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1. Summary  
 
1.1. This report sets out WPIL’s comments to the various Written Representations (WR) that were submitted to 

the Examining Authority (ExA) by Deadline 1 (26 November 2019). It refers where necessary to WPIL’s 
WR and responses to the Examining Authority First Questions (ExQ1).  WPIL is only offering comment on 
Written Representations by other parties where they are relevant to WPIL’s positon on the DCO or 
development proposals set out in Guildford Borough Local Plan (GBLP) allocation A35.  
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2. Responses to Written Representations 
 
Party Document  Comment WPIL Response 

Elmbridge Borough 
Council REP1-012 

In general support to the aims of the 
Highways England (Applicant) M25 Junction 
10/A3 Wisley interchange improvement 
project. Have concerns that SCC have 
expressed there will be increased traffic 
pressure on the Local Road Networks (LRN) 
during project construction and once 
implemented.  
 
Strongly supports the suggestion of working 
to link the Painshill and A245/Seven Hills 
Road traffic signal controls.  
 
Concerns about impact on the Special 
Protection Area (SPA)/ common land/ open 
spaces.  

No comment 

Elm Corner Residents 
Group  REP1-023 

Concerns that one of the construction 
compounds is located immediately adjacent 
to Elm Corner properties on the Former 
Wisley Airfield (Three Farms Meadow). Air 
quality and emissions will deteriorate 
causing harmful effects to residents during 
construction due to the number of 
construction vehicles on site and 
compacting of redundant materials. They 
request that the compound is moved further 
away from properties.  
 
States that the Guildford Borough Local Plan 
(GBLP) is being challenged under a S.113, 
and we are awaiting a decision.  

The High Court Judgement related 
to the GBLP was made on 4th 
December (See Appendix 1). This 
High Court Judgment at paragraph 
208 confirms that Guildford 
Borough Council’s (GBC) 
conclusion on air quality was 
reasonable and based on a lawful 
approach.  

Environment Agency REP1-013 

In essence to date there is little information 
that indicates the redevelopment provides a 
risk to the secondary aquifers on which it is 
located. It is noted in the report that 
additional site investigation work is required 
to determine groundwater quality and the 
nature of potentially contaminated sites such 
as Wisley Airfield. Provided this information 
is forthcoming we do not presently have any 
concerns with this site from a groundwater 

No comment. 
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quality perspective.  

Guildford Residents 
Associations REP1-027 

The proposals should form part of the longer 
term future network if the developments at 
Wisley Airfield, Gosden Hill and Burnt 
Common are assumed to be completed. 
 
They urge Highways England to modify the 
scheme to include south-facing slip roads on 
and off the A3 at Ockham Park roundabout, 
subject to detailed appraisal. They say it is 
not clear from the published evidence why 
these have not been included in the 
scheme. The provision of access at Ockham 
southbound onto the A3 would give more 
direct access for traffic from RHS Wisley, 
and Wisley Airfield. Similarly, a northbound 
off-slip would provide access to Wisley 
gardens from the south without having to go 
to J10. 

WPIL’s understanding is that the 
highways modelling undertaken to 
support the DCO has had full 
regard to the GBLP. 
 
South facing slips at Ockham 
Interchange are not supported by 
the GBLP and are not required to 
deliver allocation A35.  

Lovelace 
Neighbourhood Plan REP1-029 

The NP Group state that the owners of the 
former Wisley Airfield, situated to the north 
of Ripley village, (2,000+ dwellings 
proposed, 4-5,000 cars), are proposing to 
finance the 2-way junction to the south of 
Ripley to become a 4-way junction. If this 
development went ahead it would mean a 
large proportion of the former airfield traffic 
passing through Ripley village for 
southbound access to the A3 at Burnt 
Common in Send. It would also increase 
traffic substantially on the LRN and SRN. 

An agreed position statement has 
been prepared between WPIL and 
Highways England (HE) (see 
Appendix 11 of WPIL’s WR). This 
confirms that agreement with HE 
was reached immediately prior to 
the Wisley Airfield Appeal decision 
with respect of the principle of the 
development of a new settlement 
at Wisley, as allocated, noting the 
compatibility of a new settlement 
with the DCO scheme.  
 
Furthermore, the Inspector’s 
comments on the GBLP makes 
clear that any concerns expressed 
by the Inspector and the SoS 
about the impact on the strategic 
road network are capable of 
resolution. 
 
In respect of the Local Road 
Networks, Surrey County Council 
(SCC) did not object to the Appeal 
scheme nor the GBLP.  

National Grid  REP1-015 Do not object in principle to the proposed No comment 
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development.  
Object to:  
- The development being carried out in 

close proximity to its apparatus in the 
area unless and until suitable protective 
provisions and related agreements have 
been secure to its satisfaction. 

- Any compulsory acquisition powers for 
land or rights or other related powers to 
acquire land temporarily, override or 
otherwise interfere with easements or 
rights or stop up public or private rights 
of access being invoked which would 
affect their land interested, rights 
apparatus, or right to access and 
maintain their apparatus. This is unless 
and until suitable protective provisions 
and any necessary related amendments 
have been agreed and included in the 
Order.  

Ockham Parish 
Council REP1-016 

Object on the basis of: air quality and 
emissions; biodiversity, ecology and the 
natural environment; compulsory acquisition 
and / or temporary possession; economic 
and social effects; historic environment/ 
landscape and visual effects/ noise vibration 
and lighting; other strategic projects and 
proposals / Planning Policy / Local Plan / 
Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan; 
transportation and traffic; water 
environment. 
 
Discusses that Former Wisley Airfield was 
dismissed at Appeal.  
 
Discusses that there has not been a 
decision on the recent challenge under a 
S.113. 

See comments above in response 
to WRs (REP1-023 and REP1-
029). 
 
Appendix 2 contains WPIL’s 
response to the Regulation 16 
Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan 
consultation (dated December 
2019).  
 
In respect of Wisley Airfield, the 
matters identified by the Parish 
Council were dealt with in the 
GBLP and Appeal.  

Ripley Parish Council REP1-017 

Argue that the modelling promoted by 
Highways England is flawed. Visitors leaving 
its site and wishing to head south on the A3 
are unlikely to use Highways England’s 
predicted route. Traffic leaving Wisley and 
wishing to join the A3 southbound will travel 
through Ripley on their way to the Burnt 

Appendix 7 of WPIL’s Response to 
the ExA’s provides plans of 
proposed access routes from 
allocation A35.  
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Common interchange.  

Surrey County 
Council (SCC0 REP1-020  

Main concerns: impact on the Local Road 
Network (LRN); impact on Non-Motorised 
Users (NMU), Public Transport and Public 
Rights of Way (PROW); impact on road 
safety; impact on Surrey County Council’s 
financial position; impact on Surrey land 
interests; impact on landscape, 
environment, Biodiversity and archaeology; 
impact on Lead Local Flood Authority; 
impact on Waste Authority; impacts during 
construction.  
 
Highlight that Burntcommon slip roads are 
allocated in the Guildford Borough Council 
(GBC) Local Plan (allocation A42) and can 
provide mitigation for the Wisley Airfield 
development as allocated in the GBC Local 
Plan (allocation A35). 
 
Notes the “Agreed Statement on Progress” 
(dated 13th March 2018) submitted in the 
Planning Appeal between WPIL and 
Highways England to seek to demonstrate 
that the proposed north-facing A3 
Burntcommon slips can be provided safely 
and with demonstrable benefit to the 
economy. 
 
