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Section 1: Methodology 

 
1.1 In accordance with Regulation 14 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (“The 

Regulations”), a formal public consultation on the Draft Witley Neighbourhood Plan was held over 6 

weeks between 3rd May and 17th June 2019. 

 

1.2 By virtue of detailing conformity with Regulation 14, this methodology section addresses Regulation 

15(2)(a) and Regulation 15(2)(b) of the Regulations.  

 

1.3 The primary advertisements of the public consultation, in accordance with Regulation 14(a) of the 

Regulations, were: 

• a leaflet distributed to all households in the Witley Neighbourhood Plan area;  

• posters located on all Parish Council noticeboards and all village halls in the neighbourhood area; 

• letters and emails to relevant consultation bodies; and 

• a page on the www.surreycommunity.info website.  

 

1.4 The primary advertisements, in accordance with Regulation 14(a)(i)-(iv), included:  

• details of the proposals for a neighbourhood plan; 

• details of where and when the proposals could be inspected;  

• details of how to make representations;  

• and the deadline for representations: 17th June 2019, just over six weeks after the start of the 

consultation period. 

 

1.5 The Neighbourhood Plan was made available: 

• online – at www.surreycommunity.info/witleynp; 

• as a hard copy reference document at the following locations in the neighbourhood plan area: 

• Witley Parish Council Office, Milford Village Hall, Portsmouth Road, Milford, GU8 5DS; 

• doctors and dental surgeries; 

• train station waiting rooms; and 

• local community centres, social clubs and pubs; 

• as a printed “take home” document at exhibitions , 3 “drop-in” events in Brook, Milford and 

Witley; 

• residents were also provided with a copy of the draft plan upon request to the Parish office. 

 

1.6 In addition to the primary advertisements set out at Paragraph 1.3, the consultation was promoted by: 

• coverage in local media (local magazines and newspapers); 

• the use of social media sites Twitter and Facebook pages (Witley Parish Council and Witley 

Neighbourhood Plan pages); 

• the Parish Council newsletter; and 

• banners distributed around the neighbourhood plan area. 

Engagement events 
 

1.7 The drop-in events were held at venues in Witley, Brook and Milford and followed an exhibition format, 

with boards detailing the plan proposals, and with Parish staff and members of the Steering Group 

being available for questions and queries.   A total of 104 people signed in at these sessions. 
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• Sunday 5th May, 11am - 4pm: Milford Village Hall, Milford, GU8 5DS 

• Friday 10th May, 3pm - 8pm: The Pirrie Hall, Brook, GU8 5UJ 

• Wednesday 15th May, 3pm - 8pm: Chichester Hall, Witley, GU8 5PL 

 

1.8 Residents were invited to make representations using a questionnaire that was available online (Survey 

Monkey) and as a hard copy, which could be collected at each of the events and on request from Witley 

Parish Council.  

 

1.9 Statutory consultees (detailed at Regulation 14(b) and Schedule 1 of the Regulations), known 

community groups and local businesses were invited to use the online questionnaire or make direct 

representations to the project manager via email. In accordance with Regulation 14(c) of the 

Regulations, a copy of the proposals was distributed to the local planning authority.  

 

The Survey of Residents 
 

1.10 The online questionnaire presented the texts of the Plan’s Vision and its 38 policies.  Respondents were 

invited to indicate their degree of support, or lack of it, for the Vision and for each policy; and to make 

suggestions about how the policies could be improved. The paper version of the questionnaire had the 

same format and questions but only presented a brief summary of each policy.  

 

1.11 A copy of the questionnaire is in Appendix D. 

 

The Findings from the Consultees and their impact on policy development 

 

1.12 The findings of the survey and feedback from other consultees have been considered as part of the 

process of updating the Neighbourhood Plan for submission.  Each proposed policy received at least 

60% support, so a lack of public endorsement has not caused any deletions or alterations to either 

Vision or any policy.   A number of reasonable and appropriate points have been made by individual or 

multiple respondents and have prompted policy amendments.  The table of amendments at Appendix 

J details the alterations made to the Neighbourhood Plan following the Regulation 14 consultation, 

most of which are made due to comments received.  In accordance with Regulations 15(2)(c) and 

15(2)(d), Section 2 of this Engagement Report provides a summary of all responses, detailing the main 

issues and concerns raised by respondents, with an account of how the issues raised have been 

addressed.  
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Section 2: Regulation 14 representations and updates to the 

Neighbourhood Plan 

 

2.1 At the close of the engagement period a total of 174 responses from individuals were received either 

by online submission, on hardcopy questionnaires or by submitting a written response. The number 

commenting on each policy varied from 113 to 133; and 168 expressed an opinion about the Vision. 

