
 

 

Consultation response form 
This is the response form for the consultation on the draft revised National 
Planning Policy Framework. If you are responding by email or in writing, please 
reply using this questionnaire pro-forma, which should be read alongside the 
consultation document. The comment boxes will expand as you type. Required 
fields are indicated with an asterisk  (*)  

Your details  

First name* Gillian 
Family name (surname)* Hein 
Title Mrs 
Address 15, Copley Way, 
City/Town* Tadworth 
Postal code* KT20 5QS 
Telephone Number 01737 355206 
Email Address* Gillian.hein@virginmedia.com 

 

Are the views expressed on this consultation your own personal views or an official 
response from an organisation you represent?*  
 
Organisational response 
 
If you are responding on behalf of an organisation, please select the option which 
best describes your organisation. * 
 
Other (Please specify) 
 
If you selected other, please state the type of organisation  
Residents Association 

 
Please provide the name of the organisation (if applicable)  
Tadworth and Walton R A 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
Question 1 
Do you have any comments on the text of Chapter 1? 
4. Concerned that no overall national strategy which creates a better spread of 
growth away from  congested parts of the South East and London. 
 
5. Would prefer traveller and waste policies in the NPPF plus minerals, so all in one 
document. 

 

Chapter 2: Achieving sustainable development 
 
Question 2 
Do you agree with the changes to the sustainable development objectives and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development? 
 
No 
 
Please enter your comments here 
7. Continuing concern at the wide definition of sustainable compared with the United 
Nations General Assembly definition. There is too much emphasis on economic 
growth and limited emphasis on the  environmental impacts . 
 
8. Environmental objectives not given equal weighting in the document. 
 
11 and footnote 7.  
As the footnote is an important part of the guidance, we would like it included in the 
main text. This includes some of the otrher important footnotes – often people don’t 
read them. 
Would like to see agricultural land and protected landscapes added to the list, 
together with the settings of the National Parks and AONBs, or else made more 
openended.  
It is very unclear how much protection these designations will have where 
development needs cannot be met on brownfield land, at higher densities or in 
neighbouring authourities. This is a crucial issue. Account needs to be taken of 
ministerial promises to protect the Green Belt. LPAs should not have to meet ‘oan’s 
in full where major constraints which include the footnote designations and 
infrastructure deficiencies.  
We would like the last sentence of the footnote deleted re development plans. 
The policy needs rewording, so it is clear that development will be constrained where 
there are protected areas and that the areas covered in footnote 7, by definition, 
meet the strong and clear reasons of policy 11. 
We are concerned that an Inspector covering Waverley’s local plan, Surrey, was not 
prepared to hear evidence relating to the Green Belt, AONB, protected habitats and 



 

 

other adverse impacts and added part of the ‘oan’ from an adjoining local authority 
without detailed analysis of the impact.. 
The concept of capacity needs to be reintroduced, particularly where an uplift of up 
to 40% is proposed. 
At present there are ambiguities on how and when this footnote will be applied.  
Ministerial promises to protect the Green Belt should be reflected in the Framework. 
 
 

 
Question 3 
Do you agree that the core principles section should be deleted, given its content has 
been retained and moved to other appropriate parts of the Framework? 
 
Please select an item from this drop down menu 
  
Please enter your comments here 
It is useful to contain the core principles together. It allows a quick check. 

 
Question 4  
Do you have any other comments on the text of Chapter 2, including the approach to 
providing additional certainty for neighbourhood plans in some circumstances?  
12. Support the primacy of the adopted plan but consider the phrase ‘not usually be 
granted’ is too weak and’wholly exceptional’ would be preferable and  the reference 
to ‘material considerations’ also needs strengthening to perhaps’ significant material 
considerations’ 
  
 Paragraph 14 is unclear and needs redrafting 

 

Chapter 3: Plan-making 
 
Question 5  
Do you agree with the further changes proposed to the tests of soundness, and to the 
other changes of policy in this chapter that have not already been consulted on?  
 
No 
 

Please enter your comments here 
36a) Positively prepared.  We support phrases such as ‘as much as possible’ and 
meeting unmet need ‘where it is practical to do so ‘ as these introduce an element of 
flexibility but these are not strong enough and there should be a specific reference to 
the protection of important assets such as those referred to in footnote 7 paragraph 
11. There is a contradiction with policy 11. 
(We are concerned at how the requirement for ‘positively prepared’ is already being 
applied. In the case of Waverley in Surrey, the Inspector disregarded Green Belt and 



 

 

AONB constraints when increasing the housing requirement and taking the unmet 
need from a neighbouring authority without any evidence on whether the Green Belt 
was more valuable or fulfilled the purposes better than in the other authority. 
 