 
Ockham Lane (Bridge End)  
They state that the “Environmental 
Statement Chapter 6: Noise and vibration” at 
paragraph 6.8.45 advises that Ockham Lane 
will experience an additional 441 vehicles 
compared to without the Scheme. This is a 
significant increase which the County 
Council is concerned about. The Guildford 
Local Plan proposes mitigation to Ockham 
Lane as part of Policy A35: Former Wisley 
Airfield, Ockham through the provision of 
Requirement (2) “A through vehicular link is 
required between the A3 Ockham 
interchange and Old Lane”. Once the 
provision of the link is obtained, traffic 

Allocation A35 (Wisley Airfield) 
has been specifically modelled by 
the Applicant and that the results 
set out in HE’s Transport 
Assessment Report (APP-136) 
includes traffic from this 
development. WPIL understands 
that HE has taken full account of 
the Allocation of Wisley Airfield.  
 
WPIL has discussed the concerns 
of SCC.  Paragraph 5.18 of 
WPIL’s WRs sets out its current 
understanding of SCC’s position.  
 
The Agreed Statement referred to 
by SCC is appended to our 
Response to the ExA’s Q1 (see 
Appendix 3). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At the time of the Wisley Airfield 
Appeal, the existing access to 
Ockham Lane was proposed to be 
closed to motor vehicles as part of 
the Wisley Airfield Appeal (see 
Appendix 6 of WPIL’s response to 
the ExA’s Q1).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We understand that the modelling 
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management would be required on Ockham 
Lane to downgrade its current level of usage 
and encourage traffic to use the through 
vehicular link through the Wisley Airfield site. 
 
The County Council is concerned that the 
Guildford Local Plan Policy A35 
Requirement (2) (the through vehicular link) 
has not been modelled in the assessment 
despite the fact that the site allocation has 
been assessed in terms of the increased 
development traffic flows. Modelling 
Requirement (2), which Highways England 
was aware of at the time of developing the 
transport evidence base for the DCO, would 
likely significantly reduce the amount of 
traffic using Ockham Lane, Old Lane and 
indeed the Old Lane junction with A3 which 
experiences a significant increase in traffic 
flows. This could also have implications for 
Ripley High Street as more traffic could 
continue to use this route in the Do-
Something scenario. 
 
Impact on lead Local Flood Authority  
They say that there is a need to regulate the 
run off from the increase in gross 
impermeable area created by the scheme 
between the A3 and Wisley Airfield  

of the dDCO scheme allows traffic 
from the Wisley Airfield site to 
leave the site using whichever of 
the two vehicular access points is 
most efficient for the journey being 
undertaken. Modelling as part of 
the Appeal for the Wisley Airfield 
site showed that little through-
traffic (ie non-development traffic), 
if any, was likely to use the link. 
This was due to the likelihood that 
the internal road network in the 
development would not be 
favourable to through-traffic, being 
subject to housing estate road 
design parameters as set out in 
Manual for Streets, which aim to 
reduce traffic speeds in residential 
areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
SCC as the LLFA was satisfied as 
part of the Wisley Airfield Appeal 
that the proposed drainage 
strategy meets the relevant 
technical guidance. In the Wisley 
Airfield Appeal Decision the 
Inspector, in respect of the 
flooding at the Ockham 
Interchange, noted that “…only 
one resident raised flooding at this 
roundabout as an issue. There is 
no evidence to show that, if it is a 
serious problem, the appeal 
scheme is the only way it could be 
alleviated” (paragraph 20.191 of 
Appendix 7 to WPIL’s WR). 

Wisley Action Group REP1-046 

Support Ockham submission prepared by 
Ockham Parish Council. 
Concerned about impact on the SPA. 
Environment and air quality issues are 
unresolved as are the traffic flows directed 

See comments above in response 
to WRs (REP1-016, REP1-023 
and REP1-029). 
 
The Applicant’s Transport 
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into Ripley High Street. The impact of Wisley 
Airfield has not adequately been taken into 
account and the knock on impact of the 
Burnt Common slips onto the A3. 

Assessment takes account of the 
traffic from 2,100 dwellings at 
Wisley Airfield (alongside GBLP 
growth).    
 

Colin Cross REP1-054 

Wisley Airfield will have access to the A3 via 
a slip road and Ockham roundabout. The 
outcome is that some 4,000+ vehicles will 
go onto the A3, M25 and local roads. There 
is no public transport on site and although 
there are plans for community-owned private 
mini-buses, it will be a skeleton service and 
its viability is unproven. 

WPIL’s response to ExA’s Q1 sets 
out the transport movements 
proposed from Wisley Airfield.  
 
In respect of the proposed bus 
service, for the Wisley Appeal 
Scheme both GBC and SCC 
supported the proposals for three 
bus services to Guildford (every 30 
mins); to Cobham (every 30 mins); 
and to Horsely/Effingham Junction 
(every 12 mins). The Inspector in 
the Appeal confirmed that “the 
proposals would provide suitable 
bus routes as an alternative to the 
use of the motor car” (paragraph 
20.79).  

Annie Cross REP1-053 

Wisley Airfield would have approximately 4-
5,000 cars and no public transport to 
Woking. WPIL proposing to finance the 
upgrade of the current 2-way junction at 
Burnt Common to a 4-way junction. 
Concerns about traffic through Ripley. 
Refers to references in Appeal decision.  

See comments above in response 
to (REP1-016, REP1-023,  REP1-
029 and REP1-054). 
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1. Abbreviations used in this report 
 
 

  

AONB Area of Outstanding National Beauty 

DCO Development Consent Order  

eGLP Emerging Guilford Local Plan 

GP General Practitioner 

GBLP Guildford Borough Local Plan 

HE Highways England 

LNP Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan 

NP Neighbourhood Plan 

NPPF National Planning Policy Framework 

PPG Planning Practice Guidance 

RPC Ripley Parish Council 

SANG Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 

SNCI Site of Nature Conservation Interest 

SoS Secretary of State 

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest 

SNCI Site of Nature Conservation Interest 

SPA Special Protection Area 

TBHSPA Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area 

WA Wisley Airfield 

WPIL Wisley Property Investments Limited 
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2. Executive Summary 
 
2.1. The Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan (LNP) cannot proceed to referendum in its present form, as it is not 

consistent with the adopted Guildford Borough Local Plan (GBLP). Major modifications are required, which 
in the opinion of Wisley Property Investments Ltd (WPIL) should result in a re-consultation of the Plan. 
Despite our significant representations at the Regulation 14 stage, the same flaws remain  notably the 
negative tone, the conflict with the strategic allocations and the lack of positive planning.  

2.2. Neighbourhood Plans should be in general conformity with the development plan, plan positively to 
support, and not interfere, with the strategic allocations of the Local Plan. The length and detail of our 
representations, and our significant concerns that the LNP will undermine Policy A35 at both Regulation 
14 and 16 stages, indicates that the policies are not designed to support the allocation at Wisley Airfield 
(WA).  

2.3. The LNP includes a significant amount of text which is not considered to be relevant to the LNP or its 
policies. This should be refined to ensure that the LNP does not include information which is not relevant 
to the Plan itself. The LNP should be focused on policies to regulate the use of land, and to cause an effect. 
Background detail can be left to supporting documents.   

