our strategy and we still consider it appropriate that these sites are 
delivered with regard to the criteria set. 

Small dwelling definition should be referred as one that which typically has 4 or 
fewer bedrooms 

This policy is specifically aimed at site of 20 or more dwellings or over 0.5 hectares.  

Housing and infrastructure: 

¶ Building new homes is not the only way to meet unmet housing need 

¶ Make better use of existing buildings 

¶ Improve infrastructure  

Comments not directly relevant to this policy. Policy D1 (formerly known as policy 6) 
is specifically aimed at developments of 20 or more dwellings or sites with an area 
over 0.5 hectares. 

Precision of areas to be improved 
 

This is a strategic policy and the site allocations document contains all of the sites 
that we expect to come forward over the life of this plan. 

Some areas could be made better use of- houses on work hours used car parks (40 
hours/week) 

This is outside the scope of the policy. 

Improve transport networks and road safety 
 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô addresses transport 
issues through: 

¶ Policy I3 Sustainable transport for new developments 

¶ Appendix C Infrastructure Schedule which sets out the transport schemes 
that are considered necessary for the delivery of the draft Local Plan. 

Keep verges cut back and neat 
 

This is outside the scope of the policy, the local plan will not have an impact on 
existing maintenance regimes. 

Regular litter collection and litter education 
 

This is outside the scope of this policy, there will be no impact on existing litter 
collection arrangements from this policy. 

If 89% of Parish Forum Survey could see no benefit, is plan really going to make 
places better 

The policy will be applied to all new developments of 20 or more dwellings or 0.5 
hectares or more in size.  

Support Comment noted 

Cannot work with current proposals for sites in flood plains 
 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô is supported by evidence 
base relating to flood risk, including the Guildford surface water management plan, 
the SFRA (level 1 and 2) and the flood risk sequential test.  Further detailed 
consideration to flood risk would be taken during the determination of a planning 
application. The NPPF states that, ñWhen determining planning applications, local 
planning authorities should ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhereò. Policy P4 
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of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô also sets out the 
Councilôs approach to ensuring that development is safe from flooding and 
appropriately located.  

This plan will lead to: 
Loss of visual amenity 
Loss of recreational amenity 
Loss of agricultural land 
Negative impact of wildlife 
Destruction of the Green Belt 
Pressure on all services 

Any proposals will need to demonstrate at planning application stage that they are 
of high quality design and in keeping with the character of the surrounding area. 
There are a number of policies in the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy 
and sitesô that will be used to assess this.  

The scale, form, siting, materials and landscaping are appropriate to their setting 
and take into account the context in which they are sited. 
 

This policy has been amended to require all new development to ñrespond 
meaningfully and sensitively to the site, its characteristics and constraints, and the 
layout, grain, massing and height of surrounding buildings.ò 

Should have an equivalent of the Lightbox in Woking 
 

This policy is aimed at developments of 20 or more dwellings or development 
proposals on sites 0.5 hectares or more in size. 

No proven track record in Guildford for design 
 

This policy will help us to encourage applicants to come forward with high quality 
new schemes. 

Is it good to mix residential and commercial? 
 

National guidance suggests that mixed used schemes should be encouraged where 
appropriate. Policy D1 asks for an integrated mix of uses that fosters a sense of 
community and contributes to the creation of inclusive communities. 

Density of housing proposed is too high 
 

The policy is not proposing density standards, all development will be required to 
respond to its context. 

Cycle routes: 
 

¶ Provision of bike paths and walking routes is essential 

¶ Existing cycle lanes cannot be made better without changing the character 
of the area 

¶ Unrealistic to use just bikes as a form on non-fuel based transport 

¶ Too many cyclists - should cut down on cycle lanes so there are fewer 
opportunities 

The policy has been revised to ensure that cycle and pedestrian routes are 
designed into new developments. The policy also ensures that developments will 
take into account the characteristics and constraints of each individual site. 
 
The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô also addresses transport 
issues through: 

¶ Policy I3 Sustainable transport for new developments 

¶ Appendix C Infrastructure Schedule which sets out the transport schemes 
that are considered necessary for the delivery of the draft Local Plan. 

 
Schemes AM2, AM4 and AM5, as included in the Appendix C Infrastructure 
Schedule, will realise the comprehensive Guildford borough cycle network 
programme of cycle improvements, including off site cycle networks from both the 
Land at former Wisley airfield site and the Land to the south of Normandy and to 
north of Flexford site to key destinations. 
 
As planning applications are considered for the sites identified in the new Local 
Plan, additional transport schemes to address site access and other localised 
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issues may be secured. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework states that ñThe transport system needs to 
be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, giving people a real choice 
about how they travel. However, the Government recognises that different policies 
and measures will be required in different communities and opportunities to 
maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary from urban to rural areas.ò 
(paragraph 29). 

Should not use planning policies as a form of social engineering to limit parking 
 

Policy I3 Sustainable transport for new developments in the óProposed Submission 
Local Plan: strategy and sitesô states that: ñWe will expect new development to: é 
provide off-street vehicle parking for both residential and non-residential 
developments at a level which prevents overspill parking on the public highway 
where there is a clear and compelling justification that it is necessary to manage the 
Local Road Network [and] within or adjacent to Controlled Parking Zones A, B, C 
and D where there is existing on-street parking stress, planning permission for 
residential developments will be subject to a planning obligation to require that 
future occupants will not be eligible for on-street residents parking permitsò 

Development should be in towns not countryside 
 

The spatial hierarchy it the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô 
sets out the preference for the location of development. The priority for development 
is within the town and urban areas, but this is unable to accommodate all of the 
development needs.  

Water/ sewage not mentioned 
 

Thames Water will work the planned housing into their investment programme only 
once a site has planning permission. Any planning application for development of 
the site would therefore need to be conditional on upgrades to the water supply 
system being implemented, with the developer paying a contribution where needed. 

Broadband not mentioned Broadband is outside the scope of the policy. 

Need schools at all levels 
 

We are working with the Local Education Authority, Surrey County Council, to 
identify schools that can be expanded to meet future needs at all levels.  
One the strategic sites allocated in the local plan, new primary and secondary 
schools are proposed.  

Health - all levels, need expansion 
 

We are working with the CCG to ensure that GPs surgeries can expand to meet 
future needs, and where sizeable new developments are proposed, new primary 
and secondary schools are proposed. Details of planned expansions and new 
schools are set out in the Infrastructure Schedule appended to the draft new Local 
Plan.   

Any plans for new cultural facilities 
 

The policy requires a mix of uses and asks that large scale developments provide 
places for communities to meet and interact. 

Town Centre - building should be of scale and character, and flat roofs and TV 
aerials should be reduced. 

New development will be required to respond to the individual sites characteristics 
and constraints which will include the existing scale. 

Roads also are not suitable for buses, so people are forced to use cars Comment noted. 



 

137 
 

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

  
The National Planning Policy Framework states that ñThe transport system needs to 
be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, giving people a real choice 
about how they travel. However, the Government recognises that different policies 
and measures will be required in different communities and opportunities to 
maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary from urban to rural areas.ò 
(paragraph 29). 

Remove phrase that people are of different types This phrase has been removed and the supporting text re-worded. 

Need a joined up Local Transport Policy The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô also addresses transport 
issues through: 

¶ Policy I2 Supporting the Department for Transportôs ñRoad Investment 

Strategyò 

¶ Policy I3 Sustainable transport for new developments 

¶ Appendix C Infrastructure Schedule which sets out the transport schemes 
that are considered necessary for the delivery of the draft Local Plan. 

 
In addition, the Guildford Borough Transport Strategy (Guildford Borough Council, 
April 2016) an up-to-date and forward-looking strategy which proposes a 
programme of schemes covering all modes of surface transport in the borough. The 
transport strategy is consistent with the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy 
and sitesô with the transport schemes on which we consider the delivery of planned 
growth will depend written into the Appendix C Infrastructure Schedule. The 
transport strategy will inform the preparation and review of Surrey County Councilôs 
Local Transport Plan, including the proposed Local Transport Strategy and Forward 
Programme for the Guildford borough area, as and when this is prepared, revised 
and adopted. 

Walnut Tree Close can be used to accommodate up to 5000 dwellings without 
impacting on traffic 

Walnut Tree Close is in the town centre, and there are many brownfield sites in this 
area. Brownfield land is at the top of our spatial hierarchy. Potential development 
sites have been considered in the Land Availability Assessment (LAA) in 
accordance with the criteria set out in the NPPG. The LAA identifies sites that are 
realistic candidates for development, and sites that have been discounted, giving a 
reason. Areas of Walnut Tree Close are at high flood risk, and in accordance with 
national planning policy, not suitable for residential development. Many sites also 
are within the Corridor of the River Wey, which is a consideration which means high 
buildings may not be appropriate close to the river. The LAA has identified sites that 
are at present, considered to be realistic candidates for development in Walnut Tree 
Close over the plan period. The evidence does not support accommodating 5000 
homes in this area. 