36 c)  Effective. It may be difficult to agree common ground in LPAs such as Surrey 
where most authorities have high ‘oan’s and constraints  such as Green Belt, 
protected habitats and AONB. This needs to be recognised and respected. We 
agree that it is not a matter that can be deferred. 

 
Question 6  
Do you have any other comments on the text of chapter 3?  
20 b) we consider that types of affordable housing should be provided in view of the 
priority need for low cost rental/ social  housing. 
 
24. There should be a reference to the need to comply with paragraph 11 and 
infrastructure constraints. 
 
29.  There should be transparency and public consultation on ‘statements of 
common ground’. 
 
35. Where there are significant adverse impacts which cannot be solved by 
mitigation, other options or satisfactory compensatory measures, we request that 
insert be added stating that the proposal should be dropped. 
Mitigation measures should in any event be introduced where there are any adverse 
impacts, not just where ‘significant’. 
 
 

 

Chapter 4: Decision-making  
 
Question 7  
The revised draft Framework expects all viability assessments to be made publicly 
available. Are there any circumstances where this would be problematic? 
 
Yes 
 
Please enter your comments here 
Click here to enter text. 

 
Question 8  
Would it be helpful for national planning guidance to go further and set out the 
circumstances in which viability assessment to accompany planning applications 
would be acceptable? 
 
Yes 



 

 

 
Please enter your comments here:  
Different modes of delivery, such as social housing, should be defined at this stage 
so not a problem later in the plan process. We support viability assessments as early 
as possible in the plan process so the opportunities for renegotiation are reduced. 
 
We support the proposal in the PPG that price paid for the land is not a reason for 
failing to meet local plan policies and in particular affordable housing. However,  
although supporting the existing land value as a starting point, the opportunity should 
be taken to reduce the ‘uplift’ whilst still giving the owner a reasonable return so that 
land prices will be reduced, thus improving viability. 
We feel that the major problem which the government has not addressed is the very 
high land value which results once planning permission is granted, Lower land 
values would improve viability and more affordable housing. 
 
 

 
Question 9 
What would be the benefits of going further and mandating the use of review 
mechanisms to capture increases in the value of a large or multi-phased 
development? 
 
Please enter your comments below 
Yes. Definitely.We strongly support capturing increased value, although problems 
will arise where land is sold on to other developers. 
 

 
Question 10 
Do you have any comments on the text of Chapter 4? 
We are concerned that, as written, the draft PPG may lead to less affordable 
housing. The emphasis should be on ‘need’, and particularly the type of affordable 
housing where there is a need. Across the country there is a requirement for more 
low cost affordable housing,in particularly, low cost rental housing. We would like to 
see councils or housing associations given the powers to build more low cost 
housing and reducing the ability for tenants to buy their property.  
Councils should be able to borrow money or use CPO powers to construct  council 
housing, as in the past. If land value is assessed as existing plus a small mark up to 
encourage land owners to sell, higher levels of affordable housing would be viable. It 
is very unsatisfactory that the type of housing where there is the greatest need, ie. 
low cost social housing, is totally ignored except in the PPG. 
 
20% profit margin for developers is far too high particularly as there is an allowance 
for continengies. It is far less on the continent. There should be a far lower 
percentage where minimal risk. 
 
We would like to see a requirement for affordable housing contributions for all sites, 
regardless of size, subject to viability.In our area, a high proportion of developments 
comprise less than 10 units. The policy should apply in urban as well as rural areas 



 

 

as the need in terms of numbers ishigher here. 
 
We are concerned at the suggestion of 10% affordable when most LPAs have higher 
requirements. This figure could be taken as a target for developers. 
 
45. We support a list of information requirements but there will need to be additions 
where appropriate for specific sites. 
 
59. We would like more weight given to the enforcement service which, at a time of 
limited staff resources, is frequently ignored. We recommend that it should no longer 
be a discretionary function. 
 
Other comments on the PPG on viability 
 
P.6 We agree that viability assessments should be made as early as possible in the 
plan process but we fear that if agreed at the site allocation stage it will be necessary 
to revisit at a later stage when more current data will be available, probably when 
applications are submitted.. 
Also, at least initially, it will be too late to introduce this requirement into recently 
adopted plans or where the land has already been purchased. 
 
P8 We support the benchmark of existing land value but think a major opportunity 
has been lost by going for comparable sites with permission rather than a small 
markup to still make a sale worthwhile to the owner. This is a way to reduce land 
values and get more affordable housing. 
 
