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Introduction 

1. This Report analyses the documents submitted with the Planning Application1 to 

Waverley Borough Council (WBC) and considers the impact of the Proposed 

Development upon Godalming and its environs.  

 

2. It explains the reasons why the Planning Application submitted is inadequate and 

unjustified and should be rejected.  

 

3. The Report has been drafted such that it may be adopted and supported by a substantial 

body of residents of Godalming. The contributors are from the Godalming residents who 

endorse and support this Report and are all listed at the of this Report.    

 

4. The Proposed and Combined Development2 would be the largest single expansion of the 

Godalming settlement boundary in one place and on one occasion in its history3.   At a 

single stroke it would increase the population of Godalming by 4-5 per cent (if only the 

Proposed Development is taken into consideration) and 8-10 per cent if the Guildford 

Site is also taken into consideration4.   

 

5. The Proposed Development will have profound and long-lasting consequences for the 

whole of Godalming as well as the surrounding immediate area. It warrants proper, 

detailed consideration by all stakeholders, and the local community that will be directly 

affected by the Proposed Development in particular, within an appropriate timescale.  

  

                                                
1 WA/2018/1239 
2 meaning the proposed development taken together with the proposed development of the adjacent land 
immediately to the east of the site, located between Eashing Lane and Halfway Lane within Guildford Borough’s 
administrative area 
3 According to Godalming Museum, the first recorded settlements at Godalming date back to 820-840 AD 
4 Calculated on the basis of an anticipated maximum occupancy population of up to 1255 people for Ockford 
Park and a pro ration of this based on 200 homes for the Guildford Site compared to the Godalming Parish census 
population of 22,300 
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Whether the proposed development is in conformity with the development plan and 

the NPPF 

6. The status of the proposal, pursuant to the Development Plan and national policy should 

be clearly understood.  

7. Pursuant to LPP1, adopted on 20th February 2018, the site was removed from the Green 

Belt and also the Area of Great Landscape Value.  It was also incorporated within the 

settlement boundary of Godalming but it was not allocated for development as this was 

something devolved to LPP2, which is still to be examined.  It should be noted that LPP1 

is presently subject to challenge pursuant to section 113 of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004.  Permission for this challenge has been granted by the High Court 

and the full hearing is listed for the 9th and 10th October 2018. The breadth and 

consequences of that challenge are doubtless known to WBC. Suffice to say, at this stage, 

that the implications for the consideration of this proposal are clear and could be 

significant.  Irrespective of the matters set out in this submission, the outcome of that 

case could well have profound consequences for the proper consideration of this 

application. 

8. Beyond this point, the proposed draft allocation contained in LPP2 includes a 

requirement for the applicant “to submit a masterplan setting out the design principles 

for the site including how a high quality development, which integrates with the existing 

townscape, can be achieved both in conjunction with and without development on the 

adjoining land between Eashing Lane and Halfway Lane within Guildford Borough.” 

9. Waverley has no such “Masterplan” document registered on their website for this 

application. The adjoining land in Guildford Borough has not yet been removed from the 

Green Belt, though it is referred to explicitly in the Main Modifications to the draft 

Guildford Local Plan. 

10. It is unthinkable that a Waverley planning decision should be reached in isolation without 

policy considerations between Guildford and Waverley Councils as to their overall 

strategy for factors such as design, infrastructure and sustainability. With the likelihood 

that the total number of dwellings considered would be around 462, there is every 

possibility that the total number of residents could well exceed 1500 with all their needs 

for integrated accessible facilities and services. 
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Report Executive Summary 

11. There has been inadequate community and stakeholder consultation in relation to the 

Proposed Development prior to the submission of the Planning Application and 

insufficient opportunity for stakeholders, and the local community in particular, to 

comment upon the Planning Application. 

 

12. The application is based on inaccurate, incomplete and inadequate reports. In particular 

the Transport Assessment, Heritage Report, LVIA and Ecology Report do not meet the 

requirements of the NPPF, the Waverley Local Plan Part 1 (LPP1) and the draft Waverley 

Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2). Further detailed analysis and reports are required to satisfy the 

legal requirements. Therefore, WBC cannot approve the Planning Application in its 

current form without further detailed reporting and analysis. 

 

13. As proposed, the resulting vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle traffic from the 

development will be unsafe. 

 
14. The submitted proposals are not supported by adequate survey work and ecological 

assessment and would fall foul of domestic and European law. This is in respect of both 

habitats assessment and the necessity to properly consider the provision of suitable 

alternative natural green space sufficient to meet its own impacts and to properly justify 

and demonstrate the propositions as to an appropriate assessment beyond reasonable 

scientific doubt that there would be no significant impact. 

 

15. The proposal currently before the Council is, in its own terms, fundamentally flawed and 

cannot be permitted upon the basis of the material currently before the Council.  In 

addition, the proposal appears premature and at variance with the principles of good 

planning in that it seeks to develop in an ad-hoc way (and in advance of the Council’s 

own LPP2) a parcel of land which, even it were to be allocated by LPP2 (once adopted) 

would need to be master planned.   

 
16. That process of master planning would also include the need to properly consider and 

incorporate the land to the west (which we understand to be in the same land ownership 

and in which Ashill also have an interest).  This forms part of the Main Modifications to 

the Guildford Local Plan. 
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17. Beyond any issues of good planning, as a matter of law there has been a simple failure 

to consider, whether properly or at all, the cumulative impact and consequences of the 

development of the application site as distinct from the parcel of land located in 

Guildford’s administrative area to the west.   
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Ecology 

18. We commissioned an independent review to assess the ecological impact of the 

Proposed Development. This was undertaken by Dr Stephanie Wray CEcol, CEnv, 

FCIEEM, President of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental 

Management. The review is included in full in Appendix 1. 

 

19. The Ecological Survey reports, Habitats Regulations Assessment (“HRA”) reports and 

CEMP in the Planning Application have been reviewed in the light of current good 

practice guidance and an assessment has been made as to the extent to which they can 

be relied upon in determining the Application. 

 

20. The review states that WBC, as the Competent Authority, must carry out an appropriate 

assessment of the effects of the scheme on the nearby SPA.  Unless the Competent 

Authority can conclude beyond reasonable scientific doubt that there would be no 

significant effects, then the Authority may not lawfully grant consent for the scheme.  

The scheme, as put forward by the applicants, identifies the potential for significant 

effects on the SPA in the absence of mitigation due to increases in recreational 

disturbance.  Mitigation to offset these impacts is then proposed.  However, whilst the 

mitigation proposed (SANG) is of a type that has previously been used widely in similar 

situations, the proposals fall short in two ways.  Firstly, no information is presented 

regarding the current levels of visitor pressure on the SPA or the effectiveness of 

previous interventions to manage visitor pressure on this site.  Secondly, no justification 

is provided for the quantum of SANG proposed based either on previous schemes or on 

academic study. Indeed, the amount offered is significantly lower (one third) than 

previously-consented schemes.  On the basis of the above, Dr Wray states that in her 

professional opinion that whilst the general principle of SANG provision as an avoidance 

measure is sound, the present application does not provide sufficient scientific evidence 

to conclude that there would be no significant effects.  On that basis, WBC cannot legally 

grant consent for the scheme. 

 

21. The report also highlights the conflict between proposed lighting plans within the 

development including the valley park, and the need to avoid light pollution to prevent 

disturbance to bats and other species. 

 



7 
 

22. In addition, Dr Wray does not consider that sufficient ecological survey work in line with 

current best practice has been completed in order to make an adequate assessment of 

ecological impacts or to propose adequate mitigation. She does not, therefore, consider 

that the ecological survey reports before the WBC at present provide sufficient 

information to allow them to discharge their responsibilities in determining this 

application.  

 

23. In the light of the above, it is Dr Wray’s professional opinion that WBC is not in a position 

to grant consent for the application due to the following:  

 

23.1. The absence of adequate information upon which to base an appropriate 

assessment to conclude beyond reasonable scientific doubt that there would be 

no significant impact. 

23.2. Inadequate proposals for SANG which can accommodate the recreational uses 

proposed without compromising existing nature conservation value. 

23.3. Incomplete surveys for protected species, including one of the UKs rarest bat 

species, (and hence unsupported mitigation proposals) which would be a material 

consideration in the grant of consent. 

 

24. Dr Wray recommends that, before the application is determined, significantly more 

ecological survey and assessment is required. 

 

25. This review follows an earlier process to critique the Wildlife Matters ecology report 

which we have undertaken.  By way of further and additional particularised criticisms 

certain points are made in Appendix 2. 
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Transport impacts and highway safety 

26. We have undertaken a careful assessment of the applicant’s Transport Assessment. This 

review raises significant concern that this assessment does not adequately model the 

effects of the Proposed Development on the traffic in the local area. It is considered that 

the modelling as currently presented may have significant bias in favour of the Proposed 

Development, and therefore should be discounted for further consideration. Three 

critical areas of concern are highlighted: 

26.1. The assessment of the number of vehicle journeys that will result from the 

Proposed Development. 

26.2. The accuracy of the transport modelling undertaken. 

26.3. The clear indication from the Transport Assessment that the Planning Application 

is actually part of a “wider development” for 500 homes which will use a different 

access point. 

 

27. Other more minor concerns are also raised. These points are expanded on in the 

following sections. 

 

Vehicle Journeys resulting from the Proposed Development 

28. The Transport Assessment relies upon, as input to the modelling, the vehicle trip rate 

from each house of the Proposed Development. As highlighted in the study, of particular 

criticality are those trips during both the morning and evening rush hour – when the 

roads are operating at greatest utilisation. The number of additional outbound trips 

considered by Ashill during morning peak time is only 103 vehicles. Given the scale of 

the Proposed Development and our local knowledge of the area we question the validity 

of this figure – i.e. a single car will leave from only less than half of the properties in the 

Proposed Development. 

 

29. Within the Transport Assessment, these trip rates have been determined from the 

widely used national TRICS database, using the following search criteria: 

29.1. England (excluding Greater London); 

29.2. Tuesdays, Wednesdays, Thursdays (houses for rent including Mondays); and 

29.3. Suburban Area and Edge of Town. 
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30. We question the blanket inclusion of both “Sub Urban Area” and “Edge of Town” within 

this search, and their relevance to this site in Godalming. The TRICS database manual5 

acknowledges the uncertainty that these categories produce, and additionally states 

“Mixing sites which are clearly incompatible in a set for trip rate calculation could lead 

to the production of misleading trip rates”. Table 4.1 of the TRICS manual goes on to 

state that for an “Edge of Town” site that the data for “Neighbourhood Centre” and “Free 

Standing” could also be relevant. We suggest that the exclusion of such categories from 

the Transport Assessment has been solely to present more favourable modelling for the 

impact. 

 

31. This site cannot be easily compared to sub urban area of edge of town. Whilst physically 

close to the town centre and train station it is location at the top of an extremely steep 

hill, 80m above the train station. The TRICS manual acknowledges this issue for such 

“borderline cases”. The manual goes on to state: “To tackle such issues […] Users are 

now encouraged to examine both the main and sub categories to identify compatibility 

of sites within the selected set. The best approach is to examine the location of the 

development in question, and then combine this with an examination of compatibility 

through the definitions as shown in TRICS.” 

 

32. No evidence of any such practice is presented within the Transport Assessment– in spite 

of this clear guidance for the database use, and it being a practice widely adopted for 

other developments, as evidenced by searches of other planning application 

assessments. At minimum, robust modelling of any uncertainty, should undertake (and 

present) sensitivity testing on these different categories, seek to independently verify 

the assumptions and evidence that an appropriately level of conservatism is applied 

within the modelling. 

 

33. The Transport Assessment uses local census data to consider likely pedestrian and cycle 

journeys, and also to determine the likely destination of commuter car journeys. As 

indicated by the figure below, this census data is local to the site and will reflect the 

circumstances of the local population, and as such should be considered of greater 

accuracy then any generic unfiltered national database conclusions. A second alternative 

                                                
5 http://www.trics.org/trics_good_practice_guide_2013.pdf  
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method of validation would be to undertaken actual surveys of other housing 

developments in similar geographic locations, within this area of Waverley. 

 

 
 

34. No validation of the derived TRICS data using either of these approaches is presented 

within the Transport Assessment. In such absence, based on the data easily available we 

apply two simple methods to benchmark the applied numbers and quantify the potential 

underestimate that may exist within this journey data: 

 

34.1. The census data indicates that from an adult population of 3011 people over 16 

and in employment, 1811 travelled in their own car (137 were passengers). This 

equates to 60.1% of journeys to work being undertaken by car. It is expected that 

Ashill would have a better idea of the anticipated population of the Proposed 

Development, however, based on a summation of schedules provided, homes for 

728 beds are to be constructed, with an anticipated maximum occupancy 

population of up to 1255 people. Assuming an actual occupancy rate of 75%, and 

a working population of 57.7%6 this equates to a total of 1255 x 0.75 x 0.577 x 

0.601 = 326 daily commuting journeys during the morning peak hours. Whilst 

parts of this assessment may not be on the conservative side, this also neglects 

                                                
6 http://www.waverley.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/1538/amr_2008-09_-_annexe_b_-
_waverley_borough_2009_facts_figures_and_contextual_information.pdf&usg=AOvVaw0aI7ncgjZIOjQ6wpg9W4
fd  
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any school journeys by car or other delivery vehicles which would result in two-

way journeys during peak hours. 

34.2. 585 car park spaces are to be provided within the development. If only 50% of 

these spaces are used for daily commuting vehicles, this will result in 

approximately 292 daily commuting journeys during the morning peak hours. 

Again, this neglects any other delivery vehicles. 

 

35. A summary of these results in presented in the table below: 

 

Estimate in 

Transport 

Assessment 

Estimate 

considering size of 

development and 

census data 

Estimate 

considering 

number of car 

parking spaces 

Peak hour vehicle 

movements out of 

site 

105 326 292 

 

36. Our two benchmark calculations indicate that the peak hour vehicle movements could 

be underestimated by potentially a factor of three, and even if these rough estimates 

are overly conservative, it is still considered that the TRICS database values used within 

the Transport Assessment are significantly underestimating the number of peak hour 

vehicle movements. 

 

The Accuracy of the Modelling Undertaken 

37. In accordance with good practice, Appendix Q of the Transport Assessment provides the 

model calibration statistics for the different junctions considered by the Transport 

Assessment. For each junction model the predicted length of each queue is compared to 

the observed queue length identified during the field surveys. For each of the modelled 

junction the average observed queue length is plotted relative to the average modelled 

queue length in the figure below. 
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38. Data-points falling in the red area are indicative that the modelling is underpredicting 

the actual queues that are being observed in reality. Data-points in the green area 

indicate that the model is over predicting. A perfect model would result in the observed 

queue length equalling the modelled queue length – all data points should fall on the 45 

degree line between the red and the green areas in the above graph. However, the 

uncertainties in such modelling and the human/environmental factors make such 

models impossible. Instead to make a robust assessment of a negative impact on an area, 

it would be expected that the models should all be slightly over estimating the quantity 

of traffic – i.e. falling within the dotted box shown of the above graph. All of the models 

within the Traffic Assessment are on the non-conservative side and therefore this 

Transport Assessment is consistently under predicting the actual effects of the Proposed 

Development. 