Internet shopping - less shop space needed so can use for housing 
 

The Retail and Leisure Update Study 2014 (published 2014) includes 
considerations of changes in level of internet shopping and how much of this is 
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sourced from warehouses rather than stores.  

Need a tougher policy so University will accommodate all students 
 

Policy H1 óHomes for Allô of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and 
sitesô expects 60% of student accommodation to be provided on the university 
campus. Students have a free choice over where they live so it is not reasonable to 
expect all students to be accommodated on campus. 

Residential areas can benefit from some open space as well as schools and 
medical facilities 
 

Agreed, the policy recognises this and requires play and recreation and other public 
spaces to be integrated into large new developments. A number of sites have been 
identified for education uses, and health uses.  

Better to provide mixed uses only in new developments and focus on well-designed 
residential areas. 
 

The policy will apply only to new build schemes over 20 or more dwellings or 0.5 
hectares or more. 

Town centre- should build flats above shops to increase night time economy The policy recognises the need for a mix of uses in appropriate locations. 

Town centre - already enough commercial land 
 

A more detailed response to such commercial land is included within the table 
relating to Policy 13  

Too easy for developers to ignore 
 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô will hold some weight in 
the planning process once public consultation is underway, if the document is 
subsequently adopted it will be a statutory document that will form the basis of 
planning decisions.   

Flexible approach: 
 

¶ A one size fits all approach is not the right one 

¶ Designs should be flexible to avoid homogeneity 

¶ New builds make homogeny easier 

The policy will require development proposals to address the individual siteôs 
context. It is not our intention to have a one size fits all approach. 
 
All development will be required to respond to its individual context and site 
characteristics. 

Shouldnôt be used to restrict or control development 
 

This policy will be applied to all new developments of 20 dwellings or more or 
proposals on sites with an area of 0.5 hectares or more. The policy will be used to 
help ensure high quality new development.  

Lifetime homes shouldnôt be included within housing provision to support 
Government policy of integrated and community care 

Not covered by this policy, óPolicy H1 Homes for Allô says that ñWe will support the 
provision of well designed specialist forms of accommodation in appropriate 
sustainable locations, taking into account local housing needs.ò The reasoned 
justification explains that we want a flexible housing stock that is accessible, 
adaptable and age-friendly. This will enable people to be supported in their own 
homes for longer should they wish. 

Cannot have community places on all large sites (0.5ha) Each site will be reviewed against the policy on an individual basis and the policy 
applied accordingly. 

Shouldnôt just be for residential The policy will apply to all forms of development and not just residential where the 
site area is more than 0.5 hectares. 

Building in rural areas cannot support the statement where people can move around 
easily without the need for a car 

Comment noted. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework states that ñThe transport system needs to 
be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, giving people a real choice 
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about how they travel. However, the Government recognises that different policies 
and measures will be required in different communities and opportunities to 
maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary from urban to rural areas.ò 
(paragraph 29). 

Height of buildings: 

¶ High-rise should be avoided as they can be detrimental to TC 

¶ Only two storeys of a building should be allowed above ground. 

The policy will ensure that all development take account of its immediate context. 
However, we cannot restrict development to two stories through this policy. 

Development should be better integrated to the River - can also improve transport 
problems with cycling and walking 

The policy will ensure that all development take account of its immediate context. 
 
The River Wey towpath around Parsonage Watermeadows (linking the A25 to 
A320) is to be improved in 2016, in a project funded by the Enterprise M3 Local 
Enterprise Partnership and Guildford Borough Council, and working with the 
National Trust. 

Policy is just a statement of current and good practice Whilst the policy is based on national guidance it has been amended and expanded 
since the first draft. 

We donôt follow our own guidelines  If adopted the policy, together with the rest in the proposed Submission Local Plan 
will form the basis for all planning decisions. 

4.72 - In line 2, after "improvements in the built environment" add "(eg the removal 
of wooden electricity poles and overhead cables which are ugly and environmentally 
intrusive in many roads in Ash etc). Many telephone cables should also be 
underground. But...". 

We cannot require the removal of overhead cables through this policy which is 
directed towards developments of 20 or more dwellings or sites of 0.5 hectares or 
more.  

Countryside properties are capable to deliver a benchmark for design quality Comment noted 

Wonôt be a sudden shift to non-car based - no car parks mean dangerous parking 
on road 

The policy requires new developments to design in sustainable transport options 
and will also ensure that car parking is integrated into the design of new 
developments.  

Would like restrictions to make sure every bit of land is used to maximum efficiency We will expect development to respond to local character and take into account the 
existing grain and layout of the area. 

Why are houses being built where a commute will be necessary? This policy will not be applied in isolation, Policy S1 óPresumption in favour of 
Sustainable Developmentô of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and 
sitesô will be used to ensure that developments are in sustainable locations. 

New houses often have small rooms and windows with poor lighting and this leads 
to poor health 

This is a strategic policy and does not cover this element of detailed design. The 
2004 Residential Design Guide will remain in place. 

Object that we need to accommodate growth, could do this until we are urbanised, 
need to maintain existing character 

These comments have been responded to in Appendix C: Evidence Base and 
Policy 9. 

Should not provide mix used areas as they are unsafe Mixed use schemes, especially in town centres, help to provide safer environments 
and create places where services and facilities are readily accessible to residents. 

Guildford Borough Council will want to build to gain CIL but real infrastructure needs 
will have to be provided by other bodies which could create a gap 

CIL is only intended to provide funding to fill the gap in main funding sources 

Walnut Tree Close would mean people can walk to amenities and most of 5 year 
housing can be taken up in this area 

The sites that we expect to come forward during the life of the plan are set out in the 
sites allocations document.  
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More provision of open space The policy will require developers to provide places for communities to meet and 
interact, such as play and recreation and other public spaces in large 
developments. 

Rules to ensure smaller homes do not degrade an area The policy will ensure that a high quality design of all new homes on sites over 20 
dwellings or 0.5 hectares. 

Should only allow development that 

¶ Does not impinge on GB 

¶ Have adequate, fully funded infrastructure 

¶ Truly sustainable 

This policy will not be applied in isolation, Policy S1 Presumption in favour of 
Sustainable Development will be used to ensure that developments are in 
sustainable locations. 

Big builds would severely impact on sense of place and ability of villages to do fund 
raising events due to lack of parking 

The site allocations show the sites that we expect to come forward during the life of 
the plan. This policy will not be applied in isolation, Policy S1 Presumption in favour 
of Sustainable Development will be used to ensure that developments are in 
sustainable locations. 

Need further monitoring indicators than building for life criteria- perform well Monitoring indicators have been expanded to include numbers of appeals for 
applications won on design issues. 

Wording for cyclists is too vague - need major improvements This policy will not be used in isolation and there are a number of transport policies 
that cover this issue. 

Proposals in Ash Green are polar opposite to this Comment noted 

Need to make sure that high quality design is enforced Development will be assessed against the criteria in this policy which will help to 
ensure quality of design of new development. 

Need a Residential Design Guide, like July 2004 The 2004 Residential Design Guide remains in place until such a time as a 
replacement is drafted.  

Should excel as much in design as we do in other areas Agreed. 

Opposition to incineration may mean a need to study effects before implementing 
 

Incineration is generally considered more sustainable than disposal to landfill in 
most cases. Policy 7 (policy D2 of the Proposed Submission Local Plan) sets this 
out in more detail. Energy from waste is a nationally used technology and studying 
the effects of this technology would be the responsibility of national government. 

Flooding needs to be seriously considered in all developments 
 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô includes a policy on flood 
risk (Policy P4 Flood Risk). The proposed site allocation policies have also been 
informed by a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (Level 1 and 2) and flood risk 
sequential test.  

Could build high rise in Ladymead to provide a mix of housing 
 

The sites that we expect to come forward during the life of the plan are set out in the 
sites allocation document.  

Need to protect green distinctiveness of Guildford 
 

The policy requires developments to respond sensitively to the characteristics of 
each individual site. 

It is car use we need to discourage, not car ownership, or else people will just park 
on the roads 

Comment noted. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework states that ñThe transport system needs to 
be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, giving people a real choice 
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about how they travel. However, the Government recognises that different policies 
and measures will be required in different communities and opportunities to 
maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary from urban to rural areas.ò 
(paragraph 29). 

Need a design and access statement 
 

The design and access statement for certain types of development is a national 
requirement. 

Para. 4.70. We recommend an insertion here to read as follows; ñ.We are keen that 
development is shaped to create places that are good to live in, sociable and 
interesting, with access to green and wildlife-rich [or] bio-diverse open space.ò 

The policy includes a requirement for new developments to create open space 

Places should be designed to provide open spaces and support biodiversity The policy requires developments to provide recreation and open space. 

Should master plan for all major developments 
 

This is a strategic policy and does not provide specific guidance for individual sites. 

Preserve skylines 
 

This policy will require developments to respond to their setting, views and skylines 
will be taken into account. 