P10 20%developers’ return is excessive unless there is increased risk. An allowance 
is already included foir contingencies. 

 

Chapter 5: Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes 
 
Question 11 
What are your views on the most appropriate combination of policy requirements to 
ensure that a suitable proportion of land for homes comes forward as small or 
medium sized sites? 
 
Please enter your comments here 
69. we strongly support the principle but it is likely there will be insufficient  
brownfield and windfall sites coming forward to meet the 20%. In addition, it is 
unclear how, in LPAs where development will be largely on large sites, developers or 
land owners will be persuaded to make small sites available at a reasonable price. 
Also it is unclear how the government will enforce this unless LPAs are encouraged 
to cpo suitable parts of allocated sites or it can be achieved at the sites allocation 
stage. 
There should also be a limit on the number of units – perhaps less than 10. 

 



 

 

Question 12 
Do you agree with the application of the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development where delivery is below 75% of the housing required from 2020? 
 
No 
  
Please enter your comments here 
 
We object strongly to this requirement. It is both illogical and outside the control of 
LPAs. 
 
In the Times newspaper of 14/4/2018 an article stated that in a survey of the Royal 
Instutute of Chartered surveyors, its members provided ‘little encouragement  that 
the drop in housing market activity is likely to be reversed soon’ and that a survey of 
300 chartered surveyors around the country ‘showed that enquiries from new buyers 
had fallen for a 12th consequtive month in March, with 17% more members reporting 
a fall rather than a rise.’’ 
The article goes on to say that the institution’s ‘monthly survey is considered to be a 
key indicator of how the housing market is performing and is used by the 
government, Bank of England and the IMF.  
The survey ‘also showed that the number of agreed sales  in the UK also had fallen 
for the 12th month running.’ 
 
With  the housing market in the doldrums, how can LPAs be expected to meet this 
75% target, particularly as permissions are rising. Uncertainty about Brexit, stamp 
duty, taxes on buy to let and mortgage difficulties have a greater impact than LPA 
planning policies. 
 
It is also clear that a very wide definition of what is sustainable development is being 
used, to the detriment of the environment and leading to bad landuse  planning. 
 
We are also concerned that the delivery test refers to any type of housing and so it is 
unlikely that the homes which are provided will meet local needs, developers 
favouring the more profitable larger dwellings and  those sites more easily developed 
They will be less likely to include brownfield sites or promote urban regeneration. 
 
In our opinion, this requirement is unacceptable, particularly  in the present 
circumstances of a slower housing market. 
 

 

Question 13  
Do you agree with the new policy on exception sites for entry-level homes? 

No 
  
Please enter your comments here 
We strongly object to the wording of this section. There is also some ambiguity/ 



 

 

conflict between paragraph 72 and the section on rural housing in paragraphs 79/80. 
 
Exception site were originally, as the term suggests, meant to be ‘exceptional’  as 
they were contrary to the normal planning policy of protecting the countryside. They 
were acceptable as had community support and affordable housing was to be 
provided for local householders who could not otherwise live in their area. 
 
The new proposal of ‘entry level housing’  opens up the market enormously, with an 
associated loss of countryside which is protected by other policies. It is likely to lead 
to mainly wealthy first time buyers who have no need to live in these areas of 
environmental constraint, rather than meeting genuine local need. In Surrey, with 
high property prices, 80% of market value will still not be affordable. 
 
We are against cross subsidisation by market housing, particularly as the percentage 
is not specified – only ‘some’ which could amount to a sizeable proportion. 
 
With the present model, most exception sites are small but now, if  they are to be 
proportionate to the size of settlemen, this means they could form sizeable 
developments  By definition, they will be on sites not identified by the LPA as 
suitable for housing and so are unlikely to produce a satisfactory form of landuse 
planning. 
 
The policy should be reworded so it covers small scale development for only local 
needs with only a  low proportion of market housing, the amount to be set by the 
local authority. The protected areas referred to in paragraph 11 should be excluded 
unless there are very special circumstances such as meeting local need, including 
social housing where relevant. 

 
Question 14 
Do you have any other comments on the text of Chapter 5? 
Previously the title referred to quality homes, now there is just a reference to a 
sufficient supply. Emphasis should be on the quality and  type of housing, in 
particular social housing , and the need to develop communities instead of 
concentrating just on numbers. 
 
61. We are strongly against this standardised approach unless there is more 
flexibility for other methodologies and the phrase ‘exceptional circumstances’ is 
deleted. 
 