 

2.2 Ten responses were received from statutory consultation bodies.  Consultation bodies which provided 

comments were: 

 

• Environment Agency 

• Highways England 

• Historic England 

• Horsham District Council 

• Natural England 

• Surrey County Council 

• Surrey Hills AONB Board 

• Surrey Wildlife Trust 

• Thames Water 

• Waverley Borough Council 

 

2.3 Six developers, or their representatives, responded but 5 only commented on one policy - ND1 Broad 

Areas of Search. 

 

2.4 In accordance with Regulations 15(2)(c) and 15(2)(d) of the Regulations, this section of the report 

provides a summary of all responses, detailing the main issues and concerns raised by respondents, as 

well as information of how the issues raised have been addressed. 

 

2.5 The comments in full are included in Appendix F (Table of questionnaire responses submitted by 

individuals), Appendix G (Responses from individuals submitted by email/letter), Appendix H 

(Responses from statutory consultees) and Appendix I (Responses received from Developers). 

 

2.6 The Neighbourhood Plan is divided into chapters which focus on the overall Vision and on seven topics.  

The responses to each chapter are detailed in rest of Section 2. 

 

Chapter 3: Overall Vision 
 

3.1 The Vision as included in the Regulation 14 consultation read as follows: 

 

In 15 years’, time, Witley Parish will have retained its attractive green and wooded character and 

protected its natural environment. New housing will be of a high-quality design, well integrated 

with the existing built environment; and it will support resource-efficient, sustainable living. 

These homes will have enough off-street parking for deliveries and visitors. Healthcare and 

education providers will be supported to adapt to a growing and ageing population and 

community, while recreational and sports facilities will be enhanced to accommodate additional 

demand.  The impact of traffic and congestion on residents, including issues relating to air 

quality, will be addressed through improvements to the highways system serving new 

development.  Our areas of beautiful landscape and internationally important natural habitats 



8 

 

will remain protected from inappropriate development.  Finally, local businesses, including 

retailers, will continue to be a key feature of our community. 

 

 
 

3.2 Most respondents support this vision: 62% do so unconditionally and a further 27% concur with some 

reservations. Three issues account for most of the qualifications and doubts about the vision. 

 

• The impact on the local infrastructure of a substantial number of new homes.  In particular, it is 

argued that Milford and Witley’s roads are already congested, with little scope for widening; 

and that schools and medical services will be challenged by an increase in the local population 

unless they are expanded.  

• Current and expected plans for new housing are expected to consume and/or damage parts of 

the Green Belt and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

• These developments may also reduce or eliminate the green spaces that provide clear 

separation between the villages in the Parish. 

 

3.3 One positive suggestion was that the Vision should include a reference to the need to reduce local 

traffic by significantly improving cycling and pedestrian paths.  One change was therefore made to the 

Vision; to add a specific reference to pedestrians and cyclists.  

 

Chapter 4: New Development during the Plan Period 
 

4.1 Comments regarding policy ND1 (Broad Areas of Search) by individual residents were more mixed than 

for other policies, but still with an overall positive majority.  There were some objections which seemed 

to arise from the perception that Witley’s housing allocation was likely to reduce in number (this is not 

the case).  There was concern surrounding any greenfield development that would result in the loss of 

Green Belt land or land within the AONB or potentially have a negative impact on biodiversity. 

 

Yes, I support the 
vision fully, 62%

It is OK but I have some 
reservations, 27%

No, I do not 
support the 
vision, 10%

I am not interested or don’t have 
any comment to make, 1%

Do you support this vision?
n=168



9 

 

4.2 5 Developers only commented on policy ND1. The common concern raised by the developers was 

general conformity with the LPP1 on the basis that the proposed additional Broad Area of Search is not 

one identified within LPP1 supporting text Plan 5. However, having obtained a legal opinion, WBC 

confirmed that it is feasible for alternative sites to those areas indicated within LPP1 supporting text 

Plan 5 to be allocated to meet Witley’s housing requirement provided that there are clear and cogent 

reasons for doing so. The Parish Council consider that clear and cogent reasons now exist, particularly 

given the WBC Green Belt assessment was only based on an assessment of large parcels as opposed to 

a finer grained assessment and is now somewhat dated. Of further concern is that the WBC Green Belt 

assessment did not consider other important factors such as the AONB.  