 

39. One data point on the above graph is coloured orange. This is the model for the A3100 

Shackstead Road Roundabout. It can be seen that this model is underestimating the 

observed queue lengths. Meeting minutes from 17 April 2017 between Ashill and Surrey 
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County Council provided with the Transport Assessment indicate concern that in 

particular that the A3100 Shackstead Road Roundabout is forecast to be operating at full 

capacity as a result of the Proposed Development. It is significantly likely that were the 

input parameters of this model adjusted, such that this model no longer under predicts 

the actual observed queues, then the capacity of this junction (and maybe also others 

considered) will be significantly exceeded by the impact of the Proposed Development. 

 

40. The same minute also details a Surrey County Council recommendation that a robust 

audit of the accuracy of the modelling of this junction should be undertaken by Surrey 

County Council. No evidence has been found within the submission confirming that such 

an audit was undertaken. 

 

41. Within the Transport Assessment it is also stated that the implementation of a Travel 

Plan will further reduce the impact of the development on the local transport network. 

However, no quantification of this reduction has been provided within the Transport 

Assessment – and therefore such a reduction cannot be passed as an adequate excuse 

for the Proposed Development leading to a significant adverse effect on the road 

network. 

 

The Proposed Development is not a stand-alone development 

42. The Transport Assessment clearly states that this development is part of a “’wider’ 

scheme for up to 500 homes” and when such scheme is developed “an additional point 

of vehicular access to the west of the site will be provided in the form of a roundabout 

on Eashing Lane”. Reference and drawings are provided for a significantly larger 

development – these include a drawing indicating a comprehensive scheme design for 

this roundabout (see figures below). 
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43. As indicated in these plans, this new roundabout would most likely be the most direct 

route of access to this site – rather than by the slower roads through Aaron’s Hill. 

However, despite this clear statement of intent, the provision of such a roundabout, and 

the effect that it will have on the local traffic densities has not been included in any of 

the modelling undertaken, and therefore raises significant questioning as to whether 

these models can truly be considered as representative for the longer-term implications 

of this site on the traffic in the surrounding area. 
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Other concerns 

44. A number of other concerns are also raised by the Transport Assessment: 

44.1. The study indicates that 19.8% of commuters (approximately 100 people) will use 

the train service.  No assessment is made as to whether there is the capacity on 

the trains for such an increase in numbers (based on informal observation from a 

number of the authors of this letter a seated capacity is very doubtful). Equally 

whether there is sufficient space in the carpark (the method used for many people 

commuting up the steep hills of Godalming even for short journeys) is adequate 

for such a development. Whilst other developments in Godalming (eg the 

Westbrook Mills site) have been conservatively ignored from the road traffic 

studies, this may not be conservative when assessing sufficient train capacity. 

44.2. There has been no transport survey undertaken during school leaving times – in 

spite of the close proximity of the site to, and the acknowledgement that much of 

the traffic will need to pass very close to the local primary school. 

44.3. The Transport Assessment solely considers straight line bird fly’s distances when 

assessing the accessibility of the site as a pedestrian or by bicycle. No 

consideration is given to the steep gradient of the hill between the site and the 

station/town centre, which as residents on the hill can already attest to, 

significantly reduces the journeys taken on foot / by bicycle even for people of 

normal fitness – and certainly for the elderly and those with small children.  

44.4. The Transport Assessment states that the “new County Park will reduce the need 

for residents of the site to travel off site for some leisure activities” – we highlight 

that the leisure activities that can be undertaken in a park of such a steep gradient 

are quite limited. 

44.5. A number of other traffic safety concerns have also been raised by contributors 

of this report. These can be found in Appendix 3. 

 

Conclusion on Transport Assessment 

45. The modelling as presented within this submission concludes that the Potential 

Development will have minimal impact on the traffic flow – however the minutes of 

meeting with SCC already indicate that there is concern that the Potential Development 

will push the local road network to capacity. When we combine this conclusion with the 

fact that the modelling undertaken is under predicting the current situation by a factor 
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close to three in some cases, and that the number of peak hour journeys is also one third 

of that which might be predicted by applying most recent local census data, we conclude 

that the Transport Assessment should not be considered adequate for this submission 

and has a significant bias (by a factor of almost 10) in Ashill’s favour.  

 

46. As a result no decision on the Potential Development should be undertaken until: 

46.1. WBC has sought and obtained from SCC (or, if need be, commissioned their own   

independent) a traffic assessment of the effects of the Potential Development.  

46.2. This analysis must be demonstrated to be both robust and appropriately 

conservative in assessing predicted impacts of the proposed development upon 

the highway network.  

46.3. An assessment has been undertaken that deals properly with the expected car 

use from the Potential Development and be based on local census data /surveys  

and not simply national averages that are prone to inaccuracy and include many 

suburban areas not reflective of this site’s location.  
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Heritage 

47. The Heritage Report provided by CgMs on behalf of the Applicant does not adequately 

assess or reflect the impact of the Proposed Development upon designated heritage 

assets in the vicinity of the site.  In particular, the Applicant’s assessment inappropriately 

downplays the impact upon Westbrook and the Registered Park and Garden (RPG) in 

which it is located.  Not only are each of these high-grade designated heritage assets in 

their own right: together they form a near unique collection of heritage assets 

comprising a Grade II* listed Arts and Crafts house in a Gertrude Jekyll designed garden,  

which in combination have an exceptionally high heritage significance and which the 

Applicant’s assessment has simply failed to appropriately or adequately assess.   

 

48. There will be a material and adverse impact on the setting both of this listed building and 

the RPG.  In consequence, any decision must have regard to the statutory test contained 

in section 66 of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 together 

with the substantial body of case law which has followed the introduction of the NPPF in 

2012.  The NPPF (2018) repeats the essential attributes of the earlier NPPF in requiring 

both an appropriate and adequate description of any affected asset and an 

understanding of its significance.  As detailed below, this the Applicant has failed to do. 

 

49. Despite this, even the Applicant recognises that there will be harm to the setting of the 

listed building and the RPG.  In accordance with the decision in Forest of Dean District 

Council v The Secretary of State [2016] EWHC 421 (Admin) that necessitates that any 

tilted balance contained in what is now paragraph 11 of the NPPF (2018) is disapplied 

until such time as the heritage harm of a proposed development is weighed against any 

public benefits and that the product of such a weighing exercise proves to be positive.  

As a number of court judgments have confirmed, in complying with the statutory duty 

under section 66 of the Listed Buildings Act a decision maker must have special regard 

to the desirability of preserving the setting of the listed building and giving considerable 

weight to the desirability of preserving that setting (see East Northamptonshire DC v 

Secretary of State CLG [2014] EWCA Civ 137).  Further, just because a proposal may have 

“less than substantial harm” for the purposes of paragraph 196 of the NPPF that does 

not represent a justification for anything less than the considerable weight referred to 

above.  Indeed, the NPPF requires that great weight should be given to the asset’s 

conservation (paragraph 193) and that “this is irrespective of whether any potential 
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harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its 

significance”. 

 

50. Understandably, the main subject of the 52 page CgMs report is the impact on 

Westbrook, a historic house and gardens within 100 metres of the Proposed 

Development. 

 

51. The house and its curtilage are Grade II * listed and the gardens are a Grade II listed RPG. 

As noted above each of these are designated heritage assets for planning purposes 

meaning that WBC must consider the impact of the Proposed Development on 

Westbrook’s special character. 

 

52. There are only 1600 RPGs in the country, only 9 in Waverley, and even fewer that are 

both grade II* listed by English Heritage and a grade II listed RPG. As Historic England 

notes, RPGs “are a fragile and finite resource: they can easily be damaged beyond repair 

or lost forever. Whether in town or country, such places are an important, distinctive, 

and much cherished part of our inheritance and we have a duty to care for them.” The 

purpose of the RPG register, as stated by Historic England “is to celebrate designed 

landscapes of note, and encourage appropriate protection. It is hoped that, by drawing 

attention to sites in this way, we will increase awareness of their value and encourage 

those who…. otherwise have a role in their protection and their future, to treat these 

special places with due care.” 

 

53. Therefore, where an RPG/listed building will be impacted by the Proposed Development, 

WBC has a duty to consider a properly researched and complete assessment of the 

impact on the RPG, i.e. Westbrook.  

 

54. The Heritage Statement that has been submitted as part of the Planning Application is 

not such an assessment. 

 

55. It is incorrect and incomplete in its assessment of Westbrook. It seems likely from the 

Heritage Statement that the authors have not viewed Westbrook from the Proposed 

Development site and its surroundings. The Heritage Statement does not refer to or 

assess any of the multitude of authoritative expert garden and historical literature that 
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exists in the public domain that describes and discusses Westbrook and its hilltop setting 

above Godalming with panoramic 360 degree views over the surrounding countryside 

and the Arts and Crafts rationale for the principles of its design and construction by the 

renowned garden designer Gertrude Jekyll and the well-known Arts and Crafts architect 

Hugh Thackeray Turner (who designed and built the house for his own occupation)7.   

 

56. We have provided with this statement 7 photographs which illustrate the panoramic 

views available from the site and in particular from the “thunder box” or “thunderhouse” 

features which are dealt with further below.  These aspects are simply not recognised 

either properly or at all in the CgMs report. 

 

 
Photograph: View South from bottom gate of Westbrook main lawn overlooking development 

(Ockford Farm (existing single storey barn), which will be replaced with several dwellings, 

including 3 storey buildings, plus many to its right and left, is on the far left). 

                                                
7 Westbrook was the subject of an entire chapter in Gertrude Jekyll’s seminal garden design book, Gardens for 
Small Country Houses, and features in practically every book written on the Arts and Crafts movement as well as 
being featured on multiple occasions over many decades since its construction in respected garden and 
architecture journals such as Country Life, The Studio, Gardening Illustrated and Current Architecture to name 
but a few. 
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Photograph: View from the Jekyll Thunderbox in the gardens south west over proposed 

development site. 

 
 

 
Photograph: Wider angle view from the Jekyll Thunderbox in the gardens south west over 

proposed development site including adjacent GBC site. 

Red box show location where new development will be visible
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Photograph: Wider angle view from the Jekyll Thunderbox in the west – proposed 

development site on LHS. 

 
 

 
Photo: view of Thunderbox in Westbrook Garden. 
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Photograph: view from Westbrook South over proposed development (in summer). 

 
 
 

 
Photograph: view from Westbrook South over proposed development (in summer). 

 

57. If the authors had researched into this literature, they would have known that 

Westbrook was designed to a highly significant degree around its panoramic views from 
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both the gardens and the house to its South and West and overlooking the Proposed 

Development and Combined Development. 

 

58. One of the (still existing) principal features of the gardens is its Jekyll designed lookout 

that frames the magnificent views from the gardens south, overlooking the Proposed 

Development and Combined Development and west, to Eashing and all the way to 

Hindhead in the far distance. It is a walled and tiled construction with steps up to a 

viewing platform. Jekyll specifically designed this so that garden users could sit and 

admire the panoramic view across the rural setting and, from a place of safety, watch 

unfolding storms as they rolled across the vast expanse of countryside on view. Jeykll 

had designed such a feature for her own garden at Munstead Wood four years prior to 

her design of Westbrook. She was so taken with her invention that she then used it in 

subsequent garden designs and it became known as a “thunder box” or “thunder house” 

feature. Sadly, most Jekyll gardens have not survived the passage of time and the 

Westbrook and Munstead Wood “thunder boxes” are the only-known surviving 

examples of the originals in the country, making the Westbrook “thunder box” of 

particular heritage value. The impact of the Proposed Development on this nationally-

renowned and irreplaceable feature merits consideration on its own, as the Proposed 

Development would permanently compromise the purpose for which this feature was 

created – to view panoramic views to the South and the East of the rural setting in which 

Westbrook is set. See the photographs above of the thunder box lookout and the south 

and west facing views from it over the Proposed Development. 

 

59. The entire gardens were designed along traditional and well-known Arts and Crafts 

principles that extended the house into the garden through a series of interlinked rooms 

that were constructed in a wider setting. This wider setting was designed on a geometric 

lines and formed the “bones” of the garden that the rooms were within with vistas and 

axes to maximise all viewpoints within and out of the garden on every aspect thereby 

exploiting its hilltop position overlooking both Godalming and Eashing. 

 

60. Further, the house itself has many views over the south and west surrounding 

countryside which were integral to its architectural design. None of the principal 

reception rooms or bedrooms face the views to the north at the front entrance side of 

the house. This would have been an anathema to Arts and Crafts design principles which 
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only allowed the service rooms and domestic servant rooms to view the entrance side 

of a property and experience the noise and loss of privacy that entailed. Accordingly, all 

the original service rooms, domestic servant bedrooms and landings face north and east.  

All the historic principal rooms at Westbrook face south and west, with a few facing east 

where they have double or triple aspects. This includes ground floor reception rooms 

and many of the principal bedrooms. Further, the majority of the original thirteen 

bedrooms, including the original master bedroom, have views to the south and west 

(that will be impacted by the Proposed Development and the Combined Development). 

Only the staff bedrooms faced north or east. This was deliberately conceived to ensure 

the best views and light throughout the day for the principal rooms and privacy from 

visiting tradespeople and domestic staff. See the photographs below showing bedroom 

views overlooking the south and west views. 

 

61. A cursory glance at the garden plan of Westbrook, drawn by Jekyll and published in her 

Chapter on Westbrook in her book Gardens for Small Country Houses, and the well-

known floor plan drawn by Thackeray Turner and published in a 1912 Country Life article 

written by Jekyll on Westbrook would reveal this structure, design and purpose. 

 

62. However, the Heritage Report states that the garden views at Westbrook “hardly, if ever, 

extend out of the garden towards the agricultural land to the south and west. This is 

because, the western and southern edges of Westbrook Park and Garden are 

characterised by very large trees and deep, dense high hedgerows, ensuring privacy from 

Westbrook Road, Halfway Lane and the surrounding fields.” 

 

63. As can be seen from the analyses and photographs above, this statement is incorrect. 

Further, Westbrook is clearly visible from Eashing Lane and Half Way Lane showing the 

reciprocal nature of the views and their impact in the surrounding landscape. See above 

photographs. 