Large scale residential developments (20 or more dwellings or 0.5 hectares or 
more:), informed by the Guildford design principles must: 

¶ provide a harmonious, integrated mix of uses that fosters a sense of 
community and contributes to the creation of inclusive communities that 
provide the facilities and services needed by them; 

¶ provides places for communities to meet and interact, such as play and 
recreation and other public spaces in large developments; 

¶ Are provided with adequate vehicular and public transport links 

¶ Plan positively for non-car based modes of transport; 

¶ Be designed to facilitate and promote walking as a means of transport, 
providing a high quality environment for pedestrians. Where possible 
residential areas should allow short walking distances to amenities; and 

¶ Provide convenient and safe routes through the development and to nearby 
areas for cyclists. 

The policy has been amended to ensure that new development creates places that 
are easy to go to and through and provides convenient and safe routes through the 
development for pedestrians and cyclists. 
 

Mix of uses should only apply to large scale urban developments The policy only applies to developments 20 dwellings or 0.5 hectares or more. 

Cities should not be solely made up of statement buildings Comment noted. 

Make more of park and ride facilities Comment noted.  

Agree that developments over 20 dwellings should provide for mix of uses Comment noted. 

Donôt want to become completely urbanised The Borough has a large proportion of Green Belt land that will remain 
undeveloped, the sites allocation document shows the development sites that we 
expect to come forward during the life of this plan. 

Support innovative architecture as donôt want Guildford to become  undesirable Comment noted. 

Normandy is unlikely to become a better place 
 

This policy is one of a number of policies that will be used to ensure a high standard 
of design in all new development. 

Should use BREEAM ratings  
Good design across all types of homes is essential, along with high ógreenô 

The Council currently requires a BREEAM Very Good rating for new commercial 
buildings through the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD. Policy D2 of the 
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credentials and BREEAM ratings.  Proposed Submission Local Plan Strategy and Sites requires sustainable design 
and construction practice as a strategic matter. The implementation of BREEAM 
standards in policy may be more appropriately addressed through development 
management policies in the Local Plan Development Management document. 

Should include details on how to create communities and how the plan will support This policy will be used in combination with the others in this plans to help sustain 
and create sustainable communities in the Borough. 

Policy should be made more concise 
 

The policy has been amended together with the supporting text. We believe that it 
could not be more concise and still include all the elements that are required to 
ensure a high standard of design. 

Would also like to see something in this and in plan around creating community - 
i.e. how the plan will support and develop safer stronger more caring communities. 
We would also like to see something in this and in plan around creating community - 
i.e. how the plan will support and develop safer stronger more caring communities 

This policy recognises the need to create communities, it requires developers to 
provide a mix of uses that foster a sense of community and also to provide places 
for communities to meet and interact. 

Policy 6 (Making Better Places) could be condensed into a few points. 
- "4.86 The NPPF sets out the governmentôs vision of sustainable development, and 
highlights the key themes that should be addressed includingéetc " This essentially 
repeats what is already stated in more detail in previously points. 
- Paragraphs 4.186 and 4.187 essentially say the same thing. 
Could be made more concise and easier to plough through 

The policy has been amended together with the supporting text. We believe that it 
could not be more concise and still include all the elements that are required to 
ensure a high standard of design. 

The Parish Council [Normandy] has been particularly concerned to note that recent 
planning permissions (Tatra now Cunningham Close and Beech Lane Affordable 
Homes) have approved construction of houses with ridge heights far higher than 
surrounding properties and that these have interfered with the openness of the 
general landscape. This is a new phenomenon. The ridge heights are more in 
keeping with 3 story build than 2. They are also concerned regarding density upon 
which we have commented throughout. In respect of Tatra permission was given to 
lower the slab height in order to accommodate the ridge height but this still did not 
mitigate the effect. 

The Proposed Submission Local Plan policy D2 requires all developments to 
ñrespond meaningfully and sensitively to the site, its characteristics and constraints, 
and the layout, grain, massing and height of surrounding buildings.ò  Following 
adoption of the Local Plan, new development proposals will be considered against 
this policy, and all other relevant policies and material planning considerations.  

Comments on Policy 7: Sustainable design, construction and energy 

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

Wording: 

¶ The policy is a statement of ideals, not a policy 

¶ We should require rather than expect, avoid wishy washy terms live ógive 
strong support and encouragementô 

¶ The statement of "our ambition" is the planning equivalent of the lawyers' 
"agreement to agree" which is barely worth the paper it is printed on. 

The language in the revised policy has been strengthened and the requirements are 
now clearer.  
 

Targets: The monitoring section now includes targets. The policy now includes a specific 
target for a minimum 10 per cent reduction in carbon emissions on new 
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¶ The policy needs to establish specific targets rather than use terms such as 
"the highest... as are practical and viable" even if the two concepts work in 
tandem by adding "...but not lower than..." 

¶ The policy needs to include targets 

¶ There needs to be clarity of targets and a clear understanding of what third 
party involvement needs to be secured (eg., infrastructure providers). 

 

development and support for the currently adopted ñoptional building regulationò for 
water efficiency. The Sustainable Design and Construction SPD provides greater 
detail on what the policy means. 
 
The policy has been made clearer so there is less ambiguity in what development 
proposals should achieve or avoid. The policy primarily deals with design and 
construction practice on-site so third party involvement is not expected to be a 
significant issue. Regarding district heat and decentralised energy, it is 
acknowledged that this may involve infrastructure providers However, it is expected 
that applicants will consult with third parties as appropriate, and that further 
consultation will be undertaken during the planning application stage. 

Negotiation: 

¶ Negotiation should not be permissible. 

¶ Developers will be able to cook the books to negotiate lower standards 

The planning application stage can include some element of negotiation. This is a 
function of the UK planning system and is outside the Councilôs control.  
 

The viability reference should be removed as it is a get-out clause The viability references have been removed from the policy. 

Biodiversity: 

¶ óbiodiversity improvementsô and ówater efficiency measuresô need to be 
expanded upon, currently it has no meaning  

¶ 4.101 (biodiversity) is woolly and meaningless 

¶ reword ñBiodiversity improvementsò to ñThe policy ensures that new 
developments increase our biodiversityéò (instead of ñcontribute to 
maintainingòé) 

¶ the Government's policies relating to biodiversity reflects both its 
conservation (maintenance) and enhancement. These should therefore be 
enshrined in the policy. 

The policy now refers to the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD, where a 
standard for water efficiency is given. The policy supports the currently adopted 
target of 110 litres per occupant per day. This may be reviewed at a later date. 
Biodiversity is now dealt with under Policy I4 Green and Blue Infrastructure, which 
sets out an approach to biodiversity within developments. A detailed approach will 
be set out in a future SPD. Enhancement is enshrined in policy in Policy I4 and will 
be further addressed in the SPD 

The policy is weak on how conflicting priorities will be resolved 
 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô must be read as a whole. 
Any conflicting priorities will be resolved during the planning application process. 

The policy should introduce minimum technical standards/Code BREEAM 
requirements 
 

The government has withdrawn the Code for Sustainable Homes. The policy 
supports the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD which includes a minimum 
BREEAM standard for commercial buildings. 

Paragraph 4.77 should state ñOur Corporate Plan sets out how we will ensure good 
practice in sustainable development across the borough.ò 

The supporting text has been rewritten. 
 

Where still functional buildings are to be demolished, the cost of wasted materials 
and embodied energy should be included in the overall sustainability evaluation. 
 

The policy discourages the waste of materials. Requiring developers to perform a 
life cycle analysis of all the materials on site in order to establish the carbon cost of 
demolition is likely to be considered onerous. 

Emerging Policy 7 clearly needs to be explicit on both viability and feasibility, in 
order to be effective in NPPF terms. The present wording serves no purpose in 
respect of seeking to enforce any particular standard, and thus simply seeks an 
aspiration. Further consideration is required as to how the policy may be articulated 
in development proposals at the development control stage and ensure compliance 
with the emerging Housing Standards Review. 

The policy has now been strengthened and made more clear in order to set out the 
proposals a development should seek to achieve or avoid. The policy avoids setting 
technical standards, except for the minimum proportion of on-site low and zero 
carbon energy, so is compatible with the housing standards review. The policy 
supports the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD which implements the new 
optional building regulation for water, one of the outcomes of the housing standards 
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Requirements should be clear as per NPPF 154 review. 

The policy should exceed the national Zero Carbon standard ï Passivhaus Government has stated that technical standards for energy efficiency should be set 
only through building regulations. 

The current requirement for a 10% reduction through renewable energy is far too 
low. The policy should increase a more ambitious requirement. 
 

The policy retains 10 per cent as a minimum percentage for carbon reduction, but 
asks for a reasonable reduction. The SPD may set out guidance for what may be 
considered reasonable as the evidence base in this area develops. It is likely that 
the reasonable requirement may change over time as technology improves and 
becomes cheaper, so the Council is reluctant to lock a particular figure into a 
strategic policy.  