 

4.3 An additional common comment raised by the Developers was that the location of the proposed 

additional Broad Area of Search (broadly the area associated with the Secretts Site) was not locally 

supported through consultation to the WNP process. However, the feedback to Policy ND1 is 

demonstrably clear that the local community support the principal of the additional Broad Area of 

Search proposed.  

 

4.4 No changes have therefore been made in light of the Developers policy ND1 comments.  

 

4.5 There was relatively strong objection to seeking a blanket restriction on residential extensions that 

result in the loss of 2-3 bed properties (Meeting Housing Need, Policy ND2). However, feedback 

generally supported delivery of smaller properties to meet the needs of younger residents and older 

people. 

 

4.6 A policy to deliver affordable housing (policy ND3) was generally welcomed but with some respondents 

seeking a greater proportion and others a lower proportion.  Commuted sum payments were not 

supported.  Greater clarity over what was meant by “affordable housing” was requested.  

 

4.7 A policy seeking provision of accessible and adaptable housing (policy ND4) was broadly supported. 

However respondents wanted greater clarity over what the percentage figures meant in practice.   

 

4.8 The policy on Supporting Accommodation for the Elderly (policy ND5) was generally supported, 

although a number of respondents questioned the level of need required and the extent to which it 

would be affordable for older people. 

 

4.9 Policy ND6, which sets out general design principles, was supported.  A number of respondents 

suggested additional elements such as including air, noise and light pollution. The loss of off-street car 

parking spaces through the conversion of garages was also highlighted as a concern. 

 

4.10 Feedback on policy ND7 (Integration of Major Development Proposals) principally related to transport 

infrastructure. These issues are more relevant to the Transport Policies, T1 to T7. 

 

4.11 Strong support was given to both policy ND8 (Safeguarding Residential Amenity) and policy ND9 

(Ensuring Safe and Secure design) which seeks to ensure delivery of a minimum standard of both 

internal and external space. 

 

4.12 Policy ND10 on energy efficiency and design was broadly supported.  A few respondents questioned 

the realism of no new homes being connected to the gas grid by 2025.  Additional measures were also 

suggested, such as solar panels being compulsory and greywater collection and reuse. 

 

4.13 Finally, policy ND11 requiring development proposals to provide evidence of infrastructure capacity 

within the existing utilities network, was strongly supported. 
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4.14 Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Policies?” 

New Development during the Plan Period  

I am not interested or don’t have any comment to make 

No, I do not support the policy  

It is OK but I have some reservations   

Yes, I support the policy fully    

 % % % % 

Policy ND1 – Broad Areas of Search  

base: all considering the policy: n=133 

 

58 27 14 2 

Policy ND2 – Meeting Housing Need 

base: all considering the policy: n=132 

 

46 39 10 4 

Policy ND3 – Affordable Housing 

base: all considering the policy: n=130 

 

59 28 8 4 

Policy ND4 – Provision of accessible and 

adaptable housing 

base: all considering the policy: n=130 

 

70 19 3 8 

Policy ND5 – Supported Accommodation for 

the Elderly 

base: all considering the policy: n=129 

 

71 20 2 8 

Policy ND6 – General Design Principles 

base: all considering the policy: n=129 

 

73 22 3 2 

Policy ND7 – Integration of Major 

Development proposals 

base: all considering the policy: n=126 

 

70 25 5 0 

Policy ND8 – Safeguarding Residential Amenity 

base: all considering the policy: n=126 

 

80 14 2 3 

Policy ND9 – Safe and Secure Design 

base: all considering the policy: n=126 

 

87 6 3 3 

Policy ND10 – Energy Efficiency and Design 

base: all considering the policy: n=126 

 

65 25 6 4 

Policy ND11 – Services Infrastructure 

base: all considering the policy: n=126 

79 17 2 2 
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4.15 Summary of the main changes made: 

Plan Element Summary of Changes Made 

Policy ND2 In response to public feedback and comments from Waverley 

Borough Council, house extension restrictions have been removed 

from the policy and supporting text. The principal purpose of the 

restriction was to seek to maintain smaller single storey properties 

that are suitable to meet the housing needs of older persons which 

is a particular concern of the Parish Council.  In the light of the 

feedback, Policy ND4 has been amended to clarify this intention.  