We have strong objections to the reliance on household projections which, it is 
generally admitted, are not transparent and are based on trend planning. In the case 
of the small authority of Epsom and Ewell, for example, a large number of dwellings 
have been constructed on  ‘hospital cluster’ land. Future targers are based on these 
completions even though there is little developable land left which is not in the limited 
but very valuable Green Belt.Tyhe high ‘markup’ makes the final target totally 
unrealistic. 
 
The Greater London Council states it can reach its target without going into the 
Metropolitan Green Belt, yet the household projections include assumptions on high 



 

 

numbers of inward migrants from London into Surrey. There is probably double 
counting. The result is that most Surrey authorities are having to lose large areas of 
Green Belt despite their protected status. 
The household projections need to be more transparent in their assumptions and 
open to challenge instead of being the accepted starting point for calculating the 
‘oan’s. 
There should be a cross reference to policy 11 and the need to avoid development 
on the protected sites. 
 
We strongly object to the market forces uplift because there is no justification to 
show that more houses will reduce prices and because no account is taken of the 
capacity of the authority to absorb large increases. Not only is there no evidence that 
building more brings down prices (cf high prices in flats along the Thames) but to  be 
expected to increase an already high target by up to 40% without coinsidering the 
implications on exiting communities, infrastructure and environmental constraints 
cannot be right. No account is taken of the protected sites in paragraph 11 footnote 
7. 
All Surrey districts plus the county council objected to the principle of the uplift as 
little account has been given to the capacity of an authority to absorb the level of 
uplift without environmental harm and infrastructure deficit. 
 
62. There should be a reference to low cost housing as ‘affordable’, as defined as 
80% market value, is unaffordable for most Surrey residents.  
 
64. We consider that there should be a contribution towards affordable housing on all 
sites, even if just one dwelling, In many areas small scale developments of  less than 
10 dwellings comprise the majority of new development. It will, in any event, still be 
subject to the viability test . 
 
65. As most authorities have a far higher requirement for affordable housing than 
10%, we consider that this figure should be omitted. As much ‘build to rent’ 
developments are aimed towards the top end of the market, this type of development 
should not be automatically excluded from the affordable housing provision 
requirement. 
 
69. We support the concept but as stated elsewhere think it unlikely that large 
developers will willingly agree to the subdivision and sale of parts of their sites at 
reasonable cost.  
 
71. We support the indication that rural gardens are included in the reference to 
inappropriuate development of residential gardens. 
 
74. At the present time, where there is uncertainty on the economy and developers 
are concerned about risk,  we consider it is unrealistic to set out the anticipated rate 
of development for specific sites. 
74 a) We do not see why there should be a buffer of 5%. It will just mean that the 
easier sites are picked off to the detriment of brownfield land and urban 
regeneration. 
74 c) We strongly object to use of 20% buffers, resulting often in the identification of 
unsuitable sites for housing, in the case of non-delivery over 3 years. This is a 



 

 

comparatively short period and in any event the rate of build is likely to be out of the 
control of the LPA., 
 
75 Paragraph 11d is leading to poor landuse planning. There should be some 
flexibility as there could be good reasons for failing to meet the targets. It is unclear if 
the buffer requirements take into account the footnote to paragraph 11 on protected 
areas. 
 
77. We consider that 95% is too high a threshold in view of the fact that LPAs have 
limited control over buildout rates.In addition, there can be significant delays in 
providing services and infrastructure which will be outside both the local authority’s 
and developers’ control. Additional staff resources will be required to prepare the 
action plan.  
 
79 As stated above, 80% market value will not meet most local needs. 
 
Housing delivery PPG 
P.13 5 year supply – completions, as stated above, are largely outside the LPAs 
control. 
 
P. 14 It may be unrealistic in many cases to make up any shortfalls in 5 years 
without allowing development ion unsustainable sites.We welcome the proposal that 
it can be spread over a longer period at the Examination stage. 
 
P 15/18.  As stated above we strongly object to the buffer proposal when councils 
are already struggling to find enough sustainable sites.  This approach will mean that 
developers cherry pick the easier sites and ignore brownfield land, including 
regeneration sites.. 
 
P24 National Housing projections should not be used as the baseline as, being trend 
based, it is assumed that if housing could be produced in the past it will continue to 
be produced. (Epsom and Ewell in Surrey is a case where there is a totally 
unrealistic oan.) The assumptions must be transparent so councils can make their 
own case. 
 
P24 We strongly object to the totally artificial and illogical market signals concept. 
There is no evidence it will lead to lower prices – Thames frontage development is 
an example. 
 