All new developments should incorporate solar gain and solar heating 
 

National policy prevents local planning policy from being too prescriptive. Mandating 
particular technologies (solar heating) is likely to be considered as such. The policy 
requires sustainable design including the use of building orientation and layout, 
which cover solar gain. 

The policy should support a knowledge bank of research and consultants' reports 
identifying what is possible in the borough and what can broadly be ruled out. For 
example, ground permeability studies might enable the installation of more 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Solutions ('SUDS'). 

The evidence base supporting the Proposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and 
sitesô includes the Renewable Energy Mapping Study (referred to in the supporting 
text) which identifies parts of the borough suitable for particular technologies and an 
updated Strategic Flood Risk Assessment which identifies areas suitable for the 
provision of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS). 

Wind turbines and solar farms must have planning guidance or presumption against 
such installations unless they can be shown to have minimal visual impact on key 
views. 

National guidance is available for both these development types which deals with 
the impacts on views. 
 

Where possible otherwise, new development should drain to soakaways and land 
drains rather than add to the pressure on surface water drains. 

Policy P4 covers flooding and supports and encourages the use of SuDS. 

The Local Plan should facilitate water company infrastructure for storage of water 
for the water supply 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô infrastructure schedule 
considers where the water supply network will need upgrades to support 
development 

There should be a clear link between increased rainfall and rainwater harvesting, 
and slowing the flow of rainwater (e.g. permeability and SUDS),  and flood risk 
resilience. Redevelopment should be seen as an opportunity to deliver this. 

This detailed point would more appropriately be explored within development 
management policy or guidance. We will consider this when producing the 
Sustainable Design Construction and Energy SPD and the Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies DPD. 

Specific targets for energy efficiency, renewable energy The policy supports a target for low carbon energy. The government has signalled 
that technical standard for energy efficiency should be delivered through building 
regulations only. 

The policy should explicitly support grey water re-use Water use efficiency is considered the first step. The policy does not explicitly 
support grey water reuse as this is less sustainable than using less water. Grey 
water reuse systems are usually powered so produce carbon emissions. 

The policy should require car charging points in all new developments 
There should be a minimum renewable energy requirement that includes energy for 
charging electric cars 

This is unlikely to be considered achievable in all developments. The policy now 
includes support for measures that support the sustainable lifestyle of building 
occupants, which includes vehicle charging points. 

Emphasis on waste material reuse is supported,  
Supports policy CW1 of the Surrey Waste Plan and SM5 of the Surrey Mineral Plan 

Comments noted. 
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Core Strategy  

The policy does not go far enough to support para 4.100 (resource efficiency) or 
SMP Core Strategy policy MC4é. A fourth bullet point should therefore be added to 
the second paragraph of Policy 7 under óthe use of materials, both in terms of 
embodied carbon and energy efficiencyô to read as follows: ñthe efficient use of 
mineral resources and the incorporation of a proportion of recycled and/or 
secondary aggregates in new developmentò.. 

This sentence has been added to the policy. 
 

This chapter should include references to facilitating allowable solutions to achieve 
zero carbon homes and to BREEAM levels for commercial buildings or indicate 
whether these issues will be dealt with in the second part of the Local Plan. 

Policy D2 supports the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD which includes a 
BREEAM standard for commercial buildings. As guidance, the SPD sets out what is 
considered to constitute sustainable development as required by Policy D2.  
The government has signalled that zero carbon homes will now not be introduced in 
2016 and has not indicated when/whether it will. If the national situation changes, or 
circumstances change, guidance can be updated through an update to the SPD. 

The chapter should indicate how the design and construction of developments can 
contribute to sustainable transport such as through building design, on site 
infrastructure and layout. 
The policy should have more emphasis on sustainable transport 

Sustainable transport is addressed through Policy I3 ñSustainable transport for new 
developmentsò. Policy D2 requires the provision of measures that support 
sustainable lifestyles, which would include the provision of bicycle parking and 
electric vehicle charging points. 

The policy should future proof all new homes to the highest degree and set the 
percentage of energy need through on-site provision of renewable and low carbon 
technologies at well above the minimum as the technologies are available for this to 
be feasible. 

The policy requires a minimum carbon reduction through the provision of low and 
zero carbon technologies. The policy now supports the Sustainable Design and 
Construction SPD which sets out the percentage. This SPD can be reviewed as 
more evidence on feasibility becomes available. 

The policy should cover air quality The policy is a sustainable design, construction and energy policy. 
There is limited scope for the Local Plan to govern air quality, except through 
policies on sustainable transport and pollution emitting development. The borough 
does not have particular issues with polluting emissions from industrial buildings. 
Sustainable transport is addressed through Policy I3 ñSustainable transport for new 
developmentsò. 

There should be a monitoring indicator of estimates of energy saved by elimination 
and efficiency. 

It is not clear that this data exists. The Council intends to largely use national data 
on domestic and commercial energy use to monitor changes in energy efficiency. 

The Policy should be an SPD, and include Code and BREEAM SPDs must form guidance and not policy. Policy D2 supports the Sustainable 
Design and Construction SPD which includes a BREEAM requirement for 
commercial buildings as guidance on how sustainable development as described in 
the policy can be achieved. The government has now withdrawn the Code for 
Sustainable Homes so this has been removed from the SPD. 

Could address/reference growth in the environmental technology sector We want to keep the hierarchies succinct, but have amended the supporting text to 
make it clear that other steps may be more sustainable than recycling. 

Step 3 of 'The Waste Hierarchy ' should include the following insertion "where re-
cycling is the most sustainable option" 

The supporting text has been rewritten and makes it clear that the steps should not 
be followed where there are more sustainable options. 

The policy should make a great distinction between actions to improve resilience 
and actions to improve sustainability 

Policy D2 refers to an SPD which will be updated in due course. The policy requires 
both climate change mitigation and adaptation, as well as other sustainability 
actions. The SPD will provide guidance on appropriate actions and will make a 
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distinction between mitigation/sustainability actions and adaptation measures. 

The policy should discuss the three dimensions of sustainability, possibly at para. 
4.86. It should be made clear where the list at 4.86 is drawn from. 

References to NPPF paragraphs have been added to the list.  The objectives of the 
plan are now structured according to the three dimensions of sustainability. 

The policy could include flood risk, but this should ideally have its own strategic 
policy. 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô includes policy P4 to 
specifically address flood risk. 
 

Benefits will be swamped by the scale of development The NPPF requires that we meet our objectively assessed development needs 
where sustainable to do so. 

The policy should require water metering New dwellings are generally required to have water meters already and water 
companies are currently rolling out meters to all dwellings. 

The policy should commit to a timed and council-funded programme of renewable 
energy sources in rural villages based on digesters, reducing the need to collect 
recyclable domestic and green waste using municipal waste vehicles powered by 
fossil fuels. These should form the basis of micro-CHP schemes in villages. 

Council funded programmes such as this are not generally a matter for the local 
plan. However, Policy D2 provides strong support for decentralised energy. These 
comments have been passed on to the relevant team in the Council. 
 

The plan needs to programme in infrastructure to avoid retrofitting later on (carbon 
costs) 

Infrastructure is programmed into the Local Plan. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
sets this out. 

Building on Green Belt should include a requirements that: all roof areas not 
needed for solar energy recovery or essential services covered with ñgreenò or 
ñlivingò roofs the sites should be built without any street lighting installed. 

Green roofs may not be appropriate on all developments. Such a prescriptive 
requirement would likely be considered onerous. Policy I4 Green and Blue 
Infrastructure supports the provision of biodiversity enhancements and specifically 
references green roofs and walls. The future Green and Blue Infrastructure SPD 
may develop guidance setting out how and where green roofs should be delivered. 

Existing homes need to improve energy efficiency. The plan doesnôt address this. The majority of energy retrofitting measures do not require planning permission so 
cannot be regulated by planning policy. However, the supporting text in Policy D2 
identifies the need to improve efficiency in existing buildings and offers support for 
this. 

New homes should demonstrate/be designed to accommodate future loft 
conversions efficiently. 

This is not considered a matter for strategic policy. This may be considered in the 
development management policies. 

The Wey floodplain should be identified as a resource for reducing flood risk and an 
area that needs to display designs that promote resilience for flooding 

The Councilôs approach to development in areas at risk of flooding is set out in 
Policy P4 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô. The 
sequential approach will be applied to ensure development is directed towards 
areas at least risk first. Where development meets the sequential test and is located 
in areas at greater risk of flooding, the proposal will be required to meet various 
requirements including demonstrating that it will be safe and resilient to flooding 
across its lifetime.  

All homes should meet the water target in Code 3 (110 litres pp pd) as a minimum 
 

The Council has already adopted this standard (which is an ñoptional building 
regulationò). Policy D2 continues support for this standard. 

The policy should include explicit support for: 

¶ rainwater harvesting 

¶ Swift next boxes 

¶ designs that take account of solar gain 

The policy supports rainwater harvesting (in line with the energy and waste 
hierarchies) and designs that take account of solar gain. 
Policy I4 Green and Blue Infrastructure requires biodiversity enhancements on new 
developments. A future SPD may identify swift nest boxes as an appropriate option. 