Policy ND3 To improve clarity and in response to comments from Waverley 

Borough Council the affordable housing tenure split definitions 

have been updated. The less than 10 dwelling affordable housing 

requirement threshold has been amended to reflect only those 

parts of the Parish that are within the AONB.  

Policy ND4 As referred above (Policy ND2) additional policy wording and 

supporting text has been added to restrict the loss of smaller 

bungalows and other single storey properties that are suitable for 

older persons.   

Policy ND5 In response to consultation feedback, the policy and supporting 

text has been amended to provide greater clarity over the type of 

specialist housing needed for older persons and how this relates to 

the overall housing figure.  

Policy ND6 In response to consultation feedback and specific air quality 

comments from Waverley Borough Council, air and noise quality, 

light pollution and presumption against integral garages have been 

included within the list of general design principles. 

Policy ND7 In response to comments from Waverley Borough Council the 

definition of ‘major development’ from the glossary has been 

incorporated into the policy wording.  

Policy ND8 In response to comments from Waverley Borough Council the 

requirement to meet the National Space Standards has been 

amended to have regard to the Standards. To reflect public 

consultation feedback and comments from Waverley Borough 

Council the policy wording has been amended to provide greater 

clarify over external amenity space provision expectations.  

Policy ND10 To reflect public feedback and comments from Waverley Borough 

Council the policy has been amended to ensure that ‘regard is 

given’ to the energy efficiency and design measures. Encouraging 

greywater use measures and reference to electric vehicle 

infrastructure has also been incorporated into the policy and 

supporting text.  

Policy ND11 In response to Thames Waters comments sewage treatment 

capacity and network has been incorporated into the policy and 

supporting text.  
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Chapter 5: Heritage and Landscape Conservation 

 

5.1. There was a high approval rating for all the policies in Heritage and Landscape chapter.  Over 90% of 

those who expressed an opinion either supported the policies in full or with some reservations. 

 

5.2. Under policy HC1 (Landscape conservation) the major concerns were that the AONB and other 

designated landscape areas should be protected and that there should preferably be no loss of trees or 

hedgerows but if this was inevitable there should be replacement and if possible additional planting. 

 

5.3. There was widespread agreement that the preservation and enhancement of statutory Listed Buildings 

(policy HC2) was an absolute priority, although a small minority felt too much was being done here and 

that the old should make way for the new. 

 

5.4. Similar opinions were expressed about policy HC3 (Conservation Areas).  Any development within or 

adjacent to them should be firmly resisted.  Signage should be kept to a minimum and the visual 

impact of any additional street furniture needed to be carefully considered to ensure that it enhanced 

the character of the area. 

 

5.5. Policy HC4 (Non-designated Heritage assets) focused on the difficulty of defining a ‘balanced 

judgement’ and there was some uncertainty also as to what could or should be included under this 

category. 

 

5.6. Expressed throughout these responses, as elsewhere, was the thought that policies could be made 

firmer by the replacement of ‘should’ with ‘must’. 

 

5.7. Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Policies?” 

Heritage and Landscape Conservation  

I am not interested or don’t have any comment to make 

No, I do not support the policy  

It is OK but I have some reservations   

Yes, I support the policy fully    

 % % % % 

Policy HC1 – Landscape Conservation 

base: all considering the policy: n=129 

 

81 13 4 2 

Policy HC2 – Statutory Listed Buildings 

base: all considering the policy: n=127 

 

83 9 4 4 

Policy HC3 – Conservation Areas 

base: all considering the policy: n=127 

 

82 11 4 3 

Policy HC4 – Non-designated heritage assets 

base: all considering the policy: n=128 

74 17 4 5 
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5.8. Changes as a result of the consultation: 

Plan Element Summary of Change Made 

Supporting text In response to public feedback and Surrey County Council 

additional heritage background text has been added. 

Objectives Reference to archaeology and the setting of heritage assets has 

been included to reflect Surrey Council Councils response. 

Policy HC3 To reflect Heritage England’s comments the significance of heritage 

assets has been added to Policy HC3(iv) and a sequential approach 

style new criterion has been added to proposals causing harm to a 

Conservation Area (new criterion ii.)  

 

Chapter 6: Amenities 
 

6.1 Almost all of those expressing an opinion about each policy in the Amenities chapter either support it 

fully or support it with reservations. 