 

64. The applicant’s Heritage Report goes on to state that “Westbrook Park and Garden 

provides the listed house with a lush garden setting. From this garden setting the 

architectural and historical values of the house can be appreciated and understood. As 

such, this park and garden is considered to provide a strong contribution to the 

significance of Wey and the wooded valley to the north also form an essential part of the 
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setting of the house and garden. Indeed, these are positioned to take advantage of 

northerly and easterly views of the wooded valley and the landscape beyond. As such, 

this part of the surrounding landscape is considered to contribute positively to the 

significance of the listed Westbrook House and the registered park and garden. As 

described earlier, the connection between house and garden and the agricultural land 

to the south and west, which includes the Site, is less obvious.” 

 

65. As can be seen from the analyses above, this statement is not only incorrect but it 

articulates a view that is diametrically opposite to the well documented original purpose 

and design of the house and gardens in their specific setting.  

 

66. The Heritage Report concludes that “this assessment has demonstrated that the Site 

forms part of the rural landscape that surrounds the listed house and the registered park 

and garden and that it makes a moderate but positive contribution to their significance. 

As such, the development proposals are likely to have a harmful effect on the significance 

of these heritage assets. This effect is not considered to be more than a minor-to-

moderate level of less than substantial harm. Thus, in accordance with Paragraph 134 of 

the NPPF, this level of harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the scheme, 

including the provision of affordable housing to meet the needs of the borough, as set 

out in the planning statement.” 

 

67. The analysis above demonstrates that this conclusion is based on an inaccurate and 

incorrect assessment of the Westbrook site that does not address at all the well-known 

and publicly available rationale for the design and setting of the house. As a result it 

misrepresents the impact of the Proposed Development on the Westbrook house and 

garden setting to a material degree. 

 

68. The material currently before WBC provided by CgMs simply does not provide a basis 

upon which WBC, consistent with their statutory duties, are in a position to permit this 

development consistent with legalisation authority and development plan and national 

policy. 

 

69. Indeed, their own Policy HE9 on Historic Parks and Gardens requires, in relation to 

Westbrook, that the Proposed Development “does not detract from its setting, 
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character, appearance, layout or structures”. They must also comply with Policy HE3 on 

Development Affecting Listed Buildings or their Setting and WBC must satisfy themselves 

that its requirements are met. Policy HE3 states: “where development is proposed that 

will affect a listed or a locally listed building or its setting, high design standards will be 

sought to ensure that the new development is appropriate and compatible in terms of 

siting, style, scale, density, height, massing, colour, materials, archaeological features 

and detailing. Proposals will not be permitted if they would harm the building or its 

setting”. [emphasis added] 

 

70. If WBC are to fulfil their stated objectives to safeguard and manage “Waverley’s rich and 

diverse heritage” by including “all heritage assets, archaeological sites and historic 

landscapes, designated and non-designated assets, and their setting in accordance with 

legislation and national policy” and “Understanding and respecting the significance of 

the assets” they also need to comply with the above cited policies and Policy HA1 on the 

Protection of Heritage Assets and “ensure that the significance of the heritage assets 

within the Borough are conserved or enhanced to ensure the continued protection and 

enjoyment of the historic environment”.    

 

71. The current owners of Westbrook purchased it in 2001. The house and garden had 

suffered significant neglect from the time of Hugh Thackeray Turner’s death in 1937 until 

2001, putting the garden, in particular, at risk of the kind of permanent loss to the 

national heritage that Historic England draws people’s attention to in the section noted 

above. Since then, the current owners have devoted considerable resources8 to a careful, 

sympathetic and sustainable renovation of the house and garden at Westbrook, earning 

praise from conservationists at local and national level9. It would be a tragedy if the 

                                                
8 This resource is not limited to financial contributions. It includes highly detailed research into the history of the 
house and garden, as well as the lives of the people who lived in it originally. Whilst the works of Gertrude Jekyll 
are well documented, her collaboration with Hugh Thackeray Turner and the life of Hugh Thackeray Turner are 
less well known. This involved spending significant research time at the SPAB and RIBA archives, the British 
Library, Godalming Museum and contacting recognised Arts and Crafts garden experts and discussing the 
rationale for Westbrook’s design and construction. This research also included records of three visits to 
Westbrook by John Mallory, the grandson of Hugh Thackeray Turner and lived in Westbrook for 15 years after 
the untimely death of his father, George Mallory, the renowned climber who died on Mount Everest in 1924 and 
was Hugh Thackery Turner’s son in law. John’s memories of conversations with his grandfather about Westbrook 
and personal insights gained have been recorded and captured for posterity by the current owners, as have 
subsequent correspondence with John, together with an extensive archive of private photographs of the house 
and its setting taken in the 1920’s and the 1930’s. 
9 This included WBC’s conservation officer and English Heritage, who were so impressed and supportive of the 
renovation of the house that they wrote suggesting that the house be upgraded to a Grade I listed status. 
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Proposed Development were to be permitted to inflict permanent damage upon this 

precious resource that is enjoyed by many people in the community. 

 

72. Thackeray Turner spent his life passionately committed to the preservation of rural 

settings, environments and houses. In 1883 he joined William Morris as Secretary and 

later Chairman of the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB) and over the 

next 54 years until his death he remained integral to establishing and securing its 

mission. In 1906 he purchased 240 acres of land at Witley and Milford Commons and 

then gifted them to the National Trust to prevent them being developed. He purchased 

the Scout Hut in Godalming and gifted it to the local community along with several 

threatened historic cottages in Lower Eashing. He founded the West Surrey Society to 

promote the rural character and setting of the local community. It is ironic that 

Westbrook, his acknowledged lifetime masterpiece, is now subject to significant 

potential harm in its setting from the very development issues that he spent his whole 

life opposing and creating a regulatory environment for. It is a sad legacy for a person 

who did so much to preserve and improve the setting of his local and wider community. 
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Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) 

73. The LVIA is inadequate.  It commences with an overview of the Proposed Development 

in section 1.2.1 on page 5 with a statement that “The proposed development is a high-

quality residential masterplan, which has been developed with consideration for its 

landscape setting. The Proposal includes measures which would enhance the 

surrounding landscape in the longer-term. No long-term significant or adverse landscape 

or visual effects would arise.”  

 

74. The Proposed Development will not enhance the current rural landscape. It offers some 

limited mitigation to the long-term visual impact of the Proposed Development. 

Replacing an open agricultural field in a rural environment with a development of the 

size proposed clearly has both a significant and adverse impact on the landscape. It is, 

with respect, absurd to state otherwise. Indeed, paragraph 5.2.11 of the LVIA states “The 

overall effect on on-site landscape features would be medium to large magnitude. For a 

medium sensitivity landscape, these effects would be major/moderate.” 

 

75. Page 16: There is a statement in section 3.1.26 that “The closest RPG, approximately 

0.2km to the north-east of the Site, is the grade II listed Westbrook, reference 4383.The 

RPG contains the Westbrook grade II* listed building (Historic England reference 

1299619). Westbrook is not open to the public. There is no significant inter visibility 

between Westbrook and the Site. Neither statement is correct. 

 

76. The RPG is approximately 70-100 metres to the North-East of the Proposed 

Development, depending upon which boundary of the RPG is taken. 

 

77. Whilst not a garden generally open to the public, Westbrook frequently host visits from 

visiting academics, garden historians and garden enthusiasts, as well as numerous 

charity visits and events, including a week-long professional Shakespeare production in 

the grounds attended by up to 300 members of the public per day for the benefit of the 

Meath Home and Mind. Visitors have come from Africa, Europe and the US. 

Organisations that have visited Westbrook’s gardens include: Godalming Museum, RIBA, 

the Surrey Garden Trust, The Victorian Society and The West Surrey Society. Westbrook 

was recently made available to members of the public for a special event in celebration 

of the 20th anniversary of the introduction of Heritage Open Days in Waverley. This latter 
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event was attended by members of the public and various council officials, including the 

Mayor of Godalming. These various events provide greater access to the Westbrook’s 

gardens than public viewing schemes such as the National Gardens Scheme (NGS), which 

is often limited to two viewing days per year. 

 

78. The statement that “There is no significant inter visibility between Westbrook and the 

Site” is simply incorrect. Please see the above photographs following paragraph 56 

showing views of Ockford Park from the RPG listed Westbrook gardens. In particular, the 

photographs are taken from a specially constructed viewpoint in the Westbrook garden 

designed by the designers of Westbrook gardens (the renowned garden designer 

Gertrude Jekyll and the renowned architect Hugh Thackeray Turner) to afford an 

uninterrupted view over the rural setting in which the garden is set.  This view will be 

materially compromised by the Proposed Development. The Proposed Development will 

therefore have a material, significant and permanent (let alone long-term) negative 

impact upon the RPG listed garden of Westbrook. Registration as an RPG is a 'material 

consideration' in the planning process, meaning that planning authorities are statutorily 

required to consider the impact of any proposed development on the landscapes' special 

character10.   

 

79. Page 24: There is a statement in section 5.2.12 that “The direct effects on on-site 

landscape features of the Proposal during construction would be adverse in the short-

term. In the longer term, the effects of the changes to the on-site landscape would be 

beneficial as described in the following assessment of effects on landscape character.” 

The assertion that the change would be beneficial to the character of the land appears 

to be based on an assumption that the inclusion of screening hedges and trees so as to 

obscure the Proposed Development from neighbouring land and users of public rights of 

way results in a visual enhancement of the land. This is not correct. The inclusion of 

                                                
10 The Historic England 'Register of Historic Parks and Gardens of special historic interest in England', established 
in 1983, currently identifies approximately 1,600 sites assessed to be of particular significance. The majority of 
sites registered are, or started life as, the grounds of private houses. According to Historic England, “Historic 
parks and gardens are a fragile and finite resource: they can easily be damaged beyond repair or lost forever. 
Whether in town or country, such places are an important, distinctive, and much cherished part of our 
inheritance and we have a duty to care for them. In order to identify those sites which are of particular historic 
significance, Historic England is enabled by government to compile the 'Register of Parks and Gardens of special 
historic interest in England'. The main purpose of this Register is to celebrate designed landscapes of note, and 
encourage appropriate protection. It is hoped that, by drawing attention to sites in this way, we will increase 
awareness of their value and encourage those who own them, or who otherwise have a role in their protection 
and their future, to treat these special places with due care.” 
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screening is a form of mitigation for the damage to the visual amenity offered by the 

current rural setting. See also the commentary in paragraphs 47 to 72 above. 

 

80. Page 26-27: There is a statement in section 5.2.16 that “On completion, the Proposal 

would transform the Site from agricultural land to a planned residential development 

within a high-quality designed landscape. Analysis of aspects of the medium sensitivity 

landscape confirms that there is a capacity to accommodate the Proposal. The scale of 

change would be large with a local extent which affects only the part of the G01 Open 

Greensand Hills (Shackleford Open Greensand Hills) SCA in the immediate vicinity of the 

Site. The on-completion landscape effect would be large in effect and of major/moderate 

significance. The effect would be beneficial due to the improvement of settlement 

boundaries; the on-site green infrastructure; and the implementation of a long-term 

landscape management plan in particular for the Valley Park.” 

 

81. This seems to confirm our assertion that the Proposed Development will have a 

significant and adverse visual impact on the environment. The final assertion that this 

change would be beneficial is absurd. No supporting reasons are provided. Much 

reliance seems to be placed upon an assertion that because the current boundary is a bit 

“scraggy” with little vegetation to delineate the Ockford Park field from the Aaron’s Hill 

development, this justifies a 262 dwelling extension throughout the whole of Ockford 

Park and the planting of new shrubbery and trees that will take years to grow. If there is 

such a concern, this could simply be addressed now by planting the same screening along 

the boundary between Ockford Park and Aaron’s Hill. It cannot be used to justify, on 

visual enhancement grounds, a development of this nature. 

 

82. Page 32-33: There is a statement in section 5.3.6 that “Following consultation with WBC 

(paragraph1.5.2of this report), detailed assessment on the impact of residential amenity 

of the proposed development is not included within the agreed scope of the LVIA. 

However, for completeness it should be noted that residents of properties (31 to 85 

Aarons Hill) on the southern border of the Site will experience change to the character of 

their views to the south, with the existing open agricultural landscape changing to a 

residential development. Existing properties on Aarons Hill to the west of the proposed 

development would retain views across the existing agricultural field.” In other words, 

the development will have a significant and materially adverse impact upon the visual 
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and environmental amenity enjoyed by the residents of properties 31 to 85 of Aarons 

Hill. 

 

83. Page 34: There is a statement in section 5.3.15 that “The long term effects of the Proposal 

would not be harmful to views.” This is based on the same flawed approach that we have 

highlighted earlier. 

 

84. The conclusion in section 6.2 summarises the preceding report, thereby incorporating 

the shortcomings identified earlier. 

 

85. The LVIA also fails to draw attention to the reader that a number of buildings in the 

Proposed Development will have three stories and that this is inconsistent with the 

adjacent development at Aaron’s Hill and also the local housing stock, other than 

significant, isolated historic buildings, such as Westbrook. 

 

86. The LVIA notes the limited impact of the Proposed Development on the locality due to 

the relatively low density of immediately impacted dwellings. Although there is a 

discussion of public rights of way (PROWs), it fails to note that Halfway Lane is a key 

PROW for hikers and families on weekends wishing to gain swift access to a rural setting 

from the centre of Godalming. The route from Godalming station up Westbrook Road 

through Halfway Lane is the swiftest access route from central Godalming to a rural 

setting and is the beginning of a popular hike across PROWs to Eashing and, in particular, 

the Stag on the River. The Proposed Development would have a highly material and 

negative visual impact upon this popular rural journey, as is apparent from the additional 

photographs in this submission. The route up New Way, past the Proposed Development 

and down Westbrook Road is also the rural setting for the annual Godalming Fun Run. 

The Proposed Development will negatively affect the amenity value of the Fun Run and 

similar events. 

 

87. Despite the assertions in the LVIA, it is clear that the Proposed Development will amount 

to an intrusion into a rural setting. The LVIA also fails to provide viewpoints from PROWs 

that illustrate where the impact of the Proposed Development will be negative, so we 

have provided them. 
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Impact of development of Guildford site inadequately addressed 

88. As noted above, the Planning Application does not meet the requirement that it includes 

a proposal to implement the Proposed Development in conjunction with the 

development of the Guildford Site. Even if WBC were not minded to dismiss the Planning 

Application outright (for this failure to comply with a core requirement set out in LPP2) 

it is clear from all the materials accompanying the Planning Application that none of the 

reports, assessments or other materials prepared in connection with and in support of 

the Planning Application consider or address the proposed development of the 

application site together with proposed development of the Guildford Site.  

 

89. All of the assessed reports submitted with the application are exclusively predicated 

upon a consideration only of development of the appeal site in isolation.  None consider 

the impact of the development in combination with the adjacent site to the west 

contained within Guildford’s administrative area.  That affects not only the highway 

assessment but also others such as those relating to air quality, landscape and ecology.  