2.4. There is reference to WA a generally negative tone in the LNP in 
respect of this strategic development which is a key part of the GBLP. As, on adoption, the LNP will form 
part of the development plan for the area it is not appropriate for such a tone to be adopted within the Plan 
which should be a positively prepared mechanism to manage change or conservation. TFM  is not an 
officially recognised name, and reference to it will simply cause confusion and risk ambiguity.  

2.5. In respect of the housing and transport policies within the LNP, these are not clear and do not relate to 
strategic sites allocated by the GBLP. It must be made clear that the majority of the LNP does not (and 
cannot) affect the strategic designation A35 at the WA. 

2.6. In respect of some environmental policies within the LNP, a greater appreciation of the evidence base is 
required  notably the Inspectors comments on the GBLP and the previous WA Appeal. 

2.7. Policies which give regard to traffic should use the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) as an 
evidence base  that development should only be prevented on highways grounds if there would be a 
severe impact on the road network  not simply creating an additional level of traffic.  

2.8. The specific comments and objections made by WPIL are set out below and are in the order which they 
appear within the emerging LNP. trong preference is for inclusion of an overarching policy which 
makes clear that the LNP is not relevant for Allocation A35 (Wisley New Settlement), a removal of all 
negative comments regarding the WA allocation. Otherwise,  another option is to insert amendment 
policies and supporting text throughout the plan which makes this clearer. If this does not happen, WPIL 
outlines that the LNP would not meet the Basic Conditions in terms of general conformity with the GBLP.  
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2.9. WPIL are willing and able to meet GBC and the LNP steering group to discuss these concerns in greater 
detail.  

3. Introduction & Background   
 
3.1. This representation as part of the Regulation 16 consultation is made on behalf of Wisley Property 

Investments Ltd (WPIL). WPIL is the owner and promoter of the Land at Wisley Airfield, which is located 
within the Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan (LNP) designated area.  

3.2. Wisley Airfield (WA) is allocated within the adopted Guildford Borough Local Plan (GBLP) as one of the 
main strategic allocations. Its allocation secures a significant number of homes needed in the borough, 
and the site makes up the vast majority of the land included within Allocation A35. WPIL are working 
alongside the landowners of the remaining land at Bridge End Farm and their agents.  

3.3. Allocation A35 of the GBLP allocates the site for: 

 Approximately 2,000 homes (C3), including some specialist housing and self-build plots; 
 Approximately 100 sheltered/Extra Care homes (C2 use); 
 8 Gypsy and Traveller pitches; 
 Approximately 1,800 sq m of employment floorspace (B1a); 
 Approximately 2,500 sq m of employment floorspace (B2/B8); 
 Approximately 500 sq m of comparison retail (A1); 
 Approximately 600 sq m of convenience retail (A1); 
 Approximately 550 sq m services in a new Local Centre (A2 A5); 
 Approximately 500 sq m of community uses in a new Local Centre (D1); 
 A primary school (D1) (two form entry); and 
 A secondary school (D1) (four form entry, of which two forms are needed for the housing on the site 

and two for the wider area). 
 

3.4. Notably, the Judicial Review of the GBLP was dismissed by the High Court on 4th December, and as such 
challenged in the LNP should be revised.  
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3.5. The present progress of a planning application on GBLP Allocation 35 is anticipated to be: 

Task Timescale 

EIA Scoping Report Q1 2020 

Policy D1 Compliance Public Consultation 
and design review panel process 

Q1/Q2 2020 

Application Submission Q2/3 2020 

Application Determination (Resolution) December 2020 

First Dwellings From 2022/23 

 
3.6. These timescales have been conveyed to GBC and reflect the GBLP housing trajectory. WPIL is committed 

to engaging in GBLP policy D1 design/masterplanning process to guide the proposed planning submission 
including public consultation.  

3.7. A Neighbourhood Plan should support the delivery of strategic policies set out in the local plan or spatial 
development strategy and should shape and direct development that is outside of those strategic policies 
(PPG 41-004-20190509). It should be positively prepared, support local needs yet not undermine those 
strategic policies set out in the GBLP (NPPF, Paragraph 29). 

3.8. WPIL previously submitted representations to the Regulation 14 Consultation in November 2018, and the 
planning landscape has significantly changed since this consultation was undertaken. The 2019 Guildford 
Local Plan was formally adopted by the Secretary of State (SoS) on the 25th April 2019, confirming the 
strategic allocations including Policy A35 which concerns Wisley Airfield (WA). Furthermore, the new 2019 
NPPF was also implemented by Government.  

3.9. In our previous representation, WPIL raised key concerns regarding the plan not being consistent with 
emerging Local Policy, which was at the time at a significantly advanced stage. We further detailed that 
the Regulation 14 Neighbourhood Plan contained text which was irrelevant to the LNP and its policies and 
was written in a negative tone, contrary to Allocation A35.  

3.10. Plans should make explicit which policies are strategic policies and non-strategic policies, as a 
neighbourhood plan must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan if it 
is to meet the Basic Conditions and be found sound.   

3.11. This representation will outline our representations to the LNP and out concerns with the submitted 
Neighbourhood Plan, and how has currently drafted the LNP does not meet the Basic Conditions.  
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4. Policy & Guidance for Neighbourhood Plans  
 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended) 

4.1. Paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended) sets out the 
basic conditions which must be met by a Neighbourhood Plan. The Basic Conditions are: 

a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State 
it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood plan).  

b) Having special regard to the desirability of preserving any listed building or its setting or any features 
of special architectural or historic interest that it possesses, it is appropriate to make the order. This 
applies only to Orders. 

c) Having special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of 
any conservation area, it is appropriate to make the order. This applies only to Orders. The making of 
the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to the achievement of sustainable development.  

d) The making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) is in general conformity with the strategic policies 
contained in the development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area).  

e) The making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, 
EU obligations.  

f) Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Order (or plan) and prescribed matters have been 
complied with in connection with the proposal for the order (or neighbourhood plan).  

 
Revised National Planning Policy Framework (2019) 

4.2. In February 2019, the Government published a revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
Whilst the previous consultation was to be formulated on the previous, 2018 version, the Regulation 16 
NPPF is to be judged on the updated 2019 version.  

4.3. For the drafting of Neighbourhood Plans, the NPPF sets out key requirements which have to be met in 
order for the plan to be written in accordance with planning guidelines and to be found sound. Relevant 
policies of the NPPF (2019) include: 

 Paragraph 13  The application of the presumption has implications for the way communities engage 
in neighbourhood planning. Neighbourhood plans should support the delivery of strategic policies 
contained in local plans or spatial development strategies; and should shape and direct development 

 
 
Footnote 16  
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 Paragraph 18  Policies to address non-strategic matters should be included in local plans that contain 
both strategic and non-strategic policies, and/or in local or neighbourhood plans that contain just non-
strategic policies.  

 
 Paragraph 21  olicies are strategic policies. These should be 

limited to those necessary to address the strategic priorities of the area (and any relevant cross-
boundary issues), to provide a clear starting point for any non-strategic policies that are needed. 
Strategic policies should not extend to detailed matters that are more appropriately dealt with through 
neighbourhood plans or other non-  

 
 Paragraph 29  Neighbourhood planning gives communities the power to develop a shared vision for 

their area. Neighbourhood plans can shape, direct and help to deliver sustainable development, by 
influencing local planning decisions as part of the statutory development plan. Neighbourhood plans 
should not promote less development than set out in the strategic policies for the area, or undermine 
those strategic policies.  

 
 Paragraph 37  Neighbou

requirements  before they can come into force. These are tested through an independent examination 
before the neighbourhood plan may proceed to referendum.  