Developers should be required to prove that sustainability targets are being met, Planning applications are assessed on the evidence provided. Developers cannot 
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with a requirement for additional measures if they fall short. be compelled to provide further evidence after planning permission has been 
granted. If developments do not meet the standards they have set out in their 
application, there could be a case for enforcement action. However, this is likely to 
be difficult for matters relating to sustainable construction. 

There should be a requirement that the responsibility for the maintenance of SUDS 
and other green areas is clearly defined through the planning permission. 

This is not considered to be a matter for strategic policy. This may be considered 
when development management policies are produced. 

The policy should support a solar farm for Guildford (potentially on Liddington Hall). The policy supports decentralised and renewable energy, which could be based 
around solar power. The Guildford Renewable Energy Mapping Study identifies 
areas that are suitable for certain types of renewable energy. The owner of the land 
at Liddington Hall has not indicated that they want to use the site this purpose. 

The policy should ban wind and solar farms. Studies show that these developments 
do very little to reduce carbon emissions. Wind developments cause additional fuel 
consumption. Wind turbines will harm the special character of the borough. 

It is unlikely that local planning policy would be able to ban onshore wind and solar 
farm developments outright in all circumstances. National policy regarding these 
developments is robust and they are tested against their impact on the character of 
the area as a matter of course. 

There should not be a policy regulating carbon emissions 

¶ National policy is for carbon emissions to be controlled through building 
regulations 

¶ The ongoing changes to the Building Regulations requirements successfully 
drives forward sustainable construction and facilitates the reduction in 
carbon emissions. Therefore, it seems unnecessary to force the applicant to 
prove upon submission of a planning application that a development will 
meet a minimum percentage of its energy needs. This adds an additional 
layer of expense and red tape for what is, at that stage, just a paper project 
and something which will be need to be proven at a later date once a 
building regulations application is submitted. 

The Planning and Energy Act 2008 grants Local Authorities the power to require 
developments to provide a percentage of the energy on-site through the provision of 
renewable and low carbon energy technologies. Since this comment was written, 
the government considered removing this power when drawing up the Deregulation 
Bill, but decided not to remove it following a debate in parliament. 
 

The policy should not support waste incineration by including it on the 
hierarchy/supporting text 

Waste incineration is considered to be more sustainable than landfill in most cases 
as it provides a substitute for fossil fuel energy. 

There is text missing from the end of step 4 in the energy hierarchy This text was cut off in the PDF version of the plan and has been replaced. 

It is not clear that the policy is viable/costs have not been researched 
 

National policy prevents requirement being applied where they are not viable. 
Developers have a chance to demonstrate this during the planning application 
process. 

The Draft Local Plan contains no suggestion of how water supply will be increased 
to meet the new demand. 

The Local Plan infrastructure schedule considers where the water supply network 
will need upgrades to support development 

The policy should favour higher density development within existing urban areas 

¶ Potential for sustainable transport 

¶ More efficient use of land 
 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô needs to balance 
competing demands, and positively seek opportunities to meet the development 
needs of the area. There are opportunities for high-density development in 
sustainable locations, but this needs to be considered alongside other 
considerations, particularly where there is a conservation area or listed buildings. 
The Land Availability Assessment has considered individual sites and identified a 
potential suitable density for development, making the most efficient use of land 
possible urban areas and within villages.  
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Car pollution levels in Guildford should be monitored and published so help people 
understand the need to reduce car use. 
 

The Environment Act 1995 established a system of Local Air Quality Management 
whereby local authorities review current, and likely future, air quality. If 
concentrations of pollutants exceed the Governmentôs national air quality objectives 
at órelevant receptorsô, which are typically where people live or spend prolonged 
periods of time, an Air Quality Management Area is designated and a plan is 
formulated to address the issues. 
 
Guildford Borough Councilôs first review and assessment for the borough was 
published in November 2000 and further annual reports have been produced to 
date. Recent annual reports can be found at 
http://www.guildford.gov.uk/airqualityreport 
 
There has been no exceedance of the Governmentôs national air quality objectives 
at relevant receptors in Guildford borough. Accordingly, there are no Air Quality 
Management Areas. 

It is unclear how the policy will relate to rural exception homes and Green Belt 
developments 

The policy sets standards for sustainable design, construction and development and 
will apply to rural exception homes and Green Belt developments. 

How will this policy be monitored? Monitoring indicators are given at the end of the chapter. 

National policy is not supporting renewable energy enough Comment noted. 

The monitoring indicators for both waste and biodiversity are not given. 
 

Monitoring indicators for waste have now been included. Monitoring indicators for 
biodiversity are included under Policy I4. 

The policy should be accompanied by a Supplementary Planning Guidance 
document 

The policy now supports the Sustainable Design Construction and Energy SPD. 

To ensure sustainable use of water supply, the Council/policy should provide 
planning guidance and support for the development of on farm reservoirs or shared 
reservoirs, and by requiring larger development proposals to assess the impacts on 
availability of water supply to agriculture. 

The Local Plan infrastructure schedule considers where the water supply network 
will need upgrades to support development included in the óProposed Submission 
Local Plan: strategy and sitesô 
 

Paras. 4.89 and 4.98 are confused. The supporting text has been rewritten 

The policy needs to discuss conflicts in sustainability, e.g. between solar power and 
a valued landscape, corkscrew turbine harming wildlife ï constraints 

We think it appropriate that conflicts should be balanced at the planning application 
stage by the decision taker.  

The policy should rule out the use of countryside land/Green Belt as unsustainable 
because: 

¶ Rural developments will be more reliant on oil based transport  

¶ Greenfield land is a limited resource 

¶ Green space is needed to mitigate flood risk/absorb flood water 

¶ Agricultural land is needed for food security and to reduce food imports 

¶ Green space improves air quality 

¶ Green space provides recreational opportunities 

¶ The countryside is a heritage asset 

¶ The countryside provides health benefits 

¶ Urban environments are often shabby and need regeneration 

These comments have been responded to in the table for Policy 10 (Green Belt). 
 

http://www.guildford.gov.uk/airqualityreport
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¶ Countryside land may contribute to meeting energy needs through fracking 

¶ There is ample brownfield land (including on Walnut Tree Close) to meet 
the boroughôs housing and other development needs 

The policy does not address protection and improvement of the countryside Please refer to Policy I4 óGreen and Blue Infrastructureô of the óProposed 
Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô. 

The scale of development proposed in the Local Plan is not sustainable 

¶ The infrastructure will not be able to cope 

¶ Character will be detrimentally impacted 
 

Our spatial strategy is based on sustainability considerations. See Sustainability 
Appraisal for more information. 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and the Local Plan infrastructure schedule 
set out the key infrastructure to support the planned development which is expected 
to place extra pressure on existing infrastructure, or to need new or improved 
infrastructure. The IDP will be updated as further detail on supporting infrastructure 
is available. Developer contributions and other funding sources will be used to 
ensure that key infrastructure is delivered when it is needed, including at the 
planning application stage. 
 
Any proposals will need to demonstrate at planning application stage that they are 
of high quality design and in keeping with the character of the surrounding area. In 
response to this concern the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô 
includes a new policy on development in urban areas and inset villages. 

The policy should rule out certain developments:  

¶ Where the water supply is under pressure 

¶ Where there would be impacts on a SSSI, SNCI, SPA, ancient woodland 

¶ Where sustainability of the environment as a whole would be threatened 

¶ That uses land that is needed for food production 

¶ Developments that would be dormitory suburbs/require carbon heavy 
transport 

 

Policy D2 (and Policy 7 which it replaces) deal with sustainable design, construction 
and energy. The location of development is dealt with under Policy S2 Borough 
Wide Strategy.  
 
The majority of constraints to development are not showstoppers. The NPPG says, 
ñWhere constraints have been identified, the assessment should consider what 
action would be needed to remove them (along with when and how this could be 
undertaken and the likelihood of sites/broad locations being delivered).ò   

 
The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô needs to balance 
competing demands, and positively seek opportunities to meet the development 
needs of the area. Where land is too constrained to be sustainably developed, it has 
not been allocated in the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô.  

The site selection process did not take account of surface water flooding and has 
allocated sites in those areas. This is not sustainable. The sequential test should be 
rigorously applied. 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô is supported by a 
sequential test and Level 1 and 2 SFRA.  

Wisley Airfield is significant in preventing flooding around Ockham and should not 
be built on 
 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô is supported by evidence 
base documents relating to flood risk, including the Guildford Surface Water 
Management Plan, the SFRA (level 1 and 2) and the flood risk sequential test.  
Further detailed consideration to flood risk would be taken during the determination 
of a planning application. The NPPF states that ñWhen determining planning 
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applications, local planning authorities should ensure flood risk is not increased 
elsewhereò.  

The site selection process did not take account of groundwater protection zones 
and aquifers, this information was not published. The policy should rule out building 
in flood zones. 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô is supported by a 
sequential test and Level1 and 2 SFRA. 