P25/26 We note that constraints cannot be applied to the assessment of need and 
the market signals uplift, and can only be brought in when assessing how to meet 
the need. However, it is not clear what weight will be placed on these constraints at 
the Examination stage. (The Inspector in a recent Inquiry into the Waverley plan 
totally disregarded the AONB and Green Belt when increasing the target). The 
implication is that the oan is the only criterion with no analysis of the impact  of the 
impact on protected areas. This is totally unacceptable and ignores any account of 
environmental capacity and infrastructure. 
 
P29 We welcome the guidance on calculating genuine need based on homelessness 
and concealed housing etc but none of this appears in the NPPF. 



 

 

 
 

Chapter 6: Building a strong, competitive economy 
 
Question 15 
Do you agree with the policy changes on supporting business growth and productivity, 
including the approach to accommodating local business and community needs in 
rural areas?  
 
No 
 
Please enter your comments here 
82 We support most of this section but would like to see an emphasis on 
encouraging growth in the less prosperous parts of the country. There is a need to 
rebalance the economy away from London and the South east. There are signs of 
growth in the Midlands and parts of the North and this should be encouraged with  
with associated housing development. Again the emphasis should be on brownfield 
land first and at higher densities. 
We need a national spatial strategy – like most other countries. 
 
83. We would like to see greater emphasis on use of brownfield sites. 
 
85. it should be made clear the emphasis should be on meeting local needs within 
the settlements and only if there are no acceptable sites should consideration be 
given to  development outside the builtup area. The word ‘encouraged’ is too weak. 

 
Question 16 
Do you have any other comments on the text of chapter 6? 
We are concerned about the extension of permitted development rights on 
commercial buildings  to promote new housing, often at the expense of often viable 
businesses which have to try and relocate or go out of business. 
 This makes it difficult for councils to manage their employment land requirements. 
There is a particular danger that the loss of large employment sites for housing – 
which is happening in Surrey – will lead to pressure for new greenfield sites for 
incoming commercial enterprises.  (PD rights for change of use of a building to 
housing can result in the whole site being redeveloped for housing as the next stage. 
 

Chapter 7: Ensuring the vitality of town centres 
 
Question 17 
Do you agree with the policy changes on planning for identified retail needs and 
considering planning applications for town centre uses? 
 



 

 

Not sure 
 
 Please enter your comments here 
We would like to see more positive encouragement for the regeneration of town 
centres, particularly with the current problems of economic uncertaincy, internet 
competition and high business rates. Large numbers of retailers, both large and 
smaller family businesses are closing. Support looking 10 years ahead and 
diversification, also paragraphs 87/88 on out of centre sites. Additional incentives for 
town centre brownfield development are required. 

 
Question 18 
Do you have any other comments on the text of Chapter 7? 
90. We would like to see these policies also apply to local shopping parades where 
changes can also have major impact on the local  community. Modifications to the 
glossary would overcome this problem. 
 

Chapter 8: Promoting healthy and safe communities 
 
Question 19  
Do you have any comments on the new policies in Chapter 8 that have not already 
been consulted on? 
We support the proposed text but are concerned that with the emphasis on new 
housing and inadequate infrastructure and services, the outcome is unlikely to be 
well balanced communities. The emphasis in the NPPF needs to be more on social 
and environmental impacts.  

 
Question 20  
Do you have any other comments on the text of Chapter 8? 
94. There should also be environmental benefits – especially green infrastrure when 
planning estate regeneration.We would also like to see a requirement that there 
should be no loss of social housing, even if off site, unless there are exceptional 
circumstances. 
 
95. We agree that education needs should be part of the proper planning for an area 
and not an afterthought which leads to further loss of Greenfield land. 
 
97. We support  the policies on openspace and recreation but policies need to be 
stronger as important areas are being lost in order to accommodate housing targets. 
101 Land could be an extensive tract but still important to the local community  - 
especially if  used for formal or informal openspace serving a large community. 

 

Chapter 9: Promoting sustainable transport 
 



 

 

Question 21  
Do you agree with the changes to the transport chapter that point to the way that all 
aspects of transport should be considered, both in planning for transport and 
assessing transport impacts? 
 
No 
  
Please enter your comments here  
General comment 
These policies are meant to promote sustainable transport, but in practice the 
emphasis by government is on development, particularly for housing, regardless of 
the availability of public transport and an adequate network of paths and cycleways. 
Insufficient finance is being put into sustainable transport  and where money is 
available it tends to go on junction improvements and bypasses. 
 
We support the intentions in 103 and 104 but in practice transport infrastructure is 
not being provided either with new development or the backlog from previous 
development. For example:- 
103a) Permission has recently been granted for the development of Dunsfold 
Aerodrome in Waverley district despite no rail service and an already inadecuate 
road netwoek. Housing targets trump accessibility. 
 