 
 Paragraph 125  Plans should, at the most appropriate level, set out a clear design vision and 

expectations, so that applicants have as much certainty as possible about what is likely to be 
acceptable. Design policies should be developed with local communities so they reflect local 
aspir
characteristics. Neighbourhood plans can play an important role in identifying the special qualities of 
each area and explaining how this should be reflected in development.  
 

 Paragraph 136   Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where exceptional 
circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation or updating of plans. Strategic 
policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt boundaries, having regard to their 
intended permanence in the long term, so they can endure beyond the plan period. Where a need for 
changes to Green Belt boundaries has been established through strategic policies, detailed 
amendments to those boundaries may be made through non-strategic policies, including 
neighbourhood plans. 
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Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 
 

4.4. The PPG includes a large amount of guidance in respect of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan including: 

 Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20160211  Draft neighbourhood plan or Order must be in 
general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan in force if it is to meet the basic 
condition. Although a draft neighbourhood plan or Order is not tested against the policies in an 
emerging Local Plan, the reasoning and evidence informing the Local Plan process is likely to be 
relevant to the consideration of the basic conditions against which a neighbourhood plan is tested. For 
example, up-to-date housing needs evidence is relevant to the question of whether a housing supply 
policy in a neighbourhood plan or Order contributes to the achieveme  
 

 Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20160211  The local planning authority should work with the 
qualifying body to produce complementary neighbourhood and Local Plans. It is important to minimise 
any conflicts between policies in the neighbourhood plan and those in the emerging Local Plan, 
including housing supply policies. This is because section 38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004 requires that the conflict must be resolved by the decision maker favouring the 
policy which is contained in the last document to become part of the development plan  

 
 Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 41-040-20160211  While there are prescribed documents that must 

neighbourhood planning. Proportionate, robust evidence should support the choices made and the 
approach taken. The evidence should be drawn upon to explain succinctly the intention and rationale 
of the policies in the draft neighbourhood plan or the proposals in an Order.  

 
 Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 41-040-20160211  Neighbourhood plans are not obliged to contain 

policies addressing all types of development. However, where they do contain policies relevant to 
housing supply, these policies should take account of latest and up-to-date evidence of housing need.  

 
 Paragraph: 073 Reference ID: 41-073-20140306 - A neighbourhood plan may require an 

environmental assessment if it is likely to have a significant effect on the environment. Where this is 
the case the draft neighbourhood plan may fall within the scope of the Environmental Assessment of 
Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004. This may be the case, for example, where a neighbourhood 
plan allocates sites for development. A qualifying body is strongly encouraged to consider the 
environmental implications of its proposals at an early stage, and to seek the advice of the local 
planning authority on whether the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 

 
 

 Paragraph: 074 Reference ID: 41-074-20140306  When considering whether a policy is in general 
conformity a qualifying body, independent examiner, or local planning authority, should consider the 
following: 
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 whether the neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal supports and upholds the 
general principle that the strategic policy is concerned with 

 the degree, if any, of conflict between the draft neighbourhood plan policy or development 
proposal and the strategic policy 

 whether the draft neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal provides an additional level 
of detail and/or a distinct local approach to that set out in the strategic policy without undermining 
that policy 

 the rationale for the approach taken in the draft neighbourhood plan or Order and the evidence 
to jus  
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5. Representation to the Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan  
 
5.1. WPIL make several overarching comments to the LNP in the first instance before outlining detailed 

comments below.  

5.2. Despite our comments that the LNP is non-compliant with the NPPF and fails to meet the Basic Conditions 
a) and d), and as such is therefore unsound unless significant changes were made, the plan remains 
largely similar in nature to the previous Regulation 14 submission. We, therefore, consider the LNP to be 
unsound and should not be taken forward to referendum. WPIL s principal objections to the LNP are set 
out below. 

5.3. The plan is written in a way that does not acknowledge that the GBLP is adopted, nor that WA is an 
allocation. This is misleading. Not only was the plan adopted on the 25th April 2019, the recent High Court 
challenge against the plan was dismissed on all three grounds. Therefore, the plan carries full-weight and 
should be regarded as such.  

5.4. The specific comments and objections made by WPIL are set out below and are in the order which they 
appear within the emerging LNP.  

Section 1  Introduction  
 
Objection, Paragraph 1.5:  

5.5. Paragraph 1.1 sets out that the LNP much be in general 
conformity with the Local Plans and assist in supporting and delivering those policies, as set out in 
paragraph 13 Neighbourhood plans should support the delivery of strategic policies 

 

5.6. Change Required: it is fundamental that throughout the LNP, it is made clear that it is in accordance with 
the GBLP and the LNP should help support the areas strategic policies.  

1. Define how and where development takes place during the next fifteen years outside of the Local Plans 
strategic policies, and support the delivery of those strategic sites.  

 
Comment, Paragraph 1.8:  

5.7. Paragraph 1.8 outlined that when considering applications, decision-makers should take into account the 
whole policy, including sections referred to by the policies in the boxes.  

5.8. Change Required:  In addition to paragraph 1.8, the following text should be added to the LNP to ensure 
that the LNP does not conflict with the GBLP or its strategic allocations (new text underlined). In particular, 
Policy D1 (Place Shaping) refers specifically to design and creating respectful places in the Borough,: 
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5.9. The Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan is non-strategic and therefore the policies within the Plan do not apply 
to the strategic allocation at Wisley Airfield (Allocation A35  Guildford Borough Local Plan) or any other 
strategic allocation within the LNP designated area.  

Section 2  Lovelace Profile 
 
Objection, Figure 1:  

5.10. Figure 1 depicts the Green Belt, Ward and Parish Boundaries. This, however, is misleading and out-of-
date, as the GBLP retained, the land 
has been removed from the Green Belt to enable development around Guildford urban area, selected 
villages and at the Wisley Airfield.  

5.11. Change Required: The map should be updated to account for the 2019 GBLP Green Belt boundary 
alterations.  

Objection, Paragraph 6: 

5.12. The LNP now refers to the site as Wisley Airfield
recognised name, and reference to it will simply cause confusion and risk ambiguity. The site is referred 
to WA in the GBLP, the Local Plan Inspectors comments and the previous Appeal. The site should be 
referred to only as WA to create consistency across the development plan documents.  

5.13. Furthermore, the paragraph conflates 
the WA Appeal contended with the issue of views to the AONB, but concluded that the site is difficult to 
discern in the varied landscape and that the Surrey Hills AONB Planning Advisor concluded that the 
proposed scheme would not materially impact on the AONB and long-range views. This statement should 
therefore be removed to not contradict the findings of the Inspectors report.  

5.14. Change Required: should be deleted, and replace with Wisley Airfield. 
should be deleted.  

5.15. Objection, Paragraph 11: 

5.16. This section focuses on public transport in Lovelace and how the area is badly served by public transport. 
WPIL object to this statement as it demonstrates an absence of appreciation and no acknowledgement of 
planned public transport improvements arising from the WA new settlement, which has the potential to 
provide wider benefits to the communities within the NP area.  

5.17. Change Required: The plan should accurately reflect the GBLP, notably public transport improvements 
proposed by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. This section should be reworded to (new text underlined): 

5.18. The area is currently badly served by public transport and does not have a railway station. Woking is the 
most popular station as it provides frequent, fast, non-stop services to London Waterloo. West Byfleet, 
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Horsley and Effingham Junction are also popular stations, but Guildford station is not. Guildford station is 
not easily accessible by car due to its location alongside the problematic gyratory system, and higher cost 
and extended journey time travelling to Waterloo. Currently, all stations are typically accessed by car and 
morning drop-off and evening pick-up are frequent. 