 

6.2 The improved facilities that would be offered by a new Community Healthcare Hub (policy A1) were 

welcomed, particularly as there will be a significant increase in demand when new homes are built. 

There was concern that a single surgery serving Milford and Witley would mean less people would be 

able to walk to a surgery. Enough accessible parking is regarded as a necessity.  More information 

about the location of the healthcare hub and the services it would offer was requested by a number of 

respondents.  

 

6.3 The representative for the Developer of the area of land to the West of Petworth Road (the A283) 

suggested that this policy should be reworded to specifically refer to this site.  As the size of this facility 

is now the subject of discussions between WBC, the local doctors and the Clinical Care Group it is 

thought better not to be too prescriptive about its location, size and form to ensure appropriate policy 

flexibility in due course.   

 

6.4 The policy supporting proposals for new schools and nurseries that will improve facilities and meet 

demand arising from housing development (policy A2) prompted calls for safer access to schools for 

pedestrians and cyclists, although it was acknowledged that it would not be easy to incorporate in 

today’s infrastructure. 

 

6.5 There was general support for protecting our local green spaces (policy A3), which give the villages 

their character. Some omissions in policy A3’s list of these spaces were suggested. 

 

6.6 Many people said that we are fortunate to have so much open countryside, woods and commons in the 

parish (policy A4), and some queried why developers needed to provide SANG.  The importance of 

continuing to plant trees and hedgerows was stressed. 

 

6.7 Policy A5 supports improved and more numerous recreation and sporting facilities for children and 

young people and was generally endorsed.  There was also a suggestion that the Parish should have 

top quality sports facilities.  
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6.8 The idea of refurbishing our community halls (policy A6) was well-received.  Milford Village Hall was 

cited most often as needing attention, but all the halls need improvement to make them fit for current 

and future purpose.  The sustainability of the halls was recognised as important. 

 

6.9 Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Policies?” 

Amenities 

I am not interested or don’t have any comment to make 

No, I do not support the policy  

It is OK but I have some reservations   

Yes, I support the policy fully    

 % % % % 

Policy A1 – New Community Healthcare Hub 

base: all considering the policy: n=129 

 

69 21 5 5 

Policy A2 – School and Nursery Provision  

base: all considering the policy: n=127 

 

72 17 4 7 

Policy A3 – Local Green Spaces 

base: all considering the policy: n=127 

 

76 16 5 3 

Policy A4 – Future Green Spaces with Public 

Access 

base: all considering the policy: n=125 

 

81 16 2 1 

Policy A5 – Play Areas, Recreation Grounds and 

Sports Facilities 

base: all considering the policy: n=127 

 

79 13 2 7 

Policy A6 – Community Halls 

base: all considering the policy: n=126 

 

80 13 1 6 

 

6.10 Changes as a result of the consultation: 

Plan Element Summary of Changes Made 

Policy A1 

supporting text 

In response to consultation feedback the community health hub 

supporting text was amended to improve clarity over what a hub 

was likely to comprise.  

Policy A3 In response to public feedback and Surrey County Councils 

response the verges have been removed as Local Green Spaces. For 

consistency, Sunnyhill and Middlemarch Playgrounds have been 

included as Local Green Spaces.   
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Chapter 7: Transport 

 

7.1 The number and level of detail of the comments on the Transport section reflect the keen local interest 

in this topic but many of the comments addressed concerns which are outside the scope of this 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

7.2 Each of the policies in the Transport chapter received overall support from more than 90% of the 

people who reviewed them. 

 

7.3 Policy T1’s policies (Improving the Pedestrian Environment) are supported or supported with some 

reservations by almost all individual respondents but speed limits and traffic calming, directed at 

improving the pedestrian experience, are both desired and rejected. 

 

7.4 There is also a fair amount of doubt about the feasibility of an improved pedestrian experience in a 

parish whose road network was developed in an era with much lower traffic levels.  A number of 

comments specifically addressed the current poor quality pedestrian access to Milford Station via 

Station Lane which is widely regarded as being unsafe, particularly for pedestrians.  

 

7.5 Policy T2 (New Highway Design) requires proposals for new development sites to observe the Plan’s 

design guidelines about vehicle access and egress which are concerned with matters of pedestrian, 

cyclist and other road user safety.  The remarks about it address practical issues and problems, 

including poor design of existing junctions, parking on pavements, current congestion on Station Lane, 

Milford and other roads, the lack of cycle paths and doubts about the feasibility of expanding the car 

parks at Milford and Witley Stations. 