The number of homes proposed in the DLP is not sustainable/will prevent us from 
meeting climate change targets 

This has been considered as part of the Sustainability Appraisal process. 
 

 

Comments on Policy 8: Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)  

Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

Detail needed to consider policy 8, which will be set out in the DC policy is missing. Policy P1 (the renamed Policy 8 of the Draft Local Plan) of the óProposed 
Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô provides a strategic overview of how 
planning applications for development proposals in the AONB and adjacent AGLV 
will be considered and the requirements they will need to comply with if they are to 
be considered for approval. Landscape character outside of the AONB will be 
protected through criteria based policies outlined in the forthcoming óDevelopment 
Management Policiesô DPD.  

Wording clarity needed in regards to óspecific types of developmentô 
 

The wording has been used to emphasise that the AONB designation does not in 
itself prevent the development of any particular land use in the AONB. The wording 
has been retained in Policy P1 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy 
and sitesô because it is considered to be clear and concise.  

No development at all in AONB or AGLV 
 
No significant transport improvements should be allowed in the AONB  either 
 

The AONB will be awarded the highest level of protection and proposals for major 
development will be refused unless exceptional circumstances exist and the 
development is in the public interest. This approach is in line with that outlined in the 
National Planning Policy Framework. However, communities within the AONB will 
have their own development needs and the policy wording has been designed to 
allow small developments which are appropriate and sensitive to the siteôs AONB 
location. The AONB also provides significant benefits to the boroughôs population 
and visitor economy. The Council may therefore also support sensitive development 
proposals which increase access to the AONB. 

¶ Actions of the Council to date and the proposal of the Local Plan donôt 
support the AONB and AGLV and conflict with Policy 8 

¶ Expansion of Chilworth as an AONB settlement is contrary to the purposes 
of the AoNB 

¶ Blackwell Farm should not be a strategic site ï goes against NPPF 

¶ Shouldnôt build on the Pewley Downs 
 

Comments relevant to site allocations are addressed in the óPlanning for sitesô 
tables. However, Policy P1 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and 
sitesô states that any future proposals for major development in the AONB will only 
be approved in exceptional circumstances and where the development is in the 
public interest. All development proposals within the AONB or AGLV will be required 
to respect the AONBôs setting and comply with a range of principles designed to 
protect the AONBôs special landscape and built heritage. 
 
The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô does not propose 
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development sites on Pewley Down, or major development in the AONB.  
 
Paragraph 86 of the NPPF states that unless a village makes an important 
contribution to the openness of the Green Belt it should not be included within the 
Green Belt. Volume 4 of the Green Belts and Countryside Study (GBCS) has 
assessed all our villages based on the requirements of the NPPF. 

Policy in DM should look at enforcement of land up keeping within the AONB in 
accordance with its designation. 

Comment noted. Development Management policies will be considered following 
the adoption of the óProposed Local Plan: strategy and sitesô document. 

Support giving the AGLV protective status Development proposals in the ALGV will need to comply with the same principles as 
those in the AONB. The ALGV will retain its status until after a review of the AONB 
boundaries is undertaken by Natural England. Landscape character outside of the 
AONB will be protected through criteria based policies.  

Policy protects the views but not the actual AONB itself Policy 8 has been updated and renamed as policy P1. Policy P1 states that the 
AONB will be awarded the highest level of protection. Major development proposals 
in the borough will be refused unless exceptional circumstances exist or the 
development is in the public interest. This stance aligns with that of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

Local Plan 2003 AONB policy wording should be retained Policy P1 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô has been 
updated from the Draft Local Plan (Policy 8) to reflect new national planning 
guidance and the current management plan for the Surrey Hills AONB. The policy 
attempts to retain the same principles of the previous Local Plan whilst recognising, 
and not constraining, the boroughôs development needs. 

Need to strengthen emphasis on the impact on view in and from the AONB and the 
setting not just from the AGLV 

Policy P1 states that development which adversely affects the setting and views of 
the AONB will not be approved. As the AGLV surrounds the AONB, development 
within these areas is likely to have the most significant impact on the AONBôs 
setting (except for development within the AONB itself). Views into the AONB will 
also be protected by ensuring that development proposals in the AGLV comply with 
the same principles required for development in the AONB. 

Need a separate policy for the SPA The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô Strategy and Sites 
includes new Policy P5 for the SPA. 

Shouldnôt remove Green Belt from an area designated as AGLV in Shalford A review of the Green Belt boundary has been undertaken as part of the new Local 
Plan. The exercise is likely to result in the óinsettingô of some villages. Justification 
for this approach is provided within the response table for Policy 9 and Appendix C: 
Evidence Base. Green Belt is not a landscape designation. It should also be noted 
that the AGLV will retain its status until a review of the AONB is undertaken by 
Natural England. Any development proposed in the AGLV will have to consider the 
principles outlined in policy P1. 

The Horsleys are in the AONB The AONB boundaries have not changed since the areaôs original designation and 
are illustrated on the Councilôs proposals map. Most of West and East Horsley lie 
adjacent to, but not within, the AONB.  

Support the policy Comment noted 
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Policy states the obvious 
 

The policy emphasises that the Council will seek to protect and enhance the AONB 
in accordance with the NPPF. This policy is required to ensure that the council fulfils 
its responsibility to preserve the AONB. 

By excluding the AONB from development it puts more pressure on the Green Belt 
 

The NPPF makes clear that AONBôs should be given the same level of protection 
as National Parks. Policy P1 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and 
sitesô does not seek to prevent all development from the AONB but will afford it the 
highest level of protection in accordance with the NPPF. The borough is constrained 
by a number of planning designations and balancing our growth needs with 
protecting the natural environment is a key theme of the Local Plan. We have 
decided to approach this through the realignment of the Green Belt boundary and 
development of a small number of strategic sites primarily located on the urban 
fringe. 

A more expansive óGreen fabricô policy is required Comment noted. A broader green infrastructure policy is included in the óProposed 
Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô.  

Proposed extension of the AONB has not been considered The supporting text to Policy P1 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy 
and sitesô notes that Natural England hope to undertake a review of the AONB 
boundaries in 2018. Natural England have advised Guildford Borough Council that 
the candidate areas to be considered for inclusion within the AONB cannot be 
afforded the same level of protection as the AONB in the interim period.  

AGLV designation should be removed as it is a local designation The AONB boundaries will be reviewed by Natural England in 2018. Following the 
conclusion of the review the status of remaining AGLV land will be determined. 
Landscape character outside of the AONB will be protected through criteria based 
policies included in the forthcoming Local Plan: Development Management Policies 
DPD.  

AGLV protection is not strong enough 
 

Development proposals in the AGLV should demonstrate that they have complied 
with the same principles required of development in the AONB. However, as the 
AGLV designation is a local designation, it carries less planning weight than the 
AONB. 

AONB is equivalent of a national park In line with the National Planning Policy Framework, Policy P1 states that the AONB 
will be afforded the highest level of protection (the same as a National Park is) and 
there will be a presumption against major development within it. 

Not enough info on the waste & minerals plan and how it is being considered. Surrey County Councilôs Waste and Minerals Plan and its status in the Development 
Plan is described in the introduction to the plan.  

Needs to include that development will include efforts to enhance biodiversity and 
extend public access 

Policy P1 emphasises that all proposals will be considered against whether they 
maintain or enhance access to the AONB and conserve or enhance itôs wildlife and 
natural beauty. The policy has also been updated to reiterate the NPPFôs stance 
that AONBôs will be afforded the highest level of protection in terms of landscape 
and scenic beauty 

Paras 4.105 and 4.106 should be included in the policy Comment noted. 

Need to ensure DTC on the AONB Guildford Borough Council will work collaboratively with Natural England and the 
Surrey Hills Management board throughout the AONB review process. We will also 
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use the Surrey Hills Management Plan as a material consideration in the 
determination of planning applications. However, it will be for the Planning Inspector 
to decide if we have met the Duty to Co-operate.  

AGLV should be protected beyond the natural England review Following the Natural England review the status of AGLV land not incorporated into 
the AONB will be considered. Landscape character outside of the AONB, including 
any current AGLV which is not later redefined as AONB, may be protected through 
criteria based policies outlined in the forthcoming Local Plan: Development 
Management Policies DPD.  

Comments on Policy 9: Villages and majorly previously developed sites 

 
Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

Support policy / facilitates sustainable development Comment noted 

Infrastructure must accompany development The infrastructure needed to support the planned development is outlined in the 
Infrastructure Schedule in the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô.  

Support development that doesnôt harm the main purposes of the Green Belt / 
follows defensible features/appropriate to location 

Comment noted 

Clarification on what is meant by development of new businesses in villages  The NPPF supports a prosperous rural economy which includes the sustainable and 
appropriate growth and expansion of all types of business and enterprise in rural 
areas.  