5.19. Objection, Paragraph 12: 

5.20. It should be acknowledged that a new secondary and primary school is planned as part of the WA strategic 
allocation.  

5.21. Change Required: This paragraph should be amended to refer to the planned educational improvements 
planned with the WA allocation.  

5.22. Further Comments 

5.23. Our main concern with this section (and many others in the LNP) is that there is no reference to any 
strategic allocations and this section is written as if they are not relevant to the future of the parish. Because 
the LNP is a document intended to be relevant until 2034, it should be written with future changes in mind 
so far as to not become out of date when the strategic sites come forward. This section of the 
Neighbourhood Plan should acknowledge the infrastructure and travel improvements planned in the GBLP 
and be written in a way which reflects, and accepts, these upcoming changes.  

Objection, 2.2  Ockham Parish  

5.24. No reference to future settlement: Despite a large proportion of Ockham Parish being allocated for 2,000 
dwellings with associated infrastructure and employment space, the profile of Ockham fails to consider this 
relevant in their profile  instead describing the parish how it is now, with poor services and transport, with 
no acknowledgement of how it is proposed to develop in the coming years. This leads to a misleading 
picture being presented of the village. The delivery of allocation A35 provides opportunities for the Parish 
and will include appropriate mitigation.  

5.25. 
which implies that WA may cause material harm to the setting of the Grade II* Listed Building. This issue 
of harm to the Semaphore Tower was raised in the WA Appeal, where it was concluded that there would 
be no impact on the setting and that built form adds to, rather than detracts from, such views. 

5.26. Change Required: This paragraph should factor into its description how the parish is expected to change, 
what services will be added and how the WA allocation will lead to the formation of a fully sustainable 
settlement. d.  
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Section 3 - Constraints and Challenges  
 

Objection, 3.1  Green Belt. 

5.27. Whilst WPIL agrees with the definition of the Green Belt outlined, the paragraph misleadingly conflates 
landscape designations (TBHSPA, SSSIs, SNCIs etc) with the Green Belt, which is solely a planning 
designation, with a fundamental aim to prevent urban sprawl. This is described in paragraphs 133 and 134 
of the NPPF. The landscape designations mentioned are correct, yet should be reserved for a separate 
section as to not conflate the two points.  

5.28. Furthermore, since the adoption of the GBLP 2019, Lovelace is no longer 100% metropolitan Green Belt. 
Part of the parish including north of East Horsley, Ripley and the land part of A35 are no longer washed 
over by Green Belt. The LNP must provide a positive planning framework for those areas which are no 
longer Green Belt land.  

5.29. The plan must propose a plan led response to development in Ripley, based on the new settlement 
boundaries. It need not repeat those policy requirements for A35.  

5.30. Change Required: This paragraph should, therefore, be reworded to read:   

The Green Belt was introduced on 3rd August 1955. In 1988 the Principles of the Green Belt were 
incorporated in Planning Policy Guidance Note No. 2 (PPG2) issued by the Government. PPG2 has now 
been superseded by the National Planning Policy Framework. The Green Belt is solely a planning 
designation with a primary purpose of preventing urban sprawl. Lovelace is currently largely Metropolitan 
Green Belt and is predominantly rural. The area is particularly interesting to developers due to its proximity 
to the A3/M25, to both Heathrow and Gatwick, and to London. The Green Belt provisions have been 
sufficient to limit development outside the settlement boundaries, yet certain areas have been removed 
from the low-performing areas of Green Belt to allow for sustainable development. The GBLP 2019 has 
removed two large areas in Lovelace for development together with insetting Ripley village.   

Objection, 3.2  Pipeline of Projects 

5.31. WPIL concurs with the wording of the Neighbourhood Plan that strategic development sites are not within 
the remit of the Neighbourhood Plan. The Neighbourhood Plan should fully accord, and support, the GBLP 
and therefore the LNP should not undermine or conflict these polices. The last sentence, mentioning how 

does not support the delivery of strategic policies, and as such is contrary to the PPG  (41-004-20190509).  

5.32. Change Required: To comply with the NPPF and ensure general conformity with the GBLP, this section 
should be re-written to be more supportive in tone to the strategic allocations. 
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Comment, 3.3  M25/A3  Junction 10 Improvements 

5.33. WPIL supports the LNP outlining the future improvements planned for this junction due to strategic 
allocations in this location. We request however that changes are made at the end of the section to reflect 
the comments made in the Wisley Airfield Appeal Decision. Paragraph 29 of the Appeal Decision outlined 
that there would be no evidence to suggest that the proposal would result in harm to the air quality in 

y 
, therefore, be updated to reflect the most up to date 

evidence.  

5.34. The LNP should further include comments and Development Consent Order (DCO) process and be 
responsible and acknowledge its findings. 

5.35. Change Required: The paragraph HE acknowledges there will be changes to levels of air and noise 
pollution and loss of habitat for rare species due to TBHSPA/SSSI land being commandeered for this 

is not in accordance with evidence cited in the Appeal Decision/Inspectors Report into the GBLP, 
therefore this should be removed.   

Objection, 3.3.4.1 Wisley Airfield/Three Farms Meadows  

5.36. Section 3.3.4.1 relates to the Wisley Airfield and as outlined above WPIL object to the reference to the site 
. This site description does not attempt to describe the scheme, instead 

goes into large detail about the previous refusal. This focus on the constraints and concerns within the 
description with no mention of the benefits of the scheme implies an objection to the site.  This is wholly 
inappropriate for inclusion in a NP and is not be in line with the GBLP. In addition, and as outlined above, 
the LNP makes inaccurate comments in respect of: 

 100% Green Belt  this is no longer the case since the adoption of the GBLP.  
 Implies that the scheme would have an adverse impact on the TBHSPA 
 Adverse effect in construction, residential traffic and air quality.  
 -

undertaken on site and found only limited agricultural value.  
 

5.37. These matters were considered and settled within both the GBLP Inspectors decision, and more recently, 
the High Court Ruling on the GBLP (Compton Parish Council et al. V Guildford Borough Council et al. 
[2019] EWHC 3242 (Admin)). Matters including air quality, the TBHSPA and strategic transport were 
considered and all matters were found to be sound and consistent, with no adverse impact resulting from 
Allocation A35. The LNP should therefore not seek to re-raise this issues as concerns when they have 
already been meticulously considered.  

5.38. Change Required: The LNP should reflect the GBLP, and hence should either have no direct references 
to Allocation A35 (Wisley Airfield), or where it is referred it should accurately reflect the GBLP. Section 
3.3.4.1 should be deleted.  
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Section 5 Housing Policies  
 
5.39. This section contains a background to housing development within the wider Borough and the LNP area. 

The NP Group should ensure that this is updated to reflect the most up to date evidence being produced 
to support the GBLP. It should also not be written to infer that the Local Plan is not adopted - the strategic 
sites are now part of the development plan   

Comment, LNPH1 Suitability of Development Sites 
 
5.40. Policy LNPH1, Suitability of Development Sites sets out several criteria for new development. The LNP 

should make clear that this policy is not relevant to the strategic allocation at WA or other strategic 
allocations, to be in general conformity with the GBLP. The LNP should plan positively to support the 
strategic policies of the development plan.  In a wider context the criteria set out in LNPH1 is not considered 
to be in line with the NPPF or the GBLP in respect of infrastructure, ecology, mitigation and nature 
conservation. LNP should consider rewording this policy to ensure it is consistent with national and local 
policy and does not conflict with site specific policy. It should not be worded as to undermine the 
deliverability of the GBLP strategic policies.  