 

7.6 There is strong support for policy T3 which requires a robust assessment of car and cycle parking at 

new developments. In particular the policy suggests that the provisions of the Waverley Parking 

Guidelines will be insufficient on some housing developments.  Some comments on this policy address 

two concerns not addressed in the consideration of policy T2: expanded car parking space will 

encourage more people to drive to the stations; and plans for car parks should be part of a broader 

transport strategy which includes cycle routes, pavements and public transport. 

 

7.7 Policy T4 (Traffic Assessments) demands the conduct of traffic assessments for developments that will 

cause a significant increase in vehicular traffic, with developers being expected to fund the mitigation of 

severe impact on the road network in the Parish.  The general opinion is that recent transport 

assessments associated with new development in the area have lacked transparency and been too 

narrowly focused, with insufficient attention given to the various increases in traffic volumes in Milford 

that will follow new housing on the golf course - or elsewhere in the Parish.  HGV traffic is an important 

element in this context.  Moreover, the restriction to “severe impacts” of heavy traffic as the basis for 

funding mitigation projects is too limited, without proper consideration of the opportunities to 

encourage cycling and walking.  

 

7.8 Policy T5 (Travel Plans) requires new development projects that will generate a significant amount of 

HGV and other traffic to provide and agree travel plans that support the use of sustainable travel 

modes, thus reducing air pollution levels.  Positive suggestions included recognising that reduction of 

pollution levels requires lower volumes of stationary traffic; action to enhance walking and cycling 

facilities; and a campaign for better bus services. 
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7.9 It was also suggested that policies T4, T5 and other policies should use firmer language than 

“encouraging and facilitating” and that terms like “significant amount” are too imprecise to be useful. 

 

7.10 Policy T6 relates to cycling.  The difficulties and dangers in cycling on local roads that prompt 

endorsement of T6’s support for the creation of a cyclist “Greenway” in the north of the Parish include 

potholes, parking in narrow roads which force cyclists into, the path of oncoming vehicles and the lack 

of a safe cycle route from Milford to Godalming station. 

 

7.11 Policy T7 (Accessibility in the Transport Network) is intended to improve measures designed to assist 

residents with limited mobility and was supported. 

 

7.12 Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Policies?” 

Transport 

I am not interested or don’t have any comment to make 

No, I do not support the policy  

It is OK but I have some reservations   

Yes, I support the policy fully    

 % % % % 

Policy T1 – Improving the Pedestrian 

Environment 

base: all considering the policy: n=127 

 

59 36 4 1 

Policy T2 – New Highways Design 

base: all considering the policy: n=124 

 

67 27 3 3 

Policy T3 – Parking 

base: all considering the policy: n=125 

 

68 26 2 3 

Policy T4 – Transport Assessments 

base: all considering the policy: n=123 

 

67 27 3 2 

Policy T5 – Travel Plans 

base: all considering the policy: n=123 

 

71 20 5 4 

Policy T6 – Cyclin4 

base: all considering the policy: n=124 

 

76 17 2 5 

Policy T7 – Accessibility in the Transport 

Network 

base: all considering the policy: n=122 

83 10 2 5 
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7.13 Changes as a result of the consultation: 

Plan Element Summary of Changes Made 

Objectives In response to consultation feedback and comments from 

Waverley Borough Council electric car charging infrastructure has 

been added as a transport objective.  

Policy T3 The provision of sufficient car parking spaces within new 

development was particular concern raised through consultation 

feedback. In response to this minimum car parking standards have 

been included within policy. 

 

The provision of charge point and electric changing infrastructure 

was welcomed. However, the policy has been strengthened to 

included standards and ensure that provision is responsive to 

changing technologies  

Policy T4 Reference to air quality and air quality assessments was included 

within the policy in response to comments from members of the 

public and Waverley Borough Council.  

 

Chapter 8: Economy 
 

8.1 Almost all of those expressing an opinion about each policy in the Economy chapter either support it 

fully or with reservations, but policy E1 (safeguarding of the Milford Local Centre, support for new 

ventures that will enhance it and qualified resistance to loss of A-use class units) and policy E2 (support 

for existing and proposed B-use class units that provide employment) are the subject of markedly more 

reservations than policy E3 (creation of a new flexible workspace for home workers and improvements 

to internet provision). 