103c)  Bus services in Surrey are being cut and cyclists are being deterred because 
of potholes for which Surrey has the worst UK record. Railusers are returning to car 
use because of unreliable rail services. 
 
103d) Mitigation is impossible with developments such as the gigantic M25/A3 
interchange on common land with natural habitat designations. 
 
104 There is a need to concentrate on sustainable locations. Low density garden 
villages, often with poor public transport and road access, are not the answer. 
 
107 We support the avoidance of maximum parking standards except where in the 
case of town centres where there is good public transport access. 
 
108c) Significant impacts on the transport network should be mitigated, but this is not 
happening. Surrey County Council is on the verge of bankruptcy and has no finance 
and developers are reluctant because of the high costs, even if omitting affordable 
housing from their schemes. 
 
110 County highways authorities  have a different definition of what is ‘severe’ from 
local communities. 
 

Question 22 
Do you agree with the policy change that recognises the importance of general 
aviation facilities?  
 
Yes 



 

 

 
Please enter your comments here 
We are concerned at the loss of airports to housing development, particularly those 
which may be needed for defence and those for hobby flying. Several of the latter 
are under threat in Surrey. 

 
Question 23 
Do you have any other comments on the text of Chapter 9? 
No 

 

Chapter 10: Supporting high quality communications  
 
Question 24 
Do you have any comments on the text of Chapter 10? 
No 
 

Chapter 11: Making effective use of land 
 
Question 25 
Do you agree with the proposed approaches to under-utilised land, reallocating land 
for other uses and making it easier to convert land which is in existing use? 
 
Not sure 
  
Please enter your comments here 
118d) The reference should be to previously developed land. Under utilised land 
could contain important habitats or geological features etc. We support  more 
intensive use of car parks foir example. 
 
119 Publicly owned land is not necessarily suitable for development. Surrey C C 
owns several farms and high quality amenity land. 
 
120 There is a danger of short term expediency when allocating land for housing and 
making insufficient provision for employment and education, for example, in the 
longer term, or social facilities where the finance is not yet available. 
 Account must also be taken of the most sustainable use for which there is a need, 
using CPO powers if necessary. 
 
22f) We would like to see an additional factor to be taken into accout - protection of 
the natural landscape and nature conservation where appropriate. 

 
Question 26 



 

 

Do you agree with the proposed approach to employing minimum density standards 
where there is a shortage of land for meeting identified housing needs? 
 
Yes 
  
Please enter your comments here 
We support higher densities except twhere there are particular circumstances such 
as the character of a conservation area. We are against low density  garden villages. 
 

Question 27 
Do you have any other comments on the text of Chapter 11? 
We would like to see greater emphasis on ‘brownfield first’ policies. 
 
122c) infrastructure should include green infrastructure. 
It is unclear how much account is taken of the protected areas listed in parafraph 11 
footnote. Applications should be refused where there is developable brownfield land 
available. We are concerned at the mounting losses of AONB land to development. 
 

Chapter 12 : Achieving well-designed places  
 
Question 28 
Do you have any comments on the changes of policy in Chapter 12 that have not 
already been consulted on? 
No 

 
Question 29 
Do you have any other comments on the text of Chapter 12? 
No 
 

Chapter 13: Protecting the Green Belt 
 
Question 30 
Do you agree with the proposed changes to enable greater use of brownfield land for 
housing in the Green Belt, and to provide for the other forms of development that are 
‘not inappropriate’ in the Green Belt? 
 
No 
  
Please enter your comments here 
137 We suggest that first consideration is given to land which is brownfield ‘and’ well 
served by public transport. Either / or is not satisfactory.  The area must be 



 

 

sustainable but proximity to a railway station in a rural part of  Surrey could lead to 
the development of high quality Green Belt which meets the Green Belt purposes 
and provides important local amenity space, agricultural land or wildlife habitats. 
 
144g We have concerns about developing some types of previously developed land 
in the Green Belt – particularly if large areas such as aerodromes, golf courses and 
large gardens/ estates where there could be arguments as to whether previously 
developed. We appreciate that there would be a loss of openness but nevertheless 
there have been cases in Surrey where the emphasis is more on being previously 
developed land than on the loss of openness. 
 
144g we recommend that  the second point should omit the word ‘contribute’ and 
only apply where it comprises primarily affordable housing to meet local needs, 
including low cost rented, housing  where required. 
 