Main town centre uses not appropriate in villages The NPPF states that the sequential test should be applied to planning applications 
for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre. However small-scale 
development of these uses in the villages are not subject to the sequential 
approach. Small-scale in Guildford means less than 100 sq m (gross). This size 
threshold will limit the type of main town centre use that can be built areas outside 
existing centres in the villages. 

Need to balance housing and jobs As part of determining our objectively assessed need we need to consider the level 
of jobs growth that is expected in the borough to ensure there is an alignment with 
the level of housing that is planned.   

Need more affordable housing/smaller homes The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô proposes to require more 
sites to contribute, and at a higher proportion. The starter homes price cap will mean 
that they will be smaller homes.  

Guildford has a high housing need Comment noted 

Object to insetting / no NPPF requirement to do it Paragraph 86 states that unless a village makes an important contribution to the 
openness of the Green Belt it should not be included within the Green Belt. Volume 
4 of the GBCS has assessed all our villages based on the requirements of the 
NPPF. 

Exceptional circumstances should be applied site by site Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances (NPPF, 
para 83). We consider that there are exceptional circumstances that warrant an 
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Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

amendment to our Green Belt boundary due to the level of need that we have and 
our limited capacity to meet it outside the Green Belt. As we moved through our 
spatial hierarchy we need to balance the benefits of doing so with the harm that this 
creates. There will reach a point where it will no longer be sustainable to provide 
more homes and we need to move to the next development option in the spatial 
hierarchy. We therefore do need to consider each site on its merits within this 
overall balancing act. 

Green Belt should be protected / important countryside/meets purposes The NPPF attaches great importance to the protection of the Green Belt and 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances through the plan-
making process. We consider there are exceptional circumstances however we 
have only proposed to remove land from the Green Belt that would not harm the 
main purposes of the Green Belt. 

Have not demonstrated exceptional circumstances/Unmet housing need is not one / 
Green Belt and AONB can be reasons for not meeting need 

We consider that exceptional circumstances exist across the borough. These are 
the requirement to allocate sufficient land for market and affordable housing and 
employment development, combined with the significant adverse consequences of 
not doing so. 

Housing numbers too high / SHMA flawed /does not consider constraints The housing requirement has been based on the OAN set out in the final West 
Surrey SHMA. The SHMA has been subject to extensive scrutiny and has been 
prepared by specialist consultants whose methodology has been tested at 
numerous examinations. We are confident that it is a robust study. The NPPF 
requires that we maximise opportunities to meet our full needs where this is 
sustainable to do so. Based on the evidence we have, we consider that we are able 
to meet our need in spite of constraints within our borough.  

Detailed issues with SHMA Comment has been responded to in the table for Appendix C: Evidence Base 

Council has made concerted effort to accommodating its housing need Comment noted. 

Impact on wildlife /environment We need to consider the environmental impact of our spatial strategy, policies and 
site allocations through the Sustainability Appraisal process. Our site allocations 
have also been influenced by environmental constraints. Any subsequent planning 
application will need to demonstrate how any adverse impacts on biodiversity are 
being mitigated. 

Harm rural character /not consistent with NPPF to protect intrinsic character of 
countryside and supporting thriving communities 

Any proposals will need to demonstrate at planning application stage that they are 
of high quality design and in keeping with the character of the surrounding area. In 
response to this concern the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô 
includes a new policy on development in urban areas and inset villages. 
 
The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô now includes a policy 
which supersedes the former Local Plan 2003 R5 policy. This policy seeks to protect 
areas of open land within non-Green Belt areas that is of public value due to its 
amenity. 

Should not be identified as a Growth Hub / overemphasis on economic growth / The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô is seeking to meet, not 
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Issue Guildford Borough Council Response 

growth agenda exceed, our employment needs. 

Need to consider cross border development  The transport modelling that we have undertaken on our spatial strategy has tested 
the impact of growth arising outside our borough. 

Need greater detail on conservation areas The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô will not include a 
development management policy on Conservation Areas. Any proposal for 
development within a Conservation Area will be considered in accordance with our 
Local Plan 2003 policy until such time that this is completely superseded by the new 
Local Plan.  

'small scale developments and main town centre uses' includes uses that are 
inappropriate in villages 

Only small-scale development will not require the sequential test in rural areas. For 
Guildford this is 100 sq m. Given the scale of the development that is allowed, this is 
unlikely to enable the sorts of uses that are not appropriate in a rural setting. 

Monitoring indicators only concerned with net addition e.g. quality design, smart 
working, income 

The monitoring indicators that are set need to be measurable and linked to planning 
applications. 

Rural economy includes uses such as agriculture, filming etc that donôt require 
building 

Comment noted. The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô will 
include a policy on the Rural Economy. 

Homes should be built to design standards The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô includes four strategic 
polices that deal with design. 

Need to protect agricultural land The NPPF requires that we seek to direct development away from Best and Most 
Versatile agricultural land. We have considered this as part of our Sustainability 
Appraisal process. 

Local views being ignored /issues and options views/actions not taken forward/ goes 
against localism 

The Consultation Statement will need to demonstrate how we have responded to 
the issues raised in previous consultations. 

Safeguarding ï all available land should be allocated in this plan period if needed No longer applicable as the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô 
does not include safeguarded land. 

New homes not affordable for local people / London's growth Part of the uplift applied to our OAN is as a result of issues with affordability and 
seeking to increase supply of homes. 

Safeguarded sites should only be considered after 2031 / review can happen any 
time / uncertainty/blight 

No longer applicable as the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô 
does not include safeguarded land. 

Para 4.11 should require a full not partial review No longer applicable as the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô 
does not include safeguarded land. 

Need to include DC policies along lines of RE policies in LP 2003 óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô is primarily strategic policies 
and site allocations. We have only included detailed development management 
policies where these are necessary in order to implement the strategic policy or 
where the 2003 policy is no longer effective due to the policies in the óProposed 
Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô.  

Safeguarded land should have its own policy with criteria for use No longer applicable as the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô: 
does not include safeguarded land. 

Major previously developed sites out of place in this policy ï should be separate Comment noted. The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô: no 
longer includes this policy as aspects of it are covered by other policies. 

Major previously developed sites need to be controlled ï intensification can impact Development of these sites and the impact this may have on surrounding areas will 
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surrounding areas  be considered and controlled by other development management policies.  

Major previously developed sites should remain washed over as NPPF allows 
redevelopment of PDL 

National policy requires that land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open 
should not be included in the Green Belt. If major previously developed sites are of 
sufficient scale and do not possess an open character, it is not considered 
necessary for them to remain within the Green Belt. 

Safeguarded should be around urban areas as required by NPPF No longer applicable as the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô: 
does not include safeguarded land. 

Should not have 20% buffer 
 

Where there has been persistent under delivery of homes, the NPPF requires an 
additional 20% buffer in the first five years brought forward from later on in the plan 
period 
 

Limited infilling of settlements within the Green Belt (not identified) should be 
supported by the Council in Policy 9 provided it helps the present and future 
economic, environmental and social sustainability of rural settlements (in 
accordance with NPPF para 89) 

Comment noted. 

Safeguarded does not offer 'flexibility in this plan period' as could not come forward 
following LP review 

No longer applicable as the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô 
does not include safeguarded land. 

More development in east than in west Our spatial strategy is based on sustainability considerations and not necessarily 
even distribution. In spite of this, there is a relatively even distribution between the 
level of development planned in the east and the west.  

Worplesdon parish/NW Guildford getting disproportionate amount of development 
(impact on traffic A320, A323, A322, Saltbox Road /SPA) 
 

Our spatial strategy is based on sustainability considerations and not necessarily 
even distribution. Having said that a number of sites are no longer being allocated in 
Worplesdon as a result of the new spatial strategy. 

Openness along A246/A3 corridor important /contributes to setting of AONB We have a policy that protects the scenic quality and setting of the AONB. Any 
development proposals will need to demonstrate how they have mitigated impact on 
eth landscape. 

Issues with the methodology of the Settlement hierarchy / settlement profiles  The Settlement Hierarchy was reviewed following feedback as part of the Joint 
Scrutiny Committee process. We consider that the Settlement Hierarchy is a robust 
yet proportionate piece of evidence base. Given the range of considerations that 
have informed the spatial strategy we do not consider it necessary to revise the 
Settlement Hierarchy. Its primary purpose is to better understand the range of 
services and facilities that are present in each village. 

Must take account of AONB / boundary review Comment noted. This is included in Policy P1 of the óProposed Submission Local 
Plan: strategy and sitesô 

Infrastructure cannot cope with level of development The infrastructure needed to support the planned development is outlined in the 
Infrastructure Schedule in the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô. 
 

No definition of main town centre uses The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô will include a definition of 
this in the glossary.  