It also highlights the need for reconsideration as to whether the proposal constitutes EIA 

development for the purposes of the environmental impact assessment regulations.  

There is no overarching assessment of the impact of the proposed development and such 

an approach is not legally appropriate as it would otherwise give rise to a paper chase of 

documentation. 

 

90. Irrespective of the issue of EIA development, there has been a failure to consider the 

cumulative impact of the application of the site together with the adjacent site to the 

west. 

 

91. This constitutes a fundamental flaw in the Planning Application. The essence of all the 

sustainability assessments and considerations is based on an assumption that 262 

dwellings will be constructed. The real number is, however, greater: 462, or potentially 

more. This undermines all the reports provided. WBC should require a proper 

consideration of the impact of the Combined Development upon the local area. It is the 

responsibility of Ashill, as promoter, to demonstrate the sustainability of the Proposed 

Development. The sustainability of the Proposed Development cannot be demonstrated 

without an assessment that considers both the Proposed Development and the 

development of the Guildford Site. 
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92. Ashill seem to be arguing that this cannot be achieved because there is no certainty that 

the development of the Guildford Site will happen11.  This is contrary to the requirement 

of LPP2 and highlights why the requirement is included in LPP2. Given the highly 

significant impact and profile of the Combined Development on the local community, 

the Planning Application should not be considered without a proper consideration, even 

if only upon a sensitivity basis, of the impacts of the combined development. 

 

93. In this case, it is noteworthy that there are currently several other major developments 

planned for the immediate area in and around Godalming. These include proposed 

developments at and around Milford and the Westbrook Mills development. All the 

sustainability assessments provided by Ashill consider only the impact of the Proposed 

Development on the locality as currently existing. Whilst historically correct, this is not 

appropriate for a forward-looking analysis. The sustainability assessments need to be 

carried out and analysed in conjunction with other major developments that will impact 

the locality, so that the cumulative impact can be modelled. For example, it is reasonable 

to conclude that the development in Milford will result in increased traffic flow down 

the A3100 into Godalming from Milford. It is also reasonable to conclude that the 

development of Westbrook Mills will result in increased pedestrian and bicycle traffic at 

the junction with New Way in front of the railway bridge over Westbrook Road. Without 

such analyses, Ashill have failed to demonstrate that the Proposed Development will be 

sustainable. 

  

                                                
11 Throughout this Report we include observations on items where the materials submitted by Ashill have sought 
to avoid consideration of the impact of the potential development of the Guildford Site. 
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Infrastructure  

94. The information contained in the submitted documentation is not adequate to 

demonstrate that adequate infrastructure is available or can be provided in context of 

the proposed development.  

 

95. Utilities Report Part 2 contains a copy of an email from Thames Water which states 

“We’ve assessed your proposals and considered from our initial review that our supply 

network may not have sufficient capacity to meet your requirements”.  This is followed 

by estimates of timescales to establish whether or not the supply network could be 

improved to meet the projected capacity. 

 

96. Until a study of the impact on the network is completed, it is impossible to assess what 

changes to the network may be required and their impact on the surrounding 

environment.  It may not even be feasible to increase the capacity by the required 

amount.  The study should be completed and the results included with the planning 

application before the application is progressed 
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Agricultural Land Classification Report 

97. We note that the author of the Agricultural Land Classification Report is not identified. 

Regrettably, and such as it is, this report is a very weak assessment – suggesting that it 

has not been written by a professional with suitable qualifications to make such an 

important analysis. The following points are highlighted: 

97.1. “only 5.7 hectares of land is in agricultural use with the rest being residential 

curtilage” The division of the field to allow equestrian facilities to be developed is 

recent, the steep woodland bank equally cannot be classified as a current garden 

– this land should not be classified as “residential”.  

97.2. “The field in question is Greensand Loam. This type of soil is very free draining 

and suffers from drying out far too quickly”.  This may be true however there is 

significant infrastructure servicing this site from the pumping station on the river 

that has allowed significant crops to be grown on this site. In the last few years 

crops of Maze, Wheat, Turnips and Potatoes have been grown on this site, and as 

the picture below shows, this summer – one of the driest on record – which many 

farmers around the country have struggled with - remains a significant crop of 

Maze. Prior to being used for arable farming, this land is remembered by older 

residents as being used as pasture for sheep – a history only preserved in the 

names of some of the local houses. 

97.3. The statement “There are overhead and underground power lines which traverse 

the site which makes moving farm machinery around safely very challenging” The 

space taken up by these services is minimal in comparison with the size of the 

fields. There will be few fields of this size or larger within this county that are not 

equally impacted by local infrastructure.  

97.4. The statement “Crops which have been grown in the past have really struggled to 

reach their full yield potential on this parcel of land.” Without publication of yield 

figures for this field, relative to other fields on this farm such as statement is 

unsupported by any evidence. 

97.5. The site grading on page 5 of the report indicates that this land has a similar grade 

to a number of very successful fruit farms in this area. 

97.6. The report is in truth no more than a commentary upon generic Natural England 

mapping.  It does not seek to accurately establish the actual land quality by 

appropriate testing of the agricultural land quality and classification of the site. 
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98. For the reasons given above, it is clear that the site has hitherto been in productive 

agricultural use.  In the absence of any evidence to the contrary it must be concluded 

that the site is at least Grade 3a.  Absent a proper assessment then the Council is in no 

position to properly conform with paragraph 170 (b) in properly recognising the benefits 

of best and most versatile agricultural land.   

 

99. As stated by this report it is government policy to protect the best and most versatile 

(BMV) agricultural land and soils in England from significant, inappropriate or 

unsustainable development proposals. As demonstrated by the above, this land has 

significant versatility in supporting a number of crops, is flat, and is served by significant 

infrastructure that enables crops to be grown – even during one of the most significant 

dry summers experienced in the last 50 years. It is in our opinion therefore that this 

application should not be accepted until a proper agricultural assessment of this field 

has been undertaken by an experienced professional. This should include publication of 

yield statistics for this land over the last 10 years. 
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Density and Design. 

100. The density, design and size of the development shows no proper regard for the 

preservation of the natural environment, biodiversity, landscape and historical buildings. 

 

101. The density of the site is unacceptably high and far higher than the surrounding area. 

According to the 2011 Census, the density of the Godalming Central and Ockford Ward12 

is 18.6 persons per hectare. Depending on the occupancy rate of the development the 

population of this site will be approximately 940-1255 people. With an area of 12.23 

hectares (which includes the new park) this equates to a development density of 

between 77 and 103 person per hectare. The density of this development should be 

materially reduced.  It most certainly shouldn’t be allowed to be more than double that 

of the ward in which it will be situated. All density calculation should also exclude the 

parkland area – a plot of land which for geometric reasons is extremely unlikely to ever 

be developed.  

 

102. Secondly, the density proposed as part of the affordable housing closest to the Aarons 

Hill Council Estate is plotted at 81 dph (dwellings per hectare), which is almost 3 times 

the recommended density and entirely inappropriate in a sensitive area of Area of Great 

Landscape Value on the edge of Godalming town. In addition, recommendations by 

ecologists to protect wildlife and mitigate impact do not translate into the plans 

submitted by Ashill Ltd. 

 

103. Local Plan Policies require a good design – not only the buildings, but a good design of 

the total environment created. Following release of the plans of this scheme it is now 

clear that the number of dwellings (262) is too high and will result in a poor environment 

and a form of development which the Government wishes to avoid in the future. 

 

104. The proposed development is based on one of the Southernmost of the flat top hills left 

by the last ice age, which can be seen in the rounded ironstone rocks that inhabit the 

soil. In winter, without the boundary tree leaves, it can be seen that this is an enormous 

level plateau sloping slightly South. 

 

                                                
12 https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/localarea?compare=1237326114 
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105. This also means that the prevailing winds sweep across the land gathering speed to drive 

the rain horizontally which can be like living at sea. Rain can be driven into any crack, any 

joint, in fact saturating 300mm thick stone walls and appearing as beaded moisture on 

the inside. Such weather will cause regular failure with the indicative details that the 

Ashill design provides. 

 

106. As well as failing to follow their own flora and fauna reports (as detailed below) Ashill’s 

proposals pay no proper regard to the surrounding land topography nor the character of 

built environment. This appears more by way of a replication of a standardised urban 

form of development rather than a carefully considered development on an elevated 

plateau site such as this.  

 

107. Ashill promises the design “give a distinct Surrey character” in their design proposals. 

However, this 'distinct Surrey character' appears more to be a compilation of design 

features from a menu of modern brickwork catalogues, and can be seen in many city 

design schemes, as their photographs show. However, this modern treatment is 

noticeably absent in the new buildings within the Godalming parish, nor is it evident in 

the immediate locality. 

 

108. This is inappropriate and simply fails to meet the explicit high-quality design 

requirements identified in the revised NPPF (July 2018).  Purely in density and design 

terms the application proposal should be rejected. 

 

109. Overall, the design of the development is urban, not rural, and shows a sad but 

predictable disregard to the surrounding environment and wildlife living in the area. 
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General concerns 

110. We have noted the findings of the Air Quality Report but remain unconvinced that the 

impacts of this development, whether on its own or with others, can be assessed as 

negligible.  In particular, the air quality assessments undertaken are limited only to the 

application site and make no assessment of the adjacent site which is proposed in the 

Guildford Local Plan (Main Modifications) to accommodate a further 200 dwellings.  That 

is a feature which must be properly assessed or the proposed development must be 

rejected.  The Council will be aware not only of the existing Air Quality Management Area 

in Godalming to the south of the site and the need in light of the Client Earth litigation 

of the increased recognition of the need to treat this issue with the utmost seriousness. 

 

111. As noted elsewhere in this representation, the Council has been the recipient of a 

substantial volume of documentation presented by the Applicant.  We have not sought 

in this representation to respond extensively to all of these reports.  However, many of 

the statements made appear to be matters of assertion rather than evidence-based 

factual propositions.  In that context, we would specifically invite the Council to approach 

the contentions made with considerable caution and robustly scrutinise them, if need 

be, by retaining appropriately qualified external consultants, as necessary. 

 

112. We note the submissions made with regard to the provision of affordable housing.  

Whilst the provision of housing genuinely affordable to those parts of the community 

currently unable to access affordable housing is to be welcomed we remain far from 

convinced that the application proposal will do much if anything to meet these 

objectives.  We have not seen the detail of any proposals to be included in any section 

106 obligation and we wish to reserve the right to comment further when such details 

become available.  
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Inadequate stakeholder consultation undermining the democratic process 

113. In addition to the above substantive concerns, we also have a number of serious 

concerns and criticisms of the process of public consultation and engagement.  Some of 

those relate to the local plan process and it is recognised that those are not matters for 

the application process to directly determine.  However, they are relevant to 

understanding the context of this proposal and have a material bearing on the need for 

a careful and scrupulous consideration of this proposal in an open and transparent 

manner.   

 

114. Further, we have had difficulty in obtaining a number of documents referred to in the 

voluminous application material in particular a scoping note of 2016 and minutes of 

meetings between SCC and Ashill in 2016.  As a result, and consistent with clear public 

law duties upon a decision maker, we reserve the right to make further representations 

or objections once such documentation has been obtained. 

 

Inadequacy of consultation on removing green belt and redrawing settlement boundary 

115. The proposal to remove the site from greenbelt, AGLV status and redraw the settlement 

boundary was first made in September 2017 and was not widely publicised by WBC or 

picked up by the local press. Most stakeholders had no idea about the proposal until the 

adoption of the LPP1 at the end of February 2018. Even then there was no further detail 

until the single public consultation by Ashill on 11 May 2018. Ashill and WBC have moved 

quickly since then to progress the planning application giving very little time for 

stakeholders to assess the proposal itself let alone its impact.  

 

Inadequate time period and lack of consideration for public consultation outcomes 

116. The WBC LPP2 consultation closed on 9 July 2018. Ashill submitted the Planning 

Application, which relies heavily upon the LPP2 allocation of land to WBC on 6 July 2018 

(this was the date of the covering letter of the planning Application), 3 days before the 

end of the LPP2 consultation period. WBC have allowed the Planning Application to stand 

and be considered and set an objection period of 5 weeks to close on 31 August 2018. 

This chronology does raise very serious questions and concerns about the genuineness 

of the consultation and the appropriateness of the process adopted.  
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117. A genuine consultation process would first involve the review and assessment of all 

feedback received during the LPP2 consultation leading to its finalisation and adoption. 

One would not expect a planning authority to entertain planning applications based on 

a draft plan that has not yet been adopted. Consideration of a planning application based 

on a draft of LPP2 whilst a consultation is ongoing suggests that the consultation is not 

genuine because its outcome is predetermined.  

 

118. We also question the appropriateness of a 5 week objection period for a development 

of this magnitude and impact upon the community. This is the same objection period 

that would apply to a proposal to extend a single domestic dwelling with a conservatory. 

It is noteworthy that Ashill have been preparing the proposal for 4 years and have been 

in discussions behind the scenes with the Inspector, WBC, Guildford Borough Council and 

Surrey County Council over a 2 year period. It is not reasonable or fair to expect the local 

community to self-organise and present a fully considered objection to the Planning 

Application within a 5 week period. 

 

Inadequate communication and lack of accessibility of the planning application  

119. We also note that the Waverley Planning Website includes a section entitled “Significant 

Applications”. Remarkably, the Proposed Development is not included in that part of the 

website, despite the inclusion of several other planning applications that are of minor 

impact in comparison to the Planning Application. The only easy way to find the planning 

Application on WBC’s website is to search for it by using the Planning Application 

reference number. This presupposes that someone searching for the Planning 

Application would know the Planning Application reference number. In addition, many 

householders living within a very close proximity were not notified of the Planning 

Application by WBC. To our knowledge, only two households in Westbrook Road were 

notified of the Planning Application – these two households did not include the RPG 

Westbrook. Consequently, many impacted stakeholders are likely to be unaware of the 

Planning Application.  

 

120. WBC needs to explain why it has not ensured appropriate stakeholder notification of the 

Planning Application and why the Planning Application has not been loaded onto the 

“Significant Applications” section of the WBC website. 
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Ashill consultation process did not follow best practice 

121. The Ashill Consultation13 was not conducted in accordance with good practice. There was 

limited notification of affected stakeholders of the existence of the Ashill Consultation. 

The leafleting/invitation was limited to Aaron’s Hill and some residents on Eashing Lane. 

Not everyone residing in the area who were supposed to be leafleted/invited in 

accordance with the plan provided by Ashill were in fact leafleted/invited. In addition, 

stakeholders residing on Westbrook Road/New Way, some of whose properties are 

within a hundred metres of Ockford Park were not leafleted/invited.  

 

122. The Ashill Consultation Meeting took place on a Friday, within a bank holiday week, from 

mid-afternoon until 7.30 with 10 days’ notice. This gave working commuters no real 

opportunity to attend the Ashill Consultation Meeting and insufficient notice to 

stakeholders with clashing commitments to rearrange them. 