144b) and 145e)We do not consider that these proposed changes will adequately 
protect the permanently open qualities  that the Green Belt should have. Apart from 
meeting both the tests, there should also be some public benefit such as new rights 
of way or improvement of a wildlife habitat. 

 
Question 31 
Do you have any other comments on the text of Chapter 13? 
136 We object strongly to the implication that exceptional circumstances exist to 
modify the Green Belt boundary if appropriate brownfield land has been developed 
at higher densities and there is agreement on common ground. With the 
unreasonable housing requirements being put on most Surrey districts, it is clear that 
large tracts of the Green Belt will be developed – as is already happening in 
Waverley, Reigate and Banstead and soon in Mole valley, Tandridge, Epsom and 
Ewell and Guildford. The designation of protected areas set out in the footnote to 
paragraph 11 will be meaningless. 
 
137We consider that support is given to releasing Green Belt land only when it 
meets both the conditions of brownfield and well served by public transport.As 
written it is far too weak in terms of protecting the Green belt. 
 It is unclear how compensatory improvements to the remaining Green Belt will be 
financed and carried out, especially if in separate private ownerships.  
We are against the Garden Village concept as, apart from often being in 
nonsustainable locations, they tend to be low density. (Fairoaks Aerodrome 
developers have recently reduced the housing provion from 1,500 to 1,000 due to 
local pressures). 
 
138e) It should be made clear that the boundaries cannot be altered during the plan 
period. 
 
142 Clarification is required on the differences between ‘exceptional circumstances 
for boundary changes and ‘very special circumstances’ when considering planning 
applications. 
 
143 A statement should be included that unmet need for housing or employment is 



 

 

unlikely to constitute ‘very special circumstances’. Similarly, a minor addition, such 
as adding a community centre or school, will not tip the balance. 
144b) and 145c) we consider that these changes are inadequate for protecting the 
Green Belt requirement for ‘permanently open’ qualities, especially with the 
construction of new buildings associated with a chane of use.. 
In the case of 144b), we would like to see a requirement for evidence of need for the 
new facilities. 
144f) We are concerned about the impact of affordable housing, including exception 
sites, on the GreenBelt unless there are benefits of low cost rental housing for the  
local community. This is where the need is. 
 

Chapter 14: Meeting the challenge of climate change, 
flooding and coastal change 

 
Question 32 
Do you have any comments on the text of Chapter 14? 
148 We  consider that the emphasis should be on more stringent requirements 
instead of leaving some of the decisions to the local councils. The reference to the  
UK Climate Change Act needs strengthening. 
More local government funding is required so that climate change issues can be 
given greater weight. 

 
Question 33 
Does paragraph 149b need any further amendment to reflect the ambitions in the 
Clean Growth Strategy to reduce emissions from building?  
 
Yes 
 
New build must be constructed to a higher standard and it is unfortunate that the 
Zero Carbon Homes standard has been dropped. More emphasis should be given to 
retrofitting the existing housing stock so more energy efficient. And higher standards 
reintroduced for rented accommodation. The weakening of many energy efficiency 
requirements is unacceptable. 
 
150g) We would like to see encouragement by government for solar energy on 
reservoirs and buildings/ hard surfaces instead of agricultural land. 
 
148/154/155 we are concerned that too much development is still taking place on 
flood plains without adequate mitigation.  

 

Chapter 15: Conserving and enhancing the natural 
environment  



 

 

 
Question 34 
Do you agree with the approach to clarifying and strengthening protection for areas of 
particular environmental importance in the context of the 25 Year Environment Plan 
and national infrastructure requirements, including the level of protection for ancient 
woodland and aged or veteran trees? 
 
Yes 
 
 Please enter your comments here 
It is essential to clarify and implement the 25 Year Environment Plan. 
Clarification is required on ‘the definition of valued landscapes’ 
The importance of all categories of agricultural land should be recognised, not just 
the best and most versatile. A high proportion of our food production comes from the 
lower graded land which also performs functions such as natural habitats and flood 
management. 
 
170 We request that the original wording on National Parks and AONB be reinstated 
so it reads ‘which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and 
scenic beauty’  
 We welcome the reference to limiting new development, It would also be useful to 
have an indication of ‘the scale and extent of developmen’t which is considered to be 
acceptable. The cumulative impact of even small scale development can be very 
damaging to the character of these protected areas. If not major developments, does 
this mean schemes with less than 10 houses? 
 
173b) and c)  These assets are irreplaceable and so developers need to find other 
solutions. 
 

Question 35 
Do you have any other comments on the text of Chapter 15? 
Click here to enter text. 
 