 

8.2 Policy E1’s proposal to maintain the Local Centre for Retail Uses was generally supported and there are 

some positive suggestions: 

 

• Figure 8.1 (now removed from the plan) should also include all the relevant units on the Old 

Portsmouth Road from the garden centre to the pharmacy. 

• Local businesses should be given higher priority than the branches of larger organisations. 

• If adequate parking can be provided, the proposed Secretts development can house new 

enterprises and contribute to the consolidation of the ‘Retail Centre’. 

 

8.3 The Plan’s statement that ‘Milford has enough retail parking at present’ was described as “demonstrably 

untrue” and at variance with the ‘constant’ parking on pavements, verges and double yellow lines. 

 

8.4 The principle of protecting and enhancing current Employment Sites (policy E2) was broadly supported 

but there is some support for the conversion of redundant commercial sites to residential use.  There 

was also the suggestion that support for new employment sites should be restricted to businesses that 

are likely to employ local people, add value to the AONB economy or provide community facilities. 
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8.5 Policy E3 proposes to support home workers in the Parish: example projects could include a centre for 

flexible working or broadband facilities. Levels of support are high but there are people who question 

the need for the flexible work centre and do not see a case for public sector employment.   

 

8.6 There are also some doubts about whether anything can be done to improve the uneven provision of 

internet and mobile phone service across the Parish. 

 

8.7 Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Policies?” 

Economy 

I am not interested or don’t have any comment to make 

No, I do not support the policy  

It is OK but I have some reservations   

Yes, I support the policy    

 % % % % 

Policy E1 – Retail Uses 

base: all considering the policy: n=124 

 

 

65 30 2 2 

Policy E2 – Employment Sites 

base: all considering the policy: n=123 

 

66 24 3 7 

Policy E3 – Home Workers 

base: all considering the policy: n=123 

 

84 12 - 4 

 

8.8 Changes as a result of the consultation: 

Plan Element Summary of Changes Made 

Policy E1 In response to public consultation feedback and comments from 

Waverley Borough Council, reference to Milford Local Centre have 

been removed from the policy. The policy has been amended to 

support all existing retail and services within the Parish and to 

encourage and support additional retail and services within the 

Parish where they do not have a negative impact on existing 

shops and services.  

To assist the development management process policy detail has 

been added to be clear on how development proposals which 

result in the loss of retail or service uses should be assessed.  

Policy E2 In response to comments from Waverley Borough Council, to 

assist the development management process policy detail has 

been added to be clear on how development proposals which 

result in the loss of employment uses should be assessed. 

Policy E3 Reference to broadband has been replaced with high speed 

internet to ensure the policy remains up to date with changing 

technology.  
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Chapter 9: Natural Environment 

 

9.1 Levels of support are high for all four policies in the Natural Environment chapter, with the comments 

presenting a balance between a wish that they will not hinder development and an opinion that any 

form of new development will damage the environment.  It was also suggested that references to 

unless not feasible provide a get-out clause that has contributed to less than robust enforcement in the 

Parish of current environment policies by the planning authorities.  

 

9.2 Policy NE1 is about the avoidance of developer harm to the landscape, flora, fauna and water resources 

in the Parish; and it requires projects that might carry any of these risks to be subject to investigation, 

so that options for avoidance and mitigation can be presented. Respondents who commented on 

policy NE1 tend to believe that the Milford golf course development was not assessed to this standard. 

 

9.3 The point was made that environmental policies should go beyond mitigation projects by addressing 

options for development that can improve or add to the environment.  Some examples are mentioned 

below in the discussion of policy NE3. 

 

9.4 It was also suggested that the Parish’s environmentally important spaces should include the course of 

the Ock as well as the local commons. 

 

9.5 Protection of trees and hedgerows is the focus of policy NE2 which mandates replacement planting 

when approved development makes removal necessary.  Several comments highlighted the need for a 

higher ratio (2:1 or 5:1) on replacement tree and vegetation planting.  One-to-one was not deemed 

high enough for replacing mature trees or hedgerows.  It was also suggested that the replacement 

period of removed tree or hedgerows should be longer than the proposed 24 months, because the 

planning application process can last five years.  There were also calls for the Plan to encourage the use 

of native species in new developments or compensatory habitats.  Other suggestions included 

proactive plans to enhance biodiversity after project completion. a ban on netting trees and hedgerows 

before and during construction works and biodiversity audits before development starts. 