5.41. Change Required: The plan is not strategic, and hence it must be made clear that policy LNPH1 does not 
affect Allocation A35 (Wisley Airfield). This policy should be revised as follows (new text underlined):  

5.42. Development will be supported where it is consistent with national policy and does not harm the TBHSPA, 
Green Belt or rural character of the Lovelace area and meets the following criteria. This policy applies to 
non-  

Objection, LNPH2 Housing For All  

5.43. As set out above, the LNP should be clear that Policy LNPH2 Housing For All does not apply to the 
development at WA. This policy is not in line with the evidence submitted to support the GBLP in terms of 
housing need and is not consistent with the policies of the GBLP. Furthermore, there are elements of the 
policy which contradict the evidence within the reasoned justification, the GBLP or both: 

 The housing mix suggests a mix for affordable dwellings which does not correlate with that in the 2015 
SHMA for North West Surrey. Furthermore, in paragraph 4.2.4 of the GBLP, it is stated that there is a 
need for 30% 1-bedroom properties, whilst LNPH2 sets a requirement of a maximum of 25%. This is 
both arbitrary and not in general conformity with the GBLP.  

 Recent appeal decisions have outlined that housing mix identified in the SHMA is a guide, and to be 
used flexibly.  

 The evidence for diverging from local policy is weak, outdated and largely based on neighbourhood 
respondents.  

 
5.44. Change Required: The plan is not strategic, and hence it must be made clear that the Housing Mix policy 

does not affect Allocation A35 (Wisley Airfield). This policy should be revised as follows (new text 
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underlined): 

5.45. Policy LNPH2: Housing For All: Development proposals that meeting identified needs of the Lovelace 
community in terms of housing mix will be supported. Developments may include affordable homes to rent, 
shared ownership, discounted market sale homes, affordable homes to rent, social housing, right to buy, 
starter homes, help to buy together with self-build projects and market-value housing. This policy applies 
to non-strategic development only and the NP Group will work with GBC and Applicants to ensure strategic 
development addresses local needs. 

Objection, LNPH3 Housing Design and Density 

5.46. Policy LNPH3 Housing Design must refer to individual design guidance mentioned in strategic policies. It 
should ensure that it is not simply repeating guidance within the GBLP. This is to ensure that a design 
policy is not overly restrictive, and does not prevent the timely delivery of developments. In its current form 
WPIL object to this policy, notably the restriction that residential developments will be a maximum of three 
storeys. The reasoned justification should remain relevant to the policy, and not digress onto other matters 
such as the TBHSPA and SANGs.  

5.47. Policy D1 of the GBLP sets out that all strategic developments such as that at WA need to produce 
Masterplans which will be subject to a Design Review Panel. They must ensure that they respond to their 
immediate surrounds and context. This policy is clear regarding design and density for the Strategic 
Allocations, and need not be repeated or diverged in a separate Neighbourhood Plan policy as this design 
process will set appropriate parameters for WA.  

5.48. Change Required: The plan is not strategic, and hence it must be made clear that the Housing Mix policy 
does not affect Allocation A35 (Wisley Airfield). This policy should be revised as follows (new text 
underlined):  

5.49. Policy LNPH3: Housing Design and Density: Development proposals will be supported providing they are 
well designed, enhance the special qualities of each location and are sympathetic to local character and 
history. This policy applies to non-strategic development only.  

Section 6 Environment Policies 
 
Objection, LNPEN2 Biodiversity and Natural Habitats 
 

5.50. Despite our previous comments outlining inconsistencies, the policy is not considered to be drafted in an 
appropriate manner that reflects national policy, local policy or established ecological principles. The issues 
identified with this policy wording include: 

 The policy as a whole should make clear that a mitigation hierarchy be applied in designing development 
proposals;  
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 Point B is inconsistent with wording in GBLP p.5 and does not account for avoidance and mitigation 
measures.  

 Point E - development design should apply the mitigation hierarchy, 
with habitat translocation proposed as a last resort .  

 Point G - Would be more accurate to r retention and enhancement of features of significant 
ecological importance, where possible . 

 Point H  Is not consistent with the GBLP and often trees removed are of no ecological importance, 
non-native species or dead/dying/dangerous. This should be site-specific and not overly prescriptive.   

 Point 6 would be more accurate to refer to the retention of certain habitat features, however, there is 
retention and enhancement of features of significant ecological 

importance, where possible  
 

5.51. WPIL questions whether this policy adds anything locally distinctive to differentiate it from the GBLP and 
therefore why it is required to be included in the LNP. There is a significant and detailed policy in regards 
to the TBHSPA and SSSIs within Policy P5 of the GBLP. In addition, some of the supporting text remains 
inaccurate despite our previous representations: 

 Page 47 of unlit countryside and roads encourages nocturnal wildlife
be reworded and currently this implies that wildlife is attracted to the area because the roads are unlit. 
This is not an accurate implication as the habitat type is the major factor influencing the distribution of 
wildlife.  
Change Required: This paragraph should be reworded to read (new text underlined): most areas of 
countryside are unlit which does not deter nocturnal wildlife  

 The text on page 47 refers to wild deer which are not considered to be features of notable ecological 
importance;  

 The text on page 46 refers to the Biodiversity 2020 and not the 25-year Environment Plan which post-
dates this; and  

 As previously mentioned, the LNP should not undermine strategic policies. With a policy in the 
Neighbourhood Plan proposing that no development should be supported which would lead to 
increased visitor pressure on the TBHSPA, and in the reasoned justification going on to state that the 
proposed development at WA will increase visitor pressure, creates a conflict with the GBLP and 
undermines the strategic policy.  

 Change Required: The reasoned justification which discusses the WA should be significantly reworded 
so to not infer an unacceptable effect on the TBHSPA, or be removed as to not conflict with the strategic 
allocation.  

 
5.52. Change Required: The plan is not strategic, and hence it must be made clear that the Biodiversity and 

Natural Habitats policy does not affect Allocation A35 (Wisley Airfield). Importantly, the Policy should either 
be significantly reworded or deleted in order to be accurate and to reflect appropriate national policy and 
legislation. Besides, the matter of biodiversity and natural habitats conservation and enhancement is 
covered by the GBLP policy framework. WPIL, therefore, considers that the policy should be deleted.  
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Objection, LNPEN3 Flooding 

5.53. WPIL has no specific comment to make on the policy. WPIL questions whether this policy adds anything 
locally distinctive to differentiate it from the GBLP. The GBLP Policy P4 on flooding is sufficient and detailed.    

5.54. Change Required: The plan is not strategic, and hence it must be made clear that the Flooding policy does 
not affect Allocation A35 (Wisley Airfield). This policy should be revised as follows (new text underlined): 

LNPEN3: Flooding Development in Lovelace will be supported where consideration is given to 
current flooding areas in Lovelace and the impact of any new development This policy applies to non-
strategic development only . 