 

123. A feedback form provided in connection with the Ashill Consultation invited comments 

to be submitted online by email or by filling out a form with three leading questions. 

Responses other than on these forms that were provided appear to have been 

substantially ignored. 

 

124. The Planning Application was submitted to Waverley on 6 July 2018 (this was the date of 

the covering letter of the planning Application). This was only 5 weeks after the end of 

the consultation period for the Ashill Consultation, leaving no time for the proper 

consideration of feedback during the consultation and inclusion of revisions reflecting 

the consultation feedback, meaning that the consultation was not genuine. Indeed, the 

only discernible change made to the Proposed Development and reflected in the 

Planning Application and potentially arising from the Ashill Consultation was the removal 

of a proposed access point from Ockford Park to Halfway Lane. 

 

125. For the reasons given above, the Ashill Consultation is therefore inconclusive and should 

be removed from consideration by the Planning Inspectorate. It is suggested that Ashill 

should now be required to undertake a full consultation of all local residents described 

as having been omitted from the Ashill Consultation but being significantly impacted by 

the Proposed Development, take proper account of the responses, however submitted 

                                                
13 meaning the consultation exercise conducted by Ashill in connection with the proposed development 
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and in whatever form, adjust their plans in response and resubmit the Planning 

Application. 

 

Omissions and Misrepresentations in the Statement of Community Involvement 

126. The Statement of Community Involvement contains material omissions and fails to 

present a balanced view of the matters that it covers. Examples are provided below. 

 

126.1. Page 8: Figure 5 (reproduced below) shows the newsletter distribution area for 

distribution of leaflets to affected residents for the Ashill Consultation. Many 

residents in the streets marked yellow on that plan complained that they did not 

receive these leaflets. The area marked in green includes a short part of Eashing 

Lane and Lower Eashing with extremely few residential dwellings. The marked 

area did not include: (i) Westbrook Road or New Way, both of which are directly 

affected by the Proposed Development and closer than many roads marked for 

leafletting and more affected by the Proposed development (ii) Lower Eashing 

across Eashing Bridge, where the vast majority of residents of Eashing who will be 

affected by the Proposed Development actually live; and (iii) the West end of 

Eashing Lane, where the majority of residents who live on Eashing Lane who will 

be affected by the Proposed Development actually live. 

126.2. Pages 12 to 19: These pages cover the analysis of feedback received in connection 

with the Ashill Consultation. They state that 55 responses were received on the 

feedback form provided and claim 52% of responses were in favour. There is a 

detailed analysis of responses received on the feedback forms provided but no 

such depth of analysis of other feedback. No details are given of how many e-mail 

responses were received and what percentage of these were in favour or 

opposed. We are aware that the majority of stakeholders who stated opposition 

to the Proposed Development emailed their detailed responses of opposition. 

This was because the leading nature of the feedback form provided was not 

suitable for adverse comment (despite 48% of such forms nevertheless being 

adverse).  Those emails of objection have not been acknowledged in terms of 

number or fairly summarised in the assessment of feedback made public. It is hard 

to resist the view that this is both partial and frankly misleading. 

126.3. Pages 19 to 21: These pages cover media coverage. The report mentions only 

positive coverage. There has been much negative coverage in the Surrey 
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Advertiser that has not been referred to, including the publication of several 

letters of opposition to the proposals. This section must similarly be considered 

misleading. 

  

 
Figure 5 of the Statement of Community Involvement 
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Conclusions 

127. The proposal currently before the Council is, in its own terms, fundamentally flawed and 

cannot be permitted upon the basis of the material currently before the Council.  If 

further material is submitted with a view to seeking to meet its identified deficiencies, 

then we would naturally with to reserve the right to comment further upon such 

additional representations. 

 

128. Beyond that, the proposal appears premature and at variance with the principles of good 

planning in that it seeks to develop in an ad-hoc way (and in advance of the Council’s 

own LPP2) a parcel of land which, even it were to be allocated by LPP2 (once adopted) 

would need to be master planned.  It is acknowledged that  LPP2 can only be accorded 

limited weight at this stage and is still to be submitted for examination. However, the 

preferred options consultation on LPP2 indicates the Council’s present approach to the 

consideration of this site and this is consistent with the need for the consideration of this 

site together with the adjacent land in Guildford together with the cumulative impact of 

the two. 

 
129. That process of master planning would also include the need to properly consider and 

incorporate the Guildford land to the west (which we understand to be in the same land 

ownership and in which Ashill’s also have an interest).  This forms part of the Main 

Modifications to the Guildford Local Plan. 

 
130. To seek to determine this application (for only part of this area of land) is both premature 

and prejudicial to the proper planning of this part of the district. It is simply unwarranted 

at this stage, particularly in the absence of adequate information including the 

assessment of the cumulative impacts of the two areas of development.  

 
131. It is incumbent upon WBC not only to pause and have specific regard to this but also to 

require the submission of appropriate and adequate of environmental impact 

assessment that takes specific cognizance of this wider potential development. To fail to 

do so at this stage would make any determination by WBC fundamentally flawed. 

Beyond any issues of good planning, as a matter of law there has been a simple failure 

to consider, whether properly or at all, the cumulative impact and consequences of the 

development of the application site as distinct from the parcel of land located in 

Guildford’s administrative area to the west.   
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132. As has also been identified in these representations, the proposals do not contain 

adequate survey work and ecological assessment and would fall foul of domestic and 

European law with regard both to habitats assessment and the necessity to properly 

consider the provision of suitable alternative natural green space sufficient to meet its 

own impacts and to properly justify and demonstrate the propositions as to an 

appropriate assessment beyond reasonable scientific doubt that there would be no 

significant impact. 

 
133. As noted above, the Heritage Report currently before WBC simply does not provide a 

basis upon which WBC, consistent with their statutory duties, legislation, development 

plan and national policy are in a position to permit this development 

 
134. The commentary on the Transport Assessment explains why it would not be appropriate 

for the WBC to accept the Transport Assessment as adequate for the purposes for 

assessing the planning application. 

 
135. Appendix 3 identifies serious road safety concerns associated with the Proposed 

Development. 
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List of residents of Godalming who endorse and support this submission  

Ser. Name Address 

1 A Garrand 27 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
2 Adrian Watts 4 Simmonds Cottages, Aarons Hill, GU7 2LX 
3 Alastair Muir Wood Westhanger Court, Westbrook Road GU7 2QH 
4 Alex Ager 75 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LH 
5 Alexander Gill 37 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
6 Alexandra Muir Wood Westhanger Court, Westbrook Road GU7 2QH 
7 Allan Johnston 15 Bargate Rise, GU7 2LR 
8 Alonso Acevedo 5 Allden Cottage, Aarons Hill, GU7 2LU 
9 Amanda Paterson  Westaway Cottage, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
10 Andy Kimber 34 Cliffe Road, GU7 2JX 
11 Anne Dew 1 Old Lodge Close 
12 B Young 66 Eashing Lane, GU7 2LB 
13 Barbara Clarke 6 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
14 Barbara Cox 13 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
15 Ben Gerard 36 Cliffe Road, GU7 2JX 
16 Ben Spicer 35 Eashing lane GU7 2JZ 
17 Bernard Wiliams Westhanger Place Westbrook Road GU7 2QH 
18 Bernie Conlon 60 Aarons Hill 
19 Blanka Cerna 75 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LH 
20 Bob Bravery 7 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
21 Brian Cottam 76 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
22 Bunty Vernon Far Cottage, Westbrook Road GU7 2QH 
23 Carol Caine 3 Allden Cottage, Aarons Hill, GU7 2LU 
24 Caroline Branfoot 91 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
25 Caroline Granshaw Bargate Height, Eashing lane 
26 Caroline Julian 27 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
27 Caroline Neads Shepherds Cottage, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
28 Chris Benham 1 Simmonds Cottages, GU7 2LX 
29 Chris Moxham 50 Eashing lane 

30 Chris Reynolds The Brew House, Upper Eashing, Godalming, GU7 
2QA 

31 Chris Terry 12 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
32 Christine Bravery 7 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 



48 
 

Ser. Name Address 

33 Christine Davies White Cottage, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
34 Colin Manktelow 28 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
35 Craig Bass 18A Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
36 Cyril Netley 43 The Horseshoe, GU7 2LL 
37 Daniele Martin 89 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
38 David E Perry Oakbank, New Way, Godalming, GU7 2JH 
39 David Murray 4 Phillips Cottages, Aarons Hill 
40 David Terry 12 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 

41 Deborah Reynolds The Brew House, Upper Eashing, Godalming, GU7 
2QA 

42 Deborah Thompson 78 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
43 Diana Asmmore 49 Aarons Hill 
44 Doreen Manktelow 28 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
45 Elizabeth Hart 69 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LH 
46 Emily Kimber 34 Cliffe Road, GU7 2JX 
47 G Doyle 4 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
48 G Posse 25 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
49 Gareth Barnes 63 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LH 
50 Garry Edwards 14 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
51 Garry Smith 111 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
52 Gavin Sollars 19 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
53 Geoff Brazier 3 Simmonds Cottages, GU7 2LX 
54 Gerald Morris 57 Eashing lane, GU7 2LB 
55 Glynis John Little Russet, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
56 Gregory Acton 6 Bargate Court, GU7 2NA 
57 Gwen Woodley 65 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LH 
58 Hannah Poole 29 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
59 Helen Bloodworth 31 Cliffe Road, GU7 2JX 
60 Henrietta Beadle 29 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
61 Huw Price 43 Bargate Rise, GU7 2LR 
62 Ian Davies White Cottage, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
63 Ian Snewin 54 Eashing lane, GU7 2LB 
64 Imogin Sollars 19 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
65 J Doyle 4 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
66 J Garrand 27 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
67 J Young 66 Eashing Lane, GU7 2LB 
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Ser. Name Address 

68 Jack Christie 25 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
69 Jackson Bloodworth 31 Cliffe Road, GU7 2JX 
70 Jade Paris Cooper 35 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
71 James Granshaw Bargate Height, Eashing lane 
72 James Parkin 80 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
73 James Voisin Westbrook, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
74 Jamie Aitken 31 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
75 Jane Daggett 3 Old Lodge Close 
76 Jayne Benham 1 Simmonds Cottages, GU7 2LX 
77 Jen Bennet 50 Eashing lane 
78 Jenna McCooey 33 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
79 Jennifer M Perry Oakbank, New Way, Godalming, GU7 2JH 
80 Jill Brazier 3 Simmonds Cottages, GU7 2LX 
81 Jo Prudence Westaway, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH  
82 Joel Shephard 3 Allden Cottage, Aarons Hill, GU7 2LU 
83 John Piears Melrose, Westbrook Rd, GU7 2QH 
84 Julie Edwards 14 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
85 Julie Price 43 Bargate Rise, GU7 2LR 
86 Justine Voisin Westbrook, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
87 K Brazil 65 Eashing lane, GU7 2LB 
88 Karen Aitken 57 Aarons Hill 
89 Karen Webber 63 Eashing Lane, GU7 2LB 
90 Karl Corpes 123 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LR 
91 Katie Andrews 25 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
92 Kayleigh Atkinson 33 Eashing lane GU7 2JZ 
93 Keith Gatford 86 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LH 
94 Kelly Lake 3 Phillips Cottages, Aarons Hill, GU7  
95 Kerry Dougan Melrose, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
96 Kim Rudd Cornerways, Eashing lane 
97 Kirsty Winger 18 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
98 Lee Davis 101 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
99 Linda Chung 2 Old Lodge Close 
100 Linda Ridout 45 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
101 Lindsay Clark 18A Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
102 Lindsay Smith 4 Allden Cottage, Aarons Hill, GU7 2LU 
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Ser. Name Address 

103 Louise Iliffe 5 Fieldview Cottages, Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
104 Lucia Blazenova 117 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
105 Lynn Corrick 119 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LR 
106 M Andrews 55 The Horseshoe, GU7 2LL 
107 Marcin Elwart 109 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
108 Marion Dillon 74 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
109 Margaret Bannister Eashing Lane Upper Eashing 
110 Mark Bloodworth 31 Cliffe Road, GU7 2JX 
111 Martin Shribb 99 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
112 Martine Edmonds 43A Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
113 Mathew Terry 12 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
114 Matt McCooey 33 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
115 Matthew Fairman 69 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LH 
116 Matthew Voisin Westbrook, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
117 Melvin Westlake 59 The Horseshoe, GU7 2LL 
118 Michael Godwin  New Way Cottage, New Way GU7 2JH 
119 Michael Kimber 34 Cliffe Road, GU7 2JX 
120 Michael Martin 89 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
121 Michael Vernon Far Cottage, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
122 Michael Voisin Westbrook, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
123 Michaela Killick 4 Phillips Cottages, Aarons Hill 
124 Mina Ishizu 76 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
125 Minaj Hasan 2 Simmonds Cottages, Aarons Hill, GU7 2LX 
126 Monika Mitchell 26 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
127 Mrs Hammond 10 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
128 Neron Snowden 46 Cliffe Rise, GU7 2JY 
129 Nick Willis 6 Bargate Court, GU7 2NA 
130 Nicola Dee 47 Aarons Hill,  
131 Nina Mileksic 58 Eashing Lane, GU7 2LB 
132 Patricia Jupe Westhanger Place Westbrook Road GU7 2QH 
133 Paul Beagle 67 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LH 
134 Paul Kristensen 35 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
135 Pauline Baxter Westhanger Cottage, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
136 Peter Baxter Westhanger Cottage, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
137 Peter Doble 55 Aarons Hill 
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Ser. Name Address 

138 Philip Sleight 33 Eashing lane GU7 2JZ 
139 Rachael Cooke Waresley, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
140 Rachel Allaway 91 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
141 Rameen Hasan 2 Simmonds Cottages, Aarons Hill, GU7 2LX 
142 Raymond Hammond 10 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
143 Rita Steadman 41 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
144 Rob Julian 27 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
145 Rob Paterson Westaway Cottage, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
146 Ronelle Kristensen 35 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LQ 
147 S Dodd 23A Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
148 S M Donald 33 Cliffe Road, GU7 2JX 
149 Sally Snowden 46 Cliffe Rise, GU7 2JY 
150 Sam Beadle 29 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
151 Samantha Aitken 31 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
152 Sandra Netley 43 The Horseshoe, GU7 2LL 
153 Sandy Hasan 2 Simmonds Cottages, Aarons Hill, GU7 2LX 
154 Sarah Shilson Overton House, New Way, Godalming, GU7 2JH  
155 Sarah Withycombe 5 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
156 Seb Guard 91 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
157 Sheila Symes 89 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
158 Simon Pugh Little Russet, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
159 Simon Scanlon 23 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
160 Simon Sherwood Westaway, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH  
161 Stella Doble 55 Aarons Hill 
162 Stephen Wattridge Rockstone, Eashing lane 
163 Steve Cooke Waresley, Westbrook Road, GU7 2QH 
164 Sue Watts 4 Simmonds Cottages, Aarons Hill, GU7 2LX 
165 Susan Couzens 52 Eashing lane, GU7 2LB 
166 Susan McNeil 51 Eashing lane, GU7 2LB 
167 Sylvia Gatehouse 21 Eashing lane, GU7 2JZ 
168 T Dodd 23A Aarons Hill, GU7 2LG 
169 Teresa Gerard 36 Cliffe Road, GU7 2JX 
170 Valli Martin 89 Aarons Hill, GU7 2LJ 
171 Vanessa Morris 57 Eashing lane, GU7 2LB 
172 Wayne Aitken 57 Aarons Hill 
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Ser. Name Address 

173 Wendy Snewin 54 Eashing lane, GU7 2LB 
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Appendix 1  

Ecological Impact Report by Dr S Wray CEcol, CEnv, FCIEEM 

President of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental 

Management 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Land Between New Way and Aarons Hill, Godalming 

Review of Ecological Issues 

 

 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This document presents a review of the ecological matters pertaining to the proposals for 
the construction of 262 dwellings together with 131sqm building for community use on land 
between New Way and Aarons Hill, Godalming, Surrey (Application number WA/2018/1239) 
undertaken by Dr Stephanie Wray CEcol, CEnv, FCIEEM, President of the Chartered Institute 
of Ecology and Environmental Management. 