 

9.6 NE3’s policy of supporting positive measures to increase biodiversity and the creation of new habitats 

prompted specific recommendations, including green roofs and walls, wildlife highways (for amphibians 

and small mammals) and rainwater harvesting systems.  Some respondents see NE3’s requirement that 

new development proposals should include on-site species audits and avoidance of harm to the 

habitats of protected species as needing reinforcement: assessments should be rigorously and 

independently assessed and “must” should replace “should”.  

 

9.7 Policy NE4 insists that, as part of the planning application process, developers should submit studies of 

flood risk and, when relevant, plans for new and improved surface water drainage.  This is not 

controversial, but some respondents argue that the Milford golf club site has not received this level of 

scrutiny and there are concerns about flooding at the bridge over the Ock in Station Lane. It was also 

suggested that flood risk assessments should take account of Environment Agency guidance on the 

effects of climate change.  
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9.8 Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Policies?” 

Natural Environment 

I am not interested or don’t have any comment to make 

No, I do not support the policy  

It is OK but I have some reservations   

Yes, I support the policy fully    

 % % % % 

Policy NE1 – Environmental Implications of 

Development 

base: all considering the policy: n=116 

 

79 16 2 3 

Policy NE2 – Trees and Hedgerows 

base: all considering the policy: n=116 

 

83 13 3 2 

Policy NE3 – Biodiversity  

base: all considering the policy: n=115 

 

81 15 1 3 

Policy NE4 – Flood Risk 

base: all considering the policy: n=115 

83 14 1 3 

 

9.9 Changes as a result of the consultation: 

Plan Element Summary of Changes Made 

Policy NE2 To reflect consultation feedback and comments from Waverley 

Borough Council the policy has been changed to only use the 

term ‘arboricultural’. To ensure that the policy is not overly 

restrictive the reference to specific tree types has been removed. 

Policy NE3 In response to comments from Natural England and community 

feedback the policy has been amended to include reference to the 

need to undertake an Appropriate Assessment where 

development is within SPA buffer zone and that any SANGs 

provision should apply Natural England’s SANG provision 

guidance.  

Policy NE4 In response to comments and suggested wording from Thames 

Water reference to sewer flooding has been incorporated into the 

policy and supporting text 

 

  



21 

 

Chapter 10: Infrastructure Delivery and Monitoring 

 

10.1 83% of those considering the policies supported policy ID1’s expectation of a 25% Community 

Infrastructure Levy (CIL) but almost quarter of this group had reservations or questions.  The issues 

included concerns about how and where funds will be allocated, remarks about the golf course 

development escaping the imposition of CIL, and a suggestion that distribution of monies to worthy 

projects will not mitigate the impact on the parish of the expected growth in the housing stock.  

 

10.2 Almost all the respondents with an opinion supported policy ID2 but some are cynical – citing the ‘golf 

course fiasco’ - and wonder whether Waverley Borough Council will give due weight to the views of the 

parish council and residents.  The general view is that real consultation is needed about how funds are 

allocated to infrastructure projects. 

 

10.3 Most of these people supported policy ID3 but there are concerns that the process could be resource 

intensive if it is to be implemented correctly; and there is a desire to see the wording of the policy 

strengthened by replacing ‘seek to’ with ‘will’, to give it more teeth.  The policy was also criticised for 

lacking any mention of penalties for noncompliance by developers. 

 

10.4 Overall, residents appear to support these policies but question the effectiveness of the mechanisms in 

place for securing meaningful infrastructure improvements for the community. 

 

10.5 Questionnaire results in response to the question “Do you agree with the following Policies?” 

Infrastructure and Delivery Monitoring 

I am not interested or don’t have any comment to make 

No, I do not support the policy  

It is OK but I have some reservations   

Yes, I support the policy fully    

 % % % % 

Policy ID1 – Community Infrastructure Levy 

base: all considering the policy: n=115 

 

64 17 5 13 

Policy ID2 – Off-Site Infrastructure 

Contributions 

base: all considering the policy: n=113 

 

72 12 7 9 

Policy ID3 – Monitoring 

base: all considering the policy: n=114 

 

79 11 3 7 

 

10.6 Changes as a result of the consultation 

No changes have been made to the Infrastructure and Delivery Monitoring chapter.  

 

 

 