5.55. Objection, LNPEN4 Light Pollution  

5.56. WPIL questions whether this policy adds anything locally distinctive to differentiate it from the GBLP or is 
based on any evidence base.  WPIL also has concerns that the policy is unnecessarily constrictive.  It 
should also be noted that all new major development is required to have new street lighting for safety and 
security reasons. This can be done in a way that is sympathetic to wildlife and minimises light pollution. 
Therefore, the statement on page 54 that the proposed major developments street lighting having an impact 
on wildlife (consequently being in contrary with point B of the policy) has the effect of undermining the 
strategic policies. WPIL, therefore, deem the policy to be superfluous and not in general conformity with 
the GBLP. 

5.57. Change Required: WPIL, therefore, considers that the policy should be deleted.  
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Objection, LNPEN5 Air Quality and Traffic 

5.58. This policy and reasoned justification is overly negative in tone and makes some misleading and wrong 
assumptions about the air quality being in excess of acceptable levels. The issues with the policy wording 
include:  

 As outlined in our previous representations on the matter, the policy does not accurately reflect the 
National Objectives and Ambient Air Quality Directive and does not reflect Ripley currently not 
exceeding the EU limit values based on national modelling. 

 The policy 
not a sustainable policy and is not compliant with NPPF paragraph 109  where it is stated that 
development should only be prevented or refused on traffic grounds where the residual cumulative 
impacts are severe.  

 The reasoned justification is excessive and strikes an overly-negative tone and is not in general 
conformity with the strategic allocations.  

 Point C refers to an Ecological Assessment, however, it is not clear what is meant by this or what this 
should include. This appears to be a misunderstanding of the ecological assessments that can be 
undertaken. 

 The reasoned justification cites that strategic developments in 

comments concerning potential infrastructure and travel improvements, mitigation measures or 
movements towards a zero-carbon future. Wording such as this is not in conformity with the Local Plan 
and has the effect of pre-determining any application. 

 A statement of common ground has been prepared between WPIL and Highways England (HE). This 
states that subject to certain terms set out in the statement, HE is prepared to withdraw its objection. 
Furthermore, the Inspectors Comments on the GBLP further makes clear that any concerns expressed 
by the Inspector and the SoS about the impact on the strategic road network, capable of resolution. 
With this agreed, the LNP should not undermine this position, which has been agreed after a long 
process of cooperation.  

 
5.59. 

reasonable and based on a lawful approach, and as such the claim of the air quality impact of the allocation 
at Wisley Airfield was rejected by the Judge.   

5.60. The statement in LNP 
es not appear to have fully 

understood this issue and the text should be reworded to ensure it accurately portrays the current situation.  

5.61. Change Required: This policy and the supporting text should be amended to reflect national policy and 
relevant legislation, contain reasonable and justified proposals that are evidenced to reduce air quality and 
provide further detail on required assessments. Importantly, the Policy should either be significantly 
reworded or deleted in order to be accurate and to reflect appropriate national policy and legislation. It 
should also not set impossible hurdles which strategic development will never be able to meet. The matter 
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of air quality and pollution is covered by the GBLP policy framework, and it is not clear why Lovelace needs 
a wholly separate policy as well. WPIL, therefore, considers that the policy should be deleted.  

Section 7 Infrastructure Policies 
 

Comment, LNPI1: Infrastructure 

5.62. Policy LNPI1 states that infrastructure should be delivered prior to occupation. WPIL disagree with this, as 
whilst some infrastructure will be delivered prior to occupation, some infrastructure will not. For instance 
the provision of the schools will need a critical mass in place prior to opening. Furthermore, condition h) 

standards bringing 
to an end gas boilers in 2025. WPIL, therefore, considers this element of the policy should be deleted.  

5.63. In addition, WPIL questions whether this policy adds anything locally distinctive to differentiate it from the 
GBLP policies ID1-ID4.  

5.64. Change Required: The plan is not strategic, and hence it must be made clear that the flooding policy does 
not affect Allocation A35 (Wisley Airfield). Policy A35 includes substantial infrastructure requirements and 
will deliver  significant infrastructure including a General Practitioners surgery, community building, 
educational facilities, cycle network, bus network and two slip roads. This policy should be revised as 
follows (new text underlined): 

Non-strategic development requiring new or changed infrastructure should demonstrate how it takes 
account adjoining or co-joining infrastructure requirements and developments in the area during the life of 
this plan. Non-strategic developments where new or improved infrastructure is r  

Objection, LNP12: Public Transport and Sustainable Travel 

5.65. WPIL deem this policy to be written in a manner in conflict with the Local Plan and the strategic allocations. 
Notably:  

 There are no specifics to how development can -
ambiguous policy; 

 
transport with overall low impact on the environment, including walking and cycling, low and ultra-low 
emission vehicles, car-
reserved to an aspiration rather than a policy.  

 Both strategic policies and GBLP policies ID1-ID4 set out infrastructure requirements for strategic 
development.  

 The plan is not strategic, and hence it must be made clear that the infrastructure policies are for non-
strategic development only, and do not affect Allocation A35 (Wisley Airfield). Policy A35 includes 
substantial infrastructure requirements. A Neighbourhood Plan must be in general conformity with, and 
plan positively to support, the strategic policies of the development plan.  
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5.66. Change Required:  

5.67. evelopments which reduce the need for car use are supported and they should all offer sustainable 
transport choices. Where appropriate, major developments should provide or contribute financially to the 
delivery of public transport during the lifetime of this plan through either CIL or S106 contributions. This 
policy applies to non-strateg  

5.68. As consistent with earlier parts of the LNP, the reasoned justification of Policy LNP12 describes public 
transport experiences as they are now. WPIL object to this as it demonstrates an absence of appreciation 
and no acknowledgement of planned public transport improvements arising from the WA new settlement, 
which has the potential to provide wider benefits to the communities within the NP area, such as new slip-
roads, bus network in perpetuity, cycle route and traffic mitigation measures for the existing rural roads. 
These improvements were recognised in the previous Appeal Decision where Surrey County Council 
raised no objection. In order to provide an accurate and balanced view, the LNP should recognise these 
planned improvements to provide an objective view which will be relevant throughout the lifetime of the 
plan.  

Objection, LNPI3: Cycling and Walking 

5.69. It is not clear why these issues are necessary for a standalone policy and cannot be included within LNPI2 
 Public Transport and Sustainable Travel. WPIL makes the following comments on this policy:  

5.70. Continuing with the previous comments of the Neighbourhood Plan, LNP makes no acknowledgement of 
the travel improvements that are planned through the WA strategic allocation and how these will benefit 
residents. For example, requirement (6) of Policy A35 in the GBLP states: An offsite cycle network to key 
destinations including Effingham Junction railway station, Horsley railway station/Station Parade, Ripley 
and Byfleet to be provided with improvements to a level that would be attractive and safe for the average 
cyclist  

5.71. The policy and reasoned justification wording create an immediate conflict. In the reasoned justification, it 
is stated WA/TFM site is within an easy walk to Ockham and Wisley Commons and, realistically, 
it would be impossible to avoid increased recreational use of the Commons and footpaths on the 
TBHSPA  

5.72. By the policy requiring there to be no increase in visitor pressure on the TBHSPA, and the reasoned 
justification outlining  means that Policy LNPI3 undermines the 
strategic policy A35 of the GBLP. Notwithstanding this comment, it is not based on evidence from the WA 
Appeal, whereby Natural England raised no objection to this site coming forward, nor did they during the 
Local Plan consultation. This statement is not reflected in policy or evidence.  

5.73. Furthermore, not only does this mean that this policy is not in general conformity with the GBLP, the Wisley 
Appeal stated 
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  so the statement in the LNP is not corroborated by evidence.  