Chapter 16: Conserving and enhancing the historic 
environment  

 
Question 36 
Do you have any comments on the text of Chapter 16?  
Click here to enter text. 
 

Chapter 17: Facilitating the sustainable use of minerals 
 



 

 

Question 37 
Do you have any comments on the changes of policy in Chapter 17, or on any other 
aspects of the text in this chapter? 
200  We are concerned that it is proposed that bonds or financial guarantees should 
only be sought in exceptional circumstances. There are many examples where land 
has not been properly restored. It is particularly important in the oil and gas industry 
where the well operators tend to be small with inadequate resources. 
 
200 and 201 We assume these paragraphs also apply to the oil and gas industry. 
This should be made clear. 
 
201c) should include odours as a problem with oil and gas extraction. 
 
201 and 204 We are concerned at the positive support for oil and gas extraction not 
only because of the industry’s contribution to global warming, but also the 
environmental harm. 
 
201b)  Unfortunately the 3 phases are becoming blurred which makes the planning 
process and monitoring more difficult .  (One company in Surrey recently put in a 
new well over a weekend despite being informed permission was required). 
 
204 There is too much emphasis on extraction and not enough on the impacts. 
 
205 It is difficult to ensure the safety and integrity of underground exploration when 
some activities take place without permission and the Environment Agerncy and 
other bodies rely, largely, on the operators to do their own monitoring. 
Reference should be made to impact on the landscape, particularly as, if reserves 
are viable, there could be multiple well sites in close proximity to each other, 
problems of accessing the sites with large drilling equipment and visual harm to 
protected landscapes. 
 
More detailed policies and requirements are needed relating to fracking and the 
‘unconventional ‘ acidisation processes now being used in the Weald area, which are 
more damaging yet have less controlling legislation than fracking. 

 
Question 38 
Do you think that planning policy in minerals would be better contained in a separate 
document? 
 
Please select an item from this drop down menu 
  
Please enter your comments here 
No. We prefer it to be in the same document for convenience sake. However it 
needs to be strengthened particularly with the expanding oil and gas sector. The 
PPG should include more detail and information on  the impacts of fracking and 
acidisation extraction, including issues of aquifer, air, noise, smell and light  pollution 
and serious landscape impacts. 

 



 

 

Question 39 
Do you have any views on the utility of national and sub-national guidelines on future 
aggregates provision?  
 
Yes 
 
Please enter your comments here 
We consider all levels are important for monitoring usage and the targets necessary 
to meet demand particularly at regional and county level. 
 

Transitional arrangements and consequential changes  
 
Question 40 
Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements?  
 
No 
 
Please enter your comments here 
207/8 The primacy of local plans needs to be reinforced.. 
We have consistently objected to the principle of delivery target penalties when 
delivery is often outside the councils’ control, particularly if the housing market is 
slack and developers are reducing their rates of delivery. 

 
Question 41 
Do you think that any changes should be made to the Planning Policy for Traveller 
Sites as a result of the proposed changes to the Framework set out in the consultation 
document? If so, what changes should be made? 
 
Please select an item from this drop down menu 
  
Please enter your comments here 
We agree with stronger powers to prevent illegal settlements, but councils have to 
make adequate provision – this should be a requirement on developers when 
developing large sites. 

 
Question 42 
Do you think that any changes should be made to the Planning Policy for Waste as a 
result of the proposed changes to the Framework set out in the consultation 
document? If so, what changes should be made? 
 
Please select an item from this drop down menu 
  
Please enter your comments here 



 

 

Click here to enter text. 
 

Glossary 
 
Question 43 
Do you have any comments on the glossary? 
Affordable housing 80% market rental or value is unaffordable in Surrey for most 
residents/ first time buyers. There should be references to low cost rental housing. 
The homeless and those on benefits because of the high cost of housing  are 
ignored in this definition of affordable. There needs to be 2 distinct categories with 
policies for both. (We note that there is guidance in the PPG on housing need 
assessment but not elsewhere) 
Major developed land We assume the reference in the NPPF to small sites means 
less than 10 units and .5 hectare.  
Previously developed land 
The phrase ‘including the curtilege’ is too broad. Golf courses, aerodromes and large 
gardens/ estates have few structures and the majority of this land should not be 
classified as previously developed land. 
We request the deletion of the phrase ‘land in builtup areas’. Residential gardens , 
recreation grounds and allotments in rural areas should be treated the same way as 
in urban areas. 
 
The definition of primary and secondary frontages should include important local 
parades. The viability of these shops is often essential to local communities. 
 
The town centre definition shoud also include local parades, or have a new entry in 
the glossary.  

 