 

2.0 Scope of Instruction 

2.1 This review was requested by local residents who were concerned about the ecological 
impact of the proposals and has been undertaken independently of any parties connected 
with the application.  The review is based entirely on a review of public documents, available 
through the Waverley Borough Council Planning website.  No site visit has been undertaken. 

2.2 The Ecological Survey reports, HRA reports and CEMP have been reviewed in the light of 
current good practice guidance and an assessment has been made as to the extent to which 
they can be relied upon in determining the application. 

 

3.0 Statement of Qualifications 

Dr Stephanie Wray is a consulting ecologist with over 25 years’ experience in assessing the 
impacts of developments upon ecological resources.  During this time, she has provided 
advice on over 1000 development projects including many housing and mixed use schemes 
of a similar nature to the present application.  She has particular expertise in protected 
species issues, including bats, badgers, and dormice, having developed professional best 
practice guidelines for several species / groups, and she regularly provides training, 
independent review, and expert witness services in this regard.  Stephanie is a member of 
Natural England’s Bat Expert Panel and is lead author of the current project to revise the Bat 
Mitigation Guidelines.  In 2011 she was awarded the Mammal Society Medal for her work on 
the mitigation of development impacts on protected mammal species.  Stephanie is current 
President of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management, and has 
been a Fellow of the Institute since 2006.  She holds a PhD in mammal ecology, and is both a 
Chartered Ecologist and Chartered Environmentalist. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4.0 Review of the “Information for Habitats Regulations” report 

4.1 The application is supported by a report entitled “Land at Aarons Hill, Godalming.  
Information for Habitats Regulations Assessment”.  Whilst it is not specified clearly in the 
document whether it serves as a screening assessment or appropriate assessment, it is 
assumed to serve the function of a traditional “Information to Inform Appropriate 
Assessment” report or IIAA. 

 Tone of the report 

4.2 The report appears to play down the likelihood or significance of any impacts on the 
European sites, repeatedly referring to the author’s view of the the potential impacts as 
“taking a precautionary stance” (see for example, paragraph 62) or that the screening in of 
the sites for HRA is a “precautionary assessment”.  Much emphasis is placed on the fact that 
the site lies at a distance of 2.6km from the SPA (see for example, paragraph 36), and it is 
suggested that this is too great a distance to have a significant effect of recreational 
disturbance.  There is no evidence to support this suggestion.   It is plain that 2.6km is less 
than half an hour’s walk and is therefore not a significant distance to travel for an enjoyable 
walk in a location which may act as a “honeypot” for dog walkers and other recreational 
uses.  It is also pertinent that, since many people will use a car journey to reach a 
recreational site, distances of 5km radius and further are typically used to assess impacts of 
recreational disturbance on European sites.  The current application site is therefore 
comfortably within the range of typical impacts. 

 Reliability of Scientific Evidence to support conclusions 

4.3 The HRA report refers, in its appendices, to recent case law pertinent to the application.  In 
particular, it cites “People Over Wind and Sweetman v Coillte Teorant (April 2018)” in which 
the CJEU concluded that environmental mitigation measures designed to counter effects on 
European sites could not be considered as part of the project, and thus that the screening 
stage of HRA should not take account of them.  This effectively reverses the judgement in 
the Dilly Lane case (Hart District Council v. Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government, Luckmore Homes, Barratt Homes, Natural England And Another, 2008), which 
ruled that mitigation measures which avoided impacts on European sites could be 
considered at the screening stage of HRA.  The Dilly Lane ruling previously formed the legal 
basis of all SANG projects, where suitable alternative green space for recreation is provided 
in an attempt to avoid an impact on the European site.  By considering the effect of this 
mitigation measure at the screening stage, a full “appropriate assessment” under the 
Directive was not required. 

4.4 The implication of the ‘People Over Wind and Sweetman’ decision this year is that all SANG 
projects, such as the present application, would need to proceed to full appropriate 
assessment, as they would be unlikely to be able to demonstrate an absence of significant 
effect in the absence of the proposed SANG provision.   This is an important distinction, not 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
just one of the process to be followed by the competent authority, but in the standard of 
legal proof required as a result of the Waddenzee judgement (Case C-127/02 of 2004).  
Where findings of (no) significant impacts are made at the screening stage of HRA, the "test" 
of must be “on the basis of objective information”, whereas the test at the appropriate 
assessment stage is more stringent, being "beyond reasonable scientific doubt".  

4.5 In my review of the scheme documentation, I have not encountered any information 
provided by the applicant or their consultants which demonstrates a lack of significant 
effects on the SPA “beyond reasonable scientific doubt”.   It is noted in the report that “the 
provision of SANG to offset (my emphasis) potential increases in recreational pressure on 
Wealden Heaths SPA is a measure promoted by Natural England”.  This is demonstrably the 
case, but does not, in itself, offer any form of scientific evidence of efficacy.  The use of the 
term “offset” is also pertinent, implying a form of compensation, rather than an effective 
avoidance measure. 

4.6 The applicants offer no scientific evidence demonstrating the effectiveness of their proposed 
SANG, and no specific visitor impact studies relating to this particular European site.  
Instead, their argument appears to relate to a general belief in the effectiveness of SANG as 
a principle.  This is not sufficient to allow the competent authority to conclude that there 
would be no significant effects on this site. 

4.7 A further aspect of the argument presented in the HRA report is that of precedent, 
specifically that the Local Authority has previously consented two similar schemes on the 
basis of SANG provision at Milford Hospital and Woodside Park.  This is not a helpful 
precedent for two reasons.  Firstly, those consents were granted before the recent People 
over Wind judgement in April 2018 and thus did not have to provide the higher standard of 
proof that is now required.  It may have been reasonable and lawful for the Authority to 
grant consent on the basis of a HRA screening assessment finding “no significant effects” on 
the basis of objective information.  In my professional opinion, insufficient information has 
been presented here to make a finding of “no significant effects” beyond reasonable 
scientific doubt as part of a full appropriate assessment. 

4.8 Secondly, the two previous projects cited provided significantly more SANG per unit of 
housing or per capita than the present application is offering.  Milford Hospital, for example, 
provided 2.2 hectares of SANG for 121 units equating to 0.0079ha per additional person or 
0.0814ha per additional dog.  The present application is offering 3.2ha of SANG for 262 units 
equating to 0.0053ha per additional person or 0.0524 per additional dog.  No explanation or 
justification is provided as to why the present application should provide one third less 
SANG than previously-consented schemes.  At no point does the report provide any support 
for the proposed quantum of SANG provision, which appears to be identified on the basis of 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
the availability of land less suitable for the construction of houses, rather than on any 
scientific assessment. 

 Conclusion 

4.9 Waverley Borough Council, as the Competent Authority, must carry out an appropriate 
assessment of the effects of the scheme on the SPA.  Unless the Competent Authority can 
conclude beyond reasonable scientific doubt that there would be no significant effects, then 
the Authority may not lawfully grant consent for the scheme.  The scheme, as put forward 
by the applicants, identifies the potential for significant effects on the SPA in the absence of 
mitigation due to increases in recreational disturbance.  Mitigation to offset these impacts is 
then proposed.  However, whilst the mitigation proposed (SANG) is of a type that has been 
used widely in similar situations, the proposals fall short in two ways.  Firstly, no information 
is presented regarding the current levels of visitor pressure on the SPA or the effectiveness 
of previous interventions to manage visitor pressure on this site.  Secondly, no justification is 
provided for the quantum of SANG proposed based either on previous schemes or on 
academic study, and the amount offered is significantly lower than previously-consented 
schemes.  On the basis of the above, it is my professional opinion that whilst the principle of 
SANG provision as an avoidance measure is sound, the present application does not provide 
sufficient scientific evidence to conclude that there would be no significant effects.  On that 
basis, Waverley Borough Council should not grant consent for the scheme. 

5.0 Ecological Survey Reports 

 Adequacy of Survey Work 

5.1 The survey work underpinning the Ecological Report covers a broad range of taxa, but does 
not cover all in adequate detail, nor does it adhere to accepted standards of professional 
practice developed by the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management.  
The extended Phase 1 Habitats Survey report, by Wildlife Matters Consultancy Unit, for 
example, does not follow accepted Phase 1 habitat survey methodology, and the Phase 1 
habitat map presented does not accord with the methodology.  Instead the report appears 
to provide the results of a series of informal walkover surveys recording species that were 
observed incidentally.  For example, the bird surveys appear to be undertaken without the 
benefit of any structured survey methodology.  Some of the document appears to be 
generic, for example reporting what surveys would have been undertaken if any 
waterbodies were recorded, and very little specific details are given about what was done on 
this site, making the report hard to interpret.  Good practice guidance dictates that 
ecological reports should identify any constraints or limitations on the surveys presented 
and how they were able to comply with best practice.  The Phase 1 report does not indicate 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
any such limitations although clearly the surveys were not optimal; the Phase 2 report 
includes a section on limitations but this is a generic document and does not explain the 
limitations on these specific surveys. 

5.2 The methodology section of the Phase 1 report states that the “Hazel Dormouse 
methodology was checked according to criteria in the Dormouse Conservation Handbook”.  
Whilst it is not entirely clear what is meant by this statement, it is apparent that targeted 
dormouse surveys were not undertaken.  This is justified at paragraph 9.30, which states 
“There is hazel growing in the hedgerows but it is generally not old enough to produce any 
nuts.  Nuts are part of the diet of hazel dormice, so without the food the hazel dormouse 
would not be present”.  Leaving aside the fact that “generally not old enough” suggests that 
a proportion of the hazel is old enough, and potentially is fruiting and providing food for 
dormice, the statement is factually inaccurate.  Although they were once thought to be 
restricted in their habitat choice, hazel dormice are regularly found in locations at some 
distance from hazel, in mixed woodland, scrub, highways planting, conifer plantation and 
occasionally reedbed.  A relatively small amount of hazel present in the hedges is therefore a 
wholly inadequate basis on which to assume the absence of this protected species.  The 
appropriate way to confirm the absence of dormice would be to carry out a nesting tube 
survey. 

5.3 Phase 2 (more detailed surveys) were only carried out for bats and reptiles.  Very little detail 
is given on the survey methodology for reptiles, such as the number or density of artificial 
refugia deployed.  This makes it difficult to assess the significance of the findings of small 
numbers of reptiles in this small survey area in context. 

5.4 The bat surveys were all undertaken in the early part of the season (May and June).  Whilst 
the dawn and dusk surveys of the potential roosts are in line with Bat Conservation Trust 
BCT methodology, being at least two weeks apart, they miss the months where peak counts 
of bat activity would be expected.  Such early surveys may potentially detect summer roosts 
or the formation of maternity colonies, but they would be likely to underestimate the 
number of bats present.  It is also important to note that the surveys undertaken are 
designed to confirm the presence or absence of roosts.  The BCT methodology then states 
that where roosts are confirmed, further “roost characterisation surveys” should be 
undertaken.  Such surveys seek to confirm the size, season of use and status of the roost.  
No such characterisation surveys have been undertaken.  Similarly, two trees have been 
identified as bat roosts but no follow-up surveys (climbing inspections) appear to have been 
undertaken. 

5.5 The bat activity transect surveys carried out were broadly in line with BCT guidance, but 
were limited, again, to the early part of the season.  Darwin Ecology have recommended 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
further surveys later in the year, but it is not apparent whether these have been carried out.  
This is particularly unfortunate since surveys in the early part of the year identified 
Barbastelle bats foraging around the site.  The Barbastelle is one of the UK’s rarest bats and 
is IUCN Red Listed as Vulnerable to extinction.  Its population in the UK is unknown, but it is 
relatively rarely recorded using acoustic bat detectors, making this an important finding.  
The use of the site by Barbastelle, a vulnerable, European-protected species, is a material 
consideration in the grant of planning consent for this site.  Barbastelle bats are not 
recorded from urban areas and are known to be intolerant of light pollution.  The proposed 
development may be incompatible with protection of these bats in the locality, and further 
investigation and analysis would be expected.  Similarly, the bat surveys recorded 
unidentified Myotis species of bats.  This genus includes Myotis bechsteini, another of the 
UK’s rarest bats, which is known to occur in Surrey.  Again, further survey and assessment 
would be expected. 

 Adequacy of Impact Assessment 
 
5.6 The assessment of ecological value and the assessment of potential impacts has, in my 

opinion, been played down in the reports.  The executive summary of the Phase 1 report 
makes sweeping statements such as “the potential impact on wildlife will be minimal”.  This 
is despite the site supporting one of the UK’s rarest bats, and without the benefit of detailed 
surveys to understand how this species uses the site.  It goes onto state that “GCNs are not 
found within a 2km radius”.  This is misleading; the absence of existing records does not 
mean the absence of the species.  Surveys have not been undertaken of a 2km radius, and 
although no ponds are present on the site, no surveys for great crested newts have been 
undertaken in terrestrial habitats.  The report also claims that “there will be no adverse 
environmental effects on adjacent sites”.  No evidence is presented as to how the influx of 
over 600 additional people and 60 dogs would fail to impact on adjacent ancient woodland, 
a habitat sensitive to trampling, eutrophication from dog fouling and other disturbance 
impacts. 

 
5.7 The report claims that overall the enhancements proposed would produce an ecological 

gain.  This is not demonstrated in any accepted way through the use of the Defra or 
Warwickshire metric for offsetting calculations.  Even without running through the 
calculations it is apparent that since no additional land is provided for environmental 
enhancement, this cannot be the case.  The proposals are therefore not in line with the 
requirements of the NPPF. 