5.74. Change Required 

 All developments are required to provide footpaths within the development. Major developments will 
provide safe and convenient walking and cycling links to nearby facilities. This policy applies to non-
strategic development only.  

 
 Reasoned Justification: Lovelace is currently not well served with cycle lanes and pavements. There 

are currently no full specification cycle lanes (separating cycles and vehicles) in Lovelace, only a painted 
line on the single lane in both directions on the Portsmouth Road through Ripley. As Policy A35 of the 
Local Plan outlines, a new safe and attractive cycle network is planned within the WA allocation which 
will offer improvements in reaching destinations including Effingham Junction railway station, Horsley 
railway station/Station Parade, Ripley and Byfleet. This will substantially improve the cycling provision 
in Lovelace.  

 
 The conflict identified in paragraph 5.61 should be amended and any reference to WA having an 

adverse impact on the TBHSPA removed. The LNP must plan positively to support the strategic 
allocations within the development plan.  

 
Objection, LNPI4: Parking  
 

5.75. In line with the comments made above, this section of the Plan demonstrates an absence of appreciation 
and no acknowledgement of planned improvements arising from the WA A35 allocation, which has the 
potential to provide wider benefits to the communities within the LNP area. These policies should not affect 
nor contradict the GBLP and are currently not considered to be effective.  

5.76. Change Required: The plan is not strategic, and hence it must be made clear that these various parking 
policies do not affect Allocation A35 and interfere with the requirements set out within this. 

Objection, LNPI5: Community Facilities  

5.77. All developments which provide or support community facilities should be supported. However, the LNP 
sets strict requirements for their delivery on location, being sustainably located, providing green space, 
flexible space and not interfering with the TBHSPA. This is unnecessarily burdensome on an entirely 
beneficial activity and no criteria are  

5.78. Strategic allocations have their own requirement with regard to community facilities. For example, in WA 
specifically, a new community facility will be provided alongside healthcare infrastructure, education and 
outdoor spaces. The delivery of this will improve access to community facilities in the local area. Therefore, 
in order to not conflict with Policy A35, Policy LNPI5 should be for non-strategic development only. 
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5.79. Change Required: Therefore, in order to not conflict with Policy A35, Policy LNPI5 should be for non-
strategic development only. 

Objection, LNPI6: Healthcare and Education 
 
5.80. This policy again strikes an overly negative tone and does not plan positively. In line with previous 

comments, there is little to no positive acknowledgement or appreciation of the planned improvements 
through the WA allocation, which therefore creates a misleading picture of the Parish. The comments 
which the LNP gives credence to under reasoned justification also do not appreciate the new 
infrastructure which is planned either, which could mislead. The following points in this policy need 
rewording:  

  a GPs surgery will be provided in the WA 
strategic allocation.  

 The nearest primary school is in Send, Pyrford, Clandon and the Raleigh   a new primary school will 
be provided through the WA strategic allocation.  

 The nearest senior schools are George Abbot in Guildford  a new secondary school will be provided 
through the WA allocation.  

 
5.81. Comments in the reasoned justification which describe an absence of new primary schools or healthcare 

should either be corrected or removed as they do not represent what is planned through Policy A35.  

5.82. Change Required: This policy is misleading, inaccurate, and conflicts with the strategic allocations. The 
matter of healthcare and education provision is covered by the GBLP policy framework, and it is not clear 
why Lovelace needs a wholly separate policy. This policy should, therefore, be deleted.  

Section 8 Business and Employment 
 

Objection LNPBE1: Business and Employment  

5.83. In line with the comments made above, this section of the Plan demonstrates an absence of appreciation 
and no acknowledgement of the proposed employment and retail development proposed at Wisley Airfield 
new settlement, which has the potential to provide wider benefits to the communities within the NP area, 
and make up for recent losses identified. WPIL, therefore, object to this. 

5.84. Change Required: The plan should accurately reflect the GBLP, notably those strategic measures outlined 
by Allocation A35 and proposed by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The following paragraphs should be 
added to this policy: 
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 Strategic Allocations within the GBLP including at Wisley Airfield and the GBC Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan, include requirements to deliver retail and employment development. At WA 
specifically, a new local centre will be delivered providing new retail and employment floorspace, 
this will provide local services and new jobs. The delivery of this will improve access to retail 

 
 -  

 
 

6. Conclusion  
 
6.1. The principal objections to the LNP are as follows:  

6.2. In its current form, the LNP should not progress to a referendum as it is not consistent with the GBLP and 
is unsound. The NP Group had the opportunity to address these concerns at Regulation 14 stage and 
formulate a plan which supported the GBLP and its strategic allocations. It regrettably has not chosen to do 
so.  

6.3. The LNP includes a significant amount of text which is not considered to be relevant to the LNP or its 
policies. This should be refined to ensure that the LNP does not include information which is not relevant to 
the Plan itself. The LNP should be focused on policies to regulate the use of land, and to cause an affect. 
Background detail can be left to supporting documents;   

6.4. There is reference to Wisley Airfield a generally negative tone in the 
LNP in respect of this strategic development which is a key part of the GBLP. As, on adoption, the LNP will 
form part of the development plan for the area it is not appropriate for such a tone to be adopted within the 
Plan. TFM is not an officially recognised name, and reference to it will simply cause confusion and risk 
ambiguity  all references to it should be changed to Wisley Airfield (WA);  

6.5. The Plan is selective when mentioning the WA strategic allocation. For example, potential improvements to 
infrastructure, schooling and roads are left out and the Parish described without any acknowledgement of 
these changes. As the strategic policies will deliver during the plan period, they should be accurately 
mentioned so the Plan remains accurate and in date.  

6.6. The LNP does not recognise that the Guildford Local Plan is adopted, and should be written in light of this. 
Notably, the Judicial Review of the GBLP was dismissed by the High Court on 4th December, and as such 

 

6.7. In respect of the housing and transport policies within the LNP, these are not clear and do not relate to 
strategic sites allocated within the LNP by the GBLP. It must be made clear that the majority of the LNP 
does not (and cannot) affect the strategic designation in Policy A35 at the Wisley Airfield; and 
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6.8. In respect of some environmental policies within the LNP, a greater appreciation of the evidence base and 
GBLP is required. 

6.9. The plan makes outdated comments regarding to the Green Belt, being 
north of East Horsley and WA being no long washed over. The plan should recognise this, and seek instead 
to influence non-strategic development within these new non-Green Belt areas.  

6.10. Certain policies within the LNP conflict with their reasoned justification to create a pre-determination of the 
policy or set a set of circumstances which would be unable to achieve.  

6.11. Many of the policies within the LNP are subject to ase 
car use etc.  This wording is overly prescriptive and does not comply with Paragraph 109 of the NPPF: 
Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable 

impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the ro  It is 
not sustainable or achievable for policies to require no increase in traffic movements.  

6.12. Fundamentally, it must be made clear within the LNP that it is non-strategic and that its policies, therefore, 
do not relate to the strategic allocations within the LNP area. The LNP must not constrain development that 
is set out in the GBLP. The LNP should, therefore, be redrafted and further consultation undertaken. 

6.13. As currently drafted, the LNP does not meet the Basic Conditions a) and d), and as such would be found in 
unsound should it proceed to Examination. In order to be found sound, the LNP will need to address the 
matters raised within this representation, and ultimately support the delivery of the Wisley Airfield which is 
allocated in the GBLP.   
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