Support commitment to improved broadband Comment noted 
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Contains no proposals to improve internet/mobile coverage/essential for businesses 
- Surrey County Council's Superfast scheme and BT's commercial roll-out areas 
have left some pockets of stranded residents 

Whilst the Council supports improvements to broadband speeds across the 
borough, it has not able to affect delivery of upgrades 

Should include settlement hierarchy in the Local Plan to help justify spatial strategy/ 
direct development to most sustainable settlements  

The extent to which the Settlement Hierarchy has been used to direct development 
is outlined in the Housing delivery Topic Paper. It is not considered necessary to 
include the Settlement Hierarchy in the Local Plan as only those villages which are 
inset from the Green Belt will be able to accommodate more than limited infilling.  

When considering sites bordered by large areas of common/heathland, due regard 
should be made to the National Risk Register. In particular the dangers of wildfires 
and the impacts they have on the local community. Mitigations such as managed 
low fuel load/ low level interfaces between the heathland and the development 
should be considered (Surrey Fire and Rescue Service) 

Comment noted. 

 

Development should not be focussed in urban areas The urban areas are the most sustainable and therefore are at the top of our spatial 

hierarchy. 

Development should be more evenly distributed across borough to help support 
communities and infrastructure 

Our spatial strategy is based on sustainability considerations and not necessarily 
even distribution. Our spatial strategy does however direct growth to the urban and 
village settlements. Insetting of certain villages will help enable some development 
to help maintain thriving communities. Limited infilling and rural exception sites will 
ensure that even washed over villages are able to accommodate some 
development. 

Development should be directed to brownfield first /urban areas These spatial options are at the top of our hierarchy. 

Development should be informed by assessment of surrounding heritage assets We have taken account of heritage assets as part of considering site allocations. 

Proposals near heritage assets will need to demonstrate at planning application 

stage that they have mitigated against any adverse impacts. 

Development should be located close to jobs and transport links  We have sought to create mixed and sustainable communities by seeking an 

element of employment provision at our strategic sites. We have also directed 

development to those places that are well served by public transport. 

 

Guildford Borough Council has published a Guildford Borough Transport Strategy 

2016 that sets out how to mitigate the key transport impacts of proposed planned 

growth in our borough 

Development should be built at higher densities Whilst we will ensure that we make efficient use of land, we nevertheless need to 

ensure that we create high quality places that responds to the surrounding 

character. 

Development should be land allocated for commercial/retail uses The NPPF requires that we align our housing and economic strategies. It is 
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important that we provide a mix of uses to minimise the need to travel. 

University should be made to provide their student accommodation and the 
residences / better use of surface car parks  

The University has undertaken a significant amount of building at its Manor Park 
campus, approximately  1,750 bedspaces to date. There is outline planning 
permission to build a total of 4,171 bedspaces at Manor Park as set out in the 
Manor Park Masterplan There are current planning applications for 200 and 953 
new student bedspaces on the Manor Park campus. 

Development should be focussed on larger sites ï garden cities We have allocated a number of strategic sites that can deliver a greater level of 

supporting infrastructure.  

Make developers build unimplemented permissions We can count all planning permissions where there is a reasonable chance that they 

will be delivered in our housing supply. 

Development should be on Non-Green Belt land We have sought to maximise sites in the countryside beyond the Green Belt where 

sustainable to do so ahead of Green Belt sites. 

Development should be in town centre along river using car parks We have sought to maximise sites within our town centre where sustainable to do 

so given flooding constraints. 

Detailed issues with the GBCS  These comments have been responded to in the table for Appendix C: Evidence 
Base 

Ash Green 

Ash Green should be listed as an identified village Identified villages are washed over by the Green Belt. Ash Green was never in the 

Green Belt. 

Areas of woodland within boundary should be protected or removed (might 

encourage felling) 

Felling trees does not generally require planning permission. Open space of public 
value is protected by the NPPF. The Council is currently producing an updated 
Open Space, Sports and Recreation study that will identify land of public value 
within villages, which can include areas of woodland. This land will be protected in 
line with the NPPF. Where areas of woodland are assessed and not considered to 
have public value, there is no basis for protection. 
Where trees have significant amenity value and may be under threat (e.g. from 
development), they may be protected through Tree Preservation Orders.  

Development should be proportionate to the size of the village and density and mix 

are in character with the area, nearby developments should be taken into 

consideration 

Our spatial strategy is based on sustainability considerations and our spatial 
hierarchy rather a proportionate growth approach.  

Should be considered in Policy 11 as was never washed over/inset The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô; strategy and sitesô 
proposes that Ash Green is a fully inset village, separate to the Ash and Tongham 
urban area. 

Has limited services and facilities There will be opportunities to improve access to services and facilities through the 
allocation of the strategic site around Ash and Tongham. Once built there will be 
better connections to the facilities within the urban area. 

Concern regarding availability of SANG There is sufficient SANG to deliver the level of growth identified in the óProposed 
Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô  
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Chilworth 

Will harm views from the south side of the Downs at The Chantries / setting of 
Guildford 

Any development proposals will need to consider impact of the landscape. 

Limited services and facilities Comment no longer considered relevant as the óProposed Submission Local Plan: 
strategy and sitesô does not include any large site allocations in this village. Any 
development coming forward here is therefore likely to be proportionate to the size of 
the village and will need to be in accordance with all remaining Local Plan policies.  

Should not include Old Manor Farm due to AONB/landscape and open character There are other local plan policies which prevent inappropriate development that 
would have an adverse impact on the AONB, landscape or character of the area.  

Should not include Tillingbourne Junior School and playing fields ï should be 
protected 

Policy I4 of the óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô resists against 
the loss of community facilities and playing fields 

Should not include land to south and east of the A248 as different character to rest of 
village and impact on AONB/landscape 

There are other local plan policies which prevent inappropriate development that 
would have an adverse impact on the AONB, landscape or character of the area.  

East Clandon 

Support appropriate infilling in the village ï conservation area will ensure good 
quality design 

Support noted 

Boundary should be extended northwards in accordance with Volume III  As the village extends northwards into the countryside, the built form becomes much 
looser and rural in character. Accordingly it is not considered appropriate to define 
this part of the village and any planning applications for limited infilling will need to 
be assessed on its own merits. 

Object to settlement boundary because very limited services and facilities other than 
a pub/ will harm conservation area/ character/ impact on AONB/AGLV / village 
already compact 

The NPPF allows limited infilling in villages. Any proposals will be determined in 
accordance with other development management policies which consider issues 
such as conservation and landscape. 

Effingham 

Support provision of smaller and affordable homes to create a balanced community We have a policy which seeks to provide a mix of homes. 

Support sheltered/warden assisted accommodation for elderly We have a policy which seeks to provide a mix of homes. 

Support development accompanied by infrastructure/off road parking We have a policy on infrastructure provision. 

Makes an important contribution to openness of the Green Belt This is not supported by Volume IV of the GBCS 

Oppose to insetting Effingham due to Conservation Area Any applications would still need to be in accordance with our Local Plan policy on 
Conservation Areas. The Green Belt designation should only wash over land that 
contributes to the openness of the Green Belt. 

Expansion is inconsistent with settlement hierarchy (unsuitable for substantial 

growth)/ not proportionate to size of village 

Comments are no longer considered relevant as the óProposed Submission Local 
Plan: strategy and sitesô does not include a site allocation in this village. Any 
development coming forward here is therefore likely to be proportionate to the size 
of the village and will need to be in accordance with all remaining Local Plan 

Would impact on historical setting on conservation area 

Effingham Lodge Farm does not follow defensible features (middle of a field) 
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Lack of services and facilities to support growth (medical facilities, train station 

facilities, water supply, drainage, sewage, sports clubs, public transport) 

policies. 

Browns Field important for setting of conservation area/amenity space/ not identified 

as PDA/proposed to be Local Green Space 

Local road network already congested (Effingham Common Road/Lower Road/The 

Street/A246) 

Need to take account of proposed developments in Mole Valley ïmay lead to 

merging of settlements  

Oppose Effingham Common land being used for car parking 

Oppose relocation of school and associated housing 

Concern regarding designating Effingham Common as SANG 

Without Effingham Common SANG the development cannot mitigate impact on SPA  

Impact rural character of the village 

Would harm wildlife 

Increase air pollution  

Impact on existing residents 

Flooding issues (not investigated in SWMP) ï surface water, springs, ground water, 

major aquifer high vulnerability to surface pollution) 

Local Plan inaccurately states that site is not within 5km of SPA ï part of it is 

Effect on SSSI ï no EIA undertaken 

Contrary to Landscape Character Assessment 

School can continue to rent KGV fields ï important funding source for them, impact 

on loss of funding 

Subsidence risk building on clay/impacts use of SUDS 

Prevent brownfield/infill sites from coming forward 

Would increase crime 

Lack of jobs in area 

Effingham Lodge Farm serves as a wildlife corridor 

Contrary to what agreed with parish council 

School not needed/supported by SCC/alternative sites should be considered in Mole 

Vally 

Number of homes not needed by parish 

Home Farm pitches could be delivered through Rural exception housing / not 

agreed with Parish Council 

The óProposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sitesô allocates six rural 

exception pitches at Home Farm, Effingham, and does not propose amendments to 




































































































































































