 
Adequacy of Mitigation Proposals 

 
5.8 Given the lack of adequate survey, and the incomplete characterisation of potential impacts, 

it is difficult to provide adequate confidence in the proposed mitigation.  For example, the 
lack of adequate survey for dormice means that the proposal of an ecological watching brief 
when hedgerows potentially-suitable for dormice would be removed is not appropriate.  An 
effective survey should be undertaken and a licence applied for if dormice are confirmed as 
present.   



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
5.9 With regard to the confirmed bat roosts, it is proposed that these should be removed using 

a Bat Low Impact Class Licence, rather than applying for a specific mitigation licence.  
However, in the absence of comprehensive survey information to characterise these roosts, 
it is not apparent whether this is appropriate, nor has sufficient evidence been provided as 
to whether replacement with bat boxes rather than more substantial replacement roosts is 
suitable.   

 
5.10 The main mitigation proposal for the development, however, appears to be the protection 

of the “Valley Park” area.  Whilst the report identifies this area as being of the highest 
environmental value, it also appears to claim its management as an enhancement.  Despite 
identifying this as the part of the site with the greatest intrinsic nature conservation value, it 
is proposed as the area to which all recreational disturbance will be directed.  The use of this 
site as SANG – deliberately drawing in recreational activity from both the new development 
and the existing residential area to avoid impacts on the SPA – seems incompatible with the 
claim that it is being protected and enhanced for nature conservation.  The Valley Park site 
is, in my opinion, not large enough to achieve both of these functions effectively. 

 
5.11 There seems to be some conflict between the ecology reports, which suggest that foraging 

corridors for bats will be retained, and the scheme plans which suggest that adequate 
lighting will be provided to allow residents to safely use the Valley Park in the evenings.  If 
there is lighting in the Valley Park, particularly into the trees, this may cause disturbance to 
foraging or commuting bats, which would be an offence under the Habitats Regulations.  At 
present, insufficient information is available to support an application for a derogation 
licence from Natural England, as it cannot be determined from the partial survey work 
completed whether there would be an effect on the favourable conservation status of 
various species in the local area.  This would again affect the deliverability of the Scheme 
and is a material consideration in the grant of consent. 

 
Conclusion 

 
5.12 Overall, I do not consider that sufficient ecological survey in line with current best practice 

has been completed in order to make an adequate assessment of ecological impacts or to 
propose adequate mitigation.  I do not, therefore, consider that the ecological survey 
reports before the Council at present provide sufficient information to allow them to 
discharge their responsibilities in determining this application.  

 
6.0 Recommendations 
 
6.1 In the light of the above, it is my professional opinion that Waverley Borough Council is not 

in a position to grant consent for the application due to the following. 
 

• The absence of adequate information upon which to base an appropriate assessment to 
conclude beyond reasonable scientific doubt that there would be no significant impact. 

• Inadequate proposals for SANG which can accommodate the recreational uses proposed 
without compromising existing nature conservation value. 

• Incomplete surveys for protected species (and hence unsupported mitigation proposals) 
which would be a material consideration in the grant of consent. 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

I would therefore recommend that, before the application is determined, significantly more 
ecological survey and assessment is required. 
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Additional ecology concerns by contributors to this report 

 
136. These points have been identified in addition to those made by Dr Wray as concerns 

regarding Wildlife Matters ecology report.  

 
136.1. The Phase 1 Habitats Survey falls short of the national good practice guidelines 

set out by the BS42020:2013 – Biodiversity Code of Practice for Planning and 

Development (“The Code”).  

 

136.2. In order to adequately guide and demonstrate sound professional judgment, the 

ecology professionals are required to collate the reports which are clearly 

informed by sound scientific method and evidence and are clearly justified 

through documented reasoning. This in turn provides recommendations and 

guidance ensuring actions and decisions taken at each stage of the planning 

process are informed by sufficient and appropriate ecological information.  

 

136.3. The ecological information presented by Wildlife Matters Ecology report is 

insufficient and does not allow for informed decision making. 

 

136.4. The report overall is unclear, full of blanket statements and demonstrates a clear 

lack of documented reasoning, making it impossible for the decision makers to 

understand the rationale for statements made in the report. For example, four 

“red” listed and five “amber” listed wild birds were identified to live on site; it is 

also confirmed at least 5 species of bats, badgers, hedgehogs, grass snakes, slow 

worms, dormice are present in the area – which are all protected species. Despite 

this, the executive summary states “There is no biodiversity integrity within the 

build area to lose. The potential impact on wildlife will be minimal.” There is no 

rationale within the executive summary or in the report for the reader to 

understand the scientific data and the reasoning behind such statement. 

Furthermore, this statement appears to be in direct contradiction with the Phase 

2 Bat and Reptile report prepared by Darwin Ecology, who have clearly identified 

significant habitat and food source losses for bats and reptiles identified on site. 
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136.5. The report states that well over 70 various species were recorded on site, 

followed by the description that “the site is species-poor”. At best, this may 

appear an unfortunate non-sequitur. At worst, it is simply contradictory. On either 

basis, the material submitted is inaccurate and insufficient; 

136.6. In its analysis, the report completely disregards loss of habitat and loss of food 

source wildlife will suffer as a result of building such high-density development in 

the area; 

136.7. The main area where the surveys took place are not clearly and precisely defined 

in the report; the reference to the marked area on the map (page 5) is unclear 

and the area surveyed appears to be encompassing a very small part of the site 

proposed for development. As a result, it is not possible upon an evidence-based 

review to determine whether a significant number of species may have been 

omitted from the report and not taken into consideration. 

136.8. The methodology section does not document in detail the dates, times of surveys, 

weather conditions and the scientific methods employed to obtain the ecological 

data. As a result, the appropriateness of measurements referred to cannot be 

assessed;  

136.9. The Results section does not clearly document the level of activity or likely size of 

the populations of species on site. It is unclear whether Table WM01 represents 

a list of UK and EU protected species identified on site, or it only lists the protected 

species for information purposes only. For example, the Methodology section 

states “Hazel Dormouse methodology was checked according to criteria in The 

Dormouse Conservation Handbook (Technical Appendix WM04).”, however the 

Results section does not describe the data gathered by using the stated 

methodology, hence it is impossible for decision makers to understand whether 

there is any dormouse population present and what would be the likely impact. 

Local residents have confirmed dormouse is present on and around the site. The 

report is similarly unclear and confusing when talking about plants; it states there 

are around 50 species of angiosperms (flowering plants) of which “most species 

recorded are UK protected species, and most of them are typical and widespread 

species that might be expected in such a site.” From the report it is impossible to 

understand the significance of this for the proposed development and any likely 

impact of the development on the local ecosystem.  



Appendix 2 
 

136.10. The ecological information presented by Wildlife Matters Ecology report is 

insufficient in terms of the species likely affected. For example, it omits stag 

beetles and Barbastelle bats (identified by the Darwin Ecology report). The report 

also states the consultant cannot use the National Biodiversity Network (NBN) for 

commercial purposes, and therefore could not check for sightings of other species 

potentially on site. The NBN identifies further 6 “red” and 4 “amber” bird species 

in 2km radius from the site which are likely using the site for breeding and feeding. 

136.11. The analysis on badgers is incomplete and does not follow Natural England 

recommendations of best practice; in particular, it was identified by the surveyor 

that badgers use the site for foraging; in such cases, best practice is to carry out 

bait marking to establish the size of the territory; there is also no justification why 

bait marking was not carried out despite finding signs of badger activity on site; 

136.12. The report misrepresents the level of use of the bridle path alongside which 

Starved Wood Sedge grows (an endangered plant only present in Somerset and 

on this site, which has been kept secret until recently to protect its fragile 

environment). The bridle path is used by very few residents and regular users of 

the path can confirm at peak times (morning and evening rush hour) there are 

maximum 3 individuals walking on the path within the space of 10-15 minutes.  

136.13. The report makes unsubstantiated statements about protected species, for 

example: 

(a) Bats: “Loss of feeding habitats: the site is species poor and bats would feed 

elsewhere at the current time, therefore there would be no loss of feeding 

areas.” This claim is unsubstantiated and in direct contradiction with the 

Darwin Ecology Bat and Reptile report which identifies parts of the site as a 

substantial food source for the bats.  

136.14. The report does not cover a sufficiently wide area of study commensurate 

with the requirements of the species of feature of interest, including connected 

systems; e.g. grass snakes present on site and they are feeding predominantly on 

amphibians; yet amphibians were dismissed in the report as not present.  

136.15. The Report also states that “The surveys have confirmed that low populations 

of grass snakes and slow worms are present at the site. Given the presence of 

juvenile grass snakes, this suggests this species is potentially breeding on or close 

to the site.”. These two sentences contradict themselves – the fact that creatures 

that are rarely sighted in the UK have been encountered by ecological survey 
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visits, and they are breeding doesn’t imply that the population is low. The Report’s 

assertions appear most surprising given that we, as residents on this hill, can 

confirm that there is a large breeding grass snake population. We have 

photographic evidence of a number of snakes in the area over the last year. 

Additionally, and sadly, dead juvenile snakes run over by cars/bicycles have been 

sighted on both New Way and Westbrook Road in 2018 – an increase in traffic in 

the areas could significantly affect this fragile population.  No assessment has 

been made of the effect of increased traffic on this population of rarely sighted 

reptiles has been undertaken. 

136.16. The Report quotes a number of professionals engaged from Surrey Wildlife 

Trust and Natural England, however no original documentation is enclosed. 

Hence, it is not possible to understand whether the quotations utilised have been 

taken out of context or inappropriately represent the views of those 

professionals, heightening the risk to bias and presentation of their 

representatives’ opinions in a favourable light. 

136.17. The report presents Valley Park as the main mitigation for impact of the 

development on wildlife on site – it is a 3.2ha of mainly woodland where the 

wildlife from the site is meant to seek refuge. However, there is no analysis to 

show the proposed Park is a suitable habitat for all species displaced from the site, 

and no analysis of indirect impact on wildlife and endangered Starved Wood 

Sedge due to increased footfall, dog walking, pollution, littering, lighting, 

domestic cats and other human activities in such proximity.  

136.18. The report states that “the park area will be managed properly as the Valley 

Park and thus retaining its biodiversity integrity”, however there is no 

substantiation and detail how this would be achieved.  

136.19. The “Opportunities for enhancement” section states that “the section of the 

site towards the rail station is of relatively high nature conservation interest and 

will be managed properly” – however no detail how this will be achieved is given.  

136.20. The Conclusions section makes unsubstantiated statements how the report 

“sets out the case of enhancement of the site which will result in a biodiversity 

uplift in the long term.” On page 15 in the section on Skylarks it is clear Natural 

England advised proposed mitigation of impact on Skylark is inadequate, and 

Ashill refused to provide an alternative mitigation due to it “being difficult during 

construction.” The Valley Park is then listed as an alternative with complete 
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disregard for the fact that skylark’s natural habitat is arable land, which will be 

completely built over as part of this development and will significantly shrink 

skylark’s habitat.  

 

137. Overall, the Phase 1 Habitat Report provided by Wildlife Matters Consultancy Unit 

cannot be relied for the reasons set out above.  

 

Framework Construction & Ecological Management Plan (CEMP)  

138. The Framework Construction & Ecological Management Plan (CEMP) document claims 

to be prepared according to the Code (page 3), however it does not contain some of the 

key elements required by the Code. Although the document seems to set out a 

framework for the CEMP, planning permission should not be granted until the required 

assessments have been performed to the extent possible at this stage of planning and 

documented in the report for the purposes of informed decision making.  

 

139. Certain key requirements from The Code which are missing from the Framework CEMP 

submitted with the planning application. A few examples are listed below (for the full list 

please refer to the BS42020:2013 – Biodiversity Code of Practice for Planning and 

Development, Section 10.2 on page 42). Planning application should not be granted 

unless relevant sections of the CEMP document are provided with the planning 

application, as without an informed decision is not possible.  

 

139.1. Risk assessment of potentially damaging construction-type activities (see section 

10.3 and Annex G of the Code).  

139.2. Identification of “biodiversity protection zones” (see section 10.4 of the Code) and 

areas where invasive species have been identified.  

139.3. Inclusion of or reference to details for implementation of method statements 

required to achieve specific biodiversity outcomes, and particularly mitigation 

measures (see section 10.5 of the Code). 

139.4. Identification of practical measures, both physical measures and sensitive 

working practices to avoid impacts during development, for protecting 

biodiversity through the control or regulation of construction-type activities (see 

section 10.5 of the Code).  
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139.5. The location and timing of sensitive works (see section 10.6 of the Code) to avoid 

harm to biodiversity features.  

139.6. The times during construction or development implementation (see 10.6) when 

particular specialists (see section 10.8 of the Code) need to be present on site to 

oversee works. 

139.7. Responsible persons and lines of communication (see section 10.7 of the Code).  

139.8. Defining and communicating the role and responsibilities on site of an ecological 

clerk of works (ECoW), or appointed ecologist(s) responsible for managing 

biodiversity issues on site, and times and activities during construction or 

development implementation when they need to be present to oversee works 

(see section 10.8 of the Code).  

139.9. Use of exclusion fences, protective barriers and warning signs (see section 10.9 of 

the Code). 

 

140. The assessment of the following should also be included in CEMP which is currently not 

in the report submitted with the planning application: 

140.1. Siting and timing of all construction-type activities to avoid harm to important 

nature conservation features (see section 10.6 of the Code).  

140.2. Erection of fences (see section 10.9 of the Code) to protect sensitive biodiversity 

features specifying type, location and means of installation. 

140.3. Erection of information or warning signs for site workers specifying location, type 

and means of installation.  

140.4. Erection of wildlife exclusion barriers (see section 10.9 of the Code) to prevent, 

where necessary, particular species (e.g. water voles, badgers, amphibians and 

reptiles) from moving from one area or feature to another.  

140.5. Direction of security/construction lighting away from protection zones, tree 

canopies and watercourses.  

140.6. Regular inspection and maintenance of wildlife exclusion barriers and protective 

fences to ensure they remain fit for purpose. 

 

141. The CEMP (even at the framework stage) should include a rolling timetable showing:  

141.1. when specific measures to avoid or reduce impacts (see 10.5) are to be carried 

out; and  



Appendix 2 
 

141.2. phasing of construction-type activities to ensure that proposed works are aligned 

with any ecological and legal constraints, e.g. bird nesting season or activities 

controlled through planning conditions and obligations (see sections 9.2, 9.3 and 

9.4 of the Code) or an appropriate species licence (see 9.5).  

 

142. CEMP should provide details of personnel and lines of communication necessary for its 

full implementation, including those responsible for providing the following in relation 

to biodiversity conservation.  

142.1. Advice and monitoring in relation to regulations, legal consents, planning 

conditions, environmental procedures and contractual arrangements.  

142.2. Correct installation and maintenance of physical protection measures.  

142.3. Training and toolbox talks for staff.  

142.4. Contingency measures in the event of an accident or occurrence of other 

potentially damaging incidents.  

142.5. Periodic reporting on the success of a) to d) as required, for example, by planning 

conditions.  

 

143. The CEMP should identify, with input from the client, project manager and competent 

ecologists, etc., as appropriate, those situations during the construction/implementation 

period where an ecological clerk of works (see section 10.8 of the Code) is required. 

 

Phase 2 Bat and Reptile Report provided by Darwin Ecology 

144. The report highlights significant concerns of the impact and lists a number of mitigation 

measures required by law to be implemented to preserve the biodiversity on site. 

Specifically, the mitigation measures are specified for the Construction and Operational 

phases of the development. None of the mitigation measures listed in the report are 

included in any detail in the CEMP report, nor are they incorporated in the Plan and 

Design of the development submitted with the planning application.  

 

145. For example, the ecology report makes a number of recommendations regarding 

minimising lighting on the site, so as to reduce the effects on the bat population that will 

be adversely affected. However, these recommendations do not appear to have been 

picked up by the Developer’s Architect – Section 6.7 of the Design and Access statement 

shows the intent to provide significant site lighting – including “up lighting into trees” – 
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which will be significant deterrent to bats. The developer should be compelled to 

demonstrate how they have modified the development to reflect all of the ecological 

recommendations for the site in order to preserve biodiversity of the site. 
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Additional traffic safety concerns 

 
146. Additional traffic safety concerns have been raised by the authors of this report. These 

are detailed in this appendix. 

 

The West end of Eashing Lane towards the A283 and the junction of Eashing lane/A283 

147. There are a number of pinch points and narrow stretches of road towards the Milford 

end of Eashing Lane. While it is just possible for two normal sized cars to pass each other 

slowly at these narrow points, anything larger than a car necessitates someone having 

to pull into the electrical sub station ground or field entrance.  If a driver has passed the 

substation, this requires a length of reversing.  This is only possible if there is nothing 

behind the driver and the driver is capable of reversing a distance. Skip lorries, delivery 

trucks, refuse vehicles, tractors, horseboxes all use this lane frequently.   

 

148. The junction of Eashing Lane with the A283 often has queuing cars waiting to join the 

main road.  Cars turning right, especially during the rush hour, can be waiting some time 

to pull out, consequently preventing cars behind them from turning left.  One of the 

developer’s mitigation plans is for a left flare at the junction to allow cars to turn left.  It 

will only take a few cars to want to turn right before the flare will be rendered useless as 

they will not be able to progress pass the tight bend that is situated a mere 3 or 4 car 

lengths back from the junction.  3 or 4 cars turning right is common during the morning 

rush hour. 

 

149. The Transport Assessment figures and observations also only take into account the 

Waverley side of the proposed development. If the Guildford side of the proposed 

development was to go ahead, the number of houses and cars on the roads could be 

doubled.  To fail to take into account the combined effect of the 2 developments, with 

respect, leaves many of the contentions made in the Transport Assessment as simply 

unresolved.  For reasons dealt with elsewhere in this submission, the failure to deal with 

the overall site (comprising both the site in Waverley and that in Guildford) leaves this 

application fundamentally flawed. 

 



Appendix 3 
 

Along Lower Eashing  

150. The Traffic Assessment (TA) carried out by the developer did not include Lower Eashing 

which is a major oversight on their part.  It is reasonable to expect that construction 

vehicles and new residents will be taking a shortcut through Lower Eashing.  The 

mediaeval bridge with 7.5t weight restriction (which they refer to merely as a single lane 

bridge) is vulnerable and has been damaged in the past by oversize vehicles.  

 

151. Lower Eashing, in particular, by the Stag on the River, suffers from congestion and 

parking which makes the road unsafe as it is. This is a single-track road with a weak bridge 

which is already unsuitable for the volume of traffic coming down it. There are no 

pavements leading to Eashing Lane and the road is narrow with tight corners, which 

poses serious safety risks to cyclists and pedestrians.  

 

152. Clearly, the most direct route for new Ockford Park residents heading home off the 

southbound A3 would be through Lower Eashing thus adding to the existing problems 

yet this has been completely overlooked by the TA. The developer’s statement that 

“increases in queuing and delay arising from the development will fall below what might 

constitute a ‘severe’ impact” is misleading. 

 

Along Eashing lane down to the junction with the A3100 

153. Upper part of Eashing lane to junction with A3100 is already heavily congested. At peak 

hours traffic is already high, with traffic flow being constant Monday to Friday from 

about 6:30am until about 22:00 hours. This causes a significant amount of noise for 

residents living along Eashing lane.  

 

154. At peak times and in cases of any accidents on A3, there is also significant congestion at 

the Eashing lane/A3100 junction, causing major delays, especially to commuters and 

parents doing school runs. 

 

155. Further concern are HGV vehicles already using Eashing lane, which would increase 

during construction. When HGVs drive past, it causes significant amount of noise and 

vibrations. The spread of vibrations can cause trembling of the houses on Eashing lane, 

especially at 30mph speed.  
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156. It also poses a serious risk to cyclists and to pedestrians trying to cross the road at the 

bus stop at Eashing lane/Franklyn road/Aarons Hill junction.  

 

157. Traffic Assessment by the developer does not refer to any assessment of Eashing Lane 

to ensure it is capable to withstand heavy vehicles during construction and the increased 

traffic as a result of increased use of the road by additional vehicles. 

  

158. Furthermore, the proposals for mitigation of congestion by the developer suggest 

prohibition of parking along Eashing lane. The proposals are unrealistic, considering the 

parking along Eashing lane is crucial for around 60 residents who live in Victorian 

terraced houses and bungalows further up the hill. Because of the steep hill on both sides 

of Eashing lane, there is no alternative parking solution but to park along Eashing lane. 

Some of the residents along this road have small children or are retired, meaning they 

require easy access to their vehicles. Such proposals would also require a traffic 

regulation order (TRO) which because of the likely opposition to such proposals may well 

not be forthcoming. 

 

159. Children, pedestrian and cyclist safety is also a serious concern on this part of Eashing 

lane. Because Eashing lane is very narrow, the passing traffic puts cyclists and resident 

children playing in the area at significant risk of injury or death. This is especially true for 

the blind bend just before the junction of Eashing lane, Franklyn road and Aarons Hill. At 

current traffic levels, traffic calming measures, speed limit enforcement and prohibition 

of HGVs are desperately needed between Eashing lane/A3100 junction and Eashing 

Lane/Godalming&Guildford bypass. The lane is too narrow and has a few sharp blind 

bends along the entire stretch of the road which pose a significant risk to cyclists, 

pedestrians and runners alike.  

 

160. These safety measures need to be implemented before even considering adding 

additional housing to the area. Adding 262 (and potentially another 200 houses with the 

Guildford side of the proposals) would make Eashing lane unliveable and incredibly risky 

for children, pedestrians and cyclists having to use the road. Especially as there are no 

possible alternatives considering the landscape restrictions make widening of Eashing 

lane unfeasible.   
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Pedestrian/cyclist impact on Westbrook Road/New Way as a result of the Proposed 

Development 

161. The description of the public right of way on page 16/17 of the Transport Assessment 

fails to note the existence of footpath 44 on Westbrook Road. It is also not included in 

the combined local facilities plan at Figure 4.1. The only mention of this important path 

in the context of the Proposed Development in any of the Planning Application 

documentation is in the Figure 3 Appendix of the LVIA. 

 

162. Although the Proposed Development no longer includes a pedestrian/bicycle access 

point onto Half Way Lane it is likely that there will be some additional footfall from the 

Ockford Farm access point. We accept that the majority of pedestrian/bicycle traffic is 

likely to proceed down or up the bridleway 6 access route given the amended 

Development Proposal (although both routes are a similar length) and it is vital that this 

is the case for all bicycle traffic as Westbrook Road is not a bridleway and, 

notwithstanding the fact that it is “lightly trafficked”, it is a  narrow, single track private 

road with no pavements or lighting with several sharp blind corners and a steep gradient 

– see pictures below. Even with the majority of pedestrian and cyclist traffic directed 

towards New Way, the Western end of Westbrook Road remains unsafe for bicycle 

traffic and unsafe for any significant numbers of pedestrians. There have been two 

serious bicycle accidents in recent years, one necessitating the closure of the road while 

the police investigated the near fatality of the cyclist and the other resulting in the 

hospitalisation of a cyclist with serious injuries including broken bones and a punctured 

lung. Whilst the two cycling incidents did not involve other road users and are therefore 

illustrative of the inherent unsuitability of Westbrook Road for cyclists, the danger 

presented to both pedestrians (and also to cyclists) arises from vehicular traffic on 

Westbrook Road. Although residents are considerate and careful drivers, unfortunately 

others using the road, including visitors and delivery drivers, are less familiar and have 

been noted to drive at excessive speeds, being unaware of the hazards. This applies both 

to the section of the road that is publicly maintained (up to the Meath Home and 

including the railway bridge tunnel) and the section of the road that is privately owned 

(after the Meath Home). 
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Photographs: Westbrook Road – Blind corners and steep gradients 

163. As noted under the commentary on the LVIA, the route up New Way, past the Proposed 

Development and down Westbrook Road is also the rural setting for the annual 

Godalming Fun Run. It is noteworthy that the entirety of Westbrook Road is required to 

be closed to all traffic during the course of the Fun Run, as it is considered unsafe for the 

volume of pedestrian users arising from the Fun Run to use Westbrook Road at the same 

time as vehicles. 

 

164. The use of bridleway 6 (or footpath 44) for those travelling from the Proposed 

Development to Godalming beyond the train station necessitates navigating the road 

under the bridge on Westbrook Road. This access point is inherently dangerous. There is 

a narrow pavement on one side of the road under the bridge and neither side of the road 

at the bridge has any visibility of the other side as you approach until you get to the 

actual entrance point of the tunnel on each side. On the south side there is a 90 degree 

turn onto/from New Way at this point – see photographs below. 

 

165. The Traffic Survey that was undertaken at the bridge on Westbrook Road in June 2018 

for one week-day is not representative of the longer-term traffic use (or past use) and 

conflict between all road users at this site. Until recently the route was subject to 

significant additional daily use by the employees at WSP Parsons Brinkerhoff, a 

significant number of whom accessed the Westbrook Mills premises from the 

pedestrian/cyclist access on the south side of the bridge – see photographs of access 
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point below. This is the shortest route to the premises from the train station and for 

pedestrians/cyclists accessing from the south side of Godalming along Station Road. 

There was also some intermittent vehicular access at this point although the site owners 

deliberately kept this to a minimum due to the inherent safety concerns. The site is 

currently vacant pending its development (this was also the case on the June Traffic 

Survey day).  

 
Photograph: View west up Westbrook Road: New Way to the left is access to the station. 

Shows pedestrian and vehicular access to Westbrook Mills development site of 100 units to 

the right. 
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Photograph: Shows pedestrian and vehicular access to Westbrook Mills development site of 

100 units. 

 

166. When the Westbrook Mills site of 99 residential units is developed in the near future this 

will significantly impact the pedestrian/cyclist use of this blind junction and give rise to a 

significant increase in different classes of road users needing to accommodate each 

other either side of the bridge tunnel. The sustainability of the Westbrook Mills 

development will mean that this access point is maintained for residents who will be far 

greater in number than the Parsons Brinkerhoff employees. The employees tended to 

use the access at peak morning and evening times and also in their lunch hour on week 

days. The residential development will involve continuous use of the access (by many 

more users) in addition to the previous peak time use. There is also likely to be a 

significant increase in the recreational and leisure use of footpath 44 on Westbrook Road 

and bridleway 6 along New Way during the weekdays and weekends by resident 

individuals/families/dog walkers etc. This increase in use is more than enough additional 

usage of an inherently dangerous and unsafe access point at the bridge and footpath 44 

on Westbrook Road (for the safety reasons given above) – see photos below. 
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Photograph: View of eastern approach to Westbrook Bridge showing no visibility to on coming 

traffic 
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Photographs: Narrow pavement under Westbrook Road Bridge 

167. Even if measures were to be successfully implemented that limited the pedestrian and 

cyclist flow from the Proposed Development down Westbrook Road, this traffic would 

be funnelled down New Way and, to the extent travelling into Godalming and not the 

train station, would eventually emerge at the junction between New Way and 

Westbrook Road a few metres in front of the bridge tunnel. 

 

168. To increase further this potential road user conflict (including for vulnerable disabled 

road users who are residents of the Meath Home which is situated at this access point) 
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with additional usage from cyclists and pedestrians from the Proposed Development will 

be unsafe and has not been modelled accurately by Ashill. The modelling needs to take 

into account the Westbrook Mills development which will likely accommodate more 

than 200 residents. There needs to be properly thought through, including a  

consideration of the inter-relation of the impact of all of the proposed developments at 

this inherently unsafe point of access. Therefore, the modelling also needs to take 

account of the Combined Development impact. An additional 200 dwellings will create 

significant further safety issues. In total the residents from some 600 new dwellings (over 

2000 people) will all be funnelled for pedestrian and cyclist routes to and from 

Godalming and to the train station (from the Westbrook Mills side) at this single point of 

access which is already an unsafe and vulnerable road user point in what is currently a 

lightly used pedestrian and cyclist site (as the Study confirms). The modelling needs to 

cover both week days and weekends separately, as the nature of the traffic flow is 

different. 

 

Pedestrian Safety Issues for the route from Halfway Lane to Lower Eashing  

169. As noted under the commentary on the LVIA, Halfway Lane is a key PROW for hikers and 

families on weekends wishing to gain swift access to a rural setting from the centre of 

Godalming. The route from Godalming station up Westbrook Road through Halfway Lane 

is the swiftest access route from central Godalming to a rural setting and is the beginning 

of a popular hike across PROWs to Eashing and, in particular, the Stag on the River. The 

commentary on the LVIA is Section  explains why the Proposed Development would have 

a highly material and negative impact upon this popular rural journey. The additional 

weekend flow of pedestrian users combined with the likely flow of pedestrian traffic 

from the Proposed Development will have a significantly negative impact upon the safety 

of Westbrook Road. In addition, the Westerly pedestrian route down Eashing Lane from 

the exit of Halfway Lane has a narrow pavement for a short distance and thereafter no 

pavement at all. This means that pedestrians wishing to follow the popular route from 

Halfway Lane to PROW must walk on the road for some 400 metres, which distance 

includes an extremely dangerous blind bend just before access to PROW from Eashing 

Lane. The increased traffic along Eashing Lane arising from the Proposed Development 

will create a very substantial increase to the danger for pedestrians using this route. 

 

 